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PREFACE
By Dr R. C Majumdar
GENERAL EDITOR

Volumes IX and X deal with the history ol India from 1818 to
1905. These iwo dates are significant landmarks mn the history of
Modern India." The establishment of British paramountcy in India
was completed in 1818, and the year 1905 marks the beginning of
that national struggle by the Indians against the British rule which
culminated in the achievement of independence 1 1947. This volume
describes the nature of British rule mn India for nearly a century
after it had become the domvnant political power, and the next
volume delineates the social changes and cultural renaissance which
led to the emergence of India from the Medieval to the Modern Age,
and set i motion those forces and tendencies which created the
Indian nation out of heterogeneous groups of peoples. It i1s hardly
necessary to point out that the events described 1n these two volumes
are inextricably mixed up, and they should be looked upon as parts
of a single work describing the different aspects of the history of
India during the nineteenth century As a matter of fact, when the
plan for the History and Culture of the Indian People was first drawn
up 1 1945, only a single volume, namely Vol. 1X, was designed to
cover all the topies which are now treated in Vols. IX and X,

Vol. IX 1s divided 1nto two Books which deal, respectively, with
the political and economic history of the pericd. The political history
1s again divided mto ihree parts, thc second part dealing with the
mutiny and revolt of 1857-8, and the other two with the periods be-
fore and after it
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ders and high Civil Officials—whose individual activities loom large
1n the current histories of British India.

The materials for wriling the history of India in the 19th cen-
tury are both ample and varied in character. Apart from numerous
printed books, pamphlets and pertodicals, the very nature oi.the
British Government in India has been of great help 1o the historians
in this respect. Being merely a subordinate body to t}{e superior
authority—East India Company up to 1858 and the British Cro.wn
thereafter—residing in England, almost every transaction of any im-
portance had to be put on record for the examination by the lattFr,
and there was a continuous stream of correspondence, both official
and private, between the two., It has furnished invalual:zle s«?l!.i‘té-
materials, such as has been seldom the good luck of & historian to
possess. The confidential minutes and despatches of the Gavernors-
General and the Court of Directors or Secretary of State, as well ag
private correspondence between them, have thrown very interesting
light on the inner motives that inspired the British policy and acti-
vities 1n India. They have also supplied positive evidence as to the
real nature of many aspects of British imperialism, and thrsom off
the mask of benevolence under which 1t w27 Syecesstully hidden for

along ime As more and ™3 e of these records are gradually being

thrown open to the public, the historian has been in a position to re-
arrange the different elements of British policy 1n India properly in

order to draw up an integrated picture of the British rule in India in
the 19th century.

A very valuable supplement v these plivate and confidential
official documents 1s supplied by the speéches and wnitings of a few
liberal-minded Englishmen who felt real sympathy fot Indian aspi-
rations. The adverse eofiments on the varlous aspects of British
rule 1n India by Englishmen like George Thompson, John Bright,
Henry Fawecett, Sir Charles Digby, Wyndham and Sir Henry Cotton
cannot be lightly dismissed as irrésgonsible criticism dictated by sel-

fish motives, sense of frustration, or an anti-Biitish spirit—insinua-
tions such as a

. as are usually fhade in ragard to any unfavourable criti-
cism of British rule by even the highest Indiai The adverse com-
ments ont Brltish rule in Indig by the Britishers themselves are there-
fore of inestimable value 10 a historian, when they lend support to

{ln dian criticism which would, otherwise, not carry much weight,
aving emanated from an interested party-with natural repugnance
1gainst the British “

The historman of British
ack of materials;—he rathe
mpossible for g single i

India has therefore no complaint about
r suffers from a plethora of them. It is
mdividual, however industrious he might be,

XXu



PREFACB

to peruse all the available records of the 19th century. All that he
can hope to do is to go through a judicious selection of them, and
utilize the monographs written on various aspects of British adminis-
tration by specialists who based their work on a minute and critical
study of all relevant documents on the subject There are many
valuable works of this nature, but they are unequal in value and
need to be studied with care. For, generally speaking, both British
and Indian writers were, more or less, influenced by personal feel-
ings and prejudices, and few could rise above them in order to pro-
duce a real objective study.

There are a number of important historical works of a general
nature covering the whole or parts of the 19th century, written by
contemporary Englishmen. The earliest work relating to the period
under review is H. H. Wilson's Supplement, in three volumes, to the
six-volume History of James Mill. This Supplement continues the
history of British India from 1805 to 1835. Next comes Thornton’s
six-volume History of the British Empire in India, covering the period
up to nearly 1845 when the last volume was published. Two other
less voluminous works are Beveridge’s Comprehensive History of
India in three volumes, published in 1867, and Trotier’s History of
the British Empire in India (1844-58), published in 1866. These were
not followed by any such comprehensive history written by a
Britisher for more than half a century. It is not a little curious, that
although a great deal of fresh materials became available as the years
rolled on, no Brilish historian felf inclined to follow in the footsteps
of his illustrions predeccssors mentioned above, and write a com-
prehensive history of the glorious achievements of his country in a
far distant land. Instead, we find only a small number of short
treatises of the nature of advanced text-books, written by Meadows
Taylor (1870), Sir Alfred Lyall (1894), V A. Smith (1919). P. E
Roberts (1921), and Thompson and Garratt (1934). But scholarly
beoks were written on select topics, primarily with a view to defend
British officials and British policy in India against charges levelled by
older writers, including English historians. In general, the historical
writings of Englishmen from about the last quarter of the 19th cen-
tury were, more or less, tinged by the spirit of imperialism which they
inherited as a legacy from the British rule in India during the preced-
ing century. The most typical example of such a historical work is fur-
nished by V. A. Smith’s Oxford History of India (1918) on a smaller
scale, and The Cambridge History of India, Vols. V(1829) and
VI(1932), on a more comprehensive scale. One may be pardoned
for gathering the impression from these books, that they were pro-
ducts of men who honestly believed in the doctrine—'my couniry,

xxui
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right or wrong,—and used the medium of history to defend British
imperiabsm which had by that time come in for a good deal of
criticism both in India and abroad. The Cambridge History of India,
Vols. V-VI, the last great historical work on modern India written
by British historians, looks at India purely from the standpoint of
British officials and statesmen. Its attention was mainly directed
to, and 1its interest was primarily concerned with, the British domi-
nion and British administration While minute details are given on
these points, the story of Indians, as such, 1s almost completely
ignored. One may go through the two ponderous volumes without
gaming any 1dea of the great cultural renaissance in India in the
19th century which transformed her from the Medieval to the
Modern Age. While reference is made in detail to official transac-
tions or adminmstrative machinery, there 1s hardly any reference.
except by way of casual mention as a part of administrative history,
to the great social and religious reforms, literary revival, and poli-
tical aspirations, which so strongly marked the 19th century. One
comes across enthusiastic references to British Governors-General,
Governors and even lesser officials, but looks in vain for the names
and careers of men like Rammohan Roy, Iswar Chandra Vidyasagar,
Bankim Chandra Chatterji, Ramkrishna Paramahamsa, Keshab
Chandra Sen, Swam Vivekananda, Dayananda Saraswati, Surendra
Nath Banerji, M. G. Ranade, Dadabhai Naoroji, Pherozeshah
Mehta, Bal Gangadhar Tilak and a host of others,” who will be re-
membered as makers of Modern India, long after the names of offi-

cials, with whose careers the two volumes of Cambridge History
abound, have been completely forgotten

But the errors of Cambridge History are not of omission only.
The errors of commission are equally, if not more grave and serious
Differing 1n spirit even from the old English historians of British
India, it has put forth only the official or imperial view of British
tx:ansactmns in India, without any attempt to discuss the dissentient
views It suppresses truth in many cases where the preservation of
good name for the British rulers requires it; worse still, it repeats
the official calumny against Indian rulers concocted by the British
Government of the day in order to justify their unjust action against
them, though a little inquiry would have sufficed to demonstrate the
totally unreliable character of the evidence on which the statements
of the Government of India were based. Typical instances of the
former are supplied by the accounts given of the annexation of

Burr'na, Awadh, Nagpur, Jhansi, Sindh and the Panjab, as well as
c_lfalmgs of Ellenborough with Sindhia. As regards the latter, it
~ 3

* Onl . i
of Brltxsrllx 5; gmﬁgtaégf&t on is made of a few of them in conncetion with the story

xxiv



PREFACB

is only necessary to refer to the grounds on which the rulers of
Mysore, Coorg, Cachar, and Satara were dethroned, and an armed
expedition was sent against Manipur and its Commander-in-chief,
Tikendrajit, was hanged.

There was no dearth of Indian historians, and it may be asked
why they did not expose the true character of the history of modern
India written by the Britishers. This was not only an academic
question, but should have been prompted by a sense of patriotic duty
when it was clearly realized that the British version was being
gradually accepted, at least in most cases, as unvarnished truth. With-
out making any attempt to defend the Indian historians against this
charge, it is only fair to state that they were working under a serious
handicap in this respect during the British rule in India. It may
be easily understocd why no Indian historian during this period
dared discuss feely and in detail, either the shady transactions of the
British in respect of ihe princes and people of India, or the ignoble
selfish motives which inspired the Government of India in different
spheres of activities In particular, no adequate reference could be
made to the iniquities, injustice and oppression perpetrated by the
British in India, These difficulties were removed with the extinc-
tion of the British rule, but another difficulty presented itself. The
current books on the history of India under the British, written by
Enghsh historians since 1870, were mostly influenced by the spirit
of jingoism which looked at every event through official eyes and
from the standpoint of the imperial interests of the British. There
was, besides the over-powering sense of racial superiority which
made even some eminent Englishmen, including Governors-General
and British Cabinet ministers, look upon the Indians as little better
than animals or primitive savages. It 1s therefore scarcely a matter
of surprise that the British historians would give a picture of Indian
history, during the British rule, which suffered to a very large de-
gree fiom distortion and suppression of truth, biassed judgment,
and wrong inference, wherever the British prestige was hkely to be
damaged by a norration of actual events.** Unfortunately, many

** Two modein British historians of India, while admitting the truth of this
charge, have offered an explanation which may be stated mn their own words: “Of
feneral histories of Bratish India, those written a century or more ago are, with
hardly an exception, frankei, fuller, and more interesting than those of the last
fifty years 1In days when no one dreamed that any one would ever bhe seditious
enough to ask really fundamental questions (such as ‘What right have you to be in
Ix}dia at all’), and when no one ever thought of any public but a British one, eriti-
cism was lively and well informed, judgment was passed without 1egard to poh-
tical exigencies Of late years, increasingly and no doubt naturally, all Indian
“estions have tended to be approached from the standpoint of adminstration: ‘Will
this make for eamer and quieter government?’ The wnter of to-day inevitably has
2 world outside his own people, listening mtently and as touchy as his own people,

as swift 1o take offence. ‘He that is not for us 1s agamst us’. This knowledge of
an overhearing, even eavesdropping public, of being in partibus infidelum, exer-
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statements of these later British historians, owing to .constant re-
petitions over @ lofig périod of time, have now come to be regarded
as true, even though ?arlie‘r: LIix:xtisl_rx ‘historians gave an_altogether
different version which approximated more nearly to truth, and ex-

pressed different views which were fairer and more reasonable.

A modern historian of British India, therefore, finds it abso-
lutely necessary to dispose of a lai:gq"legacy of falsehood, hal?-truths,
and perversion of facts and judgments, which are now passing cur-
rent as history. To expose their true nature and seek to establish
truth on the basis of facts dnd reason, is by no means an easy task.
A simple statement of facts, where it‘diﬁers“from the current view,
is not Iikely to be actorded ‘any historical value unless elaborate
evidences and arguments are added {o demolish the views or theories
that have been i vogue for a long time. This renders the task of
writing history of Modern India a very. difficult and laborious one.
As the present Volume is the first comprehensive history of British
India, written after the end of Brifish rule, the onerous duty of set-
ting an example of writing the history of Modern India, free from
all restraints and strictly from historical point of view alone, de-
volves upon the editor of this volume., Such a history should seek
to establish truth by removing the cobwebs of falsehoods, prejudices
and misrepresentations that have gathered round it. This para-
mount task has always been kept in view, though, in practice, it led
to disproportionate allotment of space and emphasis to different
topies, judged purely from their mtrinsic importance in a general
history of India. For example, thirty-three pages have been de-
voted to the British invasion of the petty Manipur State, though it
does not form a very important event in a general history of India.
But the t{reatment of this episode by the British (and following them,
Indianj historians has generally been so perverse and misleading,
that real truth had to be established on a sound basis which would
carry conviction against long-established tradition Ellenborough
has been praised for his moderation in dealing with Sindhia, but
the trtfth 1s just the reverse. His action was most autocratic and
tyrannical. A Bntish historian has represented the last ruler of
?001}; as almost a monster in the guise of human form, in order to
JUSt.lfy the annexation of his territory, but this is contrsdicted by all
available evidence, and there are grounds to believe that Coorg was
?}T::%C:% 0}? ac;}ount of its coffee-plantation and a climate suitable for
portedlbxs t.h Bl.e’dez'z}-one.ment of the Raja of Satara, though sup-

Yy the British historians, was undoubtedly an unjust and high-

cises a constant silent censorship, v.hich has made British-Indian b
23::}:1 r!)? g‘:{:ﬁ:}?tp‘eﬁ?’?lﬂrs};ip " Edward Thompson and G Gali?:t, ﬁsézr};&e;;?fx"lsf
muifan, 1624). n India. Bibliographical Note at the end of the book (Mac-
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handed act. A simple denial of the statements of British writers
which have gained currency as truths, or a short accurate statement
of the actual case would not serve any useful purpose, as they would
be attributed to the bias or prejudice of an Indian writer. It was,
therefore, felt necessary to discuss each of these episodes fully on its
merits by citing material evidence, and this has required much greater
space than would possibly be given to it on the ground of its intrin-
sic importance to India.

Two other topics may be cited among those which would per-
haps be regarded as occupying a space somewhat out of proportion
to their importance in a general history. These are the famines and
wars. The recurring famines in the 19th century constitute the
blackest spot in the history of the British rule in India, and most

- severely affected that section of the people—the dumb millions—

whom Lord Curzon and others repeatedly declared to be the real
people of India, and of whose material interests they claimed to be
the sole guardian. The British politicians and rulers declared ad
nayseam that the chief concern and object of their rule in India was
to secure the material prosperity of that section, heedless of the
hostile comments of the educated Indians who formed but a mi-
croscopic minority. The extreme poverty and misery of the masses
was due to heavy assessment of land-revenue and the ruin of indus-
try brought about by unfair means on the part of the British and
their unwillingness to help or foster 1its growth The recurring
famines, which were the inevitable consequences of the British
policy, expose the real character of the paternal solicitude for the
peasantry or dumb millions on the part of their self-constituted
trustees or guardians The famine and land-revenue system have
been treated at some length because they go to the root of the vital
problem of the welfare of the masses—the raison d’etre of the British
rule according to its supporters.

It has been the general attitude of the British historians to
look upon the growth and expansion of British empire in India as
an accident rather than the result of a deliberate policy or design.
They hold that the wars by which new territories were gained were
forced upon them, and were not due to any aggressive or imperial
policy of expansion. The wars in the Panjab, Sindh, and Burma
have been dealt in some detail in order to expose the unreal charac-
ter of these pretensions. These wars were prompted by the deli-
berate policy of expansion, and the two wars against Afghanistan
were the direct consequence of British imperialism.

Another topic which has occupied considerable space is the great
outbreak of 1857. Tt is one of those episodes which no educated

XXvil



BRITISH PARAMOUNTCY AND INDIAN RENAISSANCE

Indian or student of Indian History has ever regarded without inte-
rest, and {ew ‘without prejudice. Its memory served as an inspira-
1101 1o the Indiens 1n their fight for {reedom against the British in the
twentieth century, and consequently an exaggerated idea t?f its im-
portance and an emotional view of 1ts real character gamed-cur-
reney among 21l classes of Indians, It was hailed as the first national
war of independence against the British, and this aspect was
emphasized during the celebration of its centenary all over India.
Much has been written on this question on that occasion, and both
before and since, by professional historians as well as amateur
wiilers who were mamly prompted by patriotic sentiments. No
general consensus of opinion has yet emerged about the real nature
or true character of the movement, but, on the whole, the tendency
to look upon 1t as a national war of independence shows visible signs
of decline  Although big historical texts and numerous monographs
on ithe subject have been pubhshed during the last hundred years,
it has not yet been adequately treated in any general history of
India Except a single book of small size, there is no monograph
or special history of the Mutiny of 1857, which gives even a brief
but systematic account of the outbreak of civil population in various
localities in 1857-8. Yet this is 2 very important factor in making
a proper estimate of the character of the movement. In view of the
great importance which every educated Indian attaches to it, the
editor has felt it necessary not only to add a detailed account of
the local outhreaks, apart from the mutiny of sepoys, but also to
discuss the causes and nature of the whole outbreak and describe
in some detail the atrocities perpetrated by both sides,—information
which is generally lacking in a general history of India.

Another topic which is generally ignored, or has received but
scant attention so far in a general history of India, is the series of
violent outbreaks of armed resistance to the British authority which
cccurred fr'equentlv before the great outbreak of 1857, and also,
gt g;eater intervals, afte.r it was suppressed. The pre-Mutiny out-
t}:zacfag:vengreater ;lgnlﬁcance. They showed that the embers of
under—freealan fenali;: g of thfe eighteenth century—when India was

i —had not died out, and proved to be but isolated
mamfestations of the old spirit which burst out in a concentrated
fg;}; ;noiBi'z.r get}(: ni:?o indicate the process and stages in the evo-
second halt o.f theln inetwa v}:hlch was qraduzilly established in the
Frave therefore beon ;entt' century. The disturbances before 1857
for IV, Tho dio <}:Jo ectively described, in some detail, in Chap-

. rbances after 1858 were more sporadic in cha-

racter, but none the less of great significance, as they sh
under the calm, placid surface of Pav Bri . °y 8 ow. that
ar Britannica there were violent
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eddies which marked the suppressed wrath and discontent against
the Brifish rule. These have been discussed in Chapter XXIX.

Special mention may be made of two of these violent outbreaks,
whose roots lay deep in the soil long before 1857 The first is the
Wsahabi Movement which 1s remarkable for two reasons It was the
first national movement of the Muslims to restore their lost power
and glory, and it evolved a highly developed organization, extending
from the foothills of the Hindu Kush in the north-west, right across
the plains of North India, to the eastern border of Bengal. The
Wahabis offered a stiff armed resistance to the British, and deeds
of bravery, heroism and sacrifice displayed by individual members
are worthy of being recorded in the dnnals of India.

The second 1s the organized resistance of the poor cultivators
o the indigo-planiers. The story of the merciless exploitation and
ruihless oppression of the peasants by the British planters in Bengal,
and to a certain extent 2lso in Bihar, forms one of the most dismal
and disgraceful episodes in the hstory of British India. But the
tyrauny of the white indigo-planters, backed by the British officials,
and somelimes even by the Government, provoked a sirange re-
action—a resolute determination on the part of the cultivators not
to sow indigo, come what may. This organized passive resistance.
which brought the issue to a successful end, may be justly regarded
as the forerunner of the non-violent non-co-operation or passive re-
sistance which Mahatma Gandhi launched on a massive scale more
than half a century later to free India from the British rule.

The third remarkable episode is the attempt of Vasudeo Bal-
want Phadke to overthrow the British Government with the help of
a secret organization. This underground movement did not achieve
any success, but is very significant as the forerunner of what was
known as the “terrorist” movement in Bengal in the first decade
of the twentieth century,

These as well as the agrarian riots form important episodes in
the history of British India; from Indian point of view, but hardly
any attention has hitherto been paid to them even in the compre-
hensive Cambridge History of India (Vol. VI). It has therefore been
necessary to refer to them in some detail in order to convey their
real significance,

_The General Editor felt the need of describing these and other
topics in detail in order to establish the real facts and demolish the
false notions still current about them. It has, however, led to a
change in the entire plan of this series of Indian history, so far as
ﬂfe last two volumes are concerned. In 1945, when the plan of this
history was finalized, a single volume was thought sufficient for the
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delineaijon of the political history and cultural renaissance of the
nineteenth ceptury. It has now been necessary to devote two
volumes to the same topics, as mentioned above. In order fo em-
phasize that these two valumes really deal with only the different
aspects of one and the same subject, the Table of Contents in each
gives a complete list of chapters in the two Volumes, arranged in
consecutive order.

Not only the plan, but the method of execution has also under-
gone a considerable change. It will strike even a casual reader,
that whereas the previous volumes of this series have been the joint
product of a large number of contributors, the editor himself is the
author of almost all the chapters of Vol. IX, with the exception of
five chapters on economie history (XXXIV—XXXVIII), parts of the
two chapters on Administrative Organization (XII, XXVIII), the
seclion on the Wahabi Movement (XXIX), and the chapter on Indian
States (XXX).

This new ‘method’ was suggested by two considerations. In the
first place, the editor, while engaged in writing the history of the
freedom movement in India, on behalf of the Board of Editors ap-
pointed by the Government of India, realized, as the result of an
intensive study of more than two years, the shortcomings of the
current text books on the history of the British rule in India, al-
though there were enough materials, even outside the Archives, for
a proper treatment of the subject from a detached standpoint. He
became painfully conscious of the necessity, after the achievement
of independence, of approaching the subject from an altogether new
point of view, untramelled by the traditions and conventions that
gathered round the history of British India during the nineteenth
century He also keenly felt the responsibility lying upon an Indian
editor of the first comprehensive history of India during the
nineteenth century written after the achievement of independence.
He had the onerous duty as well as the proud privilege of a pioneer
to lay down a plan and establish a standard which, with all its de-

fects and shortcomings, might help to form a secure foundation for
others to build upon in future.

While overwhelmed with the responsibility of this task, the
editor found to his dismay, that of the contributors, originally fixed
up on the plan of 1945, many did not respond to his invitation to
wnt'e, and a few, who did, wrote in the old traditional manner of
;fare-mdependence days, which was not in keeping with the new
ideal or standard referred to above. Besides, it became apparent
tl}at there was a sort of unity underlying the whole history of the
nineteenth century which must be conceived as an integrated whole
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and therefore interpreted frof 4 single standpoint. If different con-
tributors write different chapters theré is the great danger of differ-
ences and contradictions, expliat or implict, which would des-
troy the integrated picture, or damage it wrretrievably. The editor
therefere decided that he himself would write most of the chapters
with the few exceptions noted above. But the co-operative principle,
followed i1 the preceding volumes, was not altogether given up. The
editor utilized the Writings of eminent specialists in different as-
pects of Indian history, and adopted their mature views wherever
hé found them reasonable. This explains the extensive gquotations
from the writings of Romesh Dutt, Kaye, B. Mazumdar, P. Mukher-
jee, Ganda Singh and many others which lie scattered throughout
the work.

It might appear strange to many that the editor, whose studies
were hitherto confined to the ancient period of Indian history, should
now take up the writing of modern Indian history. The task was,
however, thrust upon him when, early i 1953, he undertook to write
the history of the freedom movement in India, on behalf of the
Board of Editors set up by the Government of India for the pur-
pose. Though the Board was dissolved 1n 1955, the work remained
unfinished and the editor completed the work, in his personal capa-
city, during the last six years. The study of the modern period of
Indian history, which the work involved, for a total period of nine
years emboldened the editor to undertake the gigantic task of writing,
almost unaided, the history of India from 1818 to 1947, of which
the first period up to 1905 is dealt with in this and the next volume.
It need hardly be stressed that much of what 1s contained in these
two and Volume XI covers the same ground as his forthcoming
History of the Freedom Movement mentioned above.* The vexed pro-
blem of the great outbreak of 1857-58 formed the subject-matter of
the editor’s book, The Sepoy Mutiny and Revolt of 1857, published
in 1957,** and the Cultural Renaissance in the nineteenth century
was treated by him in a recent publication, Glimpses of Bengal 1n the
Nineteenth Century. These three books and several articles on the
subject have been a sort of preparation for Vols IX, X and XI, and
have been freely utilized in all these volumes.

The editor does not claim any credit for original research, his
main interest being concentirated on the proper presentation of his-
torical truth; on the basis of facts already known and published, and
a correct interpretation of them without being influenced in any

* As a matter of fact, Vols IX, X, and XTI of this series and the three volumes
of _The History of the Freedom Movemnent in Indie by the editor of tins series (of
which the first volume will shortly be out) have many things in common, and these

two series may be regarded as complementary to each other
$* A revised edition is in the press.

XXX1



BRITISH PARAMOUNICY AND INDIAN RENAISSANCE

way by the long-standing notions, conventions or traditions. In or-
der to form correct opinions and judgments, he has tried to ascer-
tamn contemporary views of an impartial character. For vieyvs un-
favourable to any group or commumty he has cited evidence,
as far as possible, of distinguished persons belonging to that group
or community, for prima facie they are not likely to cherish any
bias or prejudice against their own kith and kin. Wherever avail-
able, views of committees, appointed to inquire into any specific
case, have been cited in preference to views of individuals, unless
they happened to occupy a high and distinguished position or status.
As stated above, the editor’s task has been to collect information
already known, rather than to discover new facts, and to pass judg-
ments on the basis of available evidence, after taking due note of
the views previously held on the subject.

Nevertheless, the editor feels that Vols. IX and X would throw
fresh hight on a few pomnts on the basis of records, either unpub-
lished or not generally known. As instances in Vol. IX, may be
cited the documents from National Archives at Delhi concerning
Sikkim (pp 1067 fl.) and Manipur (pp. 709 ff.). The Wahabi Move-
ment has been described in detail, and its real nature and impor-
tance brought out, probably for the first time, with the help of ori-
ginal documents. not utilized so far. A number of records, not genc-
rally known, have formed the basis of the chapter on Indian States
(Chapter XXX). The five chapters on the economic condition
(Chapters XXXIV-XXXVIII) are principally based on original rc-
cords. As regards the outbreak of 1357, also, the letters of Baha-
dur Shah and his family, the Rani of Jhansi, and Nana Sahib, pub-
lished for the first time by the editor in his book on the Sepoy
Mutiny, have thrown a flood of light on the nature of the outbreak
and of the leading personalities that guided it.

Views, radically different from those generally current today.
have been expressed on a variety of topics, notably the British trans-
actions in regard to Afghanistan, Burma, Awadh, Assam, Satara,
and the Panjab. But these are mostly based on the works of various
specialists who have carried on research on these topics. The editor
has tried to maintain the principle of co-operative work followed in
carher volumes by freely using their works to which detailed re-
ference has been given in the footnotes The editor has treated thesc
scholars, as if they were asked to write the chapters on topics in
which they have specialised. The editor has tried to give full re-
ference to the writings on which he has rehied, and hopes to be ex-

cused for any error of omission or commission m this respect, due
to inadvertence
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The edilor begs to draw the attention of the readers to his ob-
servations on pp. xxix to xxxai of Vol. VI of this series, on some
peculiar difficulties. The present volume, as well as the next two,
1s subject, in a far greater degree, to the same difficulty and incon-
venience of dealing with ithe topics which form live issues even to-
day. The relation between the Englishmen and the Indians, and
between the Hindus and the Muslims, cannot but form important
episodes in the history of modern India. Yet, it i1s difficult to believe,
that any English, Hindu, or Mushm historian could really approach
the subject in a purely detached spirit. The editor has nothing to
add to what has been said on p. xxix of Vol. VI in regard to Hindu-
Mushim relation. Vols. IX, X, and XI, however, have also to deal
with another subject, no less delicate, namely Indo-British relations.
Although the British have set the example, almost unmique in the
history of the world, of relinquishing the sovereignty over a large
country without any fight, the foreign rule of a century and a half,
and the struggle for independence extending over nearly half that
period, inevitably embittered the relations between the ruler and the
ruled, and generated passions and prejudices which die hard. Both
the Indian and British historians have therefore the same difficulty
in writing the history of the period through which they themselves
have lived, or the effects of which they have personally experienced.
The cditor has been a witness to the grim struggle for independence
which began with the partition of Bengal in-1905 and continued till
the achievement of independence in 1947. He does not pretend to
have been a dispassionate or disinterested spectator; he would have
been more or less than a human being if he were so, His views and
judgments of the English may, therefore, have been influenced by
passions or prejudices to a certain extent Without denying this
possaibility, the editor claims that he has tried his best to take a de-
tached view of men and things—a task somewhat facilitated by lapse
of time. How far this claim is justified, juture generations of readers
alone would be in a position to judge.

The editor begs to draw the attention of the readers to the
policy adopted by him in this series and cnunciated in the preface
of Vol. VI in the follewing words-

“It would be the endeavour of the present editor io follow the
three fundamental principles enunciated above: firstly, that history
Is no respecter of persons or communities; secondly, that its sole aim
Is to find out the truth by following the canons commonly acceptied
as sound by all historians; and thirdly. to express the {ruth with-
out fear, envy, malice. passion, or prejudice, and irrespective of all
extraneous considerations, both political and humane. In judging
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any remark or opinion expressed 1n such a history, the question to
be asked is not whether it 1s pleasant or unpleasant, mild or strong,
impolitic or imprudent, but simply whether it is true or false, just
or unjusi, and above all, whether it 1s or 1s not supported by evi-
dence at our disposal.”

After having stated the general policy and principles, it is ne-
cessary to refer to some important changes in the original plan and
programme of this series, other than those indicated above in res-
pect of Vols. IX and X. In the first place, these two volumes ap-
pear before the publication of Vols. VII and VIII. This is mainly
due to the increased interest, now felt all over India, in the history
of the British rule m this country. For the same reason the next
volume—Vol. XI—, dealing with the period from the beginning of \
the Swadeshi movement in Bengal in 1905 to the achievement of
independence in 1947, will also be published before Vols. VII and
VIII. Of course, this change of procedure will be noticeable only
during the next three or four years, for Vols. VII and VIII are likely

to be published by the end of that period, and then the reader will
have the whole series before him without any break. -

Another noticeable change is the general absence of diacritical
marks in writing the names of Indian persons and places. Though
these marks were used in some cases, specially in the earlier parts,
the editor found 1t difficult to maintain uniformty of any kind and
finally gave up the attempt in despair. - The name of Surendra Nath
Banerji, for example, is written in English in no less than four or
five different ways. The Punjab, the official spelling, has been
mostly superseded by the more rational form Panjab. - Diacritical
marks have also been avoided for the reason that they would appear

very incongruous to readers in cases of well-known Indian names of
modern age.

The editor notes with deep regret the death of Mr. N. B. Ray
who wrote a section of Chapter X in Vol. VI, and places on record-

his appreciation of the work of Mr. Ray as a historian of the
Medieval Age.

Dr. A. D. Pusalker was unable to continue for long his work - -
as Assistant Editor on account of troubles in the eye. So, Dr, A. K.
Majumdar continued to work as Assistant Editor, and :iunng.lns
stay in U.K, the work was taken up by Dr. D. K. Gilbsef:»iThe editor
takes this opporiunity to thank both of them for their valued -assis-
tance and co-operation, and Prof, Sachchidananda ‘Bhattacharya for-
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correcting proofs during their absence. The editor also begs to con-
vey his thanks to the contributors to this volume for their sincere co-
operation.

In conclusion, it may be stated that Vol X, the next Voilume, is
expected to be published in 1963.
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CHAPTER 1
SUCCESSION OF GOVERNORS-GENERAL

The brilliant admimstration of Marquess of Hastings came {0 a
sad end, owing to the unfortunate controversy over the transactions
of Willhlam Palmer and Co. 1n Hyderabad. This firm advanced huge
loans to Chandu Lal who, 1n concert with the Resident, exercised the
real authority in the Nizam’s dominions. Under an Act of Parhament
passed in 1797 such loans were made 1llegal, unless advanced with
the previous written permission of the Court of Directors or of one
of the Governors in Council in India. Apprehending that their pre-
vious loans might be invalidated by this Act the firm covered them
by a fresh loan of sixty lakhs of Rupees. This new loan was represent-
ed to be necessary for improving the finances of the State and re-
ceived the sanction of the Governor-General in Council. But it trans-
pired later that “there had been no real advance and the loan was
nothing more than the transfer of a previous debt to a new account.”?
The sanction of the Government had thus been obtained by false pre-
tences. Several factors in this iransaction touched the Governor-
General personally. The proposal for sanctioning the loan was carried
in the Council by the casting vote of the Governor-General. The
wife of a leading member of the firm of William Palmer and Co.
had been brought up by Marquess of Hastings in his family and
loved like a daughter. These naturally gave rise to insinuations about
the personal integrity of the Governor-General, though there are
good grounds to believe that he was guilty of no more serious crime
than lack of proper caution and an error of judgement. In any event
the Court of Directors strongly disapproved of the whole of the
transaction, and asked the Government of India to revoke their sanc-
tion and not to help the firm in enforcing their claim. These instruc-
tions, particularly the suspicion cast on his honour, which some ex-
pressions in them seemed to imply, mortified Marquess of Hastings.
He resigned the office of Governor-General in 1821 and left India on
January 9, 1823.-

The Court of Directors and Proprietors jointly passed a vote of
thanks to him for his able administration, but a motion for the award
" of a pecuniary grant was not carried. Later, after all the relevant
papers were circulated, a meeting of the General Court “while admit-
ting fhat the purity of his motives could not be impeached,” “approved
of certain despatches in which the Directors strongly censured the
countenance” given to the firm of William Palmer and Co.2

1
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On the resignation of Marquess of Hastings, Mr, Canning, a not-
able figure in British politics, was apponted his successor. Canning
accepted the appointment, but changed his mind on the sudden death
of Marquess of Londonderry as this unexpected event opened to him
the possibility of becoming the Foreign Secretary. Lord Amherst
was then selected as the successor of Marquess of Hastings, and he
joined his post on August 1, 1823, Mr. Adam, the second member of
the Council, having officiated during the interval.

The chief event during the period of Ambherst’s office was the
First Burmese War (1824-26). Among others may be mentioned the
mutiny of ttoops at Barrackpur, the rebellion at Bharatpur, treaty
with Nagpur, acquisition of territories in Malay Peninsula, and treaty
with Siam.

In March 1828 Lord Amherst left India, and Mr. Butterwo.th
Bayley officiated as Governor-General, Lord William Cavendish-Ben-
tinck, who succeeded Amherst, was the second son of Duke of Port-
land. He began his life as a soldier, and took part in the Napoleonic
wars. In 1803 he was appointed Governor of Madras, but the Court
of Directors disapproved of his conduct in connection with the
mutiny at Vellore in 1806, and he was recalled in 1807.

After his return, Bentinck resumed his military career and took
an active part in the Peninsular War. In 1811, he was appointed
Commander of the English troops in Sicily, and fought with the
French in Italy. On his return he entered the Parliament and was
offered the Goverorship of Madras in 1819, which he declined. But
in 1822 when the return of the Marquess of Hastings was announced,
he made “a representation of his claims to be nominated his succes-
sor.”® A hostile critic has condemned it as “the unusual stép of
offering himself as a candidate.” But as Bentick himself put it,
he was prompted by the idea that his selection as Governor-General
would be a gratifying vindication of his conduct in 1806, He was,
not, however, successful in his endeavour. But when Lord Amherst

;etil{;% he was appointed to succeed him and joined his post on July

‘ The most memorable event during the administration of Ben-
tinck was the renewal of the Charter of the East India Company in
1833, and the consequent changes both in its character and the
zr{et?lod _of administration of its Indian territories. His rule was
dlstmgulsh?.d by social and educational reforms of a far-reaching
charaf:ter, In particular the suppression of the sati and the official
adop.tlon of .westem education for India. Among his most important
agmmxstratwe measures may be mentioned the suppression of the
thugee, the systematic appointment of Indians in administrative
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offices which were hitherto reserved exclusively for Enghshmen,
and the restoration of financial stability by curtailing expenditure,
both civil and military. The reduction of Batta (extra allowance to
military officers), which caused a saving of £20,000, caused a great
commotion, and “during the whole controversy (1828-20) the Cal-
cutta Press teemed with personal attacks on him, often of abusive
nature.” In his relations with Indian States, Bentinck followed the
traditional imperial policy, and his annexation of Cachar and Coorg,
and taking over the administration of Mysore can only be regarded
as high-handed acts inspired by an aggressive exnansionist policy.

Widely divergent opimions have been held of the ability of
Lord Bentinck and the success of his admimstration. High encomiums
have been paid on him by Macaulay and these found an echo in the
hearts of the Indians. But contemporary Anglo-Indians, particularly
the official world, held a very poor opinion of his ability and cha-
racter. The historian Thornton even proceeded so far as to remark
that but for the indulgence in a variety of whimsical or inconsi-
derate acts which did him little credit, “the administration of
Lord William Bentinck would appear almost a blank, and were all
record of it obliterated, posterity would scarcely observe the defici-
ency, while it is certain they would have little reason to regret it.””s
He makes only a single exception, namely the abolition of Sati.

Early in 1835, Bentinck tendered resignation of his office and
Sir Charles Metcalfe, a distinguished official in India, was selected
by the Court of Directors to succeed him, as a provisional measure.
But this was objected to by the British ministry on two grounds.
First, that a permanent successor should be appointed without delay,
and secondly, that in their opinion ‘the highest office in the
Government of India should not be held by any servant of the Com-
pany, however eminent his krfowledge, talents and experiences might
be;—it should be always filled from England in order to maintain
the one main link between the systems of the British and Indian
governments’. The Court of Directors thereupon selected Lord Hey-
tesbury, and the appointment was immediately approved by the
crown. But shortly after Lord Heytesbury was sworn into office,
?here was a change of ministry in Britain, and the Whig party came
Into power, Palmerston, the Foreign Secretary, was an inveterate
Russophobe and did not like Heytesbury who had been an ambassa-
dO}' at St. Petersburg, and was an ardent admirer of the Tsar
Nicholas. At Palmerston’s instigation the Cabinet advised
I'PS Majesty to revoke the appeintment, and postponed the question
till the arrival of Lord William Bentinck.® The Court of Directors
strongly remonstrated against this measure which, in effect, rendered
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the appointment of Governor-General a matter of party politics.
The question was also debated in the House of Commons, but the
ministers did not yield their ground.

Lord Wilham Bentmnck left India on March 20, 1835, and
Sir Charles Metcalfe succeeded hum by virtue of his provisional ap-
pointment. His brief tenure of office for one year has been rendered
memorable by the new press law which removed the restrictions to
which the public press in India was subjected.

In the meantime Lord Auckland was appointed to succeed Ben-
tinck. George Eden, Earl of Auckland, second son of the first Baron,
had a distinguished Parliamentary career. He held the two posts of
President of the Board of Trade and Master of the Mint in 1830-34,

and became the First Lord of the Admiralty on the reconstitution
of the Whig mimstry in 1834.

He took over charge as Governor-General on March 5, 1836.
The tenure of his office is marked by the First Afghan War which
caused the greatest misfortune that ever befell the British arms and
dealt a severe blow to their prestige in India. This grim tragedy
occurred on the eve of his retirement, and the post was offered to
Lord Ellenborough. He was Lord Privy Seal (1828) and President
of the Board of Control for India (1828-30). He became President of
the Board of Control in 1841, when he was appointed Governor-
General “to restore peace in Asia”. He arrived at Calcutta on Febru-
ary 28, 1842, and Auckland, promoted to an Earldom for his initial
success in the Afghan War, sailed for home on March 12.

Lord Ellenborough brought the Afghin War to an end after
the honour and might of the British were vindicated by a successful
expedition to Kabul. His short regime was marked by two high-
handed acts of injustice, namely, the annexation of Sindh and the
coercion of Sindhia into a humiliating“treaty, But he was not allow-
ed to complete his term of office, The Court of Directors recalled
him after two years,—the only instance of the exercise of a power
vested in that body by the Act of 1784. Apart from his unjust annexa-
tion of Sindh and arbitrary coercive measures adopted towards
Sindhia’s Government, Ellenborough had irritated the Court of
Directors by his other arbitrary acts and haughty, almost insolent,
attitude towards them. He had dominated over them for many years
as the Pfesident of the Board of Control, and could not adjust him-
self fo his new position in which he was theoretically the servant
of the body. His reply to the criticism of his actions by the Court
of Directors was not always couched in a language befitting his
new office, though it must be admitted that in some matters, preci-
pitating the crisis, he was undoubtedly within his rights, His ;'elfusa],
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for instance, {o admit the Law Member to the meetings of his
Council which discussed purely executive and nol legislative matters,
was strictly in accordance with the letter of the law. There is per-
haps some truth in his view that the Directors disliked him because
he stood in the way of their patronage by way of appointments. In
any case, the Court of Directors felt that Ellenborough was placing
their authority at naught and setting up the powers and privileges
of the Councils, and the Company’s own servants, against their own
power. So, in defiance of the Cabinet end express remonstrances of
Sir Robert Peel and the Duke of Wellington, the Court of Directors
unanimously passed a resoluticn on April 24, 1844, recalling Lord
Ellenborough. In justification of their resolution they placed on
record a comprehensive review of the whole administration of
Lord Ellenborough, inciuding his treatment of Sindh and Sindhia.
But, as the Chairman of the Board of Directors admitted, the main
ground of recall was “their desire of preserving their own autho-
rity”. Ellenborough’s recall was, therefors, due not so much to his
iniquitous acts as to his defiance of the Court of Directors and the
usurpation of what they conceived to be their rights and
prerogatives,

The disgrace implied in the rzcall was, to some extent, counter-
acted by the vote of thanks passed by the House of Commons to the
retiring Governor-General, though it was not without some opposi-
tion, Broad hints were also conveyed to the Directors that their
crime would be punished by the curtailinent of their rights at the
Next revision of their charter. In any event, the Direclors climbed
down and, to make amends, agreed to appoint as Ellenborough’s
steeessor his brother-in-law, Sfr Henry Hardinge, who took charge
from him towards the end of J uly, 18447 Hardinge had distinguish-
ed himself as a military offieer in the Peninsular War, In the final
stages of the war against Napoleon in RBelgium, he joined the
Prussian army under Blucher as British Military Commissioner and
lost his left hand at the battle of Ligny. The Duke of Wellington
had presented the sword of the great Napoleon as a sword of honour
to Hardinge. Hardinge had also a Parliamentary career extending
over twenty years. The period of his rule in India is chiefly memo-
I‘a{)le for the First Sikh War. He tock ar active part in this cam-
Palgn and while the critical battle was being fought at Ferozeshih,
he unbuckled Napoleon’s sword which he had been wearing, and
sent it to a place of safety in the rear, lest it should fall into the
hands of the Sikhs, He introduced the principle of giving prefer-
cnce to English-educated Indians for public employment—a policy
which gave graat fillip to English educalion but changed its character.
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The suppression of human sacrifice by the Khonds was his other great
achievement,

Lord Hardinge left India in January 1848 after personally hand-
ing over charge to his distinguished successor, Lord Dalhousie, in
Calcutta, on the 12th of that month. The father of the new Governor-
General was one of Wellington’s Generals and had become Com-
mander-in-Chief in India,

Lord Dalhousie entered Parliament in 1837 and succeeded
Gladstone as President of the Board of Trade in 1845, in the second
Peel Cabinet, After the resignation of Peel in 1846, the new Prime
Minister Lord John Russell offered him a seat in the Cabinet, but
Dalhousie declined it, Next year, when he was merely thirty-five
years of age, he was offered the post of Governor-General of India.
He had to choose between a promising political career in Britain
and the highest office in India. He accepted the latter on the under-
standing that he was to be left in “entire and unquestioned posse«
ssion” of his own “personal independence with reference to party
politics.”’8

The strong personality indicated by the above expression was
manifest throughout his long career of eight years in India (1848-
56) unusually crowded with big events. When Dalhousie assumed
his office he assured Sir John Hobhouse, the President of the Board
of Control, that everything was quiet. Lord Hardinge, too, had re-
marked on the eve of his retirement, that so far as human foresight
could predict, it would not be necessary to fire a gun in India for
seven years The English Press echoed the same view, But before
three months had elapsed Dalhousie was engaged in the Second
Sikh War, perhaps the one most severely contested in the whole
history of British India., He was also involved in war with Sikim
and Burma The result of the Sitkh War was the annexation of the
Punjsb. Henceforth the annexation of native states seems to have
been adopted us the guiding policy by the new Governor-General,

who thus reverted to the principles of Marquess of Wellesley and
Marquess of Hastings.

No other single Governor-General of India added even half
the ?xtent of territories which were incorporated into the British
dommlons.during the administration of Lord Dalhousie, and were
riiarly twice the area of England and Wales Besides the Punjab
k‘ Wgr Burma and tracts of Sikim were conquered by arms, and the,

ingdom of. Awadh (Oudh) was seized by mere threat, on the plea of
misrule of its ruler Berar, at first held as a security for the regular
palyment of the British contingent in Hyderabad, was for all practi-
cal purposes annexed to the British dominions In addition to these
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the kingdoms of Nagpur, Satira, Jhansi and a number of minor
States were annexed by the application of the Doctrine of Lapse, i.e.,
due to the failure of male heirs, an adopted son not being recognized
as such. Besides, Dalhousie abolished the titles of the Nawab of Carna-
tic and the Raja of Tanjore, and stopped the pensions of ex-Peshwa
Baji Rao after his death.

But the annexations of territories, by which Dalhousie left to
his successor “a country whose area was a third and a half larger
than the country he had himself received charge of from his prede-
cessor”,? were not the only distinctive features of his administration.
The improvements he effected in the internal administration of the
large empire were many and varied in character. These would be
referred to in detail in proper places. It would suffice here to men-
tion only a few. The Governor-General was relieved of his additional
but onerous duty of governing also the province of Bengal, which
was in future to be ruled by a Lieutenant-Governor with his head-
quarters in Calcutta. This city still remained the imperial capital,
but in view of the large accessions of territory it was decided to
locate the imperial Government at Simla during a considerable part
of the year, and also to remove the military headquarters from
Calcutta to an inland station a thousand miles away. The introduc-
tion of the Railway and the Telegraph systems, along with cheap
postage, revolutionised India in more senses than one, These, along
with the creation of Public Works Department and the construction
of many canals, including the great Ganges Canal, vigorous cam-
paign of social reforms and organisation of education on the lines
Iaid down in the famous despatch of 1854, must be reckoned as the
great factors in the evolution of modern India.

The heavy burden of responsibility and enormous amount of
work carried on during eight years of unremitting labour, amid
domestic sorrows, completely broke down the health of Dalhousie.
He came to India in the plenitude of his youthful vigour, but when
he handed over charge to Lord Canning, he was, as he described him-
self, a “poor, miserable, broken down dying man.” He set sail for
England on March 6, 1856, and died on December 19, 1860.

Lord Canning, who succeeded Dalhousie, was the third son of
William George Canning, a distinguished English statesman and
Foreign Secretary who, as noted above, had accepted the office of
Governor-General in 1823, but did not actually join his post.
Lord Canning served as Under-Secretary for Foreign Affairs and also
obtained a seat in the Cabinet in Ldrd Palmerston’s ministry (1855).
Like Dalhousie, Canning sacrificed a promising political career in
England by accepting the Governor-Generalship of India. Canning
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reached India early in 1856, but as he halted at Bombay and Madras,
he did not reach Calcutta and take over charge till the month of
February.

As at the beginning of his predecessor's administration, every-
thing in India seemed quiet, But Dalhousie’s experience had made
him wiser, and in a narrative of his rule written later in life he had
observed: “No prudent man would ever venture to predict unbroken
tranquillity within the Eastern possessions oi Great Britain.” Can-
ning also echoed the same feeling in a speech which he delivered
at a farewell banquet given in his honour by the Couri of Directors.
“We must not forget,” said he, “that in the sky of India, serene as
it 15, a small cloud may arise, at first no bigger than a man’s hand,
but which, growing bigger and bigger, may at last threaten to
overwhelm us with ruin. What has happencd once may happen
again.” What exactly the Governor-General designate had in view,
particularly in the last senience, no one knows. Whether it was
merely a premonition, psychological in character, or a shrewd anti-
cipation of events, it is impossible to say. But Canning’s words turn-
ed out to be a prophetic utterance, and have been quoted, ever
since, more often than perhaps any other saying of any Governor-
General. For, a little more than a year after Canning took over
charge of his high office, the thunderstorm burst in the shape of the
mutiny of sepoys which was soon widely spread and gradually
merged itself into a popular revolt in certain areas, threatening to
overwhelm the British dominions in India in utter ruin. That story
will form the subject-matter of Part II,

Taking a broad view, the period of forty years (1818-1857)
covered by these Governors-General must be regarded as one of
great importance in the history of British rule in India, The British
definitely assumed the powers and responsibilities of the paramount
power and the first phase of British imperialism made itself fully
manifest with all its good and evil characteristics. So far as the
Indians were concerned, they did not accept the new position without
demur or expressions of discontent. The chiefs and people of India
chafed at the rigours of the new rule and regarded themselves as
helpless victims of the iron yoke of the British. Nevertheless dis-
f:ontent sometimes led fo armed resistance not unoften developing
into open rebellions. Although these were local or sectional risings,
ar.xd there was no concerted plan of action, il would be a mistake to
dismiss them as of no significance, They were the outward mani-
festations of a sullen spirit of resistance againsl a foreign rule and
novel system of administration, and mark the tedious and painful
stages through which the British Government had to pass before
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they succeeded in establishing the Pax-Britannica in the second half
of the nineteenth century.

Again, it is to be noted that these disturbances and risings set the
stage for the great upheaval of 1857, which shook the mighty British
Empire {o its very foundation. With the failure of that rising, but
not till then, did the Indians realise the futility of armed resistance
against the British and accept their rule as a fait accompli. The
period from 1818 to 1857 may thus be looked upon both as a culzm
nation of the process_that had. set_in.with .the Batile of Plassey m
I75T and a preparation for that.unchallenged supremacy of_the Bri-
tSh™which gave to India_peace for a century known as Pax
Bfftannica,
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CHAPTER 11

THE BRITISH PARAMOUNTCY AND
IMPERIALISM

1. GENERAL REVIEW

The end of the Third Marathd War constitutes a definite land-
mark in the history of the British rule in India. The kingdom of
the head of the proud Marathi nation was now a part of the British
dominions, and the other Maratha chiefs were humbled to the dust.
There was no power 1n the whole of India, from the Himalayas to the
Cdpe Comorin and the Sutlej to the Brabmputra, which could._chal-
lenge the authority of the British.

The part England took in destroying the power of Napoleon
gave her self-confidence and raised her prestige as a great military
power of the world. It is not surprising therefore that the political
outlook of the British in India also underwent a great transforma-
tion. Hitherto they were engaged in the task of consolidating their
rule; now they looked upon themselves as the Paramount Power in
India. The Marquess of Hastings, whose achievements brought
about this change, had a very clear conception of this new position
and planned his activities accordingly. He himself enunciated the
new policy in the following words:

“Our object ought to be to render the British Government para-
mount ir. effect, if not declaredly so. We should hold the other
States as vassals, in substance though not in name; not precisely as
they stood in the Mogul Government, but possessed of perfect inter-
nal sovereignty, and only bound to repay the guarantee and protec-

tion of their possessions by the British Government with the pledge
of the two great feudal duties.??

“First, they should support it with all their forces on any_call,
Secondly, they skould submit their mutual 'diffe;ences to the iead
ofmtge confederacy (our Government), without attacking each other’s
tgrg;toﬁes, a few subordinate stipulations on our part, with immu-
nities s?cured in return to the other side (especially with regard to
sucf:&cmon), would render the arrangement ample without compli-
cation or undue latitude. Were this made palatable to a few States
as perhaps it easily might, the abrogation of treaties with the Powers’
wh? refuse to submit to the arrangement would soon work upon
their apprehensions in a way that would bring them at last within
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the pale of the compact. The completion of such a system, which
must include the extinction of any pretension to pre-eminence in the
court of Delhi, demands time and favourable ceincidences. While,
on the other hand, the difficulties bequeathed to me are imminent,
and might break upon me at any instant. A new Government
always produces some suspension in animosities. I have endeavour-
ed to improve the juncture by courteous and conciliatory language
to the native Powers; and I do hope I may remove considerable sore-
ness. As for the rest, fortune and opportunities must determine;
but it is always well to ascertain to oneself what one would precisely
desire had one the means of commanding the issue.”?

Lord Hastings himself gave a practical demonstration of this
new policy in his settlement with the Maratha and Rajput States, to
which reference will be made in the next section. His successors
not only followed his policy but carried it to its logical conclusion.
Between Paramountcy and aggressive Imperialism.there is ‘but a
short §§§P: and sometimes there is hardly any line of. demarcatmn

So Paramountcy cum v ITmperialism was the key-note of British _policy
i Thdia amu}'ﬂg the penoddunder review,

The British historians and statesmen have given wide currency
to the view that the establishment of the British empire in India was
the effect of a number of unforeseen factors, and rnot the result of a
policy of aggressive imperialism deliberately adopted by the autho-
rities. This is only partially correct, but in view of its hold on the
public mind it is necessary to review the question at some length.

As far back as 1784 the British House of Commons adopted a
resolution to the effect that “to pursue schemes of conquest and ex-
tension of dominion in India is contrary to-the wish, the honour, and
policy of the British nation”. But in spite of it the House of Com-
mons accorded its sanction to the wars and conquests of Lord Corn-
wallis and Lord Wellesley. The Court of Directors, with the true
instincts of a mercantile body, was more sincere in its desire to avoid
further expansion of its Indian dominions. It opposed the expan-
sionist policy of Wellesley, and for some time studiously avoided all
political complications in India in spite of urgent remonstrances. It
endorsed and reiterated the Resolution of the House of Commons
with the following preamble: “The territories which we have lately
acquired...are of so vast and extensive a nature that we cannot
take a view of our situation without being seriously impressed with
the wisdom and necessity of that solemn declaration of the legis.
lIature.., .12

Among those who most vehemently denounced the conquests of
Wellesley was the Earl of Moira, the future Marquess of Hastings
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When he accepted the office of the Governor-General he deciqed to
follow the policy of peace withouf any reservation, and as he himself
said, “in his original plan there had not been ihe expectation or the
wish of adding a rood to the dominions of the Honourakle
Company”.?2 But his views underwent a radical change afte?r a fc-ew
years’ residence in India, and he adopted an out and out 1mpc.=:rml
outlook, as has been mentioned above. As usual, the Court of Direc-
tors censured the Governor-General, both for his military campaigns
and the extension of territory, but were not prepared to forego the
profits accruing therefrom. -

The Marquess of Hastings was not, however, either the first or
the last Governor-General who left the shore of England with an
avowed determination to pursue a policy of peace, but was seriously
engaged, while in India, in costly campaigns to further the imperial
interest of the British. Lord Ellenborough, for example, came
out to India “to restore tranquillity to both banks of the Indus;
in a word to give peace to Asia”.22 Bui once in India, he proved him-
self to be one of the worst among the imperial autocrats, in his deal-
ings with Sindh and Gwalior. Sir Henry Hardinge was chosen his
successor with the strictest injunction to avoid war and, above all
things, annexation. But he fought one of the bloodiest campaigns in
India and, as will be shown later, it was certainly not a fight in self-
defence as it is generally believed. When Hardinge retired from
India he declared that there would not be a shot fired for the next
seven years.?? But before a year was over, Lord Dalhousie fought
another bloody war and pursued that polhicy of military conquest and
annexation by all means which coloured red the whole map of India.

A perusal of the following pages will show that in almost all
cases, the British Governors-General, including those mentioned
above, were not forced by circumstances to pursue an aggressive im-
perial policy, but adopled it as a matter of choice, though in many
cases it involved gross injustice and breach of pledges. It would per-
haps be unjust and unnatural to regard all the Governors-General as
devoid of sense of justice and morality. The real explanation of the
strange phenomenon recorded above evidently lies in the political dis-
integration of India and the ease with which her different parts could
be absorbed in the British Empire. India presenfed thé spéctacle of
gardens ’full of ripe mangoes without any s:tr_olgg watgflﬁx‘énmfaﬁﬁgaiect
’c_herfz frozr}‘ir{‘cyruc}ers, and the Governors-General were overcome "by
the irresistible temptation to swallow them, It might 1 be illegal, Unjust’
and immoral, buf may also be looked upon as a law of nature, how-
soever undesirable its effect might be Wipon Ihe owners of the
gardens. The same idea has been put ini a more precise scientifie
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form, and a British writer has put up the best defence of the action
of his countrymen, in the following words:

“It is unavoidable not to recognise a law, like that which in
Physics makes the greater attract and absorb the less, compelling the
march of the energetic Saxon over and through the weak orienfal
maszs, Acts of injustice, indeed, must not shield themselves under
ény such law, but practical sense will ackhowledge its éﬁﬂegce”.m

Whatever we might think of this defence, it is difficult to endorse
the view that the British empire in India was the result of a series
of unforgseen accidents, and not the effect of any deliberate.effort.
The analogy of the mangoe garden gnms‘”"’lue to the real explane-
tion. may be irue, to.a cerfain extent,.that the British did not
come t_o India with--a-ready-made.plan.to rob the mango gardens,
but it is equally true.that the.mangees.did not fall info their mouths,
of themselves, directly-from the.trees;.they.had to pluck the fruits
one by one, through-ingenious.devices backed by force, too. strong
for the helpless watchmen. -

Thus, whatever might have been the views or desire of the home
authontxes,wthexr»pm—consuls deliberately dragged them on along
the road which led to British mpnnallsm in Indid, ' w;t%rg
of its progress the the year 1 1818, , s no’_ced above;, constitutes a_de
landmark. The.st: struggle for supremacy yas over, -, and there  was no
Indian power which could questxon the authority of the British
power'bf' dare_ raise_theif voice 6f hands against it. Slowly but
surely, the Government of In&aAad;ucted itself to the new..position
and realised its duties and responsibilities. But, as in the physical
world, a force, once if gets a momentum, is,apt to run its full course,
so also in the political world the imperialistic idea, once set in motion,
is hard to stop and often runs beyond the limit which prudence or
justice might dictate. So it happened in India. The Government
of Indla in most cases without the knowledge or _Mgproval”,_\and.not
1 57E6%, Th open._defiance of the home authorities, pursued unchecked
the policy of aggressive lmpenahsm in all its naked brutality, under
the thinly veiled disguise .of f the duty 6f" a"Paramount _Power. The
political history of India during the period under review is but the
history of this imperialistic policy pursued by the British rulers in
india. In some cases it may be accounted for, even justified, by the
considerations of the duty and prerogative of Paramountey; in others
the unselfish character of the motive, 2s well as the justice of the
course actually pursued, may be seriously doubted; and there are
not a few which deserve serious condemnation as unprovoked
aggression,
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"™ I appears that with the gradual expansion of the British em-
pire in India and the material gains accruing therefrom, the views
of the home authorities also underwent a radical change. In 1841 the
Court of Directors laid down that the Company should “persevere in
the one clear and direct course of abandoning no just and honourable
accession of territory or revenue, while all existing claims of rights
are at the same time scrupulously respected,”?® a sentiment that was
echoed by Dalhousie.* If it is remembered that the determination
of “justice” or “rights”’ was necessanly left to the ex parte decision
of the Paramount Power, the principle, enunciated above, practically
gave a free rein to the galloping horse of British imperialism in
India.

The 1mperialistic policy, broadly speaking, assumed two forms.
First, the tightening of the hold over, leading sometimes to the an-
nexation of, smaller States within the limits of the British empire in
India; and secondly, the expansion of its fronticr both towards the
east as well as to the west, even beyond the natural boundaries of
the country.

As regards the first, it was inevitable that there would be clash-

es between the Paramount Power and the subordinate States ruled '

over by Indians. The inefficiency and curruption of many of these
States sometimes brought about such chaos and confusion in the
internal administration that the Paramount Power could hardly look
on with indifference upon the miseries of the suffering subjects, or
the reaction it was not unlikley to produce upon the neighbouring
territories. On the other hand, temptation to extend authority or
dominions on the pretext of misrule in Native States was too great
not to profoundly influence the judgment or decision in many cases.
It was in any case a difficult task to avoid the Scylla of laissez faire
and the Charybdis of undue and unjust interference. The_difficulty
_was further increased by the tacit assumption, gradu?aﬁy growing
into a deep-rooted.conviction in the minds of many Britishers, that
British rule being hundred times preferable to a native i';ﬁé,wihe ex-
_tension of the former must be effected by all means, fair or foul, the
end always_justifying the means, This policy was buttressed ‘by
the specious plea that the people.of the. Native States-themselves

preferred the British rule. This might have been true in some cases,

but in m.ost cases where the plea was put forward, either as a cause,
or as a justification, of the interference, it was demonstrated to be
false by the subsequent conduct of the people themselves.

A definite change was noticeable in the attitude of the British

xf‘iul‘;rs i India Wt}ile, previous to 1818, they were generally satis-
ed with the exercise of influence and suzerainty over the Native
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States, they were gradually led to the idea of incorporating them in
the British dominions. A pointed reference fo this change is made
by Sleeman in his letter to Sir James Hogg, as the following extract
will show:

“Few old officers of experience, with my feelings and opinions
on this subject, now remain in India; and the infiuence of. . .a school
.. .characterised by impatience at the existence of any native state,
and its strong and often insane advocacy of their absorption—by
honest means, if possible—but still, their absorption...is too great
over the rising generation, whose hopes and aspirations they tend so
much to encourage. There is no pretext, however weak, that is not
sufficient, in their estimation, for the purpose (of annexation); and
no war, however cruel, that is not justifiable, if it has only this ob-
ject in view,”s

The modus operandi of the annexation of the Indian States is
thus described by the Marquess of Hastings:

“In our treaties with them we recognise them as independent
sovereigns. Then we send a Resident to their courts. Instead of act-
ing in the character of ambassador, he assumes the functions of a
dictator; interferes in all their private concerns; countenances re-
fractory subjects against them; and makes the most ostentatious exhi-
bition of this exercise of authority. To secure to himself the support
of our Government, he urges some interest which, under the colour
thrown upon it by him, is strenuously taken up by our Council; and
the Government identifies itself with the Resident not only on the
single point but on the whole tenor of his conduct. In nothing do
we violate the feelings of the native princes so much as in the deci-
sions which we claim the privilege of pronouncing with regard to
the succession to the musnud. We constantly oppose our construc-
tion of Mahomedan law to the right which the Moslem princes claim
from usage to choose among their sons the individual to be declared
the heir apparent.”® He might have well added Hindu Law in the
samé category.

The word ‘interest’ in the above extract deserves more than a
passing notice. What type of interest the Marquess had in view it
is difficult to say. But in practice, the climate, strategic position or
commercial possibilities of a State or locality offered the strongest
inducement to British officers to annex the territory to the British
dominions.

In addition to the modus operandz described above there were
many otﬁers“jthe Most, “favourite ones bemg to pamt an Indian ruler

- -t <

e”blackést colour;-attribuiing to.him .all types of cruelty and
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vices, or te charge him with mirigue against the Brilish Goyernment,
somietiinés with even treasonable plot to conquer British territories.
Théré’ﬁﬁs; almost po limit to such extravagant or ridiculous.charges
put forward for ousting an Indian ruler. Fortunately for historians
tHere weré not wanting a few honest British people who could rise
above the petty meanness of officialdom and dare express the bare
truth exposing the hollowness of these charges. The history of
India owes a greal deal to these noble men, for, but for their testi-
mony, it would have been difficult to ascertain the truth, and the
official version would have been taken as historical facts. What is
still more important, their testimony furnishes the most irrefutable
evidence about the generally unreliable character of the version,

supplied by the Government of India, abhout their own iniquitous
activities.

One of the underlying causes of interference, in not a few cases,.

was the conscious or iiheonscious desire to remove a strong persona-
lity Trom the helm of affairs.in.a Native State. A _Paramount Poiver
would, naturally prefer only mediocrities who were more Tikely to
be subservient to 1t. A preference for this class, and an aversion
towards the other, explain many cases of interference in Native
States. Indeed a British Minister openly declared in the House of
Commons that the Government of India had never encouraged men
of ability, good character and popularity to wield any power or
authority in a Native State—they had always hated and discouraged
immdependent and original talent, and had always loved and promoted
docile and unpretending mediocrity. This was a policy, he conti-
nued, which they had inherited from Tarquinius Superbus. But
times were changed. So, they did not cut off the heads of the tall
poppies, as recommended by the Roman king, but took more merci-
ful means of removing any person of dangerous political pre-
eminence to a harmless condition.? Though this confession was
made by an Under-Secretary of State for India towards the close of
the period covered by this volume, there is no doubt that the policy
was at work even at the very beginning. As will be shown in Ch. VI

Maharaja Pratap Singh of Satira was an early victim to it, but he

Wals neither the first nor the last victim of this type during the British
rule,

This naked spirit of aggression was sought to be hidden under a

}:1?1{ of piety. The expansion of British dominions, in and outside
ndia, was always represented as a measure which was urgently re-

g}lfirgd.f?r safeg::arding the interests of Indian people, or forced upon
nee; tsrm];hlby tae contumacy, arrogance, or evil designs of the oppo-
- Puvin most cases, if not all, it would appear to be the resull
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of British imperialism masquerading in the guise of political
necessity or injured innocence; and dictated by the interesis of the
British people rather than the Indians. The British rule in India
has always been the rule of one people by another peopie and for
afiother people.f The establishment 61 the BriiisH eitipire in India
may have been fully justified by its results. This and the allied
questions will be discussed elsewhere. But these speculations are
beside the point in an objective study of the history of the British
empire in India. It would be hard fo maintein that the successive
stages of its growth were always marked by political Virtues, and
dictated by an altruisti¢ fi6tive or benevolent spirit, as most English-

oo ot A

i e

men, historians _included, would have us believe. The British em-
pire in India rose and fell very much like all empires in ancient,
medieval, . and modern age, and if the method pursued can hardly
claim any special virtue, it does not call for any special condem-
nation. These preliminary considerations would be of great nelp in
fczrming a just and proper estimate of the history of the British em-
pire in India which it is the object of this volume to unfold.

The new consciousness.of the British Paramountey in India was
also manifested.in the-attitude of the Governors.General to the titd-’
lar Emperor of Delhi.. He had by this time lost all authority outside
the precinects of his palace (Red Fort) in Delhi, but although the
substance of his imperial authority was gone, the shadow still Te-
mained. Tt should be remembered that by the treaty of 1765 the
Bast India COMpany Held fHeir possessiots as the Diwan of the Lins
Qt:é%r,: and._as -this was not amended or modified by-any subséguent
W%Md—ﬁdmn{onﬁnued in,.so.far. as it was compatible with
Rﬁﬁ—zﬁt&o&aﬁw& The money coined by the Government of
in the btk ore the effigy of the emperor of Delhi, and was “issued
Delhi. on Tegnal year of Shah Alam”! The British Resident at
ot asrain ceremonial occasions, presented him the usual nozar
sem,ﬁ,é?ﬂafgi.,‘?w:‘n,{ (Soygm_‘gr;@sr;ergl,» and the Goveror-General’s
ThS M. ® 2 phrase declaring himself to be the Servant of the Emperor.

Ng___;afgug’s‘s_ of Hastings aholished both these practices as in pur-
f{%}‘ff of his imperial policy he found it necessary to ‘extinguish the
ction of the Mogul government. ST

This attitude of the Marquess is perhaps also to be explained by
the.change in the relations in which India stood with His Britannic
Majesty. Although the British Parliament interfered in the affairs
of the East India Company, the latter was still regarded as the
sovereign of India, and a distinction was maintained between
British subjects and Indians. It _was.not £ill_1813_that the British
Ci?i’is&rg&ntwtook_advantaga“ofﬂthe..:ene‘gv;g}ggjb_gwc,gmmmyg _ Char.
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ter, to_declare in unequivocal terms “the undoubted sovereignty
6f the crown of the Umted Kingdom” in and over the territorial
possessions under the ‘control’ of the Company.

"” We need not enter into the legal quibble whether this clause
in the Charter Act of 1813 automatically dissolved the status of the
Company as Diwan of the Emperor of Delhi created by the treaty
of 1765. The Marquess of Hastings, in any case, “denied that the
Company held territory on this dependent tenure” and hence “held
it right to discountenance any pretension of the sort (on the part

of the house of Timur), either as it applies to us or to any of the
native princes!”®

A practical demonstration of the new attitude was given by
the Marquess in 1815 when he was touring near Delhi. It was sug-
gested that he should pay a formal visit to the Emperor Akbar II
who had succeeded his father Shah Alam in 1806. Hastings re-
fused point blank because, as he says in his private journal, “His
Majesty expected my acquiescence in a ceremonial which was to
imply an acknowledgement that he was the liege-lord of the
British possessions”.

A further and more striking illustration of the Marquess’ view,
quoted above, is afforded by the. change in the title of the ruler of
Avadh. He was encouraged by the Governor-General to discard
Tis old title of Wazir or chief minister_(to.the Mughul Emperor).and
‘assume that of Padshih or independent king, in 1819. The Mar-
quiess 6f Hastings says that he “sanctioned the change” (euphemis-
tic way of expressing that he instigated it) “on the ground that it
would benefit British interests, by. dividing “the .Muhammadans
“among themselves, and by weakening the moral power of the house
of Timir which nominally reigned_at Delhi.”'© The Nizam, how-
ever, resisted a similar suggestion, as he regarded it as an act of
rebellion against the Emperor.

The refusal of the Marquess of Hastings to visit the Emperor
of Delhi had the desired effect.  The objectionable ceremonials were
abolished and in 1827 Lord -Amherst_met. AKbar 11 on ‘equal_terms
at the Diwan-i-Khas within the Red Fort of Delhi. Ambherst also
introduced modification in the style of communication with the Em-
peror. The old conventional form, conveying allegiance on the part
of the Company. was removed, though the new one, in a way, recog-
nized the superiority of the Emperor. In_1835 the old coins were

Ieplaced by new ones_bearing the name and _image_of the Brifish
sovereign, -

The Emperor Akbar II sent Rammohan Roy as an envoy to Lon-
don to represent his grievances to the British King, George 1V, and
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seek redress. The principal items of complaint were the smailness
of the annual stipend granted to him (12 lakhs of rupees), and the
change in the ceremonials and forms of address introduced by Lord
Amherst. The Emperor invested Rammohan with the title of ‘R3ja,
and sent a personal letter with him to the king of England. The
Governor-General, Lord Bentinck, refused to recognize either the
title or the character of envoy conferred upon Rdmmohan, and so
the latter proceeded to England (November, 1830) as a “private indi-
vidual”. Nevertheless he circulated to influential Englishmen a
printed statement corresponding in substance to the letter from the
Emperor. As a result of the exertions of Rammohan, the Court of
Directors increased the annual stipend of the Emperor by three lakhs
of rupees (February 13, 1833), but the latter got no redress of the other
grievances,

Even the additional stipend did not benefit the Emperor in the
least. The Court of Directors, in their letter, dated 13 February,
1833, directed the Governor-General to raise the royal stipend to
15 lakhs of Rupees per annum, leaving it to him fo distribute the ad-
ditional amount of three lakhs among the other members of the im-
perial family in such manner as he thought just and proper upon a
consideration of their respective claims. The Emperor of Delhi did
not like this idea and at first declined. but later accepted, the ad-
ditional grant. The scheme of distribution proposed by him was,
however, thrown away, and he complained to the Governor-General
that according to the distribution made by the Lieutenant-Governor
of North-Western Provinces, “not a farthing (has been) reserved
for me, my sons, nor their descendants”. The Governor-General re-
fused to interferein the proposed distribution, and so the titular Em-
peror of Delhi did not get any part of the increased allowance of
three lakhs.10a

As mentioned above, the practice of payment of the nazar by
the Governor-General was abolished by the Marquess of Hastings.
The Commander-in-Chief, however, paid the nazar as late as 1837,
on the accession of Bahadur Shah. When Lord Ellenborough paid a
visit to Delhi in 1842-3, his secretaries consulted the darbar records
and followed the usual practice of presenting nazar without any
reference to the Governor-General. The latter was surprised and
indignant in the extreme, when he heard of this, and put a stop to
the nazar-giving for ever. Mr. William Edwards, one of the secre-
taries, has left a graphic account of the ceremony of presenting “the
last nazar to the king of Delh”. The following extract will give
some idea of the ceremony destined to be the last of its kind.
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“Mr. Thomason and myself, accompanied by Colonel Broadfoot,
proceeded to the palace on elephants, each being provided with a
silk bag full of gold mohurs for presentation to the King. We were
required to proceed without any shoes into the immediate presence—
such having been in all ages in India the usual mark of respect on
the part of an inferior on approaching a superior. On this occasion
we compromised the matter by putting short worsted Cashmere
socks over our boots, and thus entered the hall of audience. On a
curtain being drawn aside, we saw the old King, then apparently a
very fecble old man above seventy years of age, seated on his throne,
which was elevated so as to have the royal person, as he sat cross-
legged, on a level with our faces. We made a low obeisance to the
Emperor, and on approaching the throne, each in successjon pre-
sented the bag of gold mohurs, and inquired after his Majesty’s
health and prosperity. I confess to a feeling of awe and solemnity
passing over me as I stepped up and addressed this representative
of a long line of kings and of a once powerful empire, and presented
my nuzzur for his Majesty’s acceptance,...The King simply re-
ceived it, and ordered us to be robed in dresses of honour, and to
have turbans bound round our heads. This was done in due form;
we made our obeisance to the King, and departed.”10b

The process of debunking the titular Emperor of Delhi went on
apace, though at times the authorities at home had to curb the zeal
of their pro-consuls in India. Ellenborough abolished the paymehnt
of nazar, both on his own behalf and on that of the Resident: but he
did not succeed in carrying out his scheme whereby -the Emperor
would voluntarily (?) resign his title and quit the Red Fort in Delhi,
and then the Chiefs of India would voluntarily (?) offer the impe-
rial title to the Queen of England. Dalhousie, who abolished the
title of ‘Nawab of the Carnatic’ and ‘Raja of Tanjore’, proposed that
the imperial dignity and royal title should be abolished and the Red
Fort should be vacated after the death of the Emperor Bahadur Shah
IT, who had succeeded his father Akbar II in 1837. Although the
Court of Directors were strongly opposed to this view, they were
forced to sanction it at the dictation of the President of the Board of
Control. In view of the strong opposition at home, Dalhousie modified
his plan, and a secret agreement was reached with the heir apparent,
Prince Fakir-ud-din, by which the latter was to be recognized as the
head of the family, on the death of his father, on condition that he
would be satisfied with the title of mere Shahzada or Prince, agree
o meet the Governor-General on equal terms, and vacate the Red
Fo.rt, taking his residence with his family somewhere near the Qutb
Minar. The Prince evidently agreed because he feared, and right-

ly too, that his claim would be passed over by his father.

20



THE BRITISH PARAMOUNTCY AND IMPERIALISM

Unfortunately, nothing came out of it, as the Prince died before
his father, in 1856. But the secret leaked out, and caused great
resentment and mortification to the Emperor and his family. Fur-
ther complication arose when Bahadur Shah nominated, as his heir,
Jawan Bakht, a younger son by his favourite queen Zinnat Mahal,
and, in spite of repeated requests of the Emperor, the Governor-
General refused to recognize his nomination, or to increase his pen-
sion. Canning, who succeeded Dalhousie, reiterated his proposal
to abolish the imperial dignity altogether. The home authorities
agreed, and it was decided that the imperial dignity, descending in
an unbroken line from Babur more than three hundred years ago,
should end with the life of Bahadur Shah. But the question was
decided long before that event and in a far more tragic manner.
Bahadur Shah II was tried for the part he took in the mutiny of
troops at Delhi in 1857. condemned, and exiled to Rangoon, and all
pretension of the imperial dignity of the house of Timir was extin-
guished for ever. The consummation of the efforts of successive
Governors-General was Teached when-Queen-Vicloria~was—declared
the Empress of India (Kaisar-i-Hind) on January 1, 1877. The cre-
dit for this_crowning..achievement, however, belongs ta the two
great nnpenahsts Lord Lytton and_Benjamin_Disraeli.

" One of the earliest instances of the exercise of authority as
Paramount Power by the British is furnished by the events in the
State of Alwar in 1824, Ahmad Buksh Khan, a soldier of fortune
in the service of Alwar, was rewarded for his help to the British
during the Second Marithd War with the principality of Firozpur
under the supremacy of the British. An attempt was made to
assassinate Ahmad Buksh. The assassin, when seized, confessed
that- he was employed by a minister and some influential members
of the court of Alwar. The British Government directed the Raja
of Alwar to arrest the accused persons and send them to Delhi for
trial. The Raja did not comply with this request, and even rejected
the proposal of a judicial investigation by British functionaries
as incompatible with his rights as an independent prince. The
Raja assembled an armed force, put the fortress of Alwar in a state
o? defence, and opened negotiations with the rulers of Jaipur and
Bharatpur, “in both of which, dissatisfaction with British policy was
busily fermenting”.1%* Nothing serious happened in Alwar or Jaipur,
but it was necessary to send a regular military expedition to Bharat-
pur to which reference will be made in Section III of this Chapter.

But while interference in Alwar and Bharatpur may be regard-
ed as beneficent aspects of Paramountcy, the worst features of Para-
mountey cum Imperialism were manifested in the high-handed and
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unjust action of Lord Ellenborough in his handling of the situation
at Gwalior in 1843. The episode was much criticised at the time
and formed one of the grounds for the recall of Ellenborough; but
curiously enough, British historians have generally paid but scant
attention to it, and represented the whole thing as mainly an act of
rehellion on the part of the all-powerful but unruly troops of Sin-
dhia. Nothing can be further from the truth. In reality, Ellen-
borough’s act 1s a prominent illustration of the abuse of the newly
assumed dignity of Paramountcy. A military expedition was un-
dertaken by the Governor-General in person to coerce a ruler on
the ground of his contumacy, though the latter had not violated a
single provision of the treaty which regulated his relation with the
Paramount power, and made humiliating submission even to the
most unjust demands of the Governor-General. The pleas advanc-
ed by Ellenborough to justify the action he took reminds one of the
BAesop’s fable of the wolf and the lamb, and his arguments aptly
illustrate the logic of the strong towards the weak. In order to
demonstrate the true nature of the episode and remove the false
impressions that have been created by current history, it has been
necessary to discuss the question at some length which may appear
to be somewhat out of proportion to the intrinsic importance of the
subject. The elaborate and detailed account given in Ch, IX will
show that the ostensible ground for the mlitary expedition against
Sindhia was a mere pretext to cover the real motive of removing
a strong force close to Agra which might prove to be a great danger
in the rear in the impending conflict with the powerful Sikh army

of 70,000 men standing in a menacing attitude on the banks of the
Sutlej.

‘ O-ther concrete illustrations of the different phases of British
1r-np€emalism are furnished by the military expedition to Afghanis-
tén in 1839, described in section IV of this Chapter, and the annexa-

tions of various kingdoms, in and outside India, dealt with-in the
next two Chapters.

II. SETTLEMENT OF THE MARQUESS OF HASTINGS,

A. Marathd Dominions

As a result of the Third Maratha War in 1817-18, described in
the preceding volume, the Peshwa, Baji Rao II, Appa Sahib, the
Bhonsle chief of Nagpur, and Malhar Rao Holkar were all deféated
by the —British Baji Rao lost his throne and was exiled to Bithur
near Kanpu}‘, on a pension. His vasl possessions were incorporated,
in jche British domimons, with the exception of a small portion
which formed the Satars State, and two parganas granted to the’
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Raja of Kolhdapur. The post of Peshwa was abolished, and with it
even the nominal symbol of the Maratha sovereignty and unity was
extinguished for ever.

Holkar concluded the {reaty of Mandasor on January 6, 1818,
by which he accepted a British Resident at his Court, ceded ail
territories south of the Narmadi, gave up all claims of sovereignty
in R&jputana and other outlying territories, acknowledged the in-
dependence of the Pathan chief Amir Khan, reduced his own army,
and agreed to maintain a contingent to co-operate with the British.

Appa Sahib, the Bhonsle chief of Nagpur, concluded a treaty
on January 6, 1818, by which he ceded all territories lying to the
north of the Narmada, and was allowed fo retain a nominal sover-
eignty over the rest of his kingdom. But as he once more began
to intrigue with the Peshwa he was arrested and deposed. His
escape and subsequent adventures have been noted above. A
grandson of Raghuji Bhonsle was placed on the throne. But as he
was a child, the administration was carried on by British officers
under the supervision of the Resident, and Bhonsle’s army was
placed under British officers.

In December, 1826, a treaty was concluded between the British
Government and the Bhonsle chief of Nagpur. By virtue of this
néw treaty, the English ceased to act as the guardian of the Raja
and he was permitted to administer his own kingdom. By other
provisions of this new treaty, the hills of Sitdbaldi and the
neighbourhood were annexed to the British Residency, and the
British Government was entitled to garrison and occupy such forts
and strong places as they might determine. The Bhonsle Raja gave
up all connection with the other Maratha rulers, including the Raja
of Satard, and all pretensions and ceremonies associated with his
former position in the Maratha confederacy. His relations with
foreign powers, as well as the strength of the force to be maintained
by him, were to be regulated by the British. The Raja also for-
mally gave up all his claims to the territory ceded to the Company
by Appa Sahib by the treaty of 1818, the other provisions of which
were all renewed as far as they were compatible with the preced-
ing provisions.

. “'Sindhia was forced, without any actual war, to conclude a
treaty at Gwilior in November, 1817. He agreed to co-operate with
the British in the campaign against the Pindaris, and also to cancel
the clause in the treaty of Surji Arjungaon (A.D. 1803) by which
the British were prevented from concluding alliance with Rajput
and other chiefs. As Sindhia did not render the promised help in
the Pindari campaign he was forced to conclude another treaty in
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1818 by which he ceded Ajmir to the British. As noted al_oove, h.e
wa~ deprived of the fort of Asirgadh in consequence of his dupli-
city.

The Gaekwar of Baroda had already entered into subsidiary
alliance with the British 1n 1802,'2 and had been loyal and faithful
to them ever since. The treaty concluded between the Peshwa and
the British Government on June 13, 1817 contained some stipula-
tions in his favour which increased his revenue to the extent of
twenty-two lakhs of Rupees. In return the Gaekwar agreed, by a
treaty in November, 1817, to increase the subsidiary force main-
tained by the British at his expense. As the Gaekwar, Anand Rao,
was an imbecile, the administration was practically carried on by
the British. On his death in 1819 he was succeeded by his brother
Sayaji Rao, who concluded a new treaty with the British in 1820,
by which the British control was relaxed a little and the Gackwar’s
authority in the internal affairs was somewhat increased.

The dominions of the Peshwa, with the exception of those por-
tions where native rulers were set up, were incorporated into the
British empire and formed the major part of what now became the
Presidency of Bombay. XElphinstone, who became its Governor
in 1820, adopted wise measures in order to reconcile all classes of
people to the new government and in this he was eminently successful,

Among the new Native States carved out of the Peshwa's domi-
nions, the most important was that of Satard, where a descendant
of Shivaji was placed on the throne with very limited powers.
The circumstances under which Pratap Singh became the first ruler
of Satara, and was later deposed on allegations, which appear to be
unfounded to a very large extent, will be described in detail in
Chapter VI.

The districts ceded by the Bhonsle in the valley of the Nar-
mada, hitherto ruled by various native chiefs, were placed under a
Commissioner in 1818; in 1827 Sagar was added to his jurisdiction,
constituting the ‘Sagar and Narmads’' territories.

Like the Gaekwar of Baroda the Nizam of Hyderabad was also
rewarded for his loyalty out of the spoils of the Third Maratha War.
He was relieved of the antiquated claim of Chauth made by the Pesh-
wa which had been a perpetual source of dissensions and disputes.

. There was also an exchange of territories. The Nizam received cer-
tain districts ceded by the Bhonsle, the Peshwa, and the Holkar, which
were contiguous to his territories, and gave up, in return, to the

British lerritory of less value. By this exchange the Nizam's domi-

nions were consolidated and the frontiers on the west more preci-
sely defined.

24



THE BRITISH PARAMOUNTCY AND IMPERIALISH

B. Rajput States

The treaties with the Maratha leaders freed the old States in
Rajputina from the control which the Sindhia and Holkar had exer-
cised over them. This paved the way for a series of freaties con-
cluded bhetween the British and the various major and minor Rajput
States which placed them under the protection of the Gevernment
of India, with rights and obligations, which continued, without much
alteration, down to the end of Brifish rule, one hundred and thirty
years later. There can be no guestion that the Rajput rulers wel-
comed the British Protectorate. They had suffered so long and so
severely from the depredations of the Sindhias and Holkars, as well
as of the Pathan or Pindari hordes, that most of them were reduced to
a state of utter exhaustion, and found no means to protect them-
selves without the aid of the British. The position was summed up
by one of them as follows:—“Some power in India had always existed
to which peaceable Stafes submitted, and in refurn obtained its
protection against the invasions of upstart chiefs and the armies of
lawless banditti; that the British Government now occupied the
place of that protecting Power and was the naiura]l guardian of
weak states, which were continually exposed to the cruelties and
oppression of robbers and plunderers, owing tc the refusal of the
British Government to protect them.”'® These few lines put in a
nutshell the cause and justification of the assumption of the rights
and obligations of the Paramount Power in India by the British.
It was a natural sequel of the mulitary triumphs of Wellesley, but
its operation was suspended by the policy of non-interference since
pursued by the British for more than a decade. The Marquess of
Hastings rendered this paramountcy practicable, nay almost inevi-
table, by bringing within direct British control, or their sphere of
influence, the vast stretch of region roughly comprising Milwa,
Central India and R&jputina. The Maritha chiefs and Pindaris had
to yield to the force of arms, but the Rajput chiefs agreed with al-
acrity to barter away their independence for a British Protectorste.

When Lord Hastings decided to crush the Pindaris he formu-
lated a general policy of bringing the Rajput States within the
sphere of British influence in order fo “establish a barrier against
the revival of the predatory system or the extension of the power
of Sindhia and- Holkar”. With this view it was thought desirable
1o conclude engagements with the Rajput States “on conditions
which should give to the British Government the entire control over
their political relations and proceedings with each other and with
foreign States, secure to them the enjoyment of their territorial
possessions and the independent exercise of their internal adminis-
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tration under our protection and guarantee, and render their resour-
ces available for defraying the charge that will be incurred in the
establishment and support of this system.”14

This new system was accepted by several minor Réajput States,
such as Karauli and Kot in 1817, and Bundi, Bikaner, Kishangarh,
Banswara, Pratabgarh, Dungirpur and Jaisalmer in 1818,

The relation with the three major Rajput States, namely
Mewar (Udaipur), Jaipur (Amber), and Marwar (Jodhpur) was de-
fined by treaties which provided for ‘perpetual friendship, alliance
and umty of interests’ between these States and the British from
generation to generation. The treaty with Mewar was signed in
Delhi on January 13, 1818; its'main provisions are noted below.

1. The British Government undertook to “protect the princi-
pality and territory of Udaipur.”

2. The Rana of Udaipur promised to “act in subordinate co-
operation with the British Government and acknowledge its supre-
macy”’, and not to have “any connection with other chiefs or States”,
nor “to enter into any negotiation with any chief or State without
the knowledge and sanction of the British Government.”

3. All disputes between Mewir and other States would be
submitted to the arbitration and award of the British Government,

4. The Rana should always be the “absolute ruler of his own

country” and British jurisdiction should not be inrtroduced into his
principality.

5. The Rana agreed to pay an annual tribute amounting to
one-fourth of his revenue for the first five years, and to three-eighth
after that in perpetuity.

The treaty with Jaipur was signed on April 2, 1818. It includ-
ed the first four provisions, mentioned above, and fixed the annual
tribute on a graduated scale, amounting to eight lakhs in the sixth
year and ever afterwards, until the Raja’s revenue should exceed
forty lakhs, when, in addition to eight lakhs he should pay five-
sixteenth of all the revenue beyond forty lakhs. The treaty further
provided that Jaipur “should furnish troops according to its means
at the requisition of the British Government.”

The tribute imposed upon Jaipur was undoubtedly very heavy.
Tod observed: “The Jeypur Court jusily deemed one-fifth (eight
lakhs) of the gross revenues of the crown, a high rate of insurance
.for protection; but when we further stipulated for a prospective
Increase of nearly one-third of all surplus revenue beyond forty
lakhs, they saw, instead of the generous Briton, a sordid trafficker
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of mercenary protection whose rapacity iranscended that of the
Mahratta.”’ 1S

The treaty with Marwar, concluded on January 6, 1818, includ-
ed the first four provisions mentioned above in connection with the
treaty with Mewar. The Ran3 further agreed to pay to the British
the tribute which he had hitherto paid to Sindhia (one lakh and eight
thousand Rupees). It was also stipulated that “the State of Jodhpur
shall furnish 1,500 horse for the service of the British Government
whenever required, and when necessary, the whole of the Jodhpur
force shall join the British army, excepting such a portion as may
be requisite for the internal administration of the country.”

The proud Rajputs who had defied the NMuslims for five hundred
years voluntarily surrendered their independence to the British.

The annexation of Cutch may also be regarded as a part of the
general settlement of the Marquess of Hastings. Reference has been
made ahove to the treaty of alliance concluded between the British
and Rao Bharmal II, ruler of Cutch, in AD. 1816. But.when the
Rao murdered his cousin, and the British interfered on behalf of the
widow of the deceased, he regarded it as undue interference in his
internal administration not authorised by the treaty. He raised
Arab troops to fight against the British and, in 1819, laid siege io a
fortified town belonging to a Jhareja chief under British protection.
A British force acompanied by the leading Jhareja chiefs laid siege
fo the capital city Bhuj and captured it without any difficulty. The
Rao, Bharmal, who surrendered, was deposed, and his infant son,
Rao Desal II, was installed as chief. The administration was carried
on by a Regency with the British Resident as its head and some
Jhareja chiefs as members. A new treaty was concluded in 1819
Which confirmed most of the articles of the treaty of 1816. The State
agreed to pay a subsidy of two lakhs of Rupees per annum and in
return the Government of India guaranteed the integrity of Cutch
and promised to protect 1t from all internal and external enemies.1
But, though Cutch thus came within the sphere of British empire,
disturbances continued for a long time, as will be described later.

III. BHARATPUR

The first clear and formal enunciation of British Paramountcy
in India was made in settling the affairs at Bharatpur. Raja Rana-
dhir Singh, the ruler of Bharatpur, died in 1823 without any issue.
His brother named Baldeo Singh thereupon assumed the government
and requested the British authorities to send him Khilat of inves-
tilure. Sir David Ochterlony, the British Resident in Malwa and
Rajputans, supported the application of Baldeo Singh, but intimated
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at the same time that Durjan Saul, the son of 2 yc?unger brother of
ihe deceased Raja, was likely to contest {he succession on the gl:ound
of his having been adopted by the late ruler. Buti as the claim of
Durjan Saul proved to be utterly unfounded, Balde9 Smgh was re-
cognised as a ruler of Bharatpur and received due investiture. On
ascending the throne the new ruler of Bharatl?ur asked for the
British guarantee for his minor son to succeed him. Although t‘he
British Government did not actually agree to this, and no definite
authority was given to the Resident, the latier communicated to the
ruler that his son was acknowledged as his heir and the ceremony oif
investiture took place eariy in February, 1824. On February 26,
1825, Raja Baldeo Singh died. Thereupon Durjan Saul, obviously
encouraged by the reports of British reverses in the Burmese War,
won over several battalions, captured the fort of Bharatpur, seized
the boy-ruler, and murdered his uncle, who was his guardian and the
prime minister. At this turn of events Ochterlony assembled all the
soldiers he could gather and issued a proclamation that British troops
were advancing to rescue Balwant Singh, the boy-ruler, from the
hands of the usurper Durjan Saul. These acts were, however, strongly
disapproved by the Governor-General in Council and all the military
preparations were suspended.'” The Government also practically
censured the Resident on the imperfect manner in which he reported
the events of Bharatpur. Thereupon Sir David Ochterlony resigned
his office. Sir Charles Metcalfe was appointed to the Residency of
Delhi, and the duties connected with Rajputina were allotted to him,
Malwa being transierred o another officer. As scon as the military
preparations were countermanded, Durjan Saul preferred a claim
to the throne on the ground that he had been adopted by a previous
ruler of Bharatpur. The situation of Bharatpur became further com-
plicated by the quarrels between Durjan Saul and his brother Madhu
Singh, who retired to the strong fortress of Deeg, established his
authority over the surrounding region, and collected troops with
which he repulsed the attack made by Durjan Saul. This civil war
led to chaos and confusion, not only in the dominions of Bharatpur
but also in the neighbouring British territories, which were plun-
dered by some of the Marathas, who joined one or the other of the
rival parties. The Governor-General in Council now regarded the
situation as alarming, but there was a difference of opinion among
the members of the Council regarding the proper line of policy to be
pursued. The Governor-General held the orthodox view ihat it
was inexpedient to interfere in the internal concerns of Bharatpur,
and argued “that such interference was not called for by the treaty
nor had ever been practically exercised, except in acknowledging,
when invited, the lawful successor to the Raj.”” The other members
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of the Council wers, however, strongly in favour of interfering in the
affairs of Bharatpur. Their arguments more or less amounted io
this that the British Government now occupies the position of para-~
mount authority in India and the duty of maintaining general secu-
rity and prosperity of the whole country “is now happily vested in
the British Government.” The Commander-in-Chief upheld the
same view on the ground of the danger “to which the British Govern-
ment was exposed by the probable extension of disturbances beyond
the boundary of Bharatpur.” On the arrival of Sir Charles Metcalie
in Calcutta (fom Hyder3bid where he was posted before) all the re-
ports and the documents connected with the affairs of Bharatpur
were placed before him and he was requested to state his opinion,
Sir Charles Metcalfe drew up a memorandum which must be regard-
ed as very important inasmuch as it enunciated a new policy of im-
perialism which henceforth guided the policy of the British Govern-
ment in India. He admitted that things have changed a great deal
after the Third Maratha War, which made the British the paramount
State of India, and asserted that it was now “an established principle
of our policy to maintain tranquillity among the states of India, and
to prevent the anarchy and misrule which were likely to disturb the
general peace.” He further held that if the British Government re-
fused to put the legitimate ruler on the throne of Bharatpur, they
would “throw the weight of British power into the scale of usurpe-
tion and injustice.” He continued: “Our influence is too pervading
to admit of neutrality, and sufferance would operate as support.” He
further observed with reference to Indian States that “we cannot be
indifferent spectators of long-continued anarchy therein without ulti-
mately giving up India again to the pillage and confusion, from which
we rescued her in 1817 and 1818”. He also pointed out, by quoting
instances, that the policy of non-interference adopted after the peace
of 1806 had ahsolutely failed. In conclusion he cbserved: “We are
bound, not by any positive engagement to the Bharatpur State, nor
by any claim on her part, but by our duty as supreme guardians of
general tranquillity, JTaw, and right, to maintain the legal succession
of Raja Balwant Singh to the rej of Bharatpur, and we cannot
acknowledge any other pretender. This duty seems to me to be so
imperative, that I do not attach any peculiar importance to the Iate
investiture of the young Raja in the presence of Sir David Ochter-
lony. We should have been equally bound without that ceremony,
which, if we had not been under a pre-existing obligation to main-
tain the rightful succession, would not have pledged us to anything
beyond acknowledgment.” On perusal of the memorandum of
Sir Charles Metcalfe the Governor-General changed his views and
remarked: “I have hitherto entertained the opinion that our inter-
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ference with other states should be limited to cases of positive in-
jury to the Honourable Company, or of immediate danger thereof.
In that opinion I have reason to believe that I am not supported by
the servants of the Honourable Company most competent to judge
of 1its interests and best acquainted with the circumsfances of this
country. I should, therefore, have hesitated in acting upon my own
judgment in opposition to others; but I am further free to confess,
that my own opinion has undergone some change, and that I am
disposed to think that a system of non-interference, which appears
to have been tried and to have failed in 1806, would be tried with
less probability of success, and would be exposed to more signal
failure, after the events which have occurred and the policy which
has been pursued during the last nineteen or twenty years. A much
greater degree of interference than was formerly called for appears
to have resulted from the situation in which we were placed by
the pacification of 1818. It might be a hazardous experiment to relax
in the exercise of that paramount authority which our extended in-
fluence in Malwa and Rajputana has specially imposed on us. Apply-
ing these general principles to the particular cases before us, and
believing that without direct interference on our part there is a
probability of very extended disturbances in the Upper Provinces,
I am prepared, in the first place, to maintain by force of arms, if
necessary, the succession of Balwant Singh to the raj of Bharatpur.’
Thereupon a resolution was passed by the Governor-General in
Council on September 18, 1825 to the following effect: “Impressed
with a full conviction that the existing disturbances at Bharatpur,
if not speedily quieted, will produce general commotion and inter-
ruption of the public tranquillity in Upper India, and feeling con-
vinced that it is our solemn duty, no less than our right, as the
paramount power and conservators of the general peace, to interfere
for the prevention of these evils, and that these evils will be best
prevented by the maintenance of succession of the rightful heir to
the raj of Bharatpur ....authority he conveyed to Sir C. T. Metcalfe
to accomplish the above object, if practicable by expostulation and
remonstrance, and, should these fail, by a resort to measures of
force.” Thg fort of Bharatpur, which had defied four attacks of
%:;i L::;: ;;EQIBBOS"waS regarded as an impregnable one throughout
: ritish Government now wanted to remove this im-
pression r.:aused by their previous failure. So after the negotiations
25, 135, ooued 3 prostametin demnciy te, on Noverber
Durjan Saul and declaring the intenti f ; : o Covorr ot
0 support the inferan gf ntention o .the British Government
sent agatnst Bhaset ests of the rightful prince. A I?rge force was
pur under the Commander-in-Chief, Lord Cum-
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bermere. The General reached Bharatpur on December 10, and after
a breach was effected by bombardment from the artillery and by
laying undergound mines, the fort of Bharatpur was taken by assault
on December 18, 1825. The failure of Lord Lake in 1805 was thus
avenged. After the fall of Bharatpur other fortresses within the
dominions readily surrendered and the Raja’s authority was firmly
re-established all over the country.8

Though by itself the incident at Bharatpur may be regarded
as a trifling one, it has been discussed at some length because the
imperialistic policy of the British was never before so clearly and
elaborately defined by the Government, As we shall see, this princi-
ple henceforth formed the sheet-anchor of the British policy in India.

IV. AFGHAN WAR

The imperial policy of the Government of India, as mentioned
above, led them to look beyond the north-eastern as well as the
north-western frontier. The result of the first was the war with
Burma and that of the second, the war with Afghinistan.

There was, however, an essential difference between the two.
The imperial policy on the north-east was primarily inaugurated
by the British officials in India and pursued without the knowledge
and approval, sometimes in defiance, of the clear direction or in-
struction of the home authorities. The imperial policy on the north-
west was dictated by the latter in the larger interests of British
imperialism.

The north-western frontier policy of India began in the closing
years of the eighteenth century as a defensive measure against the
threatened invasion of India from that side, first by Napoleon, and
next by Zaman Shah, ruler of Kabul. To counteract this +1e British
secured the alliance of Persia, and thus this far-off region was thrown
into the vortex of Indian politics. But though Napoleonic menace
ceased with his downfall, and Afghéanistan’s striking power practi-
cally collapsed as a result of internal dissensions that followed the
death of Zaman Shah in A D. 1800, a new danger soon appeared in
the growing power of Russia. The aggressive and imperialistic policy.
pursued by that power in Central Asia, and the methods adopted
for its realisation, did not differ in kind from those of Britain in
India. But imperialism, as a rule, tolerates no rival, and Russia not
only stood in the way of further expansion of British power be-
yond the borders of India, but even seemed to threaten the security
of India itself. The British statesmen naturally stressed only the
latter aspect in justification of their anti-Russian policy and measure,
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though at that time not only Sindh, the Punjab and Afghanistan,
but a vast siretch of territory beyond the Hindu Kush mountsins
soparated the British dominions in India from the advance-posts
of Russia. There is no doubt that the ambition of extending the
British power in Central Asia was an important factor in shaping
the British foreign policy. Palmerston and Disraeli, the two out-
standing statesmen of Britain in the nineteenth century, though be-
longing to opposite political parties, were at one about the forward
policy in Central Asia, and hence imbibed an anti-Russian attitude.
The two Afghan wars, at an interval of forty years, may be directly
traced to them, and in both cases the Government of India merely
carried out the policy dictated by home authorities. But though this
remark applies genmerally to the negotiations with Persia and
Afghanistan, and the general line of policy and course of action
pursued up to the arrival of Lord Auckland as Governor-General,
his personal attitude came to play an increasingly important part in
the practical application of the policy which led to the First Afghan
War. The policy decided upon was to maintain a friendly Govern-
ment in K3bul in order to checkmate Russian designs, and a mission
was sent to Kabul for this purpose. But Auckland misled the Home
authorities by supplying a garbled version of the report of Burnes,
the special British envoy sent to negotiate with Dost Muhammad,
the Amir of Kabul, and decided to oust him by force and place on
the throne Shah Shuja, an ex-ruler of Kibul, who had been living
as an exile in India for nearly thirty years. Auckland thus deli-
berately precipitated a war which could have been easily avoided.
He is also, at least partially though indirectly, responsible for the
massacre of the entire British force of 4,500 and camp-followers
numbering 12,000, the worst tragedy that ever befell the British
army in the whole course of their history in India.

A detailed account of the negotiations and evenis leading to
the first Afghan War (1839-42) is given in Ch, VII. It will be seen
that the current view about the hands of the British being forced by
the pro-Russian and anti-British attitude of Dost Muhammad would
not bear a moment’s scrutiny. In any case Dost Muhammad was
more sinned against than sinning. The military expedition was de-
cided upon as a counter-measure to the threatened occupation of
Herat by Persia, but when Persia raised the siege of Herat and with-
drew her forces, that fear disappeared altogether. But though the
casus belli was removed, Auckland continued the military prepa-
ration, which he could easily stop, and launched a full-scale attack
upon an inoffensive ruler who, as he knew full well, had done or
meant no harm, and, for the moment at any rate, was incapable
of doing any. The gross injustice of the war is underlined by the
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fact that it was barren of all result that was expected from it. The
new friendly Amir, Shah Shuja, who was placed on the throne of
Kabul in order to safeguard the interests of the British and help
them in the political game, met with a tragic end. The British were
obliged to restore Dost Muhammad after unnecessarily making him
a bitter enemy. The only positive result was the grim and gruesome
tragedy of the wholesale massacre of the retreating British army,
the unparalleled disgrace of British arms, and the irrevocable loss
of prestige and good name of Britain. So far as India was concerned,
she had no say in the whole affair, but had to bear the whole
expenditure of the war which was fought in the interest of British
imperialism.
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CHAPTER III

EXPANSION OF BRITISH DOMINIONS (1823-48)

I. BURMA AND ASSAM

Baron (later Earl) Amherst, who succeeded Marquess of Has-
tings as Governor-General, had every reason to follow the .policy
of peace. The arduous and prolonged military activities of his pre-
decessor cried aloud for a halt, and this was underlined by the
known views of the Court of Directors who selected him after open-
ly denouncing the stormy regime which had just come to an end.
Yet we find Amherst engaged in two military campaigns which strik-
ingly illustrate the two different ways, mentioned above, along
which British imperialism always advanced in India.

The first arose out of the growth of Burmese power in the
north-eastern corner of the British territory. Neither the increase in
‘B;L'lr"mése activities nor the troubles arising therefrom on the borders
of Assam and Chittagong were of recent origin, and had been going
on for some time, But now that the British power was thoroughly
established and there was no danger of internal troubles, the impe-
rial instincts of the British rulers in India looked for fresh fields
and pasturés iiew. Several reasons combined 1 to induce them.to_make
a serious”ehdéaﬁou} to_curb the growing power of the Burmese.
The security of the borcerlands was certainly one, but only one,
of the reasons. It ‘was the only one publicly announced, but it is
difficult_to_believe that the further expansion of British dominions
"to the north-east, up to the natural frontier, and to secure a foot-
ing on the soil of Burma, rich with commercial possibilities, wera
not_equally. imperative motives behind tHe campaign. A medieval
country like Burma, ill-acquainted with weapons and methods of
modern warfare, and with 1ts base situated at a great distance from
Indian border and divided from it by almost impenetrable hills and
forests, could by no means be regarded as a serious menace to the
British power m India after AD 1820. Her claims of sovereignty

SN

over Eastern India and pretentious demands couched in’ ifsolent
language, which formed the casus_belli, were more deserving of
ridicule than any serious consideration As regards border disputes
which led to warlike operations, any impartial critic is bound to
?dmit that there were provocations on both sides, and even accord-
Ing to the British version of the case, which alone is available, it
would be “unfajr to _throw_the war-gult .upon -the Burmese_“alon‘e.
In"any case the actual matters of dispute were so trivial in nature
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as could be easily settled, perhaps amicably, and if necessary by local
military expeditions.

A detailed account of the First Burmese War (1824-26) and
the events leading thereto, has been given in chapter V. The decla-
ration of Cachar as a British protectorate, which was the Tmmediate
cause of the war, ‘was _certainly calculated 1o give just offence to
the Burmese “who had a claim over it, which was at least far
more “legitimate than that by which the British had acquired most
of their possessions in India. This justice of the Burmese cause was

_patent_even to_some British officials; but Amherst-padno leedto

Plggermeoiieloh b g

theu: adv1ce The real motive of the Governor-General 1s revealed
rity in Assam and the nelghbourmg dxstrfcts up to the bordersof
Bengal, by the same-method*which- was*followed by*the*Brmsh But
thetwo-of~a~tradecan "AEVET agIeE, and so the growing empire of
Biiftia was looked upon “as’ a ‘rival“to the-British~ empu'é’fn “India,
anﬁ became an eyesore to the Governor-General. The First Burmese
War was, thétefore, really a struggle between two rival empires,
and was the first fruit of the new imperialistic ambition which ani-
mated the British rulers in India. But this was not all. Amherst had
far-reaching designs. The very fact that in addition to military cam-
paigns on the borders of British India, the war was carried to the
soil of Burma proper by a well-equipped British expedition o a
remote and unknown region in South Burma shows the ambitious
designs of the Governor-General. It would be idle. to. pretend.that
such a risky and costly e:gpedxtlon was undertaken only to divert
the mihitar resources _of_the_enemy from the British. border The
reareaT—’s%u—r;s undoubtedly the estabhshment of a _secure {ggtgmg
in South Burma Whlch possessed good "harbours -and ‘afforded. faci-
lities of a rich trade. Aftér the British power was securely estab-
hafTEd-m'I‘ﬂ"m&')pe for further expansion lay beyond her borders
on the east and the west, the north and south being unfortunately
shut off respectively by impassable Himalayas and the Indian ocean
without Iimit, The actual insolence of the Burmese king offered
an excuse for the war in the east, and the pretext of insolence on
the part of the ruler of Afghanistin gave a similar opportunity on
the west, The imperial policy worked on parallel lines in both cases,
though there was an interval of more than a decade. On the north-
west, too, the security of the border was an excuse, the menace_of
a rival Russian empire the real ground, and the ambition of carry-
ing British’ flags o the heart 6f Central Asia, thé dream whlch _deter-
mined the imperial policy.

The British expedition in Burma met with serious calamities,
not so much from the enemy, but from natural causes and inade-
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quate provision to prevent or forestall them. This brought a just
rebuke upon the Governor-General. But the fate of the war between
a first class modern European power and a medieval Asiatic kingdom
was never in doubt. The Burmese were defeated on all-fronts-and
forced to accept terms_that fulfilled all the objects for which the
‘ygér was begun, and must have satisfied even the extreme imperia-
lists, By the treaty of Yandabu, concluded"1gf‘I§‘26,n~thewB.ugx‘r}§§e
ceded not only Assam, Aralin and the territories between the two
which were contiguous fo British India, but even the provinces of
Yeh, Tavoy, Mergui and Teniisserim on the east coast of Bay of
Bengal. Thus were fixed the two ends of the noose round the neck
of Burma, and all that was needed to strangle her was to tighten
the rope on suitable opportunities. As three wars with Carthage en-
abled Rome to finish that kingdom, so three vars during the period
covered by this volume ended the existence of Burma as an inde-
pendent kingdom. The process was hastened by the appearance of
France as a rival colonial power in Indo-China, like Russia in Cen-
tral Asia, but in any case the fate of Burma was sealed by the
First Burmese War.

The fate of Assam and the small adjoining districts ceded by
the Burmese will be described in detail in Ch. V. These, as well
as the other ceded territories, were administered by the Govern-
ment of Bengal, At the outbreak of the war, the British, in order
to win over_the sympathy and support of the people of Assam, pro-
mised to restore their independence as soon as the Burmese were
driven_away.- But-such promises are never meant to be icept. The
British immediately annexed a part and adopted various plans to
give a semblance of self-rule to the rest. But these did not prove
satisfactory to either side, and within almost a decade all the small
principalities, set up in the region under British suzerainty, were
formally incorporated within the British dominions. Assam proper
was annexed.in 1838, Central Cachar in 1834, Jaintid in 1835, and
most of the frontier States at about the same time. The vgstig,es of
autonomy that remamed were gradually swept away.

. %ﬁgveriment of Bengal administered Ardkin through its
own officers who were given different designations and

ﬂ&ggrgg_-s ?f authority at different times, Thegza1 were at ﬁrgtﬁ?(‘)i:
C(?m.mlssmners, till 1829; then a Sup‘erintendent under the Com-
missioner of C'ittagong till 1834; thereafter a Commissioner help-
efl by an Assistant Commissioner for each district and the c’:apital
cx’fy _Akyab. Tenasserim was similarly administered through a Com-
missioner and Assistant Commissioners for the districts and the eapi
tal city Tavoy. Egt in view of the great distance and difficulties I;;
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communication the Government of Bengal could exercise but htt}.e
actual contrBT and mlsmanagement maladxmmstratmn and &ven
“COTTUpLion 2 aniong high officials were rlfe ‘When jegwwas anne),.ed
after the Second Burmesé War, it constituted the third Commissioner-
ship. But thége three Comm1ssmnerslups of Arakan, Tenasserim and
Pega-were formed in 1862 into the new province of British Burma,
with ifs capital at Rangoon, directly under the Government of India,
When Upper Burma was annexed in 1885 it was added to the old
provmce “Whicki Was ruled by a Chief Commis§ichier from 1862 to
1897 and thereaftei by a Liedtenant-Governor. T

II. MYSORE, COORG, AND MINOR STATES

It is a significant comment on British imperialism in India that
its process ran the usual course even when a man of pacific dispo-
sition like Lord William Bentinck was the Governor-General. Refer-
ence will be made in Chapter V to the annexation of the petty States
of Cachar and Jaintid in Assam. More importance attaches to the
occupation of Mysore and the annexalion of Coorg. Historians of
India have paid little attention to these imperialistic activities of
Bentinck, and the Cambridge History of Indiat devotes one senience
each to Coorg, Mysore and the two States in Assam. Yet the dealings
with these four States fairly illustrate the policy of aggressive im-
perialism which was the order of the day. Only a short war was
necessary in the ease of Coorg, while the other three were seized with-
out firing a shot, Macaulay’s {amdus epigram that “peace hath her
viclories no less than those of war” was thus applicable to Bentinck in
more senses than one. In view of the general ignorance or indifference
to this aspect of the administiration of Bentinck, his political measures,
referred to above, require a more elaborate treatment than would
otherwise be necessary.

A. DMysore

As mentioned above, the old Hindu ruling family of Mysore was
restored to power after the defeat and death of Tipu Sultan in AD,
1799. A boy of three years was placed on the throne and the
administration was carried on by an able Dewan, named Purnia. In
1811 the minor king Raja Krishna Udaiyar attained majority and
took over the administration in his own hands According to the
British official version there was gross misrule in Mysore for twenty
years with the result {that the treasury was depleted and there was
a rebellion which could not be quelled till force had been sent from
Madras. During this period of twenty years the Governor of Madras
more than once remonstrated with the Raja, but no improvement
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followed. On September 7, 1831, Bentinck addressed a long letter to
the Raja of Mysore stating the above facts and bringing some specific
charges of maladministration and misgovernment. He concluded by
informing the Raja that by virtue of the articles 4 and 5 of the
Treaty of 1799 (which he quoted for ready reference) he has trans-
ferred the entire administration of the country into the hands of
British officers “who will proceed immediately to Mysore”.?

Thus the Raja of Mysore was dethroned with as little ceremony
—or perhaps less—as is usually shown in dismissing a clerk in an
office. Several interesting facts must be stated in order to form a
proper judgment of the whole case.

The chief accusations against the Raja were made by Sir Thomas
Munro, the Governor of Madras, who was strongly opposed to the
original plan of restoring the old Hindu family to the sovereignty
of Mysore. In 1805, General Sir Arthur Wellesley had written
to his brother, the Marquis Wellesley, in the following terms:

“I still fear the new Government of Madras, one of whose objects
I believe is to overturn the existing system in Mysore, of which 1
have hitherto been the principal support”.®

A high English military officer writes: “The hostility to the
local self-government of Mysore became even stronger than before
in Madras about the year 1820, and seems to have been strangely
compounded of jealousy against native pretensions and partial inde-
pendence, the greed of good appointments, and a strong desire to
ubtain the salubrious and pleasant station of Bangalore either as
the permanent seat of the Madras Government, or as an occasional
residence for the Governor and his Councillors. This last considera-
tion was even urged by Lord William Bentinck upon the Court of
Directors in 1834, as an argument in favour of that plan for dividing
the Mysore ferritories between the Raja and the East India
Company...”4

. In 18?:5, Munro visited Mysore and warned the Raja that, if the
dxs‘o?ders in the State were not checked, direct interference’of the
British Government would be unavoidable, Now, under Article 4 of
the ‘Trea’cy which was invoked by Bentinck for taking over the
adr;ums’.cr:x[ “3n .of Mysore, it was clearly laid down that in case of
;na admijs _ fca?lon which, it might be feared, would not leave in the

reasur- mﬁﬁ.ment fund for the maintenance of troops, the Govern-
ment of ind}a shall have full right and power either to introdyce
;Llllch regulations and ordinances as may be deemed necessary for the
adgfi:ir:g:tr']t of administration, or to bring under direct British
e R lon such part or parts of the territorial possessions of

Ja 8s may be necesary to make available sufficient funds for
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defraying the expenses of the army. But Munro issued no ordi-
nances oz;regulatmns and allowed the abuses 1o _grow until the out-
‘break of a rebellion gave a sufficiently good ELetex‘c for ta}u*xg over
the administration, not of a part or parts, but of the vmole of Mvsore S

W T NRD AN T

Bentinck's action was inspired by the highly exaggerated re-
ports of the Madras Government,® and the Raja was given no oppor-
tunity to defend himself. How ill-informed_Bentinck_ was.may be
gathered from 2 single instance. In lus letter dethroning the Raja,
Bentinck alleged that “ihe subsidy._due to _the British Government
has not been paxd monthly according to the Treaty of 6th July 1739,
But the factf 15 as Bentinck himself later mdlrectly admlt*ed that
the subsidy had.never r been in arrears-even for a day.

PR TR

After taking over the administration of Mysore, Bentinck ap-
pointed a Special Committee of Inquiry into the affairs of Ifysore.
This Committee submitted its Report on December 12, 1833. The
Committee condemned the Raja’s misrule, but they included in their
censure the period of Purnia’s administration, and with the excep-
tion of a profuse expenditure, no new charge was brought against
the Raja The Committee held that the assessment all over the coun-
try had been screwed up by Purnia to a height at which it could
not have been maintained for many years longer; and that the de-
cline of the revenue since the minister’s dismissal had not “been
caused entirely by misgovernment”, but was “partly attributable to
causes which were beyond the control of the Raja’s administration.”
The Committee also pointed out that at the same time, and for the
same cause, namely oppressive taxation, there was an insurrection
in the adjacent British district of Canara, where the assessment of
land revenue was much higher than that prevailing in Mysore. The
Committee further held that the rebellion which broke out in Nag-
gur in Mysore was noi a popular rising caused by intolerable tyranny,
but was chiefly the work of some interested persons, aided by British
insurgents and sustained by a firm belief, universally prevalent
throughout Mysore, that the British Government was in favour of
the insurgents, and would not support the Raja’s authority.”

The views of Bentinck were radically changed by the Report
of the Special Commitiee of Inquiry as well as by his own local
investigations He also realised the unconstitutional nature of his
act in taking over the administration of the whole of Mysore All
this is evident fror his long despatch to the Secret Committee of
the Court of Directors, dated April 14, 1834 He refers to the Raja
in the following terms' “It is admitted by every one who has had
an opportunity of observing the character of the Rajah, that he is
in the highest degree intelligent and sensible His disposition is
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described to be the reverse of tyrannical or cruel...... I believe he
will make a good ruler in future...” Accordingly Bentinck suggest-
ed that three districts of Mysore yielding sufficient revenue for the
upkeep of the military force, should be ceded to the Company and
the remaining three districts of Mysore should be restored to the
Raja’s direct rule.®

In this despatch Bentinck had the candour to admit that he could
not help entertaining doubts, both as to the legality and the justice
of the course that has been pursued. He then continues:

“The Treaty warrants an assumption of the country with a view
to secure the payment of our subsidy. The assumption was actually
made on account of the Raja’s misgovernment, The subsidy does not
appear 1o have been in any immediate jeopardy.® Again the Treaty
authorises us to assume such part or parts of the country as may
be necessary to render the funds which we claim efficient and avail-
able. The whole has been assumed although a part would unques-
tionably have sufficed for the purpose specified in the Treaty; and
with regard to the justice of the case, I cannot .uat think that it
would have been more fair towards the Rajah, had a more distinct
and positive warning been given him that the decided measure,
since adopted, would be put in force, if misgovernment should be
found to prevail.”10

Thus Lord William Bentinck acted in haste and then repented
at leisure. He should have appointed the Committee of Inquiry
before, and not after, punishing the Raja, and he should have given
more serious attention to the actual facts and the exact provisions
of the treaty. His belated confession of guilt does honour to his head
and heart, but brought no relief to the unfortunate Raja of Mysore,
who was not restored to the sovereignty of either the whole or a
part of his territory. It is somewhat singular that in spite of the
confession of Bentinck himself, the British historians have fully ap-
proved of the annexation. Nor did this deplorable action make Ben-
tinck much the wiser. For as we shall see, he pursued the same un-

wfme‘procedure in the affair of Coorg with more drastic consequences
and irreparable mischief.

In fairness to the Britishers, however, reference should be made
to the very honest criticism of Bentinck’s action by Major Evans
Bell, from which the following extracts are quoted:

“The summary substitution of direct British management was
a somewhat harsh remedy for any administrative abuses, when the
Treaty gave us the power of dictating and enforcing the acceptance
of such. ordinances as might have removed all cause of offence
According to the strict letter of the Treaty (article IV),
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should be thought necessary to have recourse to tlis extreme mea-
sure, we had no right to attach the whole of Mysore, but only “such
part or parts” as should be required io render the funds of the State
‘sufficient and available either in time of peace or war'.......

“The first attachment of the country by Lord Willhlam Bentinck
was not justified either absolutely by the terms of the Treaty or
morally by any special urgency of outraged humanity, or of danger
to the tranquillit; of our own adjacent provinces. The fact 1s that
the subsidy had been always paid with the utmost punctuality, and
that not a single instalment was due at the daiwe of the Governor-
General’s letter,

“Thus the grounds alleged for the original attachment of the
country are not only unsustainable by terms of the Treaty, but are
found to be even more opposed to truth than Lord William Bentinck
was ever made aware”.11

There is a great deal of force in the above argument and 1t is_
aﬁmmlstratlon by ‘the British was both unjust and uncailed “for.
The ddministration by a Regency headed by the Resident would pro-’
. bably have met the situation. There are, however, two points in
connection with the seizure of Mysore, which may be regarded as
almost unique in the annals of British imperialism in India. In _the
first place, the Governor-General, responsible for_ the action, ad-
mitted his mistake and regretted the action taken Secondly, al-
thotigh the Court of Directors detlined to reverse the sequestralion,
imiiediately affer the error was réecoghized 5y its author, they ulti-
mately made dmends for il. When the deposed Raja of Mysore died
101867, the British Government decided to restore the kingdom to
his adopted son as soon as he came of age 77s This was actually done
in 1881 There has been more .unjustified annexatlon severely con-
demned by the Directors, but no restitiiicH; Sihdh 1§ a gi'u Ing exam-
ple’"Therendition of Mysore is the solilary oxception {0 the Fule
followed by the British authorities, namely condemmxm ihe antion”

but fully enjoying the fruit thereof

B. Coorg

Mysore shows how the general process of annexation of weak
States followed the usual pattern of giving the dog a bad name and
then hanging it This is more strikingly illustrated by the annexa-
tion of Coorg (Kodagu) which followed shortly after Coorg was
a small principality on the border of Mysore. The British had | re-
ceived considerable help from the rulers of Ceorg durmg haiF War
W1th Tlpu and a treaty was concluded in 1790 by which the British
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‘guaranteed the independence of Coorg and the maintenance of the
Raja’s interests as long as the sun and moon endure.’? Since then
the rulers of Coorg had always been faithful to the British and not
only invested large amounts in East India Company’s Stock, but also
advanced considerable amount to the Company. But shortly after
the accession of Viraraja the Younger in 1820, serious accusations
began to pour in against him from the British officers. He was re-
ported to have practised the most blood-thirsty tyranny, and a
series of monstrous crimes, including wholesale massacre of members
of the royal family, were attributed to him. The stage was thus set
for his ultimate expulsion; and the actual course of events, as official-
ly related, may be summed up as follows:

Bei- g persecuted by the Raja, his sister, together with her
husband, fled to Mysore in 1832, and claimed the profection of the
British Resident, Mr. Cassamajor. This led fo a series of altercations
between the Resident and the Raja of Coorg who demanded the sur-
render of the two fugitives. Other causes of difference soon arose.
A rebel from Mysore, which was now being administered by the
British, had fled to Coorg, and wheén the Raja was asked to send
him back, he retorted by saying that his claims for the surrender
of his rebel subjects, who had taken refuge in Mysore, were disre-
garded by the British. Cassamajor was gradually convinced of the
hostile intention of the Raja who was reported to have increased his
army. An envoy was sent to negotiate with him, but the Raja re-
fused to see him on ground of illness. Later, two Indians were sent
for the same purpose, one of whom, Karunakara Menon, was forcibly
detained by the Raja on the pretence that he was guilty of carrying
on intrigues against him The Governor-General, who proceeded on
a tour to South India, personally wrote to the Raja from Calcutta
requesting that either he himself or one of his agents might meet
him at Mysore in order to adjust the existing differences. As no
answer was received to this letter by the time the Governor-General
arrived at Madras, he again addressed the Raja on the same sub-
ject, expecting to receive a reply at Bangalore. But no reply was
received even to this letter, nor was the native agent released.

An ultimatum was given to the Raja of Coorg that unless Menon
was released within six days hostilities would begin. On March 15,
1834, Bentinck issued a Proclamation of War against Coorg.12s Tt
gave a long list of the charges against the Raja, among which the
following were the major items:

1.

Severe oppression and cruelty towards the people of Coorg.
2

V{anto‘n. disrespect of the authority of, and most hostile
disposition towards, the East India Company.
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3. Letters replete with msulting expressions to the Governor
of Madras and the Governor-General.

4. Friendly reception and encouragement to the proclaimed
enemies of the British Government

5. Detention of Menon.
6. General attitude of hostility and defiance,

Immediately after the issue of this proclamation four British
armies advanced against Coorg from four different directions, The
Raja of Coorg also issued an appeal to his people to resist the inva-
sion. But though the people fought bravely on all fronts, the result
was a foregone conclusion. On April 6, the British force 2ntered the
capital of Coorg, Madikeri or Mercara, and five days later Coorg
was annexed to the British dominions by a formal Proclamation.

The Raja, Viraraja the Younger, surrendered with his family
on April 23. He was exiled, first to Bangalore, then to Vellore, and
finally to 'Banaras. In 1848 the Raja asked for permission to visit
England, and necessary permission being accorded on March 20, 1850,
he sailed for England with the full knowledge of the Goverment of
India that he intended to fight for certain pecuniary claims against
the East India Company.

There are good grounds to believe, that as in the case of Mysore,
so in the case of Coorg, perhaps in a greater measure, Bentinck was
misled by the exaggerated reports of his officers. Fortunately,
there are some means to test the truth of the three main allegations
against Viraraja, namely, his cruelty, his attitude towards his sister,
and the detention of K Menon. As regards.the first, there is no
mdependent and reliable ev1dencé"fo support it. Even. the British
officer Col. I‘raser who was n charge of Coorg aiter the expulslon
of the Raja, admitted in his final report that ‘there was no proof to
testlfy to his cruelties ’'® Mr, Cassamajor, the British Resident of
Mysore, who went to Mercara (Madikeri), the capital city of Coorg,
in 1826, to make enquiries on the spot, ‘could not get any bad re-
ports against the Raja’ and Mr. Lewis Rice had to admit that ‘his
(Cassamajor’s) account of the Raja was on the whole rather favour-
able’.'4 Some members of the royal family, alleged to have been
killed by‘.l&&aragamwene shown .to_have, dled of cholera.?® Serious
charges were made against the Raja by a British officer, Mr. S.
Greame, on November 6, 1833 The Raja asked him in writing to
let him know the names of the parties he put to death, the place,
the date ete. Mr. Greame wrote as follows to the Raja on November
17,1833: “After many humble apologies, T beg to state that it was
the mistake of the translator. I do not bring such charges against
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you and beg of you to forgive me and what I said was that you must
prevent your officers from .doing onything of the sort.”'¢ It may
not be out of place to mention here that the way in which Virara-
ja deported himself after his exile at Banaras elicited high praises
from many Englishmen including Lord Ellenborough and Lt. Col.
Carpenter, agent to the Governor-General.’? No reference to all

these is made by historians like V., A. Smith who pictures the Raja
as a devil incarnate.’8

Most scandalous insinuations have been made regarding the
attitude of the Raja towards his sister, but there is no evidence
worth the name, It has heen suggested that the sister had preten-
sions to the throne and, as is usual in native courts, made intrigues
for this purpose. Ultimately, being foiled in her attempts, she fled
with her husband. This version also lacks evidence, but in any case
such a state of things is not unusual, and it is not unlikely that in
order to poison the minds of the British and advance her own inte-
rests she manufactured all the tales of cruelty against the Raja.1®
As regards the detention of Menon, the Raja, it is said, suspected
him to be a spy of the British on account of his not producing pro-
per credentials.20 The fact that the Raja did not detain the com-
panion of Menon certainly goes in his favour. In any case the act
of the Raja stands on the same level as that of the British in not
surrendering the sister of the Raja.

It is therefore difficult either to accept as valid the serious
charges brought against the Raja, or 1o justify the ex parte decision
of the British to dethrone him. But if this was bad enough, the
annexation of Coorg was much worse. It has been justified on two
grounds 27" The first was the assumption that the Raja was child-
Iess™ The facl seems to be that the Raja had more than one_son.22
He had certainly a daughter, who later accompanied him to England
and” embraced Christianity. The succession of females was well
known in this part of India.?22* The official proclamation bases the
annexation on another ground, namely, “the unanimous wish of the
inhabitants of Coorg to be taken under the protection of the British
Government 728 This is a pet argument of the British which was
frequently advanced to justify any annexation. It is, however, inte-
resting to ncte.that in not a single instance they. chose_to divulge
how, when, and by whom the opinion of the people was asceriained.
In the case of Coorg “the unanimous wish” was certainly a myth.
In the despatches of Col. Fraser it is said that the people of Coorg
desired that their Raja should be retained®® The feelings of the
people may be ascertained from an Address presented to the Raja
by 500 persons on April 13, 1834, “expressing their satisfaction for
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the manner in which he had conducted the State affairs from the
beginning to the days of his dethronement....” The removal of the
Raja from his country, they continued, “causes us pain and brings
shame to us.”?> When it 1s remembered that the Address was pre-
sented when the Raja had lost all power and authority over his peo-
ple, the theory or perhaps pretention of the “unanimous wish"” of the
people for British rule appears in its true colour.

The ignoble spirit of vengeance with which the East India Com-
pany pursued the Raja makes the tragedy still more deplorable. In
a petition which was placed before the British Parliament the Raja
complained:

“The East India Company took possession of his dominion,
seized his treasury and valuable amount of £150,000 and in flagrant
violation of the Law of Nations appropriated to themselves the capi-
tal of £80,000 East India Stock togéether with dividends.” 26 Appa-
rently for'this contumacy the Raja was also deprived of his monthly
pension.27

The Raja proceeded to England and appealed to the British Parha-
ment. The Marquess of Clanricarde, who introduced the subject in
the House of Lords in 1856, observed with reference to the stoppage
of pension, that “a more despotic act was never perpetrated.”’28 Lord
Ellenborough also remarked that “the conduct of the Court of Direc-
tors in refusing payment to the prince was very ungenerous and un-
wise.”2¢ Evidently as a result of the discussion in the House of
Lords, the Court of Directors decided to pay the pension in ft11 from
the time of the suspension of its payment. The Raja, however, got
nec satisfaction for the confiscation of his property.

The money looted from the Ra]a was generously distributed as
pnze ze money ‘among the British officers. Sir P. Lindsay fécéived Sne-
sixteenth of the whole amount and *he other officers shared as
follows:30

Colonels Rs. 25,000 each
Lieut-Colonels ,, 15,000 ,,
Majors , 10,000 |
Captains ., 5,000
Subalterns . 2,500 ,,

It may be ungenerous, but perhaps not unreascnable, to find in
such distribution the incentive to wage hostilities against the Indian
rulers and prepare the way therefor by attributing all the vices to
them. On the whole it is difficult fo resist the conclusion that the
annexation of Coorg was pre—planned the alleged cruelty and mis-
conduct of the Raja, and the unanimous desire of the people for the
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British protection being merely lame excuse and concocted .justi-
fication. Coorg lost its independence mot so much on account of
the contumacy or cruelty of its ruler, as for possessing, like Mysore,
a salubrious climate aggreable to the British, and in addition, exten-
sive lands emmently suitable for coffee plantationS!

C. Mwor States and Territories

Two other minor annexations were made by the next two
Governors-General. The Company had acquired suzerainty over
the Jagwr of Kurnool, in Madras, i 1800. A disputed succession of
1815 led to interference and iemporary occupation of the city of
Kurnool. In 1839 the Nawab Rasul Khan, whom the British had
mstalled 1n 1823 after arresting the legitimate heir on a charge of
murder, was himself charged with conspiracy against the British.
When Commissioners with troops were sent to make inquiry into
his conduct he took refuge with some Rohilla and Arab soldiers.
He was defeated and his State was annexed by Auckland in 1839.82

The annexation of Kaithal (Kythul) by Ellenborough in 1843
deserves more than a passing notice. Kaithal, in the district of Kar-
nal, was one of those cis-Sutlej Sikh States which had sought for
British protection against Ranjit Singh and had come under British
protection i 1809, as mentioned above.®3 The proclamation, dated
May 3,1809, which defined the status of these States declared them
to be absoluie in thewr own territories and exempt from the pay-
ment of any tribute. Nevertheless, when the Chief of Kaithal died,
without leaving any male issue, Ellenborough declared that the
territory had lapsed to the British. He annexed four-fifths of the
territory, leaving the rest to a distant branch of the family. This
was a high-handed act, even according to the famous Doctrine of
Lapse, evolved a few years later; for Kaithal was not a State creat-
ed by the British. The Poltical Officer who proceeded with a
small escort to take possession of Kaithal was met by passive resis-
tance on the part of the female relations and ministers of the late
chief. The escort was defeated by the military retainers of the
State. When a larger British force arrived on Apnl 16, 1843, the

town was evacuated and Kaithal was occupied without any further
resistance.34

Some small territorial acquisitions were made by more peace-
ful means. By a treaty signed between Great Britain and the
Nefherlands In 1824, Dutch territories in Bengal, viz , those at Fulta
Chinsura, Kalkipur and Dacca were ceded to the British The town’
of Ser.ampore, near Calcutta, was purchased from the king of Den-
mark in 1845 Darjeeling and adjacent territories were also acquired
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from Sikkim, partly as present, and partly by a military expedition in
1850,

III. THE CONQUEST OF SINDH

The disastrous Afghan campaign was followed by the forcible
seizure of Sindh (1843) of which a detailed account is given in Ch.
VIIL It was an imnstance of unmasked aggression, backed by sheer
brutal Torce; to which there are few- parallels’in the whole course.of
Indo-Brltlsh history. For this exhibition of the worst type of im-
perialism the blame must be shared equally, and almost ‘exclusively,
by Lord Ellenborough and Sir Charles Napier. The elaborate argu-
ments 1n defence of their action form an apt illustration of the logic
of the strong towards the weak. But the annexation of Sindh is
marked by a unique feature. It is perhaps.the only one of the many
unjust annexations of Indian territories by.the British_which_was
uneqmvocally condemned by_both the people and the Government
in Britain, Even Napier, the joint author of the tragedy, himself
described the act as a ‘piece of rascality’. But it is interesting to
note, as an illustration of Britain’s political morality, that while fully
admitting the injustice of the action, she did not make amends for
it by the restoration of the prize, so wrongfully gained, to its right-
ful owner.

Though mainly dictated by the imperialist policy, the British
conquest of Sindh was also partly a reaction of the Afghan war. At
its best, it may be described as an attempt to rehabilitate the British
power and prestige which had suffered almost irretrievably by the
disastrous retreat of the British army through the Khyber Pass. At
1fs worst, it was the action of a bully who, being kicked by a stronger
neighbour, wreaks vengeance on a weaker and unoffending one,

IV. THE CONQUEST OF THE PANJAB

The fear entertained by Ellenborough of an impending conflict
with the powerful Sikh army was not altogether unfounded Seve-
ral reasons combined to make it almost inevitable. The_British,
who had conquered the rest of Indija, naturally desired to extend
‘their authority up_to the Sindhu which formed the natural boundary
of India. So long as Ranjit Singh lived and ruled with an iron
hand at the head of his wonderfully trained Khalsa army, the Gov-
ernment of India thought it politic to humour him and not to pro-
voke his wrath and hostility. On the other hand, Ranjit was too
shrewd a statesman to .under-estimate the real power of the ] Brltlsh
and always took good._care to keep on fnendly terms with the

Governrnent of India. A man of blood-and-iron pohcy he restrain-
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ed himself from the conquest of Sindh for fear of incurring the
displeasure of the British. His participation with the British in a
jont endeavour to place Shah Shuja‘on the throne of Kabul, of
which a detailed account will be given in Ch. VII, shows how he
maintained this friendly attitude till the last.

The death of Rannt Smgh i A.D. 1839 precipitated the crisis.
The absence of a strong leader who could succeed Ranjit Singh, and
the anarchy and confusion that consequently followed in the Pan-
jab after his death, offered a tempting opportunity to the British of
completing the conquest of India up to its natural frontier on the
west. This alone can satisfactorily account for the steady ncrease
mn the mlitary force on the border, as will be shortly mentioned
The annexation of Sindh, which left the Panjab as the only enclave
in India free from British control, in a way facilitated its conquest
by the removal of a potential danger on the flank.

Either due to a knowledge or intelligent anticipation of such
an attitude on the part of the British, or to an under-estimate of the
British military strength owing to recent events in Afghanistan, or
to some other factor, yet unknown, the Sikhs, forgetting the wisdom
of Ranjit Singh’s policy, gradually, but unmistakably, developed an
unfriendly feeling towards the English. This could be clearly seen
in their lack of hearty co-operation with the English in the later
stages of their jomnt muilitary enterprise against Afghanistan to
which reference will be made later. So the two-fold reaction of
Ranjit Singh’s death, on the English and on the Sikhs, tended to
bring about a conflict between the two.

The actual events or circumstances leading to the war are but
imperfectly known, and these have been described 1 detail in Ch.
X Although the Sikhs were made to appear as aggressive and
unnecessarily provocative, the British were not perhaps the inno-
cent lambs as they are usually represented. The sense of injured
innocence which is echoed in the Governor-General’s declaration of
war is hard to reconcile with the fact that ever since the death of
Ranjit Singh the British troops on the border of the Panjab were
steadily on the increase. Up to 1838, there were no more than
2,500 men with six pieces of artillery. Auckland raised it to 8,000,
and when Lord Ellenborough left India in 1844 the number rose
to 17,612 men and sixty-six guns. By the end of December, 1845,
there were 40,523 men and ninety-four guns. This rapid increase
cou.ld hardly be justified as a purely defensive measure. A critic
gemgnated hostile, made a.pithy. remark. which_is_very sigﬁiﬁcantj

To be prepared 1s one thing,” he said, “to be always making pre-
parations, another.” Besides, the pi'ei)arations were not all of a
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defensive character. Boats were being constructed ai Bombay for
the construction of bridges of boats across the Sutlej, and froops
were assembled in Sindh which could have no other object than at-
tacking Multan. With the fate of Sindh in recent memory, the
Sikhs may be certainly excused if, as Cunningham tells us, they
looked upon the British military preparations as “a campaign, not
of defence, but of aggression.”

As will be explained in Ch. X, there is no doubt that the
internal situation of the Panjab mainly accounts for the fact that
the Sikh army crossed the Sutlej without any formal declaration of
war. But the righteous indignation felt by the British authorities
at this conduct should have been considerably mollified by the re-
flection that the Sikhs had merely taken a leaf out of the book of
their general Sir Charles Napier. Like him, the Sikhs also perhaps
believed in a surprise attack as having the best chance of success,
In any event, the tactics adopted only two years ago by the mighty
British against weak and helpless Sindh, when resorted to by the
Sikhs against themselves, need not have inflamed their moral sense
to a feverish heat,

Like the origin of the war, the incidents of the campaign are
also partly shrouded in mystery. We shall never know what pa:t
treachery played in the discomfiture of the Sikhs at “fhe four suce suc<
CESSIVE “battles 0. Mudki. (December 18, 1845) Fn'ozshah (December
2T22) Aliwal (January 28, 1846) and Sobrion (February 10,
1846), But there is mo doubt that the Khalsa of Ranjit Singh
gave a good account of themselves, and as far as fighting quality
goes, brought no discredit on the name of their great leader. It
was remarked by the British general on December 21, after the
first day of battle in Firozshdh, that “the fate of India trembled
in the balance”. At the next battle at Mudki, the victory was gained
at such a great cost, that the Governor-General requested the home
authorities to recall Gough, the Commander-in-Chief, and necessary
orders were at once issued, though by the time they reached India
the decisive victory of Gough over the Sikhs at Sobrion rehabili-
tated his credit and it was not thought necessary to make the orders
public,

The treaty concluded on March 9 at Lahore brought the hosti-
lities to an_end. Its detalls given in Ch. X, need not be repeated
here, The Sikh Government had to cede the Jalandar dodb between
the Beas and the Sutléj and all-the-territories 1jing o the s south
"of the Iastmamed river. The British also got Kashmir, Hazata and
other hilly regions between the Beas and the Sindhu, in lieu of the
war indemnity of one and a half crores of Rupees. Out of this
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Ghulab Singh, who had rendered valuable services to the British,
was granted Kashmir for a sum of money. Dalip Singh was recog-
nised as the Maharaja, and the British Government promised not to
interfere in the internal administration of the country.

A British force was left in the Panjab and Henry Lawrence
was appointed the British agent at Lahore Durbar. Events, however,-
marched rapidly, as will be described in detail in Ch. X. Intrigues
and insurrections, aided by British diplomacy, led to a revision of
the treaty which virtually transferred the administration of the
State to the hands of the British and authorised the British to garri-
son the whole country by their own troops at the expense of the
Sikh Durbar. So long as Henry Lawrence was the British Resident,
things went on smoothly, but under his successor, Sir Frederick
Currie, troubles began, and things were cleverly manoeuvred to-
wards an open rebellion on the part of the Sikhs such as would justify
the wholesale aunexation of the Panjdb, which had long been re- '

garded by the British statesmen as a ‘consummation to be devoutly
wished for.’

¢ The contumacious conduct of Mulraj, the Governor of Multan,
gave the requisite opportunity. It is to be noted that the British
/ Resident, charged with the administration of the Panjab, did not
immediately take sufficient steps to crush him. There are good
, grounds to believe that disaffection was deliberately allowed to be
spread so that the Government of India might have a casus belli
i for the fight to a finish.

N
S aver

w

V. TERRITORIES OUTSIDE INDIA

The conquest of the island of Ceylon had been completed in
18151t has been noted above®5 that during the Napoleonic wars
m Europe an expedition from Bengal conquered Java, but it was
restored to the Dutch in 1814. The Dutch, however, tried to exclude
the British from all share of trade in this region and Lord Hastings
felt the necessity of securing the trade-route to China by strengthen-
ing, British possessions in the east. He therefore approved of the
proposal, recommended by Sir Stamford Raffles (originally Governor
of British possessions in Java and then of a small colony in Suma-
tra), of occupying the island of Singapur, which was then peopled
by only a few fishermen. In spite of the protests of the Dutch
aujchorities, Raffles seized the almost deserted island in A.D. 1819.
Friction between the Dutch and the English continued till 1824,
when a treaty was signed defining their respective spheres of influ-
ence. By this {reaty the British received from the King of the
Netherlands the Dutch possessions in India, as well as Malaceca and
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Singapur, in exchange for the British seftlements in Western
Sumaitra.®%e The situation of Singapur was recognised to be of great
importance from both commercial and political points of view, but
its possession was involved in some difficulty. Two Malay Princes
had a claim over it, of whom one was nominally a vassal of the
other, but had actual and effective possession of the territory. The
relations of both of these with the King of the Netherlands was also
not quite clear, Therefore, on receiving the rights of the latter, the
British entered into a definite agreement with the two native princes,
known as Sultan and Tumongong of Johor. By a treaty concluded
on August 2, 1824, both the princes ceded the island of Singapur
together with the adjacent sea-straits and islands, up to a specified
limit, to the British “in full sovereignty and property.” In return, an
annual grant was made by the British, but this was to lapse with the
lives of the existing princes,38

During the First Burmese War, a {reaty was concluded bet-
ween the British Government and the King of Siam on July 20,
1826. The help given by the ruler of Siam during the war was fully
recognised and mutual alliance and friendship and facility for com-
merce were provided by the treaty. The Brifish also agreed to re-
cognise the existing boundaries of the kingdom of Siam.27 This
meant, in effect, that the possession of Kedda was guaranteed to
the Siamese. The justice and expediency of this may well be ques-
tioned, for Kedda had a previous history. It was situated on the
Western coast of Malacca and formerly belonged to a Prince with
whom the British had concluded several engagements. “In the year
1786, Captain Light, the master of a country ship received irom the
King of Kedda the island of Pulo Penang (since called Prince of
Wales Island), as a marriage portion with the sovereign’s daughter.
Captain Light transferred it to the East India Company, by whom
he was appointed Governor, and an arrangement was concluded with
the King of Kedda for the payment to that Prince of six thousand
dollars annually, to compensate for the loss of revenue which he
was likely to sustain. In 1800, a cession of territory on the mainland
was made to the Company. This acquired the name of Province
Wellesley, and in consideration of its surrender the payment to the
King of Kedda was raised to ten thousand dollars. In 1821, the re-
maining territories of the King of Kedda were invaded by the Siamese
and quickly subdued, the prince thereupon taking refuge in Prince
of Wales Island.”38 In view of the above circumstances it is difficult
to justify the action of the British in guaranteeing the possession
of Kedda to the Siamese,

Difficulties, however, soon arose when Kedda was restored to
its old ruler by means of a military expedition, the preparations for
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which were made within the British territory. As soon as this was
brought to the notice of the British Government, they forced the
ruler of Kedda to remove to Malacca, Further, the British Resident
at Singapur helped the Siamese Government in recaptur.ing Kedda
by blockading the mouth of the river. This action was disapproved
by the Government of Bengal, but before their instructions reached
the Resident, the Siamese had already taken possession of Kedda,
The whole transaction reflects great dishonour upon the British who
gave away to the Siamese the territories of a prince with whom they
had friendly relations for forty years.

There were troubles also in Malacca. After receiving this terri-
tory from the King of the Netherlands, the British claimed authority
over a number of petty native principalities in the neighbourhood,
One of these was Nanning, the chief of which resisted the demands
of the British, and a mlitary force was sent against him. After a
great deal of difficulty, and not without some loss, the British uiti-
mately subdued the chieftain.®?

Considerations of trade and commerce influenced British policy
not only in the eastern but also in the western sea. The piracy in the
Arabijan sea was a great menace to trade and several expeditions were
fitted out in 1819-20 to check this growing evil. In course of two
years piracy was effectively stopped by the suppression of the pre-
datory fleet near the coast of Western India.

Aden was conquered in 1839. The crew and passengers of a ship
under British colours, vrecked near Aden, were ill-treated by the
Arahbs, and the British seized this opportunity to secure possession
of this much-coveted entrepot of the trade between the West and
the East, famous as such since the beginning of the Christian era.
The Sheikh of Lahej, to whom Aden belonged, was held responsible
for the oulrage, and the Government of Bombay demanded an ex-
planation. The upshot was that the Sheikh was forced to agree, not
only to make compensation for the plunder of the ship, but also
to sell the town and port of Aden to the British. The son of the
Sheikh, however, refused to comply with these terms. Thereupon a
combined naval and military force was sent, and Aden was captured
and annexed to British India on January 16, 1839.

CHI. V. 578.

The letter is quoted in Bell-1, p 278.

Bell-1, p 16.

Ibid, 17. The ‘plan’ will he referred to later.

Sir Frederick Currie says “The conditions of the 14th Article of the Treaty
the’ British Government had themselves, 1t must be admitted, ‘failed to ful-
fil] when they systematically withheld from the Rajah the advice which, by
that Article, they are bound to give to him 1n the conduct of every detailed
department of the administration.” Sir Henry Montgomery, Member of the
India Council, wrote in his Dissent of July 13, 1863, “.,. .1t is well-known
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and officially on record, that not only was no advice tendered, but that it
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CHAPTER IV

THE ANNEXATIONS OF DALHOUSIE

A, THE PANJAB

The policy of Lord Dalhousie towards the Indian States was
thus formulated by him: “I take this fitting occasion of récording my
strong and deliberate opinion that in the exercise of a wise and
sound policy the British Government is bound not to put aside or neg-
lect such rightful opportunities of acquiring territory or revenue as
miay from time to time present themselves”.’ Lord Dalhousie carried
the theory into practice with such a determination that ‘he changed
the map (of India) with speed and thoroughness no campaign had
equalled’.’s The additions he made to the British territory in India
ificreased its revenue by four millions and a half sterling and its
area by districts equal to Russia in Europe.ib

But in doing this he does not seem to have remembered the
condition of such acquisition, which he recorded a few lines later
in the same minute, namely, “Where even a shadow of doubt can be
shown, the claim should at once be abandoned”.?

When Dalhousie arrived in India as the Governor-General, it
did not take him long to find out that the Panjib was a ripe fruit
only Waiting to be plucked. So once more the war machinery was
set in motion. But there was a great deal of difference between the
First and the Second Sikh War. This time there was no plea of
aggressive attack by the Sikh army, Instead, we find a few, local
rebellions in a territory under the administration of the British and
protected by their own troops. When or how these rebellions merged
into a full scale war, it is not easy to determine. Even Lord Gough,
the Commander of the British troops, who had crossed the Sutlej
with his army on November 9, 1848, remarked on November 15,

‘that he did not know whether he was at peace or at war, or who
it was he was fighting for'.

This curious state of things has been discussed in detail in‘,
Chapter X which also gives a description of the two baltles succes-
sively fought by the British at Chilianwala (January 13, 1849) and
Gujarat (February 21). As in the first war, the Sikh soldiers fought
with great bravery and skill. The victory at Chihinwald—if vietory
it may be called—was won at a great cost. Thé British losses were

over 2,000 and four guns, and the colours of three regimenis were
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captured by the Sikhs. As in the First Sikh War, Lord Gough was
superseded by the home authorities, but before the news could reach
India, he retrieved his honour by his second victory which proved
decisive. The Sikh army made unconditional surrender. Peshawar
capitulated, and the Afghén auxiliaries hurried back to their home.
The war was over and the Panjab was formsally annexed to the
British dominion, Dalip Singh was set aside on a pension.

Whatever views one might entertain about the cause of the
war, there can hardly be two opinions on the injustice of ‘the annexa-
{ion of the Panjab The_Panjab, it should be remembered, was at
that time under the . absolute control of the British, and the admini-
stration was bemg carried on by the Resident on behalf of the minor
'Dahp Smgh If there were local rebellions, the Government “had
undoubted nght to pumsh the rebels, But it passes_one’s compre-
hension how the penalty can be visited upon the unoffending boy-
ruler. He evidently forféited his throne for failing to check the re-
volt; in oother words, for not doing what he had no power or autho-
rity to do under the terms of a treaty imposed by the British them-
“lves"”By what logic, one might ask, was Dalip Singh deprived of
the power, position and privilege which the British had granted to
him by one treaty and undertaken to protect by another. The e only
logic which could be invoked was the logic of the strong towards the

T

Iweak which has been the corner-stone of British mpené’hsm in
ndla

B. BURMA

The Panjab was not the only military congquest of Dalhousie.
Another victim was Burma. The occupation df Ardkin and Tenas-
serim, as a result of the First Burmese War, was merely the begin-
ning of a process whxch in 1ts natural course of development, was
bound to swallow up_the : rest of the kingdom. How this process
usually worked is illustrated by the dealings of colonial European
powers with Asiatic and African peoples. The commercial impor-
tance_of Burma attracted English merchants. ~Thess™ anwelcome
guests conscious of their military strength 1 and proud of tﬁeu' supe-
rior¢iviliZation, Were arrogant in their_demands and 1cud in_their
complaints against the Government of Burma. There were un-
doubfedly corruptions of local Burmese officials, and there was also
some truth in the complamts But if a.body of people feel that they
were not justly treated in a foreign land, ruled by dJﬁ’erent Ia“ws
and procedure to Which they could justly object, international law
afid practice, as understood and applied in Europe, alike prescribe
that they might quit 1 the land under protest. The policy and mora-
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lity of the colonial Europeans in Asia were, however, difierent.
They took for granted their inherent right to be wherever they chose,
and also to establish their rights and prerogatives, as they conceived
them, by either mending the ways of the recalcitrant Asiatic sove-
reigns, or, if necessary, by ending them, by the use of force. This
truth was well 1llustrated in China less than a decade before Dal-
housie arrived in India. As it was connected with India, we may
go into some details. The Chinese, foolishly enough as it seems,
tried to stop the import of Indian Opium which was sapping the vita-
lity of the whole nation. British army not only forced the opium down
the throat of the Chinese, but als » zompelled them to pay a heavy in-
demnity, cede Hongkong, and make other concessions which facilitat-
ed future exploitation of the same kind (A.D, 1842). It is worth quot-
ing, in full, the observations of a British historian on this disgraceful
transaction, “Moralists of the severer type were unable to reconcile
themselves to the arguments adduced in justification of the war. Ash-
ley even brought forward a resolution for the suppression of the
opium trade, but withdrew it after a debate turning on the inability

of the Indian Government to part with a revenue of £ 1,000,000 or
more."’3

Lord Dalhousie was evidently not a moralist of the severer type,
and certainly felt no scruple in upholding the most arbitrary act of
violence on the part of his own officer against the ruler of Burma,
cven when he was convinced of its injustice, This will be demons-~
trated by the detailed account of the circumstances leading to the
second Burmese war, given in Chapter V. It is curious that as soon
as Dalhousie gave a practical demonstration of his new forward
policy by the annexation of the Panjab, complaints of oppression be-
gan to pour in from the British merchants of Burma, Although the
British residents in Burma alleged that they “had suffered for long
time”, they did mnot place their grievances seriously before the
Government of India before 1851,4 when Dalhousie’s policy of an-
nexation was at work in full swing Another curious fact is that
about the same time there was public agitation on the part of the

British, through the press and on the platform, about the eminent
c}egirabi}ity of conquering Burma.,

Neither the local authorities nor the Government of India made
any proper inquiry into the alleged charges against the Burmese'
officials. But Lord Dalhousie decided to demand reparation from the
Government of Ava, and for this purpose sent Commodore Lambart
ofwt‘he“Royal Navy with the ships under his command and other
agml.able \fessels. The_choice of such “diplomatic” mission to settle
political disputes is perhaps unique. As soon as Lambert arrived
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in Rangoon, no less than 38 new charges were made by the British
residents against Burmese officials. So Lambert demanded the re-
moval of the Governor of Rangoon. The Burmese Government sent
a most conmhatory reply and_even_conceded the hlgh-handed de-
nigrid of Lambert by remoying the Governor of Rangoon But_the
old fable of "the wolf and the 1amb was repeated A deputation sent
by Lambert to the new Governor fdt msulted at the manner of their
réception. Immechately after recewmg “their report, and without
asking for any explanatlon Lambert blockaded the rivers of Rangoon
the Bassein and Salween and seized a Shlp belongmg to “the kmg of
Fii’rfn““‘ The rest was, of course, a foregone conclusion.” A full scale
Jmhtary expedition was sent to Burma. The Burmese were defeated
and the important cities of Prome.and Pegu were captured_by_the
Bnhsh forces. As the Burmese Government, though unable to ﬁght
refused to sue for peace, Dalhousie annexed the province of Pegu,
with some territory above Prome, by a formal proclamation on De-
cember 19, 1852,

C. AVADH

In addition to the Panjab and Lower Burma, a third large pro-
vince, namely, Oudh (now called Avadh) was annexed o the ‘British
domxmons in India by Lord Dalhousie. No zmhtary expedltmn Wwas
necessary, and the mailed fist of Dalhousie was enough to cderce into”

~stbmssion tﬁefﬁl&ss filer of Avadh, who had been recently elevat
ed 16 the status of "@n indepenident king by the British’ themiiélves.
THe annexation of Avadh was the culminating act of a series of ex-
fortions and oppressions upon the hapless rulers or Avadh since the
fateful day when Suja-ud-daulla asked for military help from
Warren Hastings to conquer the neighbouring province of Rohil-
khand. The subsequent hlstory of Avadh is but the story of gradual-
1y mcreasmg interference “in “itsTinterhial administration by the
British, and their growing exactions, which réduced the country to
“an infolerable state of chaos and confusion. “No doubt, the depraved
cﬁgfacter of the Tulers . contributed %6 1o small extent to this mser-
able state of ‘chmgs but this was 1arge1y ‘the result of the dual L gov-
emment set Up i fi Avadh, in Which the British had all the power
thhout any responmb}_hjy and the Nawab had all the responsxblhty
Wxthout any real power to deliver himself or his people from the
Octopus of British hold. The successive acts in this tragic drama
till the Tall of the curtain on the eve of Dalhousie’s departure from
India (as a matter of fact, his term of office was extended in order
that he might see the business through) will be related in Chapter
XI. It will suffice to state here that probably no other act of Dal
housie received such a strong condemnation” both in India and
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England, .It is only fair to state that in equity the blame must be
“shared, to some extent, both by the authorities at home and the pre-
decessors of Dalhousie in India. When Dalhousie appeared on the
scéne it was no longer the question of whether, but when, Avadh will
be added to British India, and the utmost that can _be said is that
he merely quickened the process and thereby ended the prolonged
agony of the king and the people of Avadh.

D. ANNEXATIONS BY THE DOCTRINE OF LAPSE

In addition to the Panjab, Burma and Avadh Lord Dalhousie’s
period of administration is marked by the annexation of a large
number of other Indian States, both large and small, and escheat
of dignitary titles and pensions, the last vestiges of once powerful
and independent States, These were made by the mere fiat of the
Paramount Power without any resort to, or even show of, force,

We may begin with the famous Doctrine of Lapse which ac-
counts for the annexation of Satara, Nagpur, Jhansi and several
smaller States, and the extinction of the nominal sovereignty of
the Nawab of the Carnatic and the Raja of Tanjore.

There iz a long-standing usege, sanctioned by religious scrip-
tures, by which a Hindu, without any male issue, may, after ob-
serving sorne rites and ceremonies, adopt a son, subject {o some
prescribed restrictions in the choice of the person so adopted. Such,
a son, simply by virtue of the process of adoption, becomes immedi-
ately possessed of all the rights and obligations, both secular and
religious, of a son born of a legitimately wedded wife.

So far as the law and general usage are concerned, every Hindu
has the unrestricted right of adoption. This was also at first reco-
gnized by the British rulers. In 1825 the British Government passed
a formal resolution to the effect that “Sovereign princes in their
own right have, by Hindu law, a right to adopt....and that the
British Government is bound to acknowledge the adoption.4s Later,
they held that so far as a dependent ruling chief was concerned, the
power of adoption, according to preveiling custom, was subject to
the consent of the suzerain authority. The obvious practical impli-
cation was that no subordinate Hindu ruler could adopt a son without
the previous consent of the British Government, and any adoption,
50 made, would be invalid, so far at least as succession to political
rights was concerned. Thus the Bombay..Government resolved in
1831 fo “continue to grant or o withhold its permission to adopt
according to circumstances™s., Tn 1834, the Court of Directors issu-
eﬁi the following directive for the guidance of the Indian Govern-
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ment: “Wherever it is optional with you io give or to withhold your
Wdovtmns,ﬁthe indulgence should be the _exception, not
the rule, and should never_ be granted bul as a spemal mark of

favour and appr obatmn 18

The method of practical application of this theory is not, how-
ever, quite so clear. In a large number of instances the Hindu ruler
of a State, and in a few cases even his eldest widow, was allowed
to adopt a son.” In more than one case, the British Government or
its local agent was eager that a ruling chief, without any male
issue, should make an adoption during his lifetime., Daulat Rao
Sindhia died on March 20, 1827, without having adopted a son,
but his widow Baiza Bai adopted Jankojee Rao on June 18, 1827.
On the latter’s death in 1843, the senior widow adopted Jayaji
Rao, the nearest in blood. It has been justly observed that the
British Government itself, in truth, had so thoroughly recognized
the right, and supported it in the case of Hindu principalities,
that ‘actually there were many more successors by adoption in
the Hindu royal houses than by direct descent, at the time that
this universal privilege was denied to the Rajah of Satara.’® John
Sullivan says that in accordance with th,  »solution of 1826 no
less than fifteen instances of adoption by succession were recognized
by the British government between the years 1826 and 1848, seven
of which were made by reigning princes.8s

On the other hand a few instances may be cited in which
adoption was set aside, One of the earliesi cases of this nature
occurred in Jhansi in 1835. Ram Chandra Rao, the Raja of Jhansi,
died after adopting a son without the sanction of the British Gov-
ernment, and his claim to succession was passed over in favour
of Raghunath Rao, an uncle of the deceased ruler, But, as will
be shown later, the adoption was set aside, not because it had not
the sanction of the British Government behind it, but probably
on the ground that it was irregular, ie. it did not fulfil all the
conditions prescribed for adoption in Hindu Scriptures. In auy case
the invalidity of adoption did not lead to annexation. The next
is the case of Jalaun in Bundelkhand. where an adoption was gl-
lowed in 1832, but in 1840 Ellenborough refused to sanction a
second adoptmn and the State Iapsed to the British Government.?
Jalaun, however, be it noted, was really a jagir, rather than a
sovereign principality. The next case is that of Colaba. Ifs ruler,
Raghoji Angria, concluded, in 1822, a treaty with the British by
which “the entire supremacy” and the “right of investifure” were
expressly reserved to the British Government, In 1841, standing
on the right of investifure, Lord Auckland refused to permit an

59



BRITISH PARAMOUNTCY AND INDIAN RENAISSANCE

adopted son to succeed. This action has been condemned on the
ground that “this right of investiture was not a right of arbitrary
resumption, or of escheat on failure of lineal heirs”.'© Whatever
one might think of this argument, the case of Colaba undoubtedly
stands by itself and cannot create a precedent, in view of the ex-
press stipulation reserving the right of investiture to the British
Government. The small State of Mandavi also lapsed. Mandavi was
a small State in Bombay, consisting of the town of that name on
the Tapti with 162 wvillages. It was founded by a Bhil chief and
owed allegiance to the Peshwa. In 1803 it became tributary to the
British. As the last chief died without issue, and even the maost
legitimate claimant was very remotely connected with him by
blood, the Government of India, with the full approval of the Court
of Directors, annexed the State. The Bill for the purpose was intro-
duced during the regime of Hardinge though the Act was not finally
passed till 1848, after Dalhousie had taken over charge.!?

The whole policy of sanctioning adoption by Indian rulers was
thoroughly discussed by the Government of India in 1837, when
Raja Tej Singh Bahadur of Orchha applied for grant of recognition
to his adopted son, Sujan Singh, as his heir and successor.2
Mr. Fraser, the Political Agent of Bundelkhand, collected all possible
information and precedents, and submitted a comprehensive review
of the general question of succession. He did not deny the right of
adoption, but contended, that before recognizing it the British Gov-
ernment should carefully consider the claims of collateral heirs as
well as the rights and interests of the Paramount Power. “He did
not find any reason why the right of the latter to resume hereditary
territories in the absence of lineal descendants should not be asserted
and enforced”.1® Sir Charles Metcalfe, who was then the Lieutenant
Governor of N.W.P., did not accept this view, for he thought that
Fraser ignored the differences between the sovereign princes and
the Jagirdars, The former, he said, “had a right to adopt to the
exclusion of their collaterals and the so-called reversionary rights
of the Paramount Power in accordance with the laws of the land.
In their cases, the British Government was bound to acknowledge
adoptions, if they were regular and not in violation of their custo-
mary legal tenets. In the cases of the second category of states, the
Paramount Power was entitled to limit successions according to the
terms of the grants which were, in general, confined only to the
legitimate sons and consequently precluded adoptions.” To Metcalfe
it seemed that the “Raja of Orchha was a sovereign Prince, and be-
ing a Hindu, he was fully entitled to adopt a son and successor in
the absence of his own. He regarded the adoption made by the Raja
as an unobjectionable arrangement”. He disputed the statement of
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Fraser that the former decisions of the British Government in
acknowledging successions in the States of Bundelkhand were inco-
herent, and said that the one underlying principle, which generally
operated on such occasions, had been that of non-interference in
the internal affairs of the Indian States by which a succession, appa-
rently agreeable to the Prince and the people or to ihe latfer on
the demise of the former, was recognized. 4

Before the case of adoption by the ruler of Orchha was finally
decided, it was complicated by his alleged complicity with a sub-
ordinate Jagirdar in his rebellion against the British authority,
Nevertheless, the case was regarded so important that the question
of the political status of Orchha was discussed threadhare by the
Executive Council of the Governor-General.

—  Both Fraser and Maddock, the Secretary to the Government of
India, doubted if Orchha was ever regarded as a sovereign State,
Metcalfe expressed the view that the ruler of Orchha was a
sovereign prince and was fully entitled to adopt a son. Lord Auckland
endorsed this view, “In support of his contention, he recalled the pre-
amble to the treaty with Orchha, concluded on the 23rd December,
1842, which clearly defined the status of its ruler whose ancestors
had been holding the state since ancient times without paying tri-
bute or acknowledging vassalage to any other power. The treaty was
designated as one of friendship and alliance by which the state was
guaranteed to its ruler and his heirs and successors. In view of these
clear terms, Lord Auckland considered it impossible to ruise any
doubt as to the status of the Raja and decided to regard him as a
sovereign Prince who was entitled, as suggested by Metcalfe on the
28th October, 1837, to make an adoption which the British Govern-
ment was legally bound to recognize, provided that the adoption
was regular and not in violation of the Hindu Law’.15

Two members of the Executive Council wrote minutes about
this case. W. W. Bird subscribed to the views of Lord Auckland and
saw no reason to depart from the well-established policy. “H. T.
Prinsep was of opinion that the states of Bundelkhand in their rela-
tions with the British Government were not better than the pro-
tected states of other regions Among them, Orchha belonged to a
superior class like the ruler of Rewa in Baghelkhand. Having no
natural heir, the Raja provided for succession and he had every
Tight to do so even to the exclusion of the claims of his collaterals.
Being an old inheritance, neither of British creation nor a product
of the Peshwa’s bounty to whose rights the company had succeeded,
the British Government was not entitled to claim the Raj as a lapse
on failure of a direct heir to the prejudice of his right to adopt
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or of the rights of his collecterals to succeed, He treated this case
as quite different from that of Jalaun which was only a jagir and
a subordinate province of the Peshwa to which only direct descend-
ants from the first Subeddr could have a just claim to succeed”.®

Thus Lord Auckland, W. W. Bird, H. T. Prinsep and C. T.
Metcalfe held more or less the same view, while those of Fraser
and Maddock were different, The view of the Governor-General
therefore prevailed as the decision of the Supreme Government, and
the right of the ruler of Orchha to adopt a child as lus hewr and
successor was formally acknowledged,

The view so strongly expressed by Lord Auckland in sanction-
ing adoption by the ruler of Orchha acquires a specia) significance
when we remember that the titular dignity of the Nawabs of Surat
was extinguished in August 1842, and that on this occasion Lord
Auckland’s Government endorsed the general principle of “abandon-
ing no just and honourable accession of territory or revenue, while

all existing claims of right are at the same time scrupulously
maintained.”.1?

Such was the situation when Lord Dalhousie took .over the
administration of India, The principle on which Lord Dalhousie
acted, and which was supported by the authorities at home, was
explained by him in several minutes, He classified the Indian States
into three categories, namely, (1) the creation of the British Govern-
ment, (2) tributary and subordinate, and (3) independent, He laid
down as a general principle that no adoption should he permitted
to the first, no adoption without previous consent should be recog-

nized in the case of the second, while there should be no interference
in the case of the third.1®

The legitimacy, morality, and expediency of this doctrine of
lapse have been discussed at length by various authorities, buf
there is no consensus of opinion on the subject. There 1s no doubt
tha}t the adoption, involving the right to succeed like an ordinary
chllfi, was an approved custom among the Hindus, sanctioned by
ancient law; and there is no elear reason or precedent, sufficiently
strong, to set it aside as obsolete or illegal. The only support in
Hmdx.z seriptures for the theory, that a valid adoption requires the
santhpn of the king, is furnished by a dictum in the Vaéishthe
Sarnhita which, according to Colebrooke’s Digest, lays down that a
person, before making adoption, “must give humble notice to the

king”.?® The actual passage in the Dharmesiitra of Vasishtha (XV.6)
has been translated as follows:

“He who desires to adopt a son, shall assemble his kinsmen,
tnnounce his intention to the king, make burnt offerings 120
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The announcement of intention to the king is somewhat analogous
to the ‘registration’ of a document, to ensure its bonafide character,
and cannot, by any stretch of imagmation, convey that no adoption
is valid without the sanction of the king, Indeed, so little importance
was attached to this detail, that no other ancient text contains it.

As to precedents, no one has been able to point ouf a single
clear instance supporting the contention of the British Government.
Bell asserts that “neither the kings of Delhi nor the Peshwas ever
exercised or claimed the right of forbidding adoption mn the families
of dependent chieftains”; at least “there is not a single case on re-
cord.” The following observations of Bell have not been refuted so
far by any cogent argument,

“The prerogative of recognising or refusing to rccognise the
adopted son of a native prince never belonged to the paramount
power in India, The assumption of such prerogative is hustorically
false. Neither the docirine nor the practice has yet been proved by
any authentic record. The summary of Hindu laws and customs in
the Deccan printed by the order of Elphinstone in 1826 sanctions
adoption, even by the widow, who may adopt one of the husband’s
relations, with their concurrence and with that of the caste, who
will be the heir. This was the opinion of the Resident in the case
of Daulat Rao Sindhia who died without adopting a son in 1827.
His widow Baiza Bai, who would have postponed adoption in order
to keep authority in her own hands required the pressure of the
Resident to adopt Jankoji Rao Sindhia on June 18, 1827. J-nkoji
died in 1843 without adoption, but the senior widow adopted Jayaji
Rao Sindhia. The same opinion was given by Ceol. Sutherland,
Governor-General’s agent in Central India, in the case of the petty
Rajput State of Kishengarh:

“The British Government has on many occasions introduced
limitations into those clauses of treaty which guaranieed hereditary
descent such as legitimate offspring (Rao of Cutch in 1818), descend-
ants (Jhullawur in 1838), the heirs male of his bedy (Ghulab Singh
of Kashmir) and even so late as 1856 in the proposed treaty with
Oudh the succession was to be confined to the heirs male of his
body born in lawful wedlock. It follows that when a treaty contains
no such restriction no rule except that of Hindu law in all its inte-
grity can have been contemplated by either party.”

Bell also categorically maintains ‘that the Adoption despatch it-
self tacitly acknowledged, that the imaginary precedents for ignoring
adoption by ruling chiefs could not be found; did not in fact
exist’.2? Lee Warner has pointed out, by way of precedents, that
the Peshwa usually sold the Sanad, or title to adopt, to the highest
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bidder., He charged a nazorena or succession duty. From this
he draws the inference that British Government had a perfect
right either to follow this precedent or fo introduce some other
plan in regard to succession.22 This is a queer inference, to say
the least of 1t. Some have quoted precedents where Jagirdars, or
persons of still lower category, had to obtain the consent of
the rulers before adoption.2® One can hardly regard them as
evidence of an established custom, applicable to ruling chiefs
vis & vis their suzerains. At least noi a single concrete instance in
support of such custom has beeh brought forward. On the other
hand, it has to be admitted that the validity of such principle or
custom was not clearly recognized by the Indians at any time, and
the mere ex parte decision of the British could not create it. The
Doctrine of Lapse, and the annexations based upon it, particularly
those of Satara, Jhansi and Nagpur, were undoubtedly regarded
as complete innovations all over India, and as abrogations of a right
enjoyed by the ruling chiefs in India for a long time. Admitting
that the British Government adopted the principle in theory, for its
own guidance, as far back as 1831, or even earlier, it does not
necessarily follow that an action based on the fiat of executive autho-
rity was right, or proper, or thereby created any legal sanction.
None of the numerous treaties, concluded between the British and
the Indian States, expressly referred to the invalidity of adoption
made without the consent of the former, and there was no legal en-
actment to that effect. It is interesting to note that the legal point
involved in the Doctrine of Lapse did actually come up for decision
before a judicial tribunal. In the important case of Bhasker Buchajee
Vs. Naroo Rugonath (Select Reports, 24) it was decided “that want
of the permission of the ruling authorities is an insufficient ground

for setting aside an adoption once made with the proper
ceremonies.’”’24

In view of all this it is difficult to maintain that the British
Government was within its rights, merely by an executive fiat, in
the absence of any legislation, to annul the adoption of an Indian
ruler, and to annex his State on the ground of failure of male issue.

So far as the morality or expediency of this doctrine is con-
cerned, it is, of course, a matter of opinion, and arguments have
been advanced both for and against it. But a few points may be
Poted. Lord Dalhousie’s confident assertions that the change of rule
in Nagpur, Avadh and other annexed provinces was hailed by the
population as a blessing, and that not “a murmur was heard beyond
the palace walls”,25 were erroneous and unfounded. The great excite-
ment at Nagpur and the popular support of the civil commotion at
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Avadh, during the outbreak of 1857-8, sufficiently testify to the
feelings of the people on the annexation of these provinces by the
British. That great outbreak also proves, in an indirect manner, that
the Doctrine of Lapse was regarded as highly inexpedient, if not
immoral and illegitimate. For, shortly after it, the British Govern-
ment voluntarily wrote to the ruling chiefs of India, assuring them
of the full and unrestricted right of adoption. On this occasion
Sir Charles Wood wrote in his despatch to the Government of India
dated July 26, 1860, that the British Government should practically
demonstrate that “we are as willing to respect the nights of others
as we are capable of maintaining our own”. He thus practically con-
ceded that the Indian States had a right to adopt.

Fortunately or unfortunately for Dalhousie, he had to deal with

a number of cases, involving a decision on the right of adoption.
1. Satara

The Raja of Satidra died in 1848. He had no male issue, but adopted
a son without the previous consent of the British Government. It was
a clear case to be decided on the principle laid down by Dalhousie,
but some complications arose in view of the language of the treaty
which created the State, It conferred the State on the first Raja
“and his heirs and successors”. It was contended that this implied
the right of the adopted son to succeed, as he was unquestionably
an heir. A few members of the Governor-General’s Council objected
to the annexation, and the whole question was referred to the Court
of Directors who agreed with the view of tiie majority, in favour
of annexation, as “being in accordance with the general law and
custom of India”.2® Satard was accordingly annexed and the claim
of adopted son set aside,

2. Jhansi

Gangadhar Rao, Raja_of Jhansi, died on Novemher 20, 1853.
On November 19, he decided to adopt a son and sent a communi-
cation to this effect to Major Ellis, the Assistant Political Agent of
Bundelkhand. The ceremony of adoption was actually performed on
the 20th. Ellis received the Raja’s letter on that date and saw him.
The .dying Gangadhar Rao requested him to try his best to secure
the approval of the Government to this adoption, and also wrote to
Malcolm to the same effect. In this letter he referred to the article
2 of the freaty of 1817 which recognized Ramchandra Rao and his
heirs and successors as rulers of Jhansi. In 1817 the Peshwa Baji
Rao II transferred his interests and pretensions in Bundelkhand
to the British Government by the Treaty of Poona. The territories
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in the possession of the Subahdar of Jhansi were confirmed by
the British Government “in perpetuity” to his grandson Ram-
chandra Rao, “his heirs and successors”, by the trealy of 1817.
The preamble and the first article of the treaty of 1817 prove
that the treaty of 1804 was in full force during the first three
years of Ramchandra Rao's reign, and that a new treaty was only
concluded “in consequence” of the altered relations of the British
with the Peshwa. There was no gift, because Ramchandra Rao
was already in possession; there was no pretension fo the rela-
tions between sovereign and subject, for there already existed
relations of amity and defensive alliance. Lord Dalhousie is there-
fore clearly wrong when he says (in para 6 of his minute) that
Jhansi was “held by a Chief under very recent grant from the
British as sovereign”, (and in para 12) “such as is issued by a
sovereign to a subject”, It is true that the Chief was made Raja in
1832, but the inferior title of Subahdar involves no inferiority in
sovereign power or hereditary right. Sindhia, Holkar and Gaekwar

were originally Subahdars and feudatories of the Peshwa like the
Subahdar of Jhansi.

In paras 7 and 11 of Dalhousie’s minute it is said that Rao Ram-
chandra did adopt a boy, but the British Government did not acknow-
ledge the boy as successor, and this is cited as a precedent for
refusing to sanction adoption, But the fact is that there was a dis-
puted succession in 1835, there being four claimants, The Secretary
to Government refers tc it as follows: “On this occasion the lawful
heir by blood, descended of the body of Sheo Ram Bhow, was recog-
nised as successor to the Raj, to the disallowance of a boy alleged
to have been adopted or nominated as successor by the late Rajah
the day before his death, who, if adopted, would have been ungues-
tionably the heir to any property of his adoptive father to the exclu-
sion of the uncle; and this was done without enquiry into the fact
of adoption or nomination (which was doubtful) as though it was

an immaterial circumstance.” On that occasion the question of annul-
ling adoptions was not even discussed.26s

In the inquiry which preceded the annexation of Jhansi refer-
ence is made both by Dalhousie and the Secretary to the views of
Metcalfe. But as will be seen from the observations of Metcalfe,
quoted above, they go definitely against the views of Dalhousie. In
a letter, dated 16-2-1854, the widowed Rani Lakshmi Bai, destined
to attain immortal fame four years later, wrote a long letter to the
Governor-General. After referring to the loyal services rendered
to the British by the past rulers of the family, the Rani drew the
attention of the Governor-General to the article 2 of the treaty of
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1817 referred to above. She pomted out that two different words—
Warisan and Janisinin—have been used to denote the heirs and suc-
cessors, of which the first means normal heirs but the second includes
adopted sons.

But before the end of February, 1854, Dalhousie decided to
annex Jhansi on the ground that there was no male heir. He stressed
the point that the ruler of Jhansi was originally a provincial Gover-
nor and cannot be regarded as a ruling chief. He also pointed out
that the adopted son of a previous ruler, Ramchandra Rao, was also
not recognized as his heir.

Lord Dalhousie’s reference to the status of the ruler of Jhansi
is very misleading. The relevant facts may be summed up as follows:

Jhansi formed a part of the dominions of the Peshwa. Its ruler,
Shib Rao Bhao, however, rendered signal service to the British dur-
ing the Second Maratha War. In recognition of these services, the
British Government, in 1804, while formally recognizing the
sovereign rights of the Peshwa, made a freaty of defensive alliance
with his nominal fributary, Shib Rao Bhao, the Subahdar of Jhansi.

3. Sambalpwr

Narayan Singh, the ruler of Sambalpur, died in 1849. His widow
Rani Mukhyapan Devi assumed the reins of Government, but Lord
Dalhousie set aside her claim, and as the late ruler had left no male
issue, annexed Sambalpur to the British dominions. It was alleged
that no adoption had ever been proposed, and that Narayan Singh,
the last ruler, had, during his lifetime, expressiy intimated his wish
that the British Government should take possession of his princi-
pality and provide for his Rani.26b

4. Niagpur

The Raja of Nagpur died in 1853, He had no male heir and did
not actually adopt any son. Dalhousie regarded Nigpur as a State
belonging to the first category mentioned above, i.e.,, a creation of
the British, and therefore recommended its annexation. But, as will
be shown later, Dalhousie’s presumptions were wrong, and many
of his advisers opposed it on general principles based on the well-
known views of Elphinstone, Monroe and Metcalfe The question
was referred to the Court of Directors who supported the Governor-
General. Nagpur was accordingly annexed to the British dominions.

5. General Review

In all these cases the ultimate responsibility for escheat and
annexation rests, at least technically, on the shoulders of the autho-
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rities at home, and Dalhousie cannot be held responsible for it.
Still, as he held very strong views in favour of annexation which
must have largely influenced the opinion at home, he cannot alto-
gether escape the praise or blame for these transactions.

In fairness to Dalhousie, and in order to form a just opinion
of the share of responsibility belonging to each of the parties con-
cerned, it 1s necessary to refer to some of the views expressed in
connection with the annexation of Satira which was the first case
that had to be dealt with by Dalhousie under the Doctrine of Lapse.
The contingency arose when Appa Sahib, the Raja of Satard, died
on April 5, 1848. But long before that event, Sir John Carnac, the
Governor of Bombay, anticipated the later decision. When Pratap
Singh, the Raja of Satara, was deposed in 1839, as described in
Chapter VI, Carnac recommended that Appa Sahib, the brother of
the ex-Raja, should be appointed his successor., While making this
proposal he pointed out that neither the ex-Raja nor his brother
had any children or were likely to have any, and then significantly
added: “It follows, therefore, that on the demise of the new Raja
the Satiri State would lapse to the British Government”.?27 Nor
were the home authorities less emphatic on the point, Hobhouse, who
at that time presided over the Board of Commissioners for the affairs
of India, popularly known as the Board of Control, expressed his

views as follows in a letter which he wrote to Dalhousie on
December 24, 1847:

“The death of the ex-Raja of Satara certainly comes at a very
opportune moment. The reigning Raja, I hear, is in very bad health,
and it is not at all impossible we may soon have to decide upon the
fate of his territory. I have a very strong opinion that on the death
of the present prince without a son, no adoption should be permit-
ted, and this petty principality should be merged in the British
Empire; and if the question is decided in my “day of sextonship”,
I shall leave no stone unturned to bring about that result. But, of
course, I should like to have your opinion on the subject”.28

It is difficult to conceive of a stronger pressure from a higher
authority on a subordinate, who had just assumed the office of
the Governor-General and had not yet formulated his views on the
subject. No wonder, therefore, that in a minute, dated August 30,
1848, Dalhousie laid down his views as follows: “I hold that on
all occasions where heirs natural shall fail, the territory should be
made to lapse and adoption should not be permitfed, excepting in

t}}ose cases in which some strong political reason may render it expe-
dient to depart from this general rule”.29
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As noted above, Dalhousie later modified his policy, and varied
it in accordance with the status of the State under consideration.
But the views quoted above leave no doubt that annexation by lapse
was the generally approved policy, both in India and at home, though
there were some Indian officials who held a contrary view. Thus
Sir George Clarke, the Governor of Bombay, and six members of
the Court of Directors were against the annexation of Sitara.sc

As regards the purely legal aspect, the case of Satara is highly
instructive, Some English writers have held that it was a well-
established principle in India, and the Hindu Law clearly laid down,
that the adopted son of a subordinate or dependent ruler had no
right to inherit public property, as opposed to private estates,
without the sanction of the suzerain authority.®! But, as already
noted above,?2 no evidence has been cited in support of such a cate-
gorical assertion, and its truth may be doubted. But this issue seems
to be irrelevant in the case of Satdra. For, by no stretch of imagina-
tion, can it be regarded as a dependent State. The Company’s own
proclamation, dated 1818, declared that “the Rajah of Sattara, who
is now a prisoner in Baji Rao’s hands, will be released, and placed
at the head of an independent sovereignty....” The Treaty con-
cluded between the restored Raja of S&tara and the British 1s quite
in accordance -with this declaration. “All its language seems that
of a convention between equals,. .. .Furthermore, the wordings of
the articles reinforce the notion of sovereign equality”. For the Raja
is called “Chhatrapati”’, an ancient term denoting independent
sovereignty. What is more relevant to the present issue, the Treaty,
mentioned above, clearly establishes the right of perpetual succes-
sion without any hindrance. “The words in the original for ‘“sons,
heirs, and successors” are Persian vocables and phrases, the first
implying an own son, the next answering to the idea of an adopted
son, the third applicable {o “assigns’, representatives, or a regency”.
“The word ‘perpetuity’ also sudodit could not have been rendered
stronger, for the vernacular implies “for ever” ‘“as long as the sun
and moon endure”. As Arnold justly remarks: “It is difficult to see
how an instrument could better assure to a Hindoo prince the rights
and the various modes of succession common to Hindu thrones”.33

Bell observes: In the case of sefting aside the adoption of
Appa Sahib, the Raja of Satard, next to that of Colaba, every autho-
rity, including Dalhousie, referred to the opinion of Willoughby.
This gentleman always refers to a series of precedents going back
to the “Imperial house of Delhi” for “the universal and immemorial
custom of India”, but does not cite a single precedent or a single
document except that of Colaba. Willoughby asserts that the Treaty
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of 1819 with the Raja of Satara “limited the succession fo the des-
cendants of the party on whom it was gratuitously conferred”. In
that treaty there is no such thing. It was a trealy of *“perpetual
friendship and alliance” with the Raja of Satara, his heirs and
successors, and contains nothing whatever to restrain the operation
of the ordinary law of inheritance. Sir George Clerk, Governor of
Bombay, accepted this interpretation and recognized the adopted boy
as successor, In the discussion before the Court of Directors and the
Board of Control in London, the adoption was supported by a strong
minority who made written protests. Mr. R. D. Mangles, the only
member on the opposite side who gave a written reply, quoted as
a precedent the case of Krishna Rao whose father by adoption had
received a grant of a nemnook which was refused him by the
Gaekwar, A nemnook is a hereditary pension in money, usually con-
nected with some honorary or sinecure office. The document grant-
ing an annuity to the family of a subject and servant is compared
by him with a treaty of perpetual friendship and alliance made with
a sovereign, “his heirs and successors”, and he refers to this treaty
as an agreement. Mangles’ argument shows that the supporters of
Dalhousie were in fearful straits for a precedent.33»

The annexation of Satara was “a blow to such reputation for
straightforwardness as the Company still possessed”, Mr. Elphinstone
was shocked beyond measure, and “the treatment of the Satara
Sovereignty as a Jageer, he regarded as a monstrous one”.34

As regards Nagpur, Dalhousie wrote an elaborate minute, dated
January 28, 1854, in which he proved, to his own satisfaction, that
Nagpur was a dependent State conferred by the British upon
Raghuji Bhonsle, his heirs and successors, and that he had died
without heirs natural or adopted, leaving no one who had a claim
to the sovereignty.®® “The simple question”, said Dalhousie, “for
determination is, whether the sovereignty of Nigpur, which was
bestowed as a gift upon a Goojur by the British Government in
1818, should now be conferred upon somebody else as a gift a second
time”.%¢ The question was not, however, really so simple. The State
of Nagpur cannot be regarded as a dependent State, created by the
British, and conferred by them upon Raghuji Bhonsle. It was an
z.mcient Maréatha State which, by rights of the Treaty of 1803, stood
in the same relation with the British as the States of Sindhia and
%Iolkar. It is true that the ruler of Nagpur rose against the British
in 1818, and the British Government might have, in consequence,
annexed it in 1818, or granted it for life, or made any other arrange-
ment. But they did nothing of the kind, and acknowledged the
ruler as a suzerajn and guaranteed to him, and to “his heirs and
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successors”’, the State of Nagpur without any new limitation or
qualification, This arrangement was confirmed by a special ireaty
in 1826, by which certain provinces were ceded to the British “for
ever”, which expression obviously applies also to the portion that
was left and constituted the Nagpur State.37

The other assertion of Dalhousie, that the late Raja made no
adoption and there was no claimant to the throne, leading to the
more categorical assertion, that the “Raja never adopted a son, and
his Ranees neither adopted nor expressed any intention of doing
50,38 can only be regarded as one of those clever half-truths which
are deliberately designed to mislead the unwary reader. The fact
is that Raghuji Bhonsle III, Raja of Nagpur, who died in 1853 after
a few days’ illness, had decided to adopt his grand-nephew, Appa
Sahib. He was the nearest collateral heir to the throne, and was
chosen to succeed in default of heir-male of the body. He had been
brought up in the palace in a way suitable to the dignity of an heir
apparent, His mother had given birth to the lad in the palace and
a royal salute of 21 guns was given at his birth. He was always
seated by the Maharaja’s side at all court ceremonials. The king had
deferred formally adopting him, probably entertaining the hope of
having a son of his own; he was forty-seven when he died, and
might therefore still expect progeny.3® But before his death, he
frequently represented to the Resident that there was no probability
of his having any issue and that therefore he should be permitted
to adopt a son as successor to the Raj and territory of Nagpur, ac-
cording to the treaty, and according to the custom of the family.4d
Immediately after the death of the Raja, the boy was adopted for-
mally by the senior widowed Rani, when the parents of the boy
formally handed him over to her.4' The funeral ceremonies and
rifes of the late Raja were duly performed by Appa Szhib as the
adopted son.

The widows of the deceased Raja notified the adoption to the
Resident, but suspended the usual pomp and ceremonies, observed
on such occasions, pending the formal permission of the British
Government. The Ranis frequently requested the Resident to
accord the necessary sanction, and submitted three memorials to
the Governor-General on the subject. They pointed out that the
formal adoption was only “suspended to please the Sircar (Govern-
ment)”, and “should not be construed by it as having been aban-
doned.”42

These facts show the misleading character of the assumptions
made by Dalhousie and his apologists, that the Raja of Nagpur never
adopted a son, and his Ranis neithar adopted nor expressed any in-
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tention of doing so. Indeed such a position would appear almost in-
credible to those who are familiar with the notions, practices and
customs of the ruling families of India at the time. The defence of
Dalhousie and his apologists in regard to the annexation of Néagpur is
thus not only the weakest of its kind, but may even be regarded as
dishonest. It also conveniently ignores the fact that there were
cases on record within recent memory where, as in the case of Sin-
dhia family, the widowed Ranis, on two successive occasions, in
1827 and 1843, were not only permitted, but even urged to adopt,
as already mentioned above.

As a matter of fact, the widowed Ranis of Nagpur were denied
any hearing on their behalf, Dalhousie suppressed all references to
their petition for adoption and had the hardihood to say that there
was no claimant to the throne, This was bad enough, but was ren-
dered far worse by the statement of some of his apologists to the
effect that after the decision of Government in favour of annexa-
tion, and after the death of the senior widow at the close of the
year 1855, the Ranis adopted Appa Sahib, and “of course antedated
his adoption.”#8 No comment is called for on this outrageous state-
ment, Bell’s observations on Dalhousie’s minute, dated January 28,
1854, are worth quoting:

The Nagpur dominions were not annexed by the Company,
and then conferred as a gift on the late Raja. It was administered
during his minority in his name by British officers until he attained
majority in 1826 when a treaty was concluded in which he was ex-
pressly declared to have “succeeded” to the musnud of Nagpur and in
which he was required to confirm former cessions, which of course
would never have been required or permitted had he received the
principality as a gift or new grant. The late Raja was a Gujar, but
he was also the grandson of Raghuji Bhonsle II. The treaty of 1826
guaranteed the Nagpur dominions to the Raja, “his heirs and suc-
cessors ’ “Wherever we have guaranteed a Principality to a Hindu
prince, “his heirs and successors,” surely there can be no doubt
that no law of inheritance except the Hindu law in all its integrity
was ever contemplated by either party to the treaty. And the addi-
tior.x of the word “successors” indicates that the protecting power
clanps no right to interfere in the domestic policy of the reigning
ffamﬂy, except so far as it is entitled to do so by the express stipula-
tions of the treaty”. “The word “heirs” is used in all European and
Indian treaties, to denote the regular succession in the reigning
family; the word “successors”—translated in Persian “jae mnishee-
nan”, literally “citters in the place”,—while including all heirs, is
used to denote the succession of sovereign power” (Napoleon is not
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an heir but a successor of the Bourbons).43s Bell fully endorses the
statements, made above, about the adoption of Appa Salb (subse-
quently called Janoojee Bhonsle).43b

In considering the above concrete instances, where the Doctrine
of Lapse was invoked to justify annexation, it is necessary to bear
in mind one important principle. Even supposing that the adoptions
were invalid, and there was no male heir of the body, do they
necessarily empower or even justify the British to annex these
" Stafes, far less impose a solemn obligation to do so? It might be
argued, on the analogy of private States, that it would have been a
more equitable course, on failure of normal succession, to find out
the heir next in kin, or appoint a successor in accordance with the
tradition of the family or custom of the locality. Hindu rules of
succession go very far in this direction, and failing everything else, a
suitable choice could always be made in consultation with the family.

This important consideration was overlooked, or rather deli-
berately ignored, for there is no doubt that the annexations, though
claimed and justified on legal right, were really based upon other
considerations. This is quite clear from the policy which Dalhousie
himself enunciated, as far back as 1848, when he wrote:

‘1 cannot conceive it possible for any one to dispute the policy
of seizing the advantage of any just opportunity for consolidating
the territories that already belong to us, by taking possession of
states which may lapse in the midst of them; for thus getting rid
of these petty intervening principalities, which may be a means of
annoyance, but which can never, I venture to think, be a source of
strength; for adding to the resources of the public treasury, and for
extending the universal application of our system of Government
to those whose best interests, I sincerely believe, will be promoted
thereby 44

In other words, Dalhousie “resolved—acting upon an ‘old
theory, be it said—to take kingdoms in wherever they made a gap
in the red line running round his dominions, or broke its internal
continuity.”44* Even if we give the most liberal interpretation to
his words, annexation is justified because it adds to the consolida-
tion of the British dominion by completing the circle of the red line,
or is otherwise advantageous 1o its administration. His observations
on each of the annexed States from this point of view are worth
quoting 45

1. SATARA. ‘“The territories lie in the very heart of our
possessions, They ate interposed between the'two principal mili-
tary stations in the Presidency of Bombay, and are at least calculat-
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ed, in the hands of an independent sovereign, to form an obstacle to
safe communication and combined military movements. The dis-
trict is fertile, and the revenue productive. By incorporating Satara
with our possessions we should acquire continuity of military com.
munication, and increase the revenues of the State.”

2. JHANSI. “It hes in the midst of other British districts,
and the possession of it as our own will tend to the improvement of

the general internal administration of our possessions in Bundel-
khand”.

3. NAGPUR. “Its incorporation, however, with the British
Empire would extinguish a Government having separate feelings
and interests, and would absorb a separate military power out of
which there must always be a possibility that embarrassment, if
nof anxiety, might some day arise. The incorporation of Nagpur
would give to us territory which comprises 80,000 sq. miles pro-
ducing an annual revenue of forty lacs of Rupees and containing
more than four million of people who have long desired to return
to our rule. It would completely surround with British territory
the dominions of his Highness the Nizam ...It would render conti-
nuous several British provinces between which foreign territory is
now interposed ....It would place the only direct line of commu-
nication which exists between Calcutta and Bombay almost within
British territory.... To sum up all in one sentence, the possession
of Nagpur would combine our military strength, would enlarge our

commercial resources, and would materially tend to consolidate our
power”’,

4. Sambalpur was surrounded by British territory.

There were, however, several who opposed these annexations
on the ground of expediency. Sir George Clerk and Colonel Low
opposed Dalhousie’s policy in the Council. They contended that
“dependent states were useful, inasmuch as they afforded employ-
ment to a native nobility and turbulent spirits who would not be
employed by us, and who would sink into ‘the dead level’ of the
population under our rule; that absorption of native states would
therefore create discontent among a large body of men; that the
rulers of other native states would be alarmed by these annexations:
ft:earing the application of the same doctrines to their own succes-
sions; a childless ruler would feel no interest in the future well-
being of his state and might even be tempted to extort as much as
possible from his subjects during his lifetime; that our territory

was alreagly large enough, and that natives prefer their own rulers
1o the British Government."46
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“Sleeman was strongly against annexation, and warned Lord
Dalhousie in writing ‘that the annexation of Oude would cost the
British power more than the value of ten such kingdoms, and would
inevitably lead to a mutiny of the sepoys’, a prediction he died just
too soon to see fulfilled. He held, as others of his way of thinking
did, that the native states were ‘breakwaters, and when they are
all swept away, we shall be left to the mercy of our native army,
which may not always be sufficiently under our control.”47 Lord
Stanley also unequivocally condemned the annexation policy.48 Sir
Henry Russell, Malcolm, and Elphinstone expressed, respectively, the
following views on the subject: “I consider the extinction of a
Native State as a nail driven into our coffin”; “Tranquillity, not to
say security, of our power wili be hazarded in proportion as the
territories of native princes and chiefs fall under our direct rule’”;
“The period of our downfall in India will probably be hastened by
every increase of our territory and subjects,’”462

It would appear that the question of annexation was fought
more on the grounds of expediency than on any abstract principle
of invalidity of adoption or consequent lapse of succession. This is
supported, among other things, by the following passage in a minutle
of Dalhousie recommending the annexation of Nagpur: “I con-
scientiously declare that unless I believed that the prosperity
and happiness of its inhabitants would be promoted by their being
placed permanently under British rule, no other advantages which
would arise out of the measure would move me to propose
it.”4%  The expression, “other advantages”, in the above passage,
of course, refers to the advantages accruing to the British as men-
tioned above. We may well believe that Dalhousie was really in-
fluenced by these two considerations. The legal aspect of adoption
and lapse was merely invoked as a just excuse, and utilised as a
good opportunity of carrying out what he desired on other grounds.
In short, the motive behind the annexations of Dalhousie was exact-
ly the same which induced Sir Charles Napier and Ellenborough to
annex Sindh. Dalhousie, however, could always show a plausible
excuse, whereas the others were less fortunate in this respect, and
so their actions partook of the character of aggressive spoliation.
That Dalhousie was prepared, 1f need be, to follow their example,
is proved by his annexation of Avadh and Lower Burma to which
reference has been made above.

Dalhousie’s administration witnessed the climax as well as the
end of a new era of annexation. Whatever one might think of Dal-
}.musie’s personal share in the series of annexations noted above, there
15 some truth in Sleeman’s statement, quoted above, that the new
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generations of officers formed a schaol “characterised by impatience
at the existence of any native State, and its strong and often insane
advocacy of their absorption.” He adds that “there is no pretext,
however weak, that is not sufficient, in their estimation, for the pur-
pose (of annexation); and no war, however cruel, that is not justi-
fiable, if it has only this object in view,”80

In respect of one Indian State, Dalhousie could not carry the
Directors with him. The Raja of Kerauli, a State on the border of
Rajputana, died in July, 1852, after adopting a boy without the sanc-
tion of the British Government, and Dalhousie recommended its
annexation. He held that it was a State of the Second Class, men-
tioned above, and subordinate to the British, as by the third article
of the treaty, Kerauli specifically admitted the British supremacy.
The Court of Directors, however, held that Kerauli was only a pro-
tected ally, and refused to interfere in the adoption. Xerauli was
saved, but here, too, expediency, rather than legal right, decided
the issue. Lord Dalhousje, though recommending annexation on
the Doctrine of Lapse, took care to point out to the Directors that
“the state is isolated, and would not consolidate our territories as
in the case of Satara.” He added: “Though not a very old State, still
it is a Rajput principality, and unlike the existing Maratha and
Muhammadan dynasties, has the claim of antiquity in its favour.
The refusal of sanction to adoption in the case of Kerauli might
create alarm and dissatisfaction in the older and more powerful states
in Rajputana, as being apparently significant of the intention of the
British Government towards themselves.”87 This again clearly
shows that Dalhousie was influenced less by abstract legal rights
or justice and more by considerations of expediency.

Two other petty States, namely, Baghat and Udaipur (to be dis-
tinguished from the State of Mewar with ifs capital of the name),
which were annexed by Dalhousie, respectively in 1851 and 1852,
were afterwards restored to native rule. As they illustrate how the
Mutiny of 1857 had brought about a change in the pélicy of annexa-

tion by lapse, their history may be noted beyond the period under
review.,

The ruler of Baghat showed unfriendly attitude towards the
British during the Nepal War of 1815, For this offence three-fourths
of h?s estate were forfeited and sold to Patiala, and the remaining
portion was restored to its ruler, Mahendra Singh. On his death
without issue in 1839, Auckland treated his estate as a lapse, but
the Court of Directors did not approve of it and Ellenborough res-
tored a part of it to his brother Bijay Singh. This ruler having
died in 1849 without issue, Dalhousie referred to the Court of Direc-
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“tors whether they intended to recognize the custom of collateral
successions in the Hill States of the Panjab. The Court replied that
as a matter of right none but a descendant of Mahendra Singh was
entitled to succeed, the succession of Bijay Singh being merely an
act of grace. Dalhousie, to whom the final decision was left, an-
nexed the State, but the family of the deceased ruler refused to
accept the pension in order to keep open their claim. After the
Mutiny Canning entered into a new arrangement by which the son
of a first cousin of Bijay Singh became a tributary ruler, and the

State of Baghat was granted to him and the “heirs of his body” by
a new sanad in 1862.52

Udaipur was a tributary and subordinate State under the Raja
of Sarguja. The chief of Udaipur and his brother were imprisoned
on a charge of manslaughter, and as the former had no son, his
estate was annexed by Dalhousie in 1852, During the Mutiny the
two brothers escaped from prison and re-established their authority.
One of them died and the other was captured and transported in
1858. But the State was conferred in 1860 on the ruler of Sarguja
as a reward for his loyalty during the Mutiny.53 Although theore-
tically Udaipur was still treated as a lapse, in practice the policy
of annexation was reversed. )

6. Spoliation of the palaces of Nagpur and Avadh,

The annexations of native States, one after another, were bad
enough, but they were rendered far worse by the method of executing
them, at least in some cases. Two notorious cases, namely those
of Nagpur and Avadh, may be cited as illustrations. In a minute,
dated 10th June, 1854, Dalhousie noted that the “property of the
Bhonsla was considered by the Honourable Court (of Directors) to
be fairrly at the disposal of the Govzrnment.” He, however, did
not think jt desirable that the property should be ‘either alienated
from the family, or given up, to be appropriated and squandered by
the Ranis’ In order to avoid these dangers he suggested that
“jewels and furniture, and other personal property, suitable to their
rank, having been allotted to the Ranis, the value of the rest of the
jewels ete. should be realized, and that the proceeds should be cou-
stituted a fund for the benefit of the Bhonsla family.”54

Whatever one might think of this laudable desire, it should
have been obvious that the procedure suggested could not be follow-
ed without serious wrangles and dissensions, and the sale by auction
of the property at Nagpur, before the eyes of the members of the
royal family, would be highly impolitic. It would not fetch a
reasonable price and highly exacerbate the feelings 6f those who re-
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garded themselves as victims of a high-handed action of injustice.
Nor could it be reasonably expected that the British officials, en-
Arusted with the task, would always act with moderation and a
strict sense of jusice, as they were unacquainted with the local cus-
toms and feehngs, and imbued with a haughty feeling of superiority
over members of an Indian State which was being ruthlessly spoliat-
ed by the orders of the superior Government. The unfortunate and
painful incidents that followed need not be related in detail; it will
suffice fo state that there were unseemly quarrels and disputes bet-
ween the Ranis and officials, ending in a riot in the palace.55 The
general impression left on all neutral observers may be gathered
from the following lines of Kaye.

“The Iive stock and dead stock of the Bonslah were sent to the
hammer., It must have been a great day for speculative cattle
dealers at Seetabaldee (suburb of Nagpur) when the royal elephants,
horses, and bullocks were sold off at the price of carrion;....the
venerable Bankha Baee (widow of the deceased Raja’s grandfather),
with all the wisdom and moderation of fourscore well-spent years
upon her, was so stung by a sense of the indignity offered to her,
that she threatened to fire the palace if the furniture were removed.
But the furniure was removed, and the jewels of the Bonslah family,
with a few propitiatory exceptions, were sent to the Calcutia mar-
ket. And I have heard it said that these seizures, these sales,
created a worse impression, not only in Berar, but in the surrounding
provinces, than the seizure of the kingdom itself.”¢¢

Dalhousie was not inspired by purely beneficent and humane
considerations as his minutes would lead one to suppose. The best
interpretation of his act may be given in the following words of
Mr Bell.

“He intended absolutely to appropriate the private property of
the family, and with the proceeds to supply, or reduce as much as
possible, the annual expense of their maintenance Considering
the huge income of the state seized by the British, the Ranis and other
members of the family might have been easily spared the indignity
and humiliation to which they were subjected for the sake of the
amount which the auction sale of their property fetched, and which
after paying other expenses constituted the Bhonsla Fund for the
benefit and support of the Bhonsla family 67

‘As m the case of Nigpur, the annexation of Avadh was accom-
panied by needless acts of spoliation of a cruel and barbarous charac-

ter Various charges were brought which were thus summed up
by Kaye:
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“Tt was charged against us that our officers had turned the state-
ly palaces of Lucknow into stalls and kennels, that delicate women,
the daughters or the companions of Kings, had been sent adrift,
homeless and helpless, that treasure-houses had been violently bro-
ken open and despoiled, that the private property of the royal family
had been sent to the hammer, and that other wvile things had been
done very humiliating to the King’s people, but far more disgraceful
to our own,”’58

E. OTHER ANNEXATIONS AND ESCHEATS

1. Nana Sahib

An act of Lord Dalhousie, which has obtained undue promi-
nence, and is usually, though wrongly, regarded as one more appli-
cation of the doctrine of lapse, is the rejection of the claim of °
Dhundu Pant, better known as Nana Sahib, the adopted son of
ex-Peshwa Baji Rao II, to the annual pension of eight lakhs of rupees
enjoyed by the latter, Baji Rao died in January 1851, leaving by
a will all hus property to Nana Sahib Nana accordingly took pos-
session of the personal property of his father which he admitted to
be of the value of twenty-eight lakhs of Rupees, though 1t is gene-
rally believed to be worth considerably more than that amount On
July 29, 1851, Nana made an application for a continuance of the
pension and Jagir. The Lieutenant-Governor of N.W.P., who first
considered this application, rejected the demand for pension. but re-
commended that the “land contained in Bithur Jaghir should be
allowed to continue free of land-tax during the life of Nana, pro-
vided he continued to reside there”. Lord Dalhousie agreed with
this recommendation, but went out of his way in making some ob-
servations, which were not very happily worded. Referring to Baji
Rao II he said: “He had no charges to maintain, he has left no
sons of his own, and has bequeathed property to the amount of
twenty-eight lakhs to his family. Those who remain have no claim
whatever on the consideration of the Government. Neither have they
any claim on its charity, because the income left to them is amply
sufficient.”59

The words “he has left no sons of his own”, and the reference
to the ample income left by the ex-Peshwa, gave rise to the im-
pression that the decision to discontinue the pension rested upon
two grounds, namely, (1) inadmissibility of the claim of an adopted
son, and (2) the absence of the need. Naturally, the first revived
the whole question of the doctrine of lapse, and the second was
challenged on the ground that if the claims of Nana were just, it is
immaterial whether the property left by Baji Rao II was ample or

9



BRITISH PARAMOUNTCY AND INDIAN RENAISSANCE

not. Actually both these pomts were debated at length by Nana
Sahib as well as the outside critics of Dalhousie.

Really speaking, Lord Dalhousie rejected the application of
Nana Sahib on the ground that the pension granted to ex-Peshwa
Baji Rao was personal and not hereditary, and even a legitimate
son of Baji Rao II, had there been any, would not have been en-
titled to it. Nana sent a memorial to the Court of Directors. He
“relied on the terms of the arrangement, entered into between
Malcolm and Baji Rao II, granting a pension to the latter ‘for the
support of himself and family’, and argued that such expression
indicates a hereditary grant inasmuch as it is uncalled for in a
mere life-grant, which necessarily included the maintenance of the
family.” The Court of Directors, however, upheld the view of
Dalhousie that the pension was not hereditary, and therefore Nana
Sahib had no claim to its continuance.t°

The point was vehemently argued on both sides, but it is not
possible to give a decided verdict on one side or another. While
pension undoubtedly means, in a general way, a personal grant,
the additional words, mentioned above, may be held to qualify it
in favour of Nana. There 1s, however, no doubt that Malcolm, who
negotiated the treaty with Baji Rao II, certainly intended a life-
pension and not a hereditary one. This is clear from his letter of
June 19, 1818, in which, in support of the terms he offered to Baji
Rao, he said, that “if Baji Rao had continued the contest, a course
which the agreement with him sought to prevent, the British would
have been forced to make military preparations which would have
cost more than the value of the life-pension granted to Baji Rao”.6?
It is a well-known rule of equity that where the interpretation of a
word or an expression is doubtful, the intentioh of the man who
used it must be taken into consideration. In accordance with this
principle, the view of Dadlhousie, upheld by the Court of Directors,
must prevail in preference to the contention of Nana. The fact
that Baji Rao II himself “often pressed upon the Government the
propriety of making a future provision for his family”’é2 indirectly
proves that he, too, regarded the pension as personal and not a here-
ditary one. On the whole, the legality of the claim of Nana Sahib
does not appear to be very strong. In any event, his case was not
treated as being affected by the doctrine of lapse, though some words
used by Dalhousie might have lent colour to the supposition.

2. Carnatic

The case of the Nawab of Carnatic was of a somewhat different
kind. As noted above, by a treaty concluded i 1801, Nawab Azim-
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ud-daulla was reduced to the position of a titular dignity, enjoying
a pension secured on the revenues, but deprived of all powers of
actual administration €3 On October 17, 1855, Muhammad Ghaus,
the Nawab of the Carnatic, died without leaving any issue, and his
uncle Azim Jah claimed the rank and dignity of the Nawab on the
ground that he was the nearest relation to the deceased Nawab. It
was, bowever, decided that the title of Nawab should be abolished.
Lord Dalhousie held that the treaty of Wellesley with Nawab Azim-
ud-dualla was a personal one, and though several of the latter's
descendants were allowed to succeed, that was due to the favour
of the British Government and not by the hereditary right of suc-
cession. In support of this view it was pomnted out that Wellesley
deliberately omitted from the first draft of the treaty all references
to hereditary succession of the Nawab, Further, whereas in other
treaties, made by Wellesley with the ruling chiefs, as in the case
of Avadh, express mention 1s made of the heirs and successors of
the other contracting party, here the freaty was negotiated with
Azim-ud-daulla alone It was urged, on the other hand, that the
words, ‘of his ancestors’, occurring in the preamble and first article,
indicate hereditary succession. Reliance was placed also on Article
4 which lays down that revenues of the Carnatic, with the excep-
tion of the portion appropriated for the maintenance of the said
Nawab, “shall be for ever vested in the said English Company”.
Against this it was argued that ‘for ever’ qualifies the enjoyment
by the Company and cannot be treated as equally applicable, by
inference, to the maintenance of the Nawab, who is singled out as
‘the said Nawab’. The use of the word ‘ancestors’, it was pointed
out, merely states a fact but does not create any right, particularly
as all reference to hereditary right was deliberately expunged from
the first draft of the treaty. More important are the following words
used in the preamble to the treaty with reference to its object.
namely, “establishing the connection between the said contracting
parties on a permanent hasis of security, in all times to come; where-
fore, the following treaty iz now established..... for settling the
succession to the subadari of the territories of Arcot.” These words
are certainly very inappropriate if the freaty were intended to be
merely a personal one. They cerfamnly indicate that the ‘“framers
of the treaty intended it to operate in perpetuity,” as was also
proved by regular succession of the Nawabs, up to 1855; but it is a
debatable point whether these words alone, taken along with the
points noted above, give a clear right to the succession of the Nawabs
in perpetwmity Lord Dalhousie contended that the two Nawabs who
followed Azim-ud-daulla “occupied that position solely by the grace
and favour of the British Government and not as of right ” But he
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had the candour to admit that the uncle of the late Nawab, who
claimed to be his successor, was actually referred to as such in
certain official papers. He agreed that these references certamnly mn-
dicated an expectation on the part of the British Government that
if Muhammad Ghaus should have no children, his uncle Azim Jah
would be allowed to succeed him as Nawab. Bui, he argued, *“to
mdicate an expectation, or even an ntention, is not to recognize
or confer a right”.64

As 1n the cases of annexations, so, here also, expediency and
self-interest played an important part. A minute written by Lord
Harris, with which the Governor-General fully concurred, lays down
five distinct grounds for abrogating the rights and privileges of the
Nawab of Carnatic, if it can be done ‘without a violation of faith'.
Two of these may be noted below.—

1. It is not only anomalous, but prejudicial to the community,
that a separate authority, not amenable to the law, should be per-
mitted to exist,

2. It 1s impolitic and unwise to allow a pageant to conlinue,
which, though 1t has been politically harmless, may at any time be-
come a nucleus for sedition and agitation €5

“In later years Azam Jah repeatedly appealed to the home
authorities, but they declined to re-open the decision as to the
abolition of the title of Nawab of the Carnatic, although in 1867 a
new and infeiior title of Prince of Arcot was conferred upon him
and his heirs by Her Majesty under letters patent. A pension, the
digmty of a salute, and certain exemptions from the jurisdiction of
the Civil Courts were also granted”.68

3. Tanjore

By a treaty concluded in 1799 with Lord Wellesley, Raja Sarroji
of Tanjore transferred the whole of his territory, except the fort,
to the British Government. He remained the titular sovereign of
Tanjore, but his actual sovereignty did not extend beyond the fort
where he resided. On 29 October, 1855, died Shivaji, the Raja of
Tanjore, who had two daughters but no male issue. Thereupon
Mr. Forbes, Resident at Tanjore, proposed, with the consent of the
family, that the younger daughter should succeed her father as the
elder was on her death bed. He quoted authorities to prove that
females could inherit in default of male 1ssue, and cited an actual
case in support of it, namely, that in 1735 a Raja of Tanjore was
succeeded by his widow. The Council of Madras, attended by Lord
Dalhousie, however, decided that the Tanjore Raj was extinct, and
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this decision, leading to the annexation of Tanjore, was later upheld
by the Governor-General in Council. They, and later, the Court of
Directors, which supported them, took the view that the right of
‘succession of a female to Hindu Raj' was never recognised by Hindu
Law, the isolated cases, like those of Ahalya Bai, being merely
exceptions to the general rule in special circumstances,

The real ground for the annexation of Tanjore is revealed by
Lord Dalhousie 1n a minute. Referring to the report of the Resident
that the late Raja ‘betrayed a disposition on all occasions’ “to do
whatever he knew the Resident would not allow, and to use the
whole weight of his authority to frustrate whatever management
might be proposed for the advantage of the Durbar”, Lord Dalhousie
observes: “I certainly think the British Government would be deep-
1y to blame if 1t revived this dead sovereign in the person of a young
girl, who, helpless now, would be nothing less than a tool in the
mischievous hands of others in future years.67 The Court of Directors
added one more reason, namely, the inadvisability of “perpetuating
a titular principality at a great cost to the public revenues”.68

- Now, opinions might differ regarding the right of the daughter
to succeed, but if one has to judge on the basis of Hindu laws and
precedents, going back to the Hindu period, the succession of a
daughter to the throne 1s not less supported by rules and precedents,
nor is more objectionable on general principles, than the British
view of the invalidity of adoption made without the previous consent
of the sovereign authority.

A more serious issue is involved in the juestion The Raja of
Tanjore was not a dependent ruler, but an independent sovereign,
so far as the last remaining portion of his State, namely, the fort,
was concerned. Nor was the State of Tanjore created by the British.
So, even according to the principles laid down by Dalhousie as men-
tioned above, there should not have been any interference with its
succession Even the apologists of the Doctrine of Lapse must admit
that the fort of Tanjore, rupresenting the old State of Satari, “was
not a fief which could lapse or escheat to the British Government.”
This was the view even of a great lawyer who took upon himself
the task of vindicating the administration of Lord Dalhousie 69
There can be hardly any doubt that the British Government had
neither the legal nor the moral right to interfere in the question
of succession to the Tanjore Raj. The arbitrary procedure by which
Tanjore was annexed was rendered far worse by the seizure of even
personal and private property of the family 70 It 1s unnecessary to
refer at length to the litigation arising out of it, both i1n India and
in England Suffice it to state, that the Supreme Court at Madras
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had decided in Rani’s favour, and the Privy Council set aside the
decision only on the ground that, as the Governor-General had acted
for the Company 1n his interpretation of a treaty, a law-court could
take no cognisance of the Rani’s plamnts. Lord Kingsdown, however,
declared that the Company had no legal claim to the property and
the titular digmty of Tanjore.”? Presumably in view of this com-
ment, the British Government made partial amends for their high-
handed acts of injustice by returning that portion of the property
which they admitted to be private.

The annexation of Ténjore leaves no doubt that the British
Government under Dalhousie pursued ‘“‘the steady policy of seizing
every chance of aggrandisement”,’2 on any pretext, fair or foul

4, Berar

Reference has been made above to the Treaty with the Nizam
of Hyderabad on October 12, 1800, by which the Nizam undertook
to maintain a body of troops, officered by the British, at his own
expense.”® By the article 12 of this Treaty the Nizam was also re-
quired to supply the British, in case of war, an additional force of
6,000 infantry and 9,000 horse of his own troops. This force proved
very 1nefficient during the Maratha campaigns of 1803, and the British
urged upon the Nizam the necessity of improving their training and
discipline. They pointed out that as the Subsidiary Force was only
meant for fighting outside enemies, a highly efficient body of troops
was necessary for quelling mnternal disturbances. Thus came into
existence, with the acquiescence of the Nizam, a new force known as
the Russell Brigade, after the name of the Resident, Henry Russell.
This subsequently developed into the “Hyderabad Contingent”. It
was officered by the British and employed, along with the Subsidiary
troops, in the military campaigns of 1818 against the Pindaris and
the Marathas. The Resident Russell himself wrote to the Commander-
in-Chief: “In fact they belong to the Nizam’s army in name only,
they consider themselves as Company’s troops, and for all practical

purposes they are as much so as those on our own immediate
Establishment”.74

But though the troops belonged to the British, the cost of main-
taining it proved a heavy burden to the Nizam, and he was conse-
quently in arrears in respect of the expenditure of the “Contingent”
It was, however, quite patent, that the Nizam was not bound to
maintain the Contingent, and Dalhousie himself knew 1t better
than others. Wrniting to the Resident he observed “If however the
Nizam should turn upon us and deny the obligation existing by
Treaty, I am bound as a public man to say that I could not honestly
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agree that there was any other warrant than that of practice for
upholding the Contingent..... but if he (Nizam) were to take his
stand upon the Treaty, I could not argue that either the letter or
the spirit of it bound the Nizam to maintain 9,000 troops of a peculiar
and costly nature in peace, because it bound him to give 15,000 of
his troops on the occurrences of war.”76

Dalhousie therefore wanted to legalise the whole thing by a
supplementary Treaty, and adopted the tactics of a bully to force
the consent of the Nizam On June 6, 1851, Dalhousie wrote to the
Nizam demanding, among other things, the payment of the arrears
of the Contingent {roops, or, in the alternative, the cession of cer-
tain districts in his dominions, known as the Berars, to the Govern~
ment of India for their maintenance. This demand was accompanied
by the threat that otherwise the Nizam would incur the displeasure
of the British Government whose power, he said, “can make you
as the dust under foot and leave you neither a name nor a frace”.?¢
Fearing the dire consequence, the Nizam cleared a major portion
of the debt by paying 45 lakhs as the first instalment and promis-
ing to pay the balance of 35 lakhs by the end of October, 1851. But
by March, 1853, the arrears again amounted to 45 lakhs7€s and the
Resident informed the Nizam on March 12, 1853, that the Govern-
ment of India could no longer rely on promises, and peremptorily
demanded the cession of Berar. For once the Nizam took courage in
both hands and said to the Resident Colonel Low: “Colonel Sahib,
I want to ask you a question about that Contingent... .” (After
referring to the war which necessitated the Contingent he conti-
nued): “The Company’s army and my father’s army conquered the
ruler of Poona ..... after that there was no longer any war, so why
was the Contingent kept any longer than the war”? The Resident,
unaccustomed to such language. exclaimed in righteous indignation
that he could not answer questions about events that occurred thirty-
six years ago. He then bluntly told the Nizam that his predecessor
did not object to the Contingent and so it was there 77 The Resident
then demanded the immediate payment of all the arrears includ-
ing principal and interest, and refused to accept the guarantee of the
principal nobles of the State for the regular payment of the Con-
tingent The Nizam asked him: “suppose I were to declare that I
don’t want the “Contingent”? ” The Resident replied that in that
case the Contingent would be disbanded, but only by gradual stages,
and the Nizam must cede terrtories, temporarily, to ensure the
regular payment of troops till such time when the whole force
would be disbanded.™ Being pressed for a definite reply, the Nizam
said- “If you are determined to take districts you can take them
without my either making a new treaty or giving any answer at
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all”.7® After the abrupt end of the interview the Resident told a
noble of the Nizam’s court: “I must now immediately report His
Highness’s obstinacy and folly to my own Government, and 1f His
Highness does' not forthwith depart from His present foolish con-
duct, he will assuredly hereafter have much cause to regret that
folly,—but that this will be no fault of niine.”89 The Resident also
told the Diwan that in case the Nizam fails to comply with the de-
mand 1t might be necessary to employ force.8?

The rest may be briefly told. A new treaty was concluded with
ithe Nizam on May 21, 1853.82 By Article 3 of this Treaty the
Government of India undertook to maintain “for His Highness” an
auxiliary force to be styled the “Hyderabad Contingent”, consist-
ing of not less than five thousand infantry and two thousand cavalry,
commanded by British officers and controlled by the British Gov-
ernment. For providing the regular payment of the troops and
cancelling the old debt, the Nizam assigned the fertile districts of
Berar, the cotton garden of Hindustan, the Raichur doab, sixteen
villages, and some other territories to the exclusive management
of the British.82 This was a concession to the sentiment of the Nizam.
Instead of the legal cession of the territories, to which the Nizam
was strongly opposed, the Berars were handed over to the manage-
ment of the British who acknowledged, in theory, the sovereignty
of the Nizam over them. But if this encouraged the Nizam to look
upon the cession of the Berars as temporary cr redeemable in future,
he and his descendants were sadly disillusioned. In spite of repeated
endeavours on their part, they could not get back the Berars, and
ultimately Lord Curzon imposed a new treaty upon the Nizam on
November 5, 1902, by which the districts were leased in perpetuity
to the British.84 As a compensation for this, the Nizam secured the

privilege of being called “His Exalted Highness” instead of mere
“Highness”.

Some apologists of Dalhousie have praised him for his modera.
tion 1n his dealings with the Nizam, This is not altogether unfound-
ed, for whereas the Court of Directors and the Board of Control
were in favour of stronger measures, and some officials even sug-
gested the annexation of Hyderabad,85 Dalhousie scouted these ideas
and was satisfied only with the Berars. In this connection a letter
of Dalhousie is quoted in which he refused to “put the treaty (with
the Nizam) into the fire and walk over him”, thus illustrating “the
old story of the wolf and the lamb over again, a policy which has
abundance of advocates both in this country and at home ’86 The
apologists forget that an act 15 to be Jjudged on its own merits, and
cannot be regarded as commendable or praiseworthy simply because
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it is less criminal than what was advocated by others. It is grati-
fying to note that there was at least one Enghishman who had the
courage and honesty to depict the conduct of Dalhousie in its true
colours.87 He had ample opportunity of knowing the facts, as his
father, General James Stuart Fraser, was the Resident at Hyderabad
during the period of most of the transactions noted above. He has
argued at great length, and with conspicuous ability, that the Bri-
tish Government had no right to maintain the Contingent for doing
the same service which should have been performed by the Subsi-
diary Force for which the Hyderabad State paid by a large terri-
torial cession. This Subsidiary Force, he pomnis ouf, was reduced,
without the Nizam’s consent and in disregard to trealy obligations,
for a lengthened period, to a lower strength than that specified, at
a greal pecuniary saving to the British Government. Such reduction
was made possible mainly in consequence of the services rendered
by the “Contingent” and the expenditure thereby imposed upon the
Hyderabad State “The Contingent”, he said, “therefore did our
prepaid work at Nizam’s expense”. He quotes a despatch of the
Government of India, dated 7th October, 1848, which contains the
following:

“His Lordship in Council agrees with Colonel Low 1n thinking
that we cause the Contingent to become a much heavier burden
on the Nizam’s finances than it ought to be The Staff, in the opwnion
of the Governor-General in Council, is preposterously large. The
pay and allowances and charges of various kinds, are far higher
than they ought to be”.88

Lord Dalhousie also had said on other occasions that the “Con-
tingent” was “unfairly large and too expensive”, and admitted its
exiravagant costliness. And yet, the Despatch continues, “His Lord-
ship 1n Council does not think that we are called upon in justice
to reduce a man of the force”. If is true that in the same Despatch
the Governor-General professed to be “prepared” and very willing
“to make every exertion” that “might safely diminish” those charges
“as vacancies occurred and as opportunities offered”.®® During the
five years that followed, vacancies did occur and opportunities did
present themselves, but Dalhousie did nothing. The cost of the
“Contingent” in 1849 was thirty-eight lakhs and a half, and conti-
nued to be the same till 1853 when the Nizam was forced to cede
the Berar Districts for its upkeep. Yet in the very first year after
the cession the cost was reduced to seventeen lakhs and a half of
Rupees If, therefore, the cost were reduced in 1849, the savings
effected during 1849-53 would have been more than the debt for
which the Nizam was forced to cede Berars. If o this be added the
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savings effected by the unauthorised reduction of the Subsidiary
Force by the British, the Nizam would have been a creditor instead
of a debtor.

It is not a little curious that the biographers of Dalhousie, not
even Lee-Warner who published his two big volumes in 1904, have
dealt with this aspect of the question, although it was forcefully
presented in a book, written as far back as 1885. Carefully consi-
dering the facts mentioned above, one would feel less enthusiastic
over the letter of Dalhousie, quoted above, mn which he denounced
those who wanted to put the treaty with the Nizam into fire and
thus play the wolf to the lamb. Dalhousie did not put the treaty
mto fire, but certainly kept it in cold storage, and his behaviour
to the Nizam differed in degree, but not in kind, from that of the
wolf to the lamb in the well-known story of Aesop

One of the pleas advanced in their support by the Govern-
ment of India is that the Nizam did not object to the “Contingent”.
The fact is that the British managed the affair of the “Contingent”
with the help of Chundoolal, the chief minister of the Nizam, and
this man was upheld by irresistible British power as the head of
the Hyderabad administration for more than thirty years for the
purpose of compelling the Hyderabiad State to maintain out of its
revenues the “Contingent” which no treaty recognised or justified.®°
How the British authorities took good care to keep Chundoolal in
his post will be apparent from the following instructions of the
Governor-General, Marquess of Hastings, to the Resident at Hydera-
bad in a letter dated October 25, 1822: If the Nizam were to indi-
cate any wish to remove the Minister he should be given to under-
stand “that the removal of Chundoolal would cause a material
change in the connection between the two Governments. It would
be fitting to throw out, as if loosely, that should a minister in whom
the British Government could have no confidence be entrusted with
His Highness’s concerns, it might be incumbent on the British Gov-
ernment to look to its interests in another mode than what had
hitherto sufficed, and {o claim for itself, as standing in the Peshwa’s
position, all those rights over the Hyderibad dominions which that
Prince had possessed The Governor-General in Council holds the
good faith of this Government to be staked for the maintenance of

Chundoolal in his office, unless he shall be guilty of some distinct
delinquency”.91

That the Nizam felt the galling yoke of Chundoolal, whom he
Wa‘s.unable to remove, will be clear from the following account of
the interview between the Nizam and the Resident on June 26, 1852:
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“The Nizam entered upon, as he generally does at every inter-
view I have with him, a long explanation of the difficulties and
disordered condition of the State which he dated from the time of
Maharaja Chandoolal.”®2 This is a pathetic picture of His Highness
the Nizam fuming and fretting against the maladministration of a
minister, maintained against his will simply in the interest of the
British. It is through pliant fools ike Chundoolal that the British
kept under check the rulers of Native States, and then found faults
with them for not doing what they had no power of doing

5. Mwnor Annexations

A brief reference may be made to several other annexations
of Dalhousie. The State of Sikkim lay to the north of Bengal at the
foot of the Himalayas. Friendly relations subsisted between this
hilly State and the Government of India, and after the Nepal War,
Sikkim received some territories out of the spoils of the war. In
1835 the Raja of Sikkim granted the territory round Darjeeling
in perpetual lease to the British in return for an annual payment
The minister of Sikkim thereby lost heavily as it interfered with
"slavery and his monopolies of trade, and tried in vain to come to
an agreement with Dr. Campbell, Superintendent of Darjeeling.
In 1849 while Dr. Campbell and Sir Joseph Hooker, the famous
Botanist, were touring in Sikkim, with the permission of the Raja,
for some scientific investigations, they were seized by some royal
officials and attempt was made to extort from them the privileges
demanded by the minister. In spite of strong protests, the two pri~
soners were not released until a small military force was despatched
to the frontier. The Raja was called upon to present himself to the
British authority together with the gulty persons. Though the
first demand was withdrawn and the Raja was asked only to sur-
render the guilty officials, he did not do so Troops were therefore
sent to occupy certain districts of Sikkim, and the annual payment
for Darjeeling was withheld @ While all this was taking place,
Lord Dalhousie was absent from the capital, and though he
thought that the Council had betrayed a lack of firmness, he ap-
proved of their action. But on May 4, 1850, the President of the
Council recommended the annual payment to the Raja of Rs 12,000
on the ground that he had suffered heavy losses on account of the
occupation of his territory and withdrawal of the rent for Darjeeling
Lord Dalhousie strongly disapproved of this proposal and insisted
on the course already decided upon The Council once more urged
upon the Governor-General the extension of the mercy and bounty
of the Government. As Lord Dalhousie remained firm, the question
was referred to the home authorities who administered a strong
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rebuke to the Council and fully supported the Governor-General.
The Council thereupon raised the constitutional issue, claiming full
authority during the absence of the Governor-General. But on this
issue, also, the home authorities decided against them. Ultimately
an outlying tract of Sikkim, about 1670 sq. miles 1n area, was added
to British India.

Reference will be made later, in Chapter VIII, to the re-
covery of certain territories from Ali Murad of Khairpur on the
charge of forging some documents.®4 While there 1s no reasonable
doubt about the guilt of Ali Murad, the following commentis of
Arnold deserve serious consideration in forming a just estimate of
Dalhousie’s responsibility in the matter. “It was doubtful if Mir
(AL Murad) was personally responsible for the forgery, but he was
no doubt the person to be held justly responsible.. .But the punish-
ment was too severe. He was reduced from his principality with
its annual revenue of about £175,000 per annum to the position of
an ordinary jagiwrdar with an estate yielding no more than £35,000
or £40,000 a year......

“The fault of Lord Dalhousie’s proceedings lay in this that it
made our Government judge, accuser, jury and feed barrister in
one Whatever may be thought too of the justice of the sentence,
it has been fairly remarked that in trying the Amr Ali Murad—
a sovereign prince—by a commission of its own servants, by deliver-
ing sentence against him and by making that sentence equivalent
to a forfeiture of his rights and privileges as a sovereign, the Govern-
ment of India declared itself the absolute master of every prince
in India, all treaties to the contrary notwithstanding.’’6

Reference has been made above®® to the unjust annexation of
the petty State of Cichar in Assam. Angul, another petty State
in Orissa, was annexed, as its ruler was suspected of aiding the
Mariah sacrifices (sacrifice of human beings by the Khonds) and
had *‘the temerity to resist the authority of his seigneurs.”®7 The
ruler of Sambalpur, Narayan Singh, died in 1849 without leaving
an issue. He is said to have desired that his country should pass
to the British, and it lapsed “without complaint or claim”.?8 Jaipur,
another petty State of 165 sq. miles, was annexed when its ruler
died in 1849 without any male issue.99

It has been tlaimed by Lord Dalhousie himself, or on his behalf,
ichat he showed wonderful restraint and moderation in not annex-
Ing States even when favourable opportunities offered themselves.
One such instance was furnished by the death of the Nawab of
Bahawall?ore, who loyally helped the British during the rebellion
of Mulraj in Multan,'00 The inheritance was disputed and an appeal
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was made to the British Government, but Dalhousie refrained from
all interference. “Nothing would have been easier”, wrote he on
this occasion, “than to derive advantage, direct and prospective,
by meddiing with the quarrel for succession.” Arnold's remark on
this is worth quoting: “Is it really an English statesman who speaks,
or the wolf in the fable, that paid the crane for taking the hone
out of his throat, by not biting off his head”?'91

Dalhousie also did not derive advantages from the fighting in
Kashmir between Gulab Singh and his nephew Jawahir Singh, and
1t is claimed that ‘“the Government of India was loyal both to the
spirit and letter of its obhigations”. Arnold’s comment on this is
equally interesting: “Was there then no “spirit” that restrained
or should have restrained—while the letter permitted confiscation—
in other cases as well as that of Jummo? These foils of virtuous
self-demal render the instances of aggrandisement rather darker”.102

It has also been suggested that, in making the annexations,
Dalhousie was merely carrying out the orders of the Court of Direc-~
tors or giving effect to the principles laid down by them. His own
attitude is, however, quite clear from his own words. “The king
of Qude”, he wrote in 1853, “seems disposed to be bumptious. I wish
he would be, To swallow him before I go would give me
satisfaction’, 108

6. Bengal

It would not be irrelevant in the present context to refer fo an
incident which throws a lurid light on the imperious temperament of
Dalhousie and his habitual disregard of treaty rights of the Indian
rulers It was in connection with the Nawab Nazim of Bengal, to
whose ancestors the British owed almost everything they possessed
it India and whose relation with the British was regulated by a
series of treaties. A petty theft having been committed in the camp,
two persons were tortured to extort confession and died, probably
as a result of the beating, though there was no positive evidcnce
in support of the conjecture. Several servants of the Nawab were
tried on a charge of complicity in this murder, but were acquitted
by the Sadar Nizamat Adalat, which, however, convicted and con-
demned the guilty parties Lord Dalhousie, in 1853, pronounced the
Nawab guilty of allowing “a monstrous outrage upon humanity
to be perpetrated under his very eyes”’, evidently on the assump-
tion that the Nawab must have been cognisant of whatever occurred
in his hunting camp, even when he was absent Further, Dalhousie
held that the persons acquitted by the Sadar Nizamat Adalat, the
highest court of justice in India, were guilty, and asked the Nawab
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to explain “why he continued to show favour and countenance to
those who were concerned in the murder” (in the opimon of his
Lordship but not in that of the judges). The Nawab replied that
“when they were acquitted by the Sudder Court, after being so
strictly tried, I really thought them to be not guilty”. Dalhousie
declared the reply to be “most unsatisfactory”, and peremptorily
asked the Nawab ‘“to dismiss them altogether from his service” and
to “hold no further communication with any of them”.

General Colin Mackenzie, who was Agent at Murshidabad in

1858, and who carefully analyzed the case in a report to Govern-
ment, observed:

“His Highness had an undoubted right to be of the same opinion
as the Sudder Nizamat, but this Lord Dalhousie would by no means
permit, and being in the only position in the world in which a
British sovereign or subject can punish those who have been legally
acquitted, he decided that the eunuchs were guilty, and punished
His Highness for believing them innocent, not only by depriving
him of air and exercise, and of his right to have his travelling ex-
penses paid from the Deposit Fund, but by recommending to the
Court of Directors to diminish His Highness’s stipend, to take away
the salute of nineteen guns.......... He ..even brought in a Bill
depriving his Highness, his family and relations, including the ladies,
of all immunities and rights which had been secured to them
by Treaties, by pledges from successive Governors-General, and by
no less than four Acts of Council.”

The Nawab’s remonstrances were of no avail. The Court of
Directors sanctioned all the proposals of Dalhousie except the reduc-
tion of stipends and the abolition of salute, which was, however,
reduced from 19 to 13. As a reward for his loyal services during
the Santal rebellion of 1855 and the Mutiny of 1857, Lord Canning

restored to the Nawab most of the privileges taken away by
Dalhousie 104
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CHAPTER V

BURMA AND ASSAM
I. BURMA (up to 1825)

A. Events leading to the War

Reference has been made above to the destruction of the mighty
kingdom of Pagan by the Mongols under Kublai Khan in the last
quarter of the thirteenth century A D. This was followed by a period
of political disintegration for more than two centuries and a half.
The Shans obtained a firm footing in the country but it was divided
into a number of small principalities, the chief among them being
(1) Upper Burma, with its capital, first at Pinya and then at Ava
on the Irawadi, dominated by the Shans; (2) Mon or Talaing king-
dom of Pegu in the Delta; (3) The Burmese kingdom of Tungoo,
intermediate between the two; and (4) Arakan. The history of this
period is merely a confused record of struggle between various king-
doms contesting for supremacy. At last the Burmese dynasty ruling
at Tungoo, under 1its two kings Tabinshwehti (1531-50) and Bayin-
naung (1551-81), united the whole of Burma, excepting Arakan,
under 1ts authority, and even subdued a large part of Siam includ-
ing its capital Ayuthia The Burmese ousted the Shan chiefs from
Upper Burma and fixed their capital at Ava. But gradually the power
of this dynasty declined under a series of weaklings ruling for apout
a century until AD. 1740 when the kingdom was overrun by the
Talaings. Then arose a Burmese leader, named Alaungpaya (Aloms.
pra), who not only conquered the whole country during his short
reign of eight years (1752-60), but also defeated the Manipuris and
completely subjugated the Talaings. He shifted his capital to Ran-
goon, but Ava was again made the capital by his son Hsinbyushin
(1763-76), who raided Manipur, attacked Siam, and eventually cap-
tured Ayuthia. Bodawpaya, another son of the great Alaungpaya,
who ruled for a long period from 1782 to 1819, annexed Arakan
(1785). He 1s said to have carried off 20,000 Arakanese into captivity
and constanily carried away large numbers to employ them in
forced labours or military expeditions. He also conquered Manipur
and established his political supremacy in Assam Thus, at the be-
gmnning of the period under review the Burmese Empire not only
mcluded the two border States of India, namely Arakan and Mani-
pur, but also, for all practical purposes, the State of Assam. Bodaw-
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paya built a new city, Amarapura, about six miles north-east of Ava,
and transferred his court there in May, 1783.

The powerful Burmese king Bodawpaya and his successor, his
grandson Bagyidaw (1819-37), seem to have been blissfully ignorant
of the great changes that had taken place in India. Being hitherto
accustomed to deal only with petty border States like Arakan, Mani-
pur and Assam, they assumed the haughty and insolent attitude to-
wards the kingdom of Bengal without having any clear perception
of the mighty strength of the British who now ruled over this pro-
vince, The easy conquest of Assam led Maha Bandula, the Burmese
general, to believe that he could as easily defeat the Englhsh. He
communicated this feeling to his king'! and, according to official
Burmese chronicles, “compared the Burmese with lions and the
English with jackals”.2 Maha Bandula is also reported to have said
that “he maintained a secret correspondence with several native
princes of Hindusthan who would rise against the British as soon
as the Burmese would set them a good example”.® The common peo-
ple also shared the feeling of the court that their high and mighty
King could easily crush the British. As Crawford put 1t, “from the
king to a beggar (the Burmese) were hot for a war”.4

On the other hand, the British, having established unguestioned
supremacy over India, were naturally eager to extend their power
to the border lands It was an inevitable stage in the progress of
imperialistic policy which manifested 1itself both in the western and
eastern frontiers of India after the Third Maratha War The arro-
gance of the Burmese Government, fed by ignorance and med:eval
ideas of royalty, and the logic of British impeiialism were the two
imporfant factors which seem to have brought about the conflict
between the two powers. As always happens in such a case, minor
incidents assume serious proportions, and casus bells is not long
in coming

Troubles arose after the Burmese conquest of Arakan which
bordered on the District of Chittagong in British India. The Araka-
nese were oppressed 1n various ways by the Burmese, and thousands
of villagers were forced to leave their agricultural pursuits and
work on the construction of a pagoda near the capital The Araka-
nese maintained a guerilla resistance for several years and many of
them left their country and took refuge in Chittagong Three Araka-
nese chiefs, who had led the insurrections against the Burmese,
having fled across the border, a Burmese army of 5,000 soldiers led
by Nandakvazo crossed over to the Brilish territory in AD 1794
and demanded the surrender of the fugitives who were charged with
rebellion, robberv and murder After some negotiations the three
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chiefs were delivered to the Burmese general.® The British histo-
rians have generally blamed the Government for making this weak
concession, 1n spite of the flagrant violation of neutrality by the
Burmese, It 1s possible to take a different view of their action, but
in any case there is no doubt that it increased the arrogance and
self-esteem of the Burmese king. To check the growing ill-feeling
between the two States, a mission was sent to Ava under Colonel
Symes 1 1795, but no good followed from it, or from the successive
missions sent in 1797, 1802, 1803, 1809 and 1811.

Soon a further cause of friction arose. In consequence of the
oppression of the Burmese Government in Arakan, mentioned above,
a number of Arakanese, estimated to be about 50,000, had taken
refuge in Chittagong. From this secure base they occasionally raided
the Burmese territories for purposes of plunder and revenge. In
1811 they orgamsed a regular mvasion of Burmese {erritory in large
numbers under Khynberring, a Mug Chief, but though they overran
the whole province, were ultimately defeated and forced to retire
to the British territory. Two years later the Governor (also called
Raja) of Ramri, in Arakan, wrote to the Magisirate of Chittagong
formally demanding of the British Government that they should
hand over the persons connected with this expedition. The Governor-
General, Marquess of Hastings, refused to deliver up the persons who
had sought their protection on the ground that this would violate
the principles of justice, but he assured the Burmese Government
that adequate steps have been taken to prevent the recurrence of
any hostile expedition fiom the territories of the British to those
of the Burmese.® The Burmese Government, however, were not
satisfied with this reply. They became inordinately proud and boast-
ful after having established their authority in Assam, and on June
8, 1818 the Governor of Rammn again wrote to the Magistrate of
Chittagong demanding from the British Government, on behalf
of the Burmese King, the cession of Ramoo, Chittagong, Murshida-
bad and Dacca on the ground that these were “originally subject
to the Government of Arakan” which was now a part of the Burmese
dominions.” Hostilities were threatened in case the British Govern-
ment refused this demand. In his reply dated 22nd June 1818, the
G9vernor—Genera1 informed the Viceroy of Pegu that he was in-
clined to treat the demand as an insolent act of the Raja of Ramri
withoul authority from the Burmese King, But, he added, “if 1
:ﬁ:ltllg :il'lcml)losé that letter to have been dictated by the King of Ava,

] is overnment would be justified in considering war as

already declared ”® No reply was vouchsafed to this letter.
'el;}:: Egigt;sh hz?d soon.other causes of complair‘xt Some of their
) ged in hunting elephants on the Chittagong frontier,
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were seized by the Burmese on the ground that they had trespassed
mto Burmese territories. Such outrages occurred more than once,
the last one happening in April 1822, It was also alleged that in
January, 1823, a British boat, laden with rice, passing through the
Koor Nullah, was asked by the Burmese to pay custom dues, and
was even fired upon, causing the death of a British subject. To put
a check to these outrages and also fo provide against the not impro-
bable contingency of a Burmese raid from the other side of the
Naaf river which formed the boundary, the British increased their
military guard at Tek Naal and posted some of them in a char or
island called Shahpur just beyond the mouth of the river Naaf 2
The Governor or Arakan wrote to the Magisirate of Chittagong in
January 1823, and later to the Governor-General on August 8, 1823,
that this guard should be withdrawn as the island belonged to
Burma, and the presence of the British guard may lead to disputes
among the people and eventually cause a rupture of the friendship
and harmony subsisting between the two States.®s The Governor-
General in his letter to the Raja of Arakan dated 15th August, 1823,
refused to remove the guard and claimed that the island of Shah-
pur: had always belonged to the British territory. Nevertheless the
Governor-General offered to depute an agent, in the ensuing cold
season, to adjust finally all questions relating to boundary disputes
in concert with a duly authorised agent from Arakan.®® Before this
reply could have reached the Raja of Ramri, he sent a force one
thousand strong, who landed on the island of Shahpuri during the
night between September 23 and 24, 1823, and killed three of the
British sepoys, wounded four, and drove away the rest. The Bur-
mese Chief, who led this expedition, went back to Arakan, but inti-
mated to the British Government that in case they again occupied
the island, he would forcibly take possession of Dacca and Murshida-
bad, which, it was again claimed, originally belonged to Arakan. The
British Government wrote to the Court of Ava to disavow the act
of the Governor of Arakan in seizing Shahpuri. In the meantime
the British reoccupied it on November 21, 1823, with a large force
and put up stockades 1° It may be added that the island of Shahpuri
was very small in size and there was no satisfactory evidence of
its proprietory right belonging to either of the contesting parties.’?

A more critical situation arose when the Burmese offered to
reinstate Govinda Chandra, the ex-ruler of Cachar and now a fugi-
tve 1n Bengal, on his throne. It may be recalled that when Govinda
Chandra was driven away from his kingdom by three royal brothers
of Manipur, he had proposed to the British that his kingdom might
be amalgamated with the District of Sylhet, but the British autho-
rities turned down his proposal in 1820. He then turned for help
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to the Burmese who were in permanent occupation of Assam, which
once exercised suzerainty over Cachir. The Burmese favourably
entertained the request of Govinda Chandra and sent an army to
reinstate him.12 ‘

The establishment of Burmese authority in Cachar was viewed
by Lord Amherst as a serious menace to the security of British
territories 1n Bengal. In a letter written to the Court of Directors,
dated January 9, 1824, he stressed the strategical importance of
the possession of Cachar, “One of the easiest passes”, said he, “from
Ava 1mnto the Company'’s possessions is through Manipur and Cachar,
and the occupation of the latter is essential to the defence of that
pass.”. On the other hand, the occupation of Cachar by the Burmese
would place the District of Sylhet entirely at their mercy. Lord
Amherst also fully realised the fact that the permanent occupation
of Assam by Burma made it a source of great potential danger. The
Burmese could bring down the largest army by means of the Brahma-
putra and could reach Daceca from the frontier in five days without
rousing any suspicion of their intentions.!3

Guided by these considerations, Amherst gave up the old policy
of ‘neutrality’, and forestalled the Burmese Government by recog-
nising Govinda Chandra as the protected ruler of Cachar'# and
sending a military force from Dacca to Sylhet. Govinda Chandra not
only recognised the suzerainty of the British and agreed to pay a
tribute of Rs. 10,000 per annum but he also gave the British the
right to interfere in the internal administration of the country. The
petty hill-state of Jaintia also followed the example of Cichar.16

It was easy to foresee that this action of the British Govern-
ment would be highly offensive to the Burmese who, as successors
of the Ahom kings, claimed the status of a suzerain power in res-
pect to Cachar and Jaintia, and had already entered into an agree-
ment with Govinda Chandra, the ex-ruler of Cachar. This was fully
realised even by high British officials. Scott, the Agent to the
Governor-General on the North-East frontier, therefore proposed an
arrangement by which Govinda Chandra should remain free from
the control of both British and Burmese Governments. But

Lord Ambherst, imbued with the new imperialist policy, did not agree
to it.1e

The Burmese Government took no notice of the British action,
and in December, 1823, a Burmese force, consisting of about four
th_ousand Burmese and Assamese, marched from Assam, entered ito
Cachar, and fortified their position at Vikrampur by stockades.
Another body entered from Manmipur and defeated the troops of
Gambhir Singh, the youngest of the three Manipur royal brothers.
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It was also reported that a third Burmese force was approaching
Jaintia by a different route. Thereupon Major Thomas Newton, the
Officer-in-Command of the British force in Sylhet, marched against
that section of the Burmese troops which had come from Assam,
and defeated them on January 17, 1824, at Vikrampur (45 miles
east of Sylhet). The Burmese {roops from Assam and Manipur effect-
ed a junction at Jatrapur, eight miles from Badarpur, where all the
British troops were concentrated. The British defeated the Burmese
at Badarpur on February 13, 1824, and occupied Jatripur. But the
British troops suffered a reverse near Dudpatti. Other skirmishes
followed, and the Burmese troops fell back ‘and thhdrew into
Manipur.

In the meanwhile negotiation had commenced in regard to the
dispute over the island of Shihpuri. After some parley the agents
of the Burmese Government proposed that the island be regarded
as neutral ground with a declaration from both the Governments
* that it should be occupied by neither.'? This appears to be quite a
reasonable proposal. But the British Government insisted on their
absolute and unqualified right to the island of Shahpuri, and inti-
mated that in case the Burmese Government sought to prevent the
British authorities from maintaining a force on the island, they
would punish those who disturbed their possession.’® On January
20, 1824, the Burmese seized Mr. Chew, the  Commander of the
British pilot schoonar, Sophia, which was stationed off the north-
east point of the island together with his men. They were threatened
with detention until the chief Mug insurgents should be delivered
in exchange, but were sent back on February 13. The Burmese also
proceeded with armed men to the island of Shahpuri and planted
the Burmese flag there. Then, after burnmg the sohtary hut that
stood on the island, they withdrew. 18

B. The First Burmese War

Immediately after the re-occupatmn of the island of Shahpun
by the British in November 1823, both" sides seem to have begun
military preparations for an eventual war, The 1nc1dents at Shahpuri
-and Cachar, in January 1824, which clearly show that the British
Government was virtually at war with Burma, soon led to the open
declaration of war between the two countries. The British Govern-
ment issued a formal declaration of war on February 24, 1824, ad-
dressed to the Burmese Government, stating, at length, the reasons
which forced them to take up arms.’®® This was followed by a
public proclamation dated March 5.7 On March 17, the Govern-
ment of India received the reply from the Viceroy of Pegu to their
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communication of November, 1823. After reiterating the old
claims and grievances the letter added that Burma was ready for
war, that the governors on the Burman frontier had full authority
to act, and that until everything was settled no further communica.
tion need be made to the court of Ava.’9¢ The Governor-General ac-
cordingly made arrangements for military operations. An army was
sent to the Indian frontier not only to defend the territory against
the Burmese, but also to drive them away from the neighbouring
territories of Assam, Cachar and Arakan. But another strong force
was sent by way of sea to operate in Lower Burma with Rangoon
as its base. Although these two operations proceeded simultaneously,
it will be convenient for our purpose to describe the two different
campaigns separately, one after the other.20

The force on the frontier of India made Assam its first objec-
tive, It started on March 13, 1824, along both banks of the river
Brahmaputra, “through thick jungle and lofty grass,” and practi-
cally met with no opposition till it arrived at Gauhati on the 28th.
Here, for the first time, it was confronted with a mode of defence
which proved to be a novel feature of the campaign, both in this
area as well as in Burma, viz.,, the erection of strong stockades,??
made of solid timber. The Burmese were very skilful in constructing
them within a short time and defending them with great valour
and heroism, but the stockades in Gauhati were abandoned without
any fight. There was, therefore, little difficulty in advancing as far
as Koliabar, a little beyond Nowgong, and establishing British autho-
rity over a considerable portion of Assam The British force, how-
ever, met with a serious reverse at a place called Ramu in the
district of Chittagong where a small British detachment was sta-
tioned. The Burmese General, Maha Bandula, proceeded from
Arakan with a large army, but the British Commander decided not
to withdraw. On May 17, 1824, Maha Bandula attacked this post.
The expected British reinforcement did not arrive and there was
some confusion in the British army due to the mutinous movement
of a part of the sepoys who deserted in large numbers The Burmese
almost surrounded the British army with the result that the British
detachment had to retreat; and the retreat turned out to be a veri-
table rout. Hastily throwing away their arms and accoutrements,
the sepuys dispersed in every direction Of the officers, thus desert-
ed, only three escaped, two of whom were severely wounded, but the
Captain and the rest were all killed. This disaster forced the British
to withdraw their troops from Sylhet in order to protect Chittagong,
and the Burmese again entered Cachar; but after the first alarm
was over, the force from Sylhet was again ordered to proceed fo
Cachar which was then evacuated by the Burmese, Although the
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British force had to abandon the idea of proceeding to Manipur,
Gambhir Singh, who had joined the British camp with his troops,
was permitted to conquer it on his own account, He did so and occu-
pied the capital.

In Assam the British force suffered terribly on account of dis-
ease, and at the beginnming of the rainy season it was compelled to
suspend all active operations, and retire to Gauhati. Resuming the
operation at the end of October, the British force proceeded to clear
Assam of the Burmese who had re-occupied some of the stations
from which they had been previously driven. In January 1825, the
Bntish force occupied Jorhat and advanced towards Rangpur, the
capital of Assam. After offering some resistance, the Burmese garri-
son of Rangpur asked for truce, and they were permitted to leave
Assam on condition that they did not commit any ravages on the
road or forcibly carry away any of the inhabitants, The capitulation
of Rangpur practically led to the occupation of the whole of Assam.
Though the Burmese made some border incursions and erected
stockades in May and June, they were always driven away without
much trouble. Then a large force proceeded through Cachar and
Manipur and, in a short time, the Burmese completely evacuated
these districts. Finally, the British force proceeded to Arakan with
the object not only of occupying that province, but also, after this
was accomplished, of proceeding further to join the British army
marching from Lower Burma towards Ava, the capital of Burma.
The British force advanced towards the capital city of Arakan and
succeeded in capturing it without much dMfculty, as the enemy
left their strong positions on the hills after a very feeble resistance.
The fall of the capital caused the Burmese to withdraw from all
their positions in the province of Arakan But though the primary
object was thus achieved, it was not found practicable for the British
force to advance into the interior, across the Arakan hills. To make
matters worse, the rainy season set in and brought with it fever
and dysentery which took a heavy toll of lives Accordingly, the
British troops were withdrawn from Arakan, leaving only certain
detachments on the island of Cheduba and Rami, and on the oppo-
site coast of Sandoway where the climate was more favourable.

We may now trace the movements of the British force which
was sent to Lower Burma under the command of Sir Archibald
Campbell, The force consisted of the contingents from Bengal and
Madras, and the place of rendezvous was Port Cornwallis in the
Great Andamans. Troops from Bengal and Madras, together with
an auxiliary naval force, met early in May and arrived at the mouth
of the Rangoon river on May 9. Most unexpectedly they received
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no opposition at Rangoon, which was practically deserted when they
occupied 1t on May 11. From Rangoon as its base the British force
tried to advance into the interior, but the Burmese offered a strenu-
ous resistance by erecting stockades all along the road. Although
a good number of these stockades were captured by the British,
sometimes after heavy fights, in some cases they met wilth serious
reverses. The first notable failure met the British force while
attempting to capture the stockades at Kemendine on June 3. But
though the defeat was avenged a week later by ihe capture of the
stockades, and other successes were gained, the British General had
to give up the original idea of proceeding to Ava along the Brahma-
putra. For the Burmese forces were not cleared from the Rangoon
area and skirmishes took place constantly at the outposts. Some-
times the Burmese evacuated their strong stockades, without any
fight, as they did at Thantabun on October 8, 1824. But, about the
same time the British force met with a serious, though temporary,
reverse at Keykole, Apart from such determined Burmese resistance
with the help of stockades, the British expeditionary force sufiered
very severely both from want of supply as well as disease. The
tropical sun, the torrential rains and the thick jungle and swamps,
through which the soldiers had to march, caused a pestilence of
fever and dysentery, and these took a much heavier toll of lives
here than even in Assam. As regards supply, it was expected that
as soon as the British captured Rangoon the Talaings would rise in
their favour and supply would be readily available from them, In
this fond hope the British were sorely disappointed. Further, it now
became clear to the British that they had very little information
about the lay of the land and the means of communication, and it
was found difficult to gather this knowledge on the spot and at a
short notice. All these reasons hampered the progress of the British
force and made the spirit of the troops very despondent.

Before leaving Port Cornwallis, Campbell had sent an expedi-
tion to Cheduba, a small island on the Arakan coast, and it was
occupied on May 14. After the advance to Ava was suspended an
expedition was sent to the coast of Tenasserim, which occupied the
forts of Tavoy and Mergui in September, 1824. Another detachment
captured Martaban in Odtober, while Tenasserim and the small
province of Yeah submitted in November without any fight.

. The Burmese General, Maha Bandula, who had distinguished
himself by his victory at Ramu, was recalled from Arakan and
placed in command of the main army in Burma, which was oppos-
ng _the progress of Sir Archibald Campbell, Maha Bandula organised
2 big army and attacked the British post at Kemendine on Decem-
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ber 1. After a number of skirmishes during the next three days
there was a general engagement on December 5, but Bandula was
defeated and fled in great confusion. The fight was renewed on
December 7. The Burmese made a brave but unsuccessful stand
and were totally put to rout and fled into the jungles. On December
9, the Burmese troops from Dallah were repulsed. But after a
few days they re-assembled and, being strengthened by considerable
reinforcements, returned to Kokeen and rendered it formidable by
numerous entrenchments and stockades. One of their first acts after
their return was to set fire to the town of Rangoon with the help
of some Burmese, who were really emissaries of the Burmese Gene-
ral, but managed to enter the town as old residents who had deserted
it on the approach of the British. Fire broke out in several places
in the town on December 14, 1824, and destroyed nearly one-fourth
(according to some, half) the city. The Burmese failed to take any
advantage of the confusion which consequently followed in the
British army. On the other hand, the British General attacked the
Burmese army on December 15. The Burman force was estimated
to be about 20 thousand strong whereas the British force numbered
only thirteen hundred. In spite of this disparity of numbers, the
Burmese fled from their strongly fortified stockade which was pro-
nounced by the British General as “the most formidable entrenched
and stockaded works"” which he had ever seen. It should be noted,
however, that Maha Bandula was not present with the army.

Two important results followed from the British success. The
Talaings, who regarded themselves as unjustly deprived of Pegu
or Lower Burma, which was their homeland, by the Burmahs, were
encouraged by a proclamation issued by Campbell and rendered
effective assistance to the British force. Many Talaing soldiers de-
serted the Burmese army. Secondly, the Burmese gave up the offen-
sive and made a general retreat after this signal defeat Campbell,
therefore, could advance upon Prome, the second city of the Burman
empire. He commenced his march on February 13, 1825, but his
progress was checked on March 11 by the intelligence of the re-
verses which the British naval column met with three days before
at Donobew where Maha Bandula was waiting with his whole force.
The Burmese had put up two stockades there; the first was easily
carried by the British naval column, but when they attacked the
second, they were forced to fall back and re-embark On receiv-
ing the news of this failure, Campbell returned with his troops for
the reduction of Donobew. He was joined by the naval column and,
on April 1, 1825, attacked the enemy’s position. The Burmese Gene-
ral Maha Bandula was killed by a rocket and that was the signal
for the general retreat of the Burmese Immediately after the cap-
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ture of the stronghold at Donobew, on April 2, Campbell resumed
his march towards Prome. On April 19, he was met by a Burmese
messenger with terms of peace, but nothing came out of it. Curi-
ously enough, this Burmese, an old man, after he had been treated to
a drink, whispered in the British General’s ear: “they are frightened
out of their senses, and you may do what you please with them".
On April 24, Campbell arrived within sight of Prome, and as the
Burmese evacuated it during the following night, he took posses-
sion of it without any fight on the 26th. He found there more than
hundred pieces of artillery and extensive supplies of grain, which
were most welcome to the British force, The fort of Prome had
been rendered so formidable by nature and art that in the opinion
of Campbell “ten thousand steady soldiers might have defended it
against ten times that force”, Why the Burmese did not defend
Prome which must have presented an almost impassable barrier to
the progress of the British army, cannot be easily explained.

As the rains now set in, Campbell spent several months at
Prome. Here, again, as at Rangoon, the British force suffered a great
deal from sickness, though not to the same extent as in Rangoon.

After the cessation of rains, news was received of the approach
of a large Burmese force; but at the same time a reply was received
from the Burmese Government to the overtures for negotiation
which the British General had made some time before. The depu-
tation which brought the letter proposed that two British officers
should pay a visit to the Burmese General. This was done, and on
September 17, an armistice was concluded till the 18th of October.
But although this date was later extended to the 2nd of November,
the Burmese Government refused to accept the terms offered by
the British General, namely, the cession of Assam, abstention from
interference with Cachar and Manipur, and the payment of an in-
demnity of two crores of Rupees.

When the hostilities were resumed, the British suffered a
serious reverse at a place called Wattygaon, about twenty miles
from Prome. The Burmese army, encouraged by this discomfiture
of the British, continued to advance towards the British lines, throw-
ing up entrenchments and stockades as it proceeded. A general en-
ge.xgement took place on December 1 and the following days at
Simbike, when the British force attacked the enemy line, the ope-
ra'fions on land being aided by the British flotilla. The Burmese,
being defeated, fled in panic and confusion, and a large number of
them were killed. The British army and flotilla now continued to
advance and reached Meaday with hardly any opposition, as the
enemy retreated before them without any fight, abandoning de-
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fences which could not have been capfured by the British without
severe loss. But though the BEritish army was triumphant in the
field, they suffered very much from heavy rains, which rendered the
country almost impassable. “Sickness, in the awful form of spasmo-
dic cholera, made its appearance and on one occasion the European
troops were compelled to halt from the fotal failure of the supply
of animal food”.22 Fortunately for the British, the Burmese made
proposal for peace towards the end of December, 1825, which the
British, under the circumstances then prevailing, welcomed most
heartily, After prolonged discussions, the two parties agreed upon
a treaty, more or less on the terms formerly proposed by the Bri-
tish, except that the provinces of Ye, Tavoy and Mergui were added
to the territorial cession, while the indemnity was reduced from two
crores to one. The treaty was signed by the English and the Burmese
respectively on January 2 and 3, and an armistice was concluded
till January 18, 1826, to allow time for securing the ratification
of the Burmese king. But as the Burmese king refused to ratify
the treaty, hostilities were resumed. A general engagement was
fought and the British forces captured the city of Pagham-Mew on
February 9, 1826 The military operations were conducted jointly
by British naval and land forces. The Burmese army “received the
charge with tolerable firmness but were soon obliged to give way”.23
The Burmese fled leaving to the British the city with all the stores
of ordnance, arms and ammunition which it contained.

Before proceeding further, a brief reference may be made to
military operations in Pegu, where a British force was stationed.
A small detachment was sent against Sittang, a place on the bank
of the river of the same name. The attempt failed and the command-
ing officer was killed. A larger force was then sent agamst the
place, which succeeded in capturing it after a severe contest attend-
ed by heavy loss on hoth sides.

In the meanwhile, Sir Archibald Campbell was in full march
towards Ava, the Burmese capital. When he had proceeded as far
as Yandabo, within four days’ march of the capital (about sixty
miles), the Burmese agents brought a copy of the ratified treaty
as well as a sum of twenty-five lakhs of Rupees as the first instal-
ment of the amount stipulated to be paid according to its terms.
The treaty was signed at Yandabo on February 24, 1826, In addition
to general professions of peace and friendship between the contract-
ing parties, the treaty of Yandabo provided for the abrogation of
all claims on the part of the Burmese king to Assam, Cachar, and
Jaintia. As regards Manipur, it was agreed that should Gambhir
Singh desire to return to that country, he should be recognised as
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CHAPTER VIIL

FIRST AFGHAN WAR

1. British attitude towards Russia.

At the beginning of the period under review, both Sindh and the
Panjab were independent principahties. The river Sutlej, which
formed the boundary between British India and the Panjab, ofiered
no natural obstacle to the advance of an enemy. Beyond that line
was the domain of Ranjit Singh, a powerful potentate, known for his
political ambition and unscrupulous politics. He was thwarted by
the British in his ambition to spread his power to the east of the
Sutlej, and to the south in Sindh, and, though outwardly a loyal
friend, bound by treaty obligations, could not be relied upon to sacri-
fice his real interest to his sense of loyalty or friendship for the
British. The Talpur Baluchi Chiefs, who partitioned Sindh among
themselves, were turbulent, ferocious, and warlike, and were not
amenable to any permanent political understanding on which any
reliance could be placed. These fwo powers, separate or even
united, might not prove a serious menace to the security of British
India, but they could easily play very handy tools in the hands of a
powerful foreign enemy who might choose to use them deliberately
1n an aggressive design against India.

The British statesmen in the second quarter of the nineteenth
century looked upon Russia as such an enemy, and the rapid ad-
vance of Russia towards Central Asia in the east, and Persia in the
south, caused grave apprehension in their minds Their fear was
not altogether unfounded. During the period when the British were
consolidating their authority in India, Russia had grown from a small
principality into a vast empire. She had wrested lurge slices of ter-
ritory from Sweden, Poland, Turkey (in Europe and Asia), Persia,
and Central Asia, and it has been estimated that the territory she
acquired between 1772 and 1836 was greater in extent and import-
ance than the whole empire she had in Europe before that {ime
During the same period she “stretched herself forward about one
thousand miles towards India and the same distance towards the
capital of Persia ” It was calculated “that the battalions of the Rus-
sian mmperial guard that invaded Persia found, at the termination
of the war, that they were as near to Herat as to the banks of the
Don, that they had already accomplished half the distance from their
capital to Dell1”. As a matter of fact the Persian Government was
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now completely under the influence of Russia, and “The Moscow
Gazette”, it was alleged, “threatens to dictate at Calcutta the next
peace with England.”?

It was believed by a‘large section of the British public that
Russia had definite designs agamnst India. Dr. John McNeill, a medi-
cal officer attached to the British Mission in Persia, forcefully ex-
pressed this view with facts and arguments in his book “Progress
and present position of Russia in the East, published in 1836. A
number of pamphlets and articles in journals also fanned the flame
of anti-Russian propaganda, with the result that “Russophobia
became a leading element in British public opinion”. Many public
men, regarded as experts 1n the Far Eastern problem, contributed
to this feeling by raising the cry of ‘India in danger’. .

It was generally believed that Russia would advance towards
India through the valley of the Oxus, then occupied by the Khanates
of Khiva and Bokhara, the latter of which had a common boundary
with Afghamistin Another alternative route by which Russia could
possibly advance was through Persia and Herat Thus both Afghani-
stan and Persia became objects of anxious and serious attention to
the Government of India as well as the British Cabinet.

In 1835, the Whig ministry of Melbourne succeeded the ministry
of Peel, and Palmerston became the Foreign Secretary. Palmerston
was an ardent Russophobe and lost no time 1n giving public evidence
of 1t Lord Heytesbury was nominated by the Peel Ministry to-suc-
ceed Bentinck as Governor-tieneral of India. But Palmerston did not
like the appointment, for Heytesbury, when an ambassador in Russia,
was an admirer of the Tsar Nicholas As noted above,’*s Heytes-
bury’s appointment was cancelled, and Lord Auckland, “a sound
Whig henchman”, was appointed in his place Palmerston gave fur-
ther evidence of the same policy by appointing Dr.McNeill, men-
tioned above, as Minister Plenipotentiary at Teheran, the Persian
capital. Thus the two key-posts, from which Russian advance could
be ohserved and checked, 1f necessary, were filled by two officers
chosen by Palmerston, and they could be relied upon to give effect
to his anti-Russian policy Before, however, tracing their activities,
it 1s neccessary to take a bird’s-eye view of the position of Russia
and Britain in Persia and Afghanistén.

2. Persia and Afghanistan

Reference has been made in the preceding volume 1o the dangers
to the security of north-western frontier of India, apprehended by
the British at the commencement of the nineteenth century, partly
from the machinations of the French and partly from the growing

162



FIRST AFGHAN WAR

power of Zaman Shah, ruler of Afghamstan, To counteract both
of these, Captain John Malcolm was sent as an envoy to the court
of Persia mn A.D. 1799. A treaty was concluded with the ruler of
Persia in A.D. 1801 by which the latter agreed that should a French
army attempt o establish themselves on any of the islands or shores
of Persia, the two contracting parties should act in co-operation
“to destroy and put an end to the foundation of their ireason.”?
The treaty also provided that in case the Afghans attempt to invade
India, “the king of Pevsia should be bound to lay waste, with a
great army, the country of the Afghans.”

Persia soon changed her policy and courted alliance with the
French But the British succeeded in hreaking it up and regaining
the friendship of Persia, A new treaty was concluded in 1812 and re-
vised, with a few modifications, 1n 1814, by which Persia defimfely
abrogated her alliance with the French, agreed not to enter into
any alliance with any European power in a state of hostility with
Britain, or permut any European force to pass through her terri-
tories towards India, and to use her good offices with rulers of
Khorasan, Tataristin, Bokhirad and Samarkhand to prevent any
European power from passing through their dominions to invade
India. In the event of Persia being invaded by any European power,
Great Britain was to furnish a military force, or in lieu thereof a
subsidy with warlike amrunitions.2 But when Persia was engaged
in a disastrous war with Russia, the British found themselves in
a difficulty to carry out this provision, and annulled it in 1828 by
paying Persia a sum of money which the latter badly nceded in
discharging ihe claim of Russia.

There were two articles in the treaty with Persia which related
to Afghanistan. By the first Persia agreed to send an army against
Afghamstan if the British were in a state of war with that country.
By the second, the British undertook not to interfere in the case
of war between Persia and Afghanistan, unless their mediation were
solicited by both the parties.

The affairs of Afghanistan were in a distracted condition since
Zaman Shah, the grandson of Ahmad Shah Abdali (or Durrani) of
the famous Sadozai clan. was deposed and blinded in A.D. 1800
by his brother Mahmud Mirza with the help of the Barakzai hro-
thers Mahmud, in his turn, was defeated three years later by his
younger brother Shuja Mirza (or Sh " **-mulk). But Fath Khan,

the chief of the Barakzais, joined ¥ 7 ‘irza, the son of Mah~
mud, and stirred up rebellion. ’° st his best army to
Kashmir but it was defeated, and ‘ame time Fath Khan
and Mak aud seized Kandzhar. was finally defeated
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by them 1n 1809 and after some adventures took refuge with Ranjit
Singh at Lahore, Ranjit promised to help him in recovering the
throne, and took from him the famous Koh-i-nur diamond, but
actually did nothing. Shah Shuja resumed his life of intrigue and
adventures till he settled down at Ludhiana in 1816, under British
protection By a strange comncidence the deposed and blinded Zaman
Shah was also living there as a pensioner of the British.

Though Mahmud became nominally the king, the real power
was in the hands of the Barakzai chief, Fath Khan, who was helped
by his able brother, Dost Muhammad, and asserted Afghan supre-
macy over Sindh, Baluchistidn, and Kiashmir. Being deputed by his
brother, Dost Muhammad, though very young, treacherously seized
Herat, which was then being ruled by Firuz-ud-din, brother of king
Mahmud. In course of this he 1s alleged to have behaved rudely to
the ladies of the harem. To avenge this msult to the royal family,
or perhaps to get rid of a virtual master, Kamran, the son of Mah