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For the 1948 fighting, | have largely relied
upon the (restricted) GHQ publication, “The
Kashmir Campaign 1947-48". | am greatful to
General Muhammad Zia-ul-Haqg, Chief of Army
Staff, for permission to quote from the said book
as well as for making a copy available to me.
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PREFACE

I am thankful to God Who made it possible to place the second
volume in the hands of the readers. When the first volume was still under
print, | came face to face with a grim reality- that to say the least of deriving
any profit, even the realisation of self-borne costs of bringing out a book of
reasonable get-up in our country, is like asking for the moon. To meet the
enhanced cost of even the first volume, there was a short-fall of funds to the
extent of Rs. 22,000/-. The Printers turned down our offer that they treat the
paltry amount- paltry for a printing concern of the dimensions of Ferozsons-
as first charge on sale-proceeds. Their contention was that their Printing
Branch was independent of their Sale Branch and that the books could not,
therefore, be moved to the latter branch until the dues of the former were first
cleared. This, however, proved a blessing in disguise because it also brought
me face to face with the uglier reality that the hope of financing the printing of
the 2nd volume, from the sale proceeds of the first one, was even more
unreal than an illusion.

Fortunately, the Banking Council of Pakistan again came to our
rescue. It was then headed by Mr. Mushtaq Yusufi, himself a known man of
letters and essentially a gentieman. Both he as well as Presidents of the
Scheduled Banks, forming the Council, had well-received the first volume
and were kind to say that their donation had financed "a pioneering work of
research". They therefore, agreed, kindly, to make a further donation of
rupees one lakh. That there was an interval of hardly 24 hours between my
request and their decision, represented not only the measure of confidence
reposed which, thank God, is vindicated by the publication of the 2nd volume
but more so, their own goodness to be helpful- uprightly.

Needless to say, how grateful | am to them all, Mr. Mushtaq Yusufi,
Mr. S. M. Abduliah then President of the Habib Bank, Mr. Jamil Nishtar then
President of the National Bank, Kh. Ziaudin, President of the United Bank,
Mr. Ibrahim Ahmed Garda, then President of the Muslim Commercial Bank
and last but not the least, to my esteemed friend Mr. Ajmal Khaleel,
President of the Allied Bank.

The 1st volume has, on the whole, been well received. The Quaid-e-
Azam Academy, Karachi, set up by the Government of Pakistan, adjudged it
as the 2nd best book in English on topics connected with Quaid-e-Azam or
freedom struggles by Muslims, published during 1975-77. As far as | am
concerned, this Award is the best reward that | could have wished for.
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As the reader will find, the narrative remains incomplete.
Controversial political developments from 1971 onwards, the 1971 Indo-
Pakistan war and its after-effects, the formation and growth of the Liberation
League and the Peoples Party, some important though unpleasant matters
and questions from 1949 onwards and some historical anecdotes, revealing
the character of individuals who shaped the history of these times, have not
been included in this volume. This will make, perhaps, about 400 pages in
print. Only about 150 pages have so far come under dictation.

This volume contains a separate chapter, comprising my letter to
Earl Louis Mountbatten of Burma, his reply, my 2200 word questionnaire on
what we in Pakistan believe his pro-Hindu role in matters pertaining to
partition and his 3100 word reply. | am grateful to his Lordship for his
important decision, deserving of a man of his greatness, to comment on my
questions as well as his equally important comments. | have no doubt that it
will greatly facilitate the task of uninvolved successive generations to judge
us-all of us-fairly, impartially and objectively.

Muzaffarabad, MUHAMMAD YUSUF SARAF
1-4-1979. High Court,
Muzaffarabad,

A K.
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Muslim Conference Leaders' Dilemma

The statement, as could be expected, invited unpleasant reaction
from Muslim circles all over the State. However, the Muslim Conference
leaders remained unmoved and summoned, at Srinagar, a meeting of the
Working Committee on the 18th of July and a Convention of party workers on
the 19th of July, 1947. This writer was not a member of the Working
Committee, having proceeded to Aligarh immediately after the July, 1946
Convention. | returned to Baramula towards the middle of June as the
University closed for summer vacations. No formal invitations were issued for
the Convention; instead, an announcement was published in the press
requesting all workers to treat it as an invitation. On 18th evening, the
Working Committee endorsed the statement referred to above and
unanimously adopted a resolution calling upon the Maharaja to declare
Independence and assured him of the Party's whole-hearted support and co-
operation. When news of the passage of the resolution became known, a
number of younger delegates, including this writer, began canvassing against
its endorsement in the Convention. Sensing strong opposition, a restricted
meeting of about eight to ten persons was held next morning, before calling
the Convention to session, at the residence of Sardar Muhammad Ibrahim
Khan, Bar-at-Law, Chief Whip of the Party's Assembly group who was
practising law at Srinagar. It was attended by senior most members of the
Working Committee and a few Assembly members. This writer was also
invited, perhaps, as the vocal opponent of the official resolution. While
Chaudhry Hameedullah Khan tried to persuade us to allow the passage of
the Working Committee resolution in the interests of party discipline,
Khawaja Ghulam Ahmad Jeweller, Deputy Leader of the Assembly Party,
and this writer gave our objections against its adoption. Other members of
the Working Committee present in the meeting took no direct part but were
behind their President. At !ast, Chaudhry Hameedullah Khan disclosed that
this line had been taken on the directions of the Muslim League High
Command! Upon this Mr. Jeweller suggested that both he and the Acting
President fly to Delhi at his expense to seek confirmation of his claim from
the Quaid-e-Azam, so that if it was really so, the resolution could be
unanimously adopted. This was not acceptable to Chaudhry Hameedullah
Khan who said that as Acting President, he was entitled to be believed.

This was no doubt true, so far as the theory is concerned but there
were circumstances which were weighing in our minds against taking him at
his word. The principal reason was that Chaudhry Niaz Ahmed, a very close
relative of Chaudhry Hameed Ullah, was then Chief Secretary of the
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Government. His son Chaudhry Khurshid Ahmed who had successfully
contested election to the sitting Assembly as an independent, on a purely
sectarian, Jat-Gujar platform, against the Party candidate, Raja Muhammad
Yaqub Khan, sat on the treasury benches. It was only natural that this close
relationship should have put us on the alert as a matter of abundant caution
because the stake involved was so great that nothing could be left to chance.
No agreement could be arrived at in the meeting and the Convention was,
therefore, called to session. The attendance was not more than a hundred
and the maijority came from Kashmir Province.

As soon as the Convention assembled, at the same place, the
Working Committee resolution in favour of an independent Kashmir was
introduced. | do not now recollect exactly as to who moved it. Unfortunately,
nobody has the courage of conviction to come forward and shoulder the
responsibility. After all, it is human to err. On the other hand, the same
members of the Working Committee who had passed it in the Working
Committee meeting and were bound to support it in the Convention, and who
in fact did so, are now coming forward to take credit for its failure in the
Convention! These include 'Beras' and back-benchers who cannot, even
now, that a further period of 31 years has been added to their political
experience, even ill-draft the resolution in question and whose role, inside the
parties commanding their allegiance from time to time, has been merely that
of the Boss's yesmen.

The factual position is that immediately after the introduction of the
official resolution, this writer stood up and moved a hastily-drafted and pencil-
written counter-resolution congratulating the Quaid-e-Azam on the creation of
Pakistan and demanding accession of the State to it. Immediately after |
finished reading the text and before | could speak, Khawaja Inayatullah
Kakroo M.L.A. my townsman, desired, in his capacity as an elected member
of the Assembly, that the resolution be treated as having been moved by
him. He then spoke in favour of the resolution. He was followed by me and in
my speech | explained the reasons as to why the Muslim Conference which
had been politically linked with the All India Muslim League right from its
revival should take a clear and categorical stand in favour of Pakistan. | also
explained that the resolution was likely to be used against our interests by
the essentially pro-Congress Dogra House. | was followed by a dozen
speakers who included, as far as | remember, Khawaja Ghulam Mohi-ud-Din
Tranbu, Syed Nazir Hussairi Shah, and others whose names | don't recollect.
The enthusiasm generated by the speeches was so over-whelming that no
member of the Working Committee had the courage to oppose the counter
resolution. When put to vote, only a few dissenting hands of the Working
Committee members rose against it. Next day the daily Hamdard carried a
brief news of the proceedings which stated that the resolution was moved by
Khawaja Inayatullah Kakroo and seconded by this writer. A group of workers
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from the rival Muslim Conference led by Khawaja Abdus Salam Dalai and Mir
Abdul Aziz, now of weekly "Insaf', staged a demonstration outside, raising
slogans in favour of accession to Pakistan. Given below is the text of the
historic resolution:-
"This Convention of the All Jammu and Kashmir Muslim Conference
expresses its jubilation and great satisfaction at the coming into
being of Pakistan and offers its congratulations to the Quaid-e-Azam.
The inhabitants of the Princely States of the sub-continent had
hoped that they would achieve the objectives of national freedom
shoulder to shoulder with the inhabitants of British India but
unfortunately, whereas the inhabitants of British India achieved
freedom with the partition of the sub-continent, the third June Plan
has strengthened the hands of the rulers of these States; so long as
these autocratic rulers do not bow before the demands of time, the
future of the inhabitants of Indian States will remain bleak. Under
these circumstances only three alternatives are open to the
inhabitants of Jammu and Kashmir State, namely, accession to India
or (2) accession to Pakistan or (3) the establishment of a free and
independent State.

After carefully considering the position, this Convention of
the Muslim Conference has arrived at the conclusion that accession
of the State to Pakistan is absolutely necessary in view of the
geographic, economic, linguistic, cultural and religious
considerations because Muslims constitute eighty percent of the
State's population, all major rivers of Pakistan have their source in
the State and the inhabitants of the State are strongly connected with
the people of Pakistan through religious, cultural and economic
relations.

It is, therefore, necessary that the State must accede to Pakistan.
The Convention strongly demands of the Maharaja that the people of
Kashmir should be given complete internal autonomy and the
Maharaja should treat himself as constitutional Head of the State and
set up a representative Legislative Assembly while handing over the
portfolios of Defence, Foreign Affairs and Communications to the
Constituent Assembly of Pakistan.

The Convention wishes to proclaim that if the Kashmir Government
did not accept the demands of the Muslim Conference or did not act
upon the advice so tendered, on account of any internal or external
pressure and instead brings about accession of the State to the
Constituent Assembly of India, the people of Kashmir will stand as
one man against such a decision and launch a struggle with all the
power at their command."”
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What was the background of the stand taken by Chaudhry
Hameedullah Khan? | have throughout the narrative tried my utmost to avoid
attributing motives to anyone and | must record it in fairness to the departed
leader, that he was as staunch a Pakistani as anyone else and for that
reason and in pursuit of it, lost his eldest son and a daughter during the
massacre of Jammu Muslims in November, 1947. He was not free from
weaknesses but then who else in politics can be said to be free of them?
Sardar Muhammad Ibrahim Khan told this writer that Chaudhry Hameedullah
showed them, in the Working Committee meeting, an unsigned note from
Chaudhry Ghulam Abbas Khan scribbled from Jail on a writing pad in which
the Acting President had been advised to demand independence for the
State.

Chaudhry Sahib was in jail since October 1946 and had no first-hand
knowledge of the political drama being enacted in the sub-continent. Even
his worst critics have not attributed any wavering or weakening in his loyalty
to the Muslim League ideals. This note must have therefore been the
outcome of some information transmitted from outside- and information
which must have been considered by him as reliable. What then was the
source of his information and what the information itself was? His
autobiography is absolutely silent on the point. Unfortunately, this point did
not strike my mind when we were together in jail in 1958, first at Montgomery
and then at Ghoragali.

Chaudhry Hameedullah Khan and Professor Muhammad Ishaque
Qureshi met the Quaid-e-Azam in New Delhi on 11"July 1947. In a press
statement issued by the Quaid-e-Azam on the same day, subsequent to the
meeting, he stated that the Maharaja had three options open to him,
Accession to Pakistan, Accession to India or Independence. He did not call
for accession to Pakistan.' Professor Ishaque claims:

“In this meeting we got the impression that the Quaid-e-Azam was in

touch with the Maharaja through some source (probably the Nawab

of Bhopal) and that he had, to a great extent, made him agree to
acceding to Pakistan. The Quaid-e-Azam told us that the Hindu

Congress and Gandhijee were doing their utmost that the State

should accede to India and for that end, were frightening him away

from the Muslims as well as Pakistan. Therefore, at this stage, | think
it advisable that the Muslims of Kashmir should make no such move
which may strengthen the Congress goals and disturb the Maharaja.

He should be given an opportunity to think it over in a proper mental

equilibrium. Therefore, for the time being, you people should demand

that the State should remain independent of the two Dominions."?

' Speeches and Statements of Q.A (1911-34 and 1947.48) Page 419.
? Weekly Chattan, 3rd September, 1973.
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The possibility of some indirect contact between the Quaid-e-Azam
and the Maharaja cannot be ruled out but it needs to be emphasised that
long before this meeting, Chaudhry Hameedullah Khan had already publicly
demanded of the Maharaja to declare independence.

There is no evidence in existence to prove that the Leading Hotel
statement, already referred to, was the result of any advice from the Quaid-e-
Azam. The claim that the Maharaja had already largely agreed to accede to
Pakistan through the efforis of any intermediary, is, at best, a very bold
statement which would least impress any student of recent Kashmir history.
This question will be discussed when the accession issue comes up for
narration.

It is also claimed that Mr. K.H. Khurshid wrote a letter to Agha Shaukat Al
through Hakim Muhammad Aslam Pleader Reasi, now practising law at
Sheikhupura, which was smuggled into jail by Malik Abdul Rashid, then
employed in the Forest Department and later Director, Local Government
and People's Works, Muzaffarabad. He claims to have read the letter which
according to him contained the following sentences:-

"The Quaid-e-Azam has told me to tell Chaudhry Ghulam Abbas that

he should not worry about Kashmir. Kashmir is in my pocket."

In the letter Mr. Khurshid is alleged to have advised Shaukat that for
the time-being, they may not demand accession to Pakistan but may instead
urge upon the Maharaja to remain independent.

Mr. Shaukat posted this letter, through the courtesy of Mr. Malik, to
Chaudhry Hameedullah Khan along with a letter of his own. In the secret
meeting referred to above. held at the residence of Sardar Muhammad
Ibrahim Khan, neither of the two letters was mentioned by anyone. The
question that therefore arises is as to whether such a letter was in fact written
and if it was, what were its contents? There are three circumstances which
can help in the determination of the question. The first is the fact that the
Quaid-e-Azam refused to grant an interview to Sardar Muhammad Ibrahim
Khan at Lahore in September, 1947 despite the fact that Ghazanfar Ali Khan,
the Central Minister incharge of Refugees and Mian Amir-ud-Din, the Mayor
of Lahore also tried to bring about an interview. Mr. Khurshid was at the time
on duty with the Quaid-e-Azam but it is impossible that he could have
manipulated the refusal especially when powerful men like Raja Ghazanfar
Ali Khan and Mian Amir-ud-Din were, as per disclosure made to me by
Sardar Sahib himself, doing their best {0 bring about a meeting. The Quaid-e-
Azam was very careful in dealing with his personal staff and | have been told
by Mr. Khurshid that occasionally he kept an eye on their contacts as well as
correspondence. The second circumstance is that the alleged letter of Mr.
Khurshid was not mentioned in the W.C. meeting, much less to have been
shown to the members. | see no particular reason why such a vital and
decisive communication could not have been disclosed. If a note from Ch.
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Ghulam Abbas Khan could be shown in order to get endorsement of the
Leading Hotel stand, a letter from the Quaid-e-Azam's Secretary would have
clinched the matter. The third circumstance is Mr. Khurshid's great dedication
to Quaid-e-Azam and his zealous work for the Pakistan Movement both as a
student leader as well as Joint Editor of weekly "Javaid".

Mr. Khurshid strenuously denies the contents of the letter, especially
the words, "Kashmir is in my pocket". Hakim Muhammad Aslam, in a written
communication, in answer to my letter, has substantially supported the
assertion of Malik Abdul Rashid but has made no mention of the above
sentence. | have known Mr. Rashid since about 30 years and my impression
is that he is a gentleman. | think it is only fair to asSume that there is some
mistake somewhere. | have known Mr. Khurshid from very close quarters
since more than 20 years and have had the frequent opportunity of spending
hours together, and despite the acute differences that developed between us
years ago, | must record it in fairness to him that anti-Pakistan sentiment
cannot and could not be attributed to him. His patriotism is second to none.

However, the refusal of the Quaid-e-Azam to meet Sardar |Ibrahim in
September 1947, rumours current then in Lahore that he had also refused to
grant an interview to Ch. Hameedullah Khan, the jail note for independence
from a seasoned politician like Chaudhry Ghulam Abbas Khan and the
Quaid-e-Azam's meaningful 11"July statement, acknowledging, without at
the same time demanding accession to Pakistan, the right of Maharaja Hari
Singh to become independent, do go to strengthen the claim made by
Chaudhry Hameedullah Khan in the secret meeting referred to above that the
call to Maharaja to become independent may have been made on the
directions of the League High Command.

According to the information furnished to this writer by Chaudhry
Niaz Ahmad, apart from the Maharaja of Patiala, the Hill State Rajas from
East Punjab were frequent visitors at the palace. They aimed at the creation,
within the Indian Union, of a separate province comprising their States and
Kashmir. The Congress had, by the end of July 1947, so much influenced the
Maharaja through his wife that he himself asked Mahatma Gandhi to send
any person of his choice as Prime Minister in place of Ram Chandra Kak
who was, ironically, over-optimistic about his future and over-confident about
his relations with the Maharaja while the Mahasabha element was openly
predicting his imminent fall. In a written note Kak advised the Maharaja to
remain independent at least for one year and then take an appropriate
decision in the light of developments and requirements. He had also
consulted Mr. Shuaib Qureshi, then Prime Minister of Bhopal. Kak had a
meeting with the Quaid-e-Azam in Delhi on 19th July, 1947 and according to
what he told Mr. Niaz Ahmad, the latter had not shown any displeasure about
the Kak plan. Unfortunately, the Mahasabha element dinned into the ears of
the Maharaja that Kak had formulated his proposal at the instance of the
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Quaid-e-Azam. Kak tried to get popular support for his plan. He first
contacted his brother, Pandit Amar Nath Kak, a leading lawyer and an
influential member of the Yovak Sabha which, instead, passed a resolution in
favour of accession to India. He then contacted his friends in the Mahajan
Sabha but here also a resolution demanding accession to India was passed.
Thereupon, several resolutions were passed by Panchayats, at his instance,
demanding that the State should, for the time being, accede neither to India
nor Pakistan. These were forwarded to the Maharaja by Pandit Kak but it had
a contrary effect because the pro-India elements, who had a decidedly upper
hand, told him that this was being done in furtherance of the plan chalked out
at the instance of the Quaid-e-Azam.

As unfortunately those having inside knowledge are either dead or
tight-lipped, one can only surmise from the circumstantial evidence that after
all, Pandit Ram Chandra Kak may have been in touch with the Muslim
League High Command or he may have suggested this course, perhaps to
distract the attention of the Congress, or to maintain balance of emotions in
the State or even as an indirect public assurance to the Maharaja that in
case of accession to Pakistan, his interests were safe.

The resolution was widely acclaimed throughout the State not only
by followers of the Muslim Conference but also by Muslims not subscribing to
the Party. That this demand was just and in keeping with the interests of all
concerned is proved from the fact that even the Working Committee of the
‘non-communal All Jammu and Kashmir Kisan Mazdoor Conference headed
by a far-sighted patriot like Pandit Prem Nath Bazaz supported the demand
for the State's accession to Pakistan in a resolution passed on 5th
September, 1947. The resolution, after detailing the circumstances of the
partition, said:-

“The Working Committee of the Kisan Mazdoor Conference has fully

and carefully considered the developments of the last five months. it

has also consuited the majority of the members of the General

Council of the Conference. The Committee is of the opinion that

there is now no alternative before the State but to join Pakistan. [f

she does not do so, the country and its people shall have to face

immense trials and tribulations.

If the Maharaja entertains any doubts about the obvious public

opinion that the State should accede to Pakistan, then he. should

order a referendum in which all adults should have the right to vote
on the issue whether the State should accede to India or to Pakistan.

The Working Committee hopes that people from all parts of the State

will support this democratic method of solution so that peace is

maintained and the country can progress."

+
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CHAPTER: XIX
The Princely States

There were five hundred sixty two Princely States at the time of
partition with a population of about ten crores, and an area equal to two-fifths
of the entire sub-continent. They ranged, in size, from Hyderabad with a
population of one crore sixty lakhs and an annual revenue of rupees 26
crores to nominal chieftains in West India with one hundred souls and less
than one square mile of land. As many as 454 had collectively an area of
less than 1000 sq miles; 452 had a population of less than ten lakhs and only
about 30 possessed an area, population and resources of an average British
Indian district. There were as many as 15 States with territories under a
square mile each. Three of these had a population of less than 100 persons.
As many as 202 States had an area of less than 10 square miles each. As
many as 19 States had an annual revenue of Rs. | crore or more; 7 had
revenue ranging between 50 lakhs to one crore; the figure descended
gradually till it showed a revenue approximating to an artisan's average
wages. According to pre-1947 figures of the total population of Hindus and
Muslims inhabiting the sub-continent, 27 and 26 percent respectively lived in
the Princely States.’

They were bound with Britain through treaties which, allowing them a
completely free hand in the suppression of their subjects, imposed British
Crown as the Paramount power, whose functions were performed by the
Viceroy. When the East India Company strengthened its hold in Southern
India and Bengal, it embarked upon a deliberate policy of conquest. The
Central Authority at Delhi having become weak and ineffective, hundreds of
adventurers, Subedars and hereditary princes established themselves as
independent rulers. Before 1857, the policy of the East India Company, to
annex to its directly administered territory as much area as possible, was
ruthlessly implemented by Wellesley and Dalhousie. The former introduced
the Subsidiary System which required the acceding States to undertake,
neither to make war nor enter into negotiations with any State, without the
Company Sarkar's consent. The bigger States were further required to
maintain sizable forces officered by Company-nominated Britishers,
ostensibly "for the preservation of the public peace" but actually to keep them
in readiness for advancing British expansionism; the rulers were also
required to transfer to the Company such of its areas as the latter deemed
sufficient for the upkeep of such forces; the smaller States paid a fixed

'R. L. Handa, p. 14
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tribute. Political representatives designated as Residents were also installed
in most of the States. In return, the Company undertook to protect them
against external attack and internal rebellion. Lord Wellesley succeeded in
bringing even important States like Hyderabad, Travancore, Gwalior, Baroda
and Mysore under the system. Among those who helped in making this
forward policy such a success was his younger brother, the Duke of
Wellington, then Arthur Wellesley, who later commanded the Allied forces
against Napolean at Waterloo.

Twenty-five years later, came Lord Dalhouise who introduced the
Doctrine of Lapse which provided for the annexation of a State, on the failure
of a male heir. Among, the States thus annexed were Satara, Nagpur,
Sambalpur, Bhagat, and Jhansi. He conquered Punjab and annexed Oudh.
He resorted to the Doctrine even to take away titiles and pensions of deposed
rulers. How helpless these Princes were may be judged from the following
incidents: A certain Colonel Macaulay informing the Maharaja of Cochin
about the impending arrival of a Resident, advised: “the Resident will be glad
to learn that on his arrival near Cochin, the Raja will find it convenient to wait
on him." One Henry Mead, a journalist, ‘who spent twenty-five years in India
before 1857 has left the following account:

"The sovereigns of what are called independent States live in a state
of abject dependence upon the will of the British agency at their
various Courts. The whole functions of Government are in most
cases exercised by the Resident, in fact, if not in appearance; and
the titular monarch sighs in vain for the personal freedom enjoyed by
his subjects. To know the character of his rule and seeming
tendencies of his disposition, it is sufficient to have a knowledge of
the capacity and likings of the British Representative. Thus General
Cullen is a savant and the Rajah of Travancore builds an
observatory and maintains men of science; the Resident of Indore is
a person of elegant taste and the Maharajah surrounds himself with
articles of vertu. The Durbar Surgeon at the Mysore Court, who fulfils
the duties of a Government agent, is passionately fond of the sports
of the turf and the Rajah keeps a large stud of horses, gives gold
cups and heavy purses at races, wears topboots and has pictures of
the ‘great events' of past and present d:ays."1

This policy of annexation was opposed by two leading colonialists,
Sir John Malcolm and Elphiiistone. Malcolm said as early as 1825:

' Menon, p. 7
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"I am decidedly of the opinion that the tranquility, not to say security,
of our vast oriental possessions is involved in the preservation of
native principalities which are dependent on us for protection. These
are also so obviously at our mercy, so entirely within our grasp, that
besides other and great benefits we derive from their alliance, their
co-existence with our rule is of itself a source of political strength, the
value of which will never be known till it is lost.""

Elphinstone said:

"We must have some sink to receive all the corrupt matter that
abounds in India, unless we are willing to taint our own system by
stopping the discharge of it."

These States proved of immeasurable assistance during the 1857
War of Liberation; but for their assistance in men and material as well as their
failure to fall in line with the national movement, the British rule would have
doubtlessly ended. It was not without reason that Lord Canning gratefully
acknowledged their role as "break-waters in the storm which would have
swept over us in one great wave". "Where should we have been", enquired
Elphinstone, "if Scindia, the Nizam and the Sikh Chiefs etc. had been
annexed, the subordinate Presidencies abolished, the whole army thrown
into one and the revenue system brought into one mould?" It was this
realization that brought a radical change in the policy of the British
Government which found expression in Queen Victoria's proclamation of
1858 as quoted below: : '

"We desire no extension of our present territorial possessions. and
while we will permit 1o aggression upon our dominions or our rights to
be attempted with impunity, we shall sanction no encroachment on
those of others. We shall respect the rights, dignity and honour of
Native Princes as our own; and we desire that they as well as our own
subjects should enjoy that prosperity and social advancement which
can only be secured by internal peace and good Government."

"DIVAN OF INDULGENCE"

The proclamation was followed by what is known as "The Act for the
Better Government of India, 1858"; the last clause of which provided that "all
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treaties made by the Company shall be binding upon Her Majesty”, with the
result that the policy of annexation was now substituted by the policy of their
perpetuation. Consequently, the Rulers, on failure of natural heirs, were
authorised to adopt their successors according to their laws and customs. In
this connection, the Sanads issued, stated that they were intended "to
reassure and knit the native sovereigns to the Paramount power", A Political
Department was set up under the direct charge of the Governor-General. It
was manned by officers recruited both from the Army and the Civil Service.
Constitutionally, the States were not a part of British India nor were
inhabitants of these States, British subjects. The British Parliament also had
no power to legislate for them. The relations of the Crown were conducted by
the Governor-General in Council. The political Department had wide authority
and acted as a super Government in each State. It was impossible for any
Prince to disregard its advice. Although from time to time, the Viceroys spoke
eloquently about the importance of improving the lot of the people inhabiting
the States, they did practically nothing to achieve this end, especially so,
after the partition of Bengal by which time the Hindu middle class had
become vocal through the Indian National Congress and looked upon Indian
princes, who were mostly Hindus, as entitled to be maintained in their
positions of power, irrespective of their anti-people policies. What the British
professions were, is illustrated from the following beautiful speech delivered
by Lord Curzon at the installation of the Ruler of Bahawalpur:-

"He must be the servant as well as master of his people, He must
learn that his revenues are not secured to him for his own selfish
gratification but for the good of his subjects; that his internal
administration is only exempt from correction in proportion as it is
honest; and that his gaddi is not intended to be a divan of induigence
but the stern seat of duty. His figure should not be merely known on
the play-ground or on the race course or in the European hotel. His
real work, his princely duty, lies among his own people. By this
standard shall |, at any rate, judge him. By this test will he, in the
long run, as a politi~al institution, perish or survive."'

THE CHAMBER OF PRINCES

During the Great war (1914-1919), the policy of perpetuation
proved its wisdom. During this period they met almost annually in
connection with the intensification of war efforts. Afterthe war, when Edwin
Samuel Montagu, the Secretary of State, came to India, he had several
discussions with the Princes with regard to their future. A conference of the
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ruling Princes appointed a Committee which submitted a memorandum. In
their joint report on constitutional reforms, Montagu and Chelmsford paid
warm tributes to the Prinices for their help in the war; referring to the
treaties, it stated:

"It would be well to review the situation, of course, only by consent of
parties, not necessarily with a view to any change of policy but in
order to simplify, standardize and codify existing practice for the
future. The rulers should be assured in the fullest and freest manner
that no constitutional changes that might take place would impair the
rights, dignity and privileges secured to them by treaties, sands and
engagements or by established practice."1

The idea of forming some sort of an Association of the Princes on
>ermanent lines was first mooted by Lord Lytton but for one reason or other,
t fell through due to the opposition of the British Government and.some of
‘he Indian princes themselves. The proposal was revived in the Montagu
Chelmsford Report. Ultimately, the Chamber of Princes came into being by a
Royal proclamation on 8th February, 1921. It was inaugurated by the Duke of
Cannaught in the Diwan-e-Aam of the Red Fort, Delhi. The Chamber was to
>e merely a deliberative, consultative and advisory body, with the Viceroy as
ts President while the members were to elect a Chancellor and a pro-
Chancellor from among themselves. In the first place, 108 rulers became its
members in their own right as they were enjoying permanent dynastic salute
of 11 guns or over. Twelve members were elected by 127 non-salute States.
The admission of other members was to be determined by the Viceroy. The
States of Hyderabad and Mysore kept out of the Chamber.

In May, 1927, a conference of the rulers, convened at Simla by the
Viceroy, demanded an impartial enquiry. into their relationship with the
Paramount Power. On 16th December 1927, the Secretary of State Lord
Birkenhead appointed a three-member committee consisting of Sir Harcourt
Butler as Chairman and Professor W.S. Holdsworth and the Hon'ble S.C.
Peel as members to go into the matter and suggest means for the more
satisfactory adjustment of their existing economic relations with British India.
The Committee toured India but held its sittings in camera. It declined to
examine the representations made by the inhabitants of the States,
ostensibly on the ground that it was outside its terms of reference. However,
it accepted a memorandum submitted by the All India States People's
Conference demanding "responsible Government for the people in the States
through representative institutions under the aegis of their Rulers". The
Rulers' point of view was placed before it by a galaxy of ieading British
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constitutional lawyers, headed by Sir Leslie Scott K.C. The contention of the
States was that they possessed all original sovereign powers except those
which had been transferred with their consent to the Crown. Sir Scott argued
that the paramount power was the British Crown and no one else and that it
was to it that the States had entrusted their foreign relations and internal and
external security and, therefore, the States could not be compelled to transfer
to a third party the loyalty they owed to the British Crown. The Committee
disagreed with Sir Scott on the question of the limitation of paramountcy. It
held that the relationship of the Paramount power with the States was not
merely contractual, resting on treaties but that it was a living, growing
relationship shared by circumstances and policy, resting on a mixture of
history, theory and modern fact. However, the Committee stated:

“If any Government in the nature of a Dominion Government should
be constituted in British India, such a Government would clearly be a
new Government resting on a new and written constitution. The
contingency has not arisen. We feel bound, however, to draw
attention to the really grave apprehension of the Princes on this
score and to record our strong opinion that, in view of the fact of the
historical nature of the relationship between the Paramount power
and the Princes, the latter should not be transferred without their
agreement to a relationship with a new Government in British India
responsible to an Indian legislature."'

ACCESSION MECHANICS UNDER 1935 ACT

In 1935 was passed the Government of India Act which envisaged a
constitutional, relationship between the Indian States and British India on a
federal basis. A special feature of the scheme was that whereas in the case
of provinces, accession to the Federation was to be automatic, in the case of
Princely States, it was to be voluntary. The Joint Select Committee gave the
following reasons for the departure:

"The main difficulties are two: that the Indian States are wholly
different in status and character from the provinces of British India,
and that they are not prepared to federate on the same terms as it is
proposed to apply to the Provinces. On the first point, the Indian
States, unlike the British Indian provinces, possess sovereignty in
various degrees and they are, broadly speaking, under a system of
personal Government. Their accession to a Federation cannot
therefore take place otherwise than by the voluntary act of the Ruler
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of each State, and after accession, the representatives of the
acceding State in the Federal Legislature will be nominated by the
Ruler and its subjects will continue to owe allegiance to him. On the
second point, the Rulers have made it clear that while they are
willing to consider Federation now with the Provinces of British India
on certain terms, they could not, as sovereign States, agree to the
exercise by a Federal Government, in relation to them, of a range of
powers identical in all respects with those which that Government will
exercise in relation to the Provinces on whom autonomy has yet to
be conferred."

The most unfortunate aspect of the Act was that the right of accession was
placed entirely in the hands of the concerned Rulers and it was to be his
personal decision. Section 6 of the Act which deals with the accession of the
States to the Federation is reproduced below:-

"6. (1) A State shall be deemed to have acceded to the Federation
after His Majesty has signified his acceptance of an Instrument of
Accession executed by the Ruler thereof, whereby the Ruler for
himself, his heirs and successors

(a) declares that he accedes to the Federation as established
under this Act, with the intent that His Majesty the King, the Governor-
General of India, the Federal Legislature, the Federal Court and any
other Federal authority established for the purposes of the Federation
shall, by virtue of his Instrument of Accession, but subject always to
the terms thereof, and for the purposes only of the Federation,
exercise in relation to his State, such functions as may be vested in
them by or under this Act; and

(b) assumes the obligation of ensuring that due effect is given
within his State to the provisions of this Act so far as they are
applicable therein by virtue of his Instrument of Accession:

Provided that an Instrument of Accession may be executed
conditionally on the establishment of the Federation on or before a
specified date, and in that case the State shall not be deemed to have
acceded to the Federation if the Federation is not established until
after that date.

(2) An Instrument o Accession shall specify the matters which the
Ruler accepts as matters with respect to which the Federal
Legislature may make laws for his State, and the limitations if any, to
which the power of the Federal Legislature to make laws for his State,
and the exercise of the executive authority of the Federation in his
State, are respectively to be subject.
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(3) A Ruler may, by a supplementary Instrument executed by him
and accepted by His Majesty, vary the Instrument of Accession of his
State by extending the functions which by virtue of that Instrument are
exercisable by His Majesty or any Federal Authority in relation to his
State.

(4) Nothing in this section shall be construed as requiring His
Majesty to accept any instrument of Accession or supplementary
Instrument unless he considers it proper so to do, or as empowering
His Majesty to accept any such Instrument if it appears to him that the
terms thereof are inconsistent with the scheme of Federation
embodied in this Act.

(6) An Instrument of Accession or supplementary Instrument shall
not be valid unless it is executed by the Ruler himself, but, subject as
aforesaid, reference in this Act to the Ruler of a State include
references to any persons for the time being exercising the powers of
the Ruler of the State, whether by reason of the Ruler's minority or for
any other reason.”

In the Council of States (the Upper Chamber), the States were
allotted 104 members as against 156 provided for British India. In the Lower
House, British India had a representation of 250 members while the States
were to nominate 125 members. This would show that aithough the
population of Indian States was at that time only seven crore eighty-nine
lakhs eighty thousand nine hundred twelve (7,89,80,912) which was roughly
equal to one-fourth of the total population, in the Upper House they received
forty per cent representation whereas in the lower House, it was one-third.
The Act aiso provided that unless the number of States acceding to the
Federation made up fifty-two in the Upper House and the population of such
States was at least half the total population of all the States, the All India
Federation was not to come into being. The Act also provided a Crown
representative in addition to the Governor-General for safeguarding the
relations between the Rulers and the Paramount Power,; this relationship was
to be dealt with by the Crown Representative.

The Government of India Act came into force on 1st April, 1937 and
efforts were started in right earnest to persuade the States to accede to the
Federation. Linlithgow, who succeeded Willingdon as Viceroy in 1936, had
been the Chairman of the Parliament's Joint Select Committee on the
Government of India Act. Very keen therefore to float the Federation, he sent
round Sir Courtenay Latiner, Sir Francis Wylie and Sir Arthur Lothian of the
Political Service to persuade or pressurize the Princes to join the Federation.
However, they were in no hurry to oblige. They had their doubts, the principal
one being that once they entered the Federation, there could be no retreat
and a popularly elected Federal Parliament was bound to bring pressure for



Kashmiris Fight For Freedom 26
the democratisation of administration and ultimately limit their prerogatives
and privileges, if not abolish them altogether. The result was that
negotiations between the Viceroy and the Princes did not succeed. After the
Bombay Conference of the Rulers and their Ministers held in November,
1938, the Diwan of a prominent State reportedly told the Political Adviser of
the Viceroy that in case a guarantee was available in respect of the custom
rights of Kashmir, Baroda and the States of Kathiawar, they were willing to
join the Federation. It may be pointed out here that about one-third of
Kashmir's revenue was then derived from custom duty. The Viceroy was¢
keen to seize upon the opportunity in the hope that if the deadlock was
broken by bringing in these States, the resistance by other States would
weaken but the Secretary of State opposed the measure on the ground that if
weakness was shown by granting concessions to some States, it would not
be possible to resist the demand for similar or other concessions by other
States. With the outbreak of the World war in 1939, the efforts thus initiated
for a Federation received a most serious blow and with the demand for
Pakistan officially voiced by the All India Muslim League on 23rd March,
1940, the chances of an All India Federation coming into being, became
remoter.

THE CRIPPS' PROPOSALS

Congress Ministries resigned soon after the outbreak of the war. The
Indian Rulers again pledged full support in war efforts and in return Lord
Linlithgow under-took to honour, in full, the treaty obligations of His Majesty's
Government. With the entry of Japan into War and the Initial success
achieved by her in South East Asia, the British Government felt compelled to
seek the active co-operation of Political parties, particularly the Muslim
League and the Congress. Consequently, Sir Stafford Cripps came to India
in March, 1942 and revealed his proposals at a press conference on 29th
March. The long term plan provided for the setting up, at the end of the war,
of a Constitution-making body to frame a constitution for an Indian Union on
the basis of full status of a Dominion with the power to secede from the
Commonwealth. It was to be elected by members of the lower Houses of the
Provincial Legislatures for which fresh elections were to be held. The British
Government undertook, in advance, to implement the Constitution so framed.
Any Province or Provinces which, however, were not prepared to accept the
new Constitution, were given the right to frame a Constitution of their own.
So far as the Indian States were concerned, Sir Cripps declared:

“Whether or not an individual State elects to adhere to the
Constitution, it will be necessary to negotiate a revision of its Treaty
arrangements so far as this may be required in the new situation."
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In case the States decided to join the Federation, they were to
appoint representatives to the Constitution-making body in proportion to their
total population as in the case of representatives of British India as a whole.

The Cripps' proposals were rejected by both the Muslim League as
well as Congress on 10th April, 1942. The Congress wanted immediate
transfer of power, besides, it was also against the right of the Provinces to
secede from the Centre; this provision had been incorporated to attract the
Muslim League which had by then stood committed to the creation of
Pakistan. The Muslim League rejected the proposal largely because it did not
clearly and unequivocally concede Pakistan. The Princes were largely happy
over the failure of the Mission.

THE CABINET MISSION PLAN

After the war, the Labour Party came into power in July, 1945. It had,
since late twenties, developed a pro-Congress bias largely due to the efforts
of Pandit Nehru, Krishna Menon and their British friends who represented
Congress to British Socialists as a secular, non-communal and socialist Party
as against the so-called reactionary and feudalistic character of the Muslim
League. It caused great damage to Muslims at the time of partition. The
Labour Government first sent a Parliamentary delegation which was followed
by a Cabinet Mission consisting of A.V. Alexander, Lord Pethic Lawrence
and Sir Stafford Cripps. The Mission arrived in Delhi on 24th March 1946.
Asked at a press Conference on 25th March, 1946, whether the
representatives of the States would be nominated by the Rulers or elected by
the State inhabitants, Cripps said "we cannot create new structures. We
have to take the position as we find it". It was thus clear that the pattern for
deciding the destiny of the inhabitants of the States was to be the same as
provided in the Government of India Act, 1935. Meetings were held between
Members of the Commission and some Indian Princes as also with
representatives of the Chamber of Princes.

The Cabinet Mission proposals which were announced on 16th May,
1946 envisaged creation of three groups; one consisting of Bengal and
Assam, the second one comprising Punjab, Sind, Baluchistan and N.W.F.P.
and the third group comprised the rest of British India. It envisaged a Centre
for all the three but, at the same time, each group's right to secede from the
Centre was also recognized. So far as the States were concerned, Sir
Cripps, in his broadcast, made only a casual reference to them. It was,
however, conceded that paramountcy could not be handed over tg any one
and must necessarily lapse. The future relationship between the States and
British India was left to negotiations. The Chamber of Princes was not happy
with the trend of negotiations as it was becoming clear that the British
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Government was not going to support their efforts to regain their
independence. After the failure of the Cabinet Mission plan which resulted
from Congress President Pandit Nehru's public repudiation of his Party's
commitments resulting from the acceptance of the plan, the Musiim League
reconsidered its position and revoked its acceptance. Pandit Nehru was then
invited to form a Government which he did on the 2nd of September but
because of Muslim resentment against the deliberate and manipulated
exclusion of the Muslim League and the state of civil war that was emerging
in the Sub-Continent, the League was invited to join the Interim Government
which it did on the 15th of October 1946. Nehru convened the Constituent
Assembly on the 9th of December. The Muslim League boycotted the
meeting but the Congress, after electing Rajendra Prasad as President,
unilaterally began the task of drafting a Constitution. It was, however, soon
realized that no Constitution could be forced down the throats of Muslims and
that any effort to transfer power to the Congress, without meeting the
demand for Pakistan, was bound to plunge the Sub-Continent into a civil war.
It was this realization that compelled both the Labour Government and the
Congress to agree to partition as the only solution available at the time. The
British Government, therefore, invited League-Congress leaders for a
conference. Quaid-e-Azam Muhammad Ali Jinnah, and Pandit Jawahar Lal
Nehru consequently flew to London with Lord Wavell.

The Congress secured an invitation for Sardar Baldev Singh as a
representative of the Sikhs, whom she used not only to strengthen her
bargaining position but also to bring about the partition of Punjab and
consequently also of Bengal. That Sikh leaders Master Tara Singh and Giani
Kartar Singh allowed themselves to be used in the Congress game shall
always remain a dark chapter in the history of the Sikhs because not only did
they damage Muslim interests but by so doing, irretrievably damaged their
own community.

A leading Sikh intellectual with whom | had an opportunity of
discussing the partition of Punjab and its adverse effects on Sikhs, in
London, stared into my eyes when | lamented the lack of vision in the Sikh
leadership of the day and erupted:

"Which leaderships ?....... we had no leadership at all... .... why don't

you talk of that buffoon, Baldev Singh whose only job was to say: |

agree with Pandit Nehru."

As a result of these discussions, Prime Minister Attlee made a
declaration in the House of Commons on 20th February, 1947 committing the
withdrawal of Britain not later than June 1948. It was also announced that
Wavell was to be replaced hy Viscount Mountbatten of Burma. So far as the
Indian States were concerned, the announcement said:

"As was explicitly stated by the Cabinet Mission, His Majesty's

Government do not intend to hand over their powers and obligation
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under paramountcy to any Government of British India. It is not
intended to bring paramountcy, as a system, to a conclusion earlier
than the date of the final transfer of power, but it is contemplated that
for the intervening period, the relfations of the Crown with individual
States may be adjusted by agreement.”

The Chamber of Princes in a meeting held in Bombay on 29th
January, 1947, passed a resolution demanding that the entry of the States
into the Union should be on the basis of negotiations and that the final
decision should rest with each State. It also said that their participation in the
Constitutional discussions in the meantime would not involve any
commitment in regard to their ultimate decision and that they would retain all
subjects and powers other than those ceded by them to the Union. They
also stressed the lapse of paramountcy. It also said that territorial integrity
and the succession 6f the reigning dynasty should not be interfered with nor
should their existing boundaries be altered except by their free consent; the
Constituent Assembly was not to deal with questions affecting the internal
administration or Constitution of the States. The Chamber had already set up
a Negotiating Committee. The policy of Indian States was one of wait and
see though the great majarity of them desired eithe®to declare themselves
mdependent on the lapse of paramountey or to form into regional Unions for
the same purpose. The Nawab of Bhopal, as Chancellor of the Chamber, did
his ‘utmost to safeguard the larger intetests of the Princes. However, the
ammouncement of the June 3rd Plan and Mountbatten's statement on the 4th
of June hinting that the transfer of power was to take place not later than the
15th of August, 1947, introduced a new element of urgency. The 3rd June
Plan also did not'say much aboutthe States except the following:

"His-Majesty's Government wish to make it clear that the decisions

announced above relate only to ‘British India and that their policy

towards the Indian States contained in the Cabinet Mission

Memorandum of 12th May, 1946, remains unchanged.”

The Congress was able to use the Maharajas of Bikaneer, Patiala
and Cochin to frustrate the .efforts of Nawab Sir Hameedullah Khan of Bhopal
and the Maharaja of Baroda to use the Chamber of Princes platform as a
bargaining lever for the protection and perpetuation of the Princely order.
Consequently with the entry into the Constituent Assembly of some of these
States, the Chamber was reduced to a weak position. The Nawab then
tendered his resignation from its Chancellorship. ’

| have earlier quoted in detail from the Government of India Act,
1935, because the position of Indian States as enunciated in that Act, also
governed the accession of the Princely States to either of the two Dominions
under the Indian Independence Act. After the lapse of paramountcy on the
14th of August, the States had three alternatives before them; namely,
‘declare independence’, 'accession to India' or ‘accession to Pakistan'. The
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Congress was opposed to the States assuming independence and not only
Pandit Nehru and Sardar Patel but even Mahatma Gandhi made no secret of
it. On the other hand, the Quaid-e-Azam was clearly of the view that the
Indian States were constitutionally entitied to resume their independence
after the lapse of paramountcy. Lord Mountbatten in his address to the
Chamber of Princes on July 25, 1947, conceded that the States could
technically and legally claim independence but made it plain that this would
not be allowed. Addressing the Chamber he said:

"Now, the Indian Independence Act releases the States from all their
obligations to the Crown. The States will have complete freedom,
technically and legally they become independent. Presently | will discuss
the degree of independence which we ourselves feel is best in the
interests of your own States. But there has grown up during the period of
British administration, owing to the fact that the Crown Representative
and the Viceroy are one and the same person, a system of co-ordinate
administration on all matters of common concern which meant that the
subcontinent of India acted as an economic entity. That link is now to be
broken. If nothing can be put in its place, only chaos can result, and that
chaos, | submit, will hurt the States first, the bigger the States, the less
the hurt and the longer it will take to feel it but even the biggest of the
States will feel the hurt just the same as any small State."

The Indian Independence Act contained the following provision with regard to
the Princely States:-
(1) As from the appointed day: -

(b) the suzerainty of His Majesty over the Indian States lapses, and with it,
all treaties and agreements in force at the date of the passing of this Act
between His Majesty and the rulers of Indian States, all functions
exercisable by His Majesty at that date with respect to Indian States, all
obligations of His Majesty existing at that date towards Indian States or
the rulers thereof, and all powers, rights, authority or jurisdiction
exercisable by His Majesty at that date in or in relation to Indian States
by treaty, grant, usage, sufferance or otherwise; and
(c) ....... Provided that, notwithstanding anything in paragraph (b) or
paragraph (c) of this subsection, effect shall, as nearly as may be,
continue to be given to the provisions of any such agreement as is
therein referred to which related to customs, transit and communications,
posts and telegraphs, or other like matters, until the provisions in
question are denounced by the Ruler of the Indian State or person
having authority in the tiibal areas on the one hand, or by the Dominion
or Province or other part thereof concerned on the other hand, or are
superseded by subsequent agreements.
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CHAPTER: XX

The Accession Conspiracy

‘The most tragic part of the partition plan is the manner in which nine
crore inhabitants. of Indian States were ignored and contemptuously
bypassed by a Parliament sitting thousands of miles away. While in British
India, the electorate had before it the issue of partition and even afterwards,
Muslim members of the Majority provinces wete given the right to choose
between the two Dominions and so was the non-Muslim minority invested
with a veto to force a partition of the Punjab and Bengal, the Inhabitants of
the Princely States were treated like a herd of dumb driven cattle who had no
voice in deciding the question of accession to either of the two Dominions.
Even their representatives to either of the Constituent Assemblies were to be
nominated by the Rulers. What makes it all the more regrettable is that the
Congresé and the Muslim League should have. fatalistically accepted it. The
Muslim League probably thought that the investment of the right in the Ruler,
would enable a number of ‘States such as Hyderabad, Bhopal, Barodah,
Travancore and Jodhpur to declare themselves independent while the
Congress was confident that except for Kashmir, all other States mentioned
above, being surrounded by Indian territory and having over-whelming Hindu
majorities, could not eventually preserve their mdependence and were bound
to fall into the tap of Hindu India like a ripe frust Therefore, it had everything
to gain by confining the ﬂght of accession tothe Rulers because it had its
eyes fixed on Kashmir where a'Hindu Ruler could be trusted to fall in line
‘with the interests of Hindu india whereas its overwheiming Musllm majority
could not be so trusted. ‘

From its very inception, the. Muslim League was the preserve of
Nawabs or titleholders who were themselves either Nawabs or under their
influence, enjoyed as they did, their patronage. As a whole, the Princes had
no sympathy at all with the political aspirations of the Indian people. In fact, it
was the perpetuation of the status quo that suited them. While Hindu princes
financed the Congress and occasionally journeyed to Sabarmati and Wardha
for Gandhi- yatras the Muslim princes supported the Muslim League.
Whether it was by des19n or accident, the fact remains that while one section
took care of the Congress, the 6ther ruled the Muslim League till its
leadership passed into.the hands of the Quaid-e-Azam. Both the Parties.
adopted and pursued a policy of non-intervention in their affairs. | see no
reason why Kashmir State was not included in the 23rd March 1940
resolution or why its inclusion was not demanded even afterwards when the



Kashmiris Fight For Freedom 33

Cabinet mission came to India. | see no other reason than to keep the option
of independence open and available to Hyderabad, Bhopal etc. etc. We
forgot that a bird in hand was worth many in the bush. If it was a game of
power-politics, then it must be conceded that we were out-manoeuvred by
the Congress with the assistance of Mountbatten. We have no quarre! with
the Congress because of its anti-Muslim orientation but the Muslims of
Kashmir certainly regret the short-sighted policy pursued by the Ail India
Muslim League. Out of a total Muslim population of ten crores, more than 21
crore lived in the Princely States.

It is possible that the policy of non-intervention was necessitated by
their desire not to attract the hostility of the Princes while they were engaged
in an epic battle against the British as also against each other, perhaps, they
thought the opening of a third front, against the Princes, as unwise; it is also
possible that they thought that with the exit of the British, it would not be
possible for the States to resist a revolutionary change for the better but, all
the same, when the change came in the wake of the Indian Independence
Act which left the inhabitants of these States at the mercy of the wolves that
the Princes were, both Congress and Muslim League did nothing to
persuade the British that the question of accession to either Dominion should
be decided in accordance with the freely expressed wishes of the inhabitants
concerned.

The Labour Government was keen to preserve the so-called geo-
graphic unity of the sub-continent, partly because of its pro-Congress and
anti-Muslim League leanings but largely because of the imperialistic notions
about the myth of a United India. Says Lord Ismay:-

"At the start, the Viceroy tried out every conceivable arrangement
which could possibly preserve the unity of India, but it was not long
before we were forced to realise that the Muslim League would not
agree to any plan which did not provide for the creation of Pakistan
as an independent sovereign State."'

There can be no better proof of British opposition to partition than the
following admission of Mr. Gandhi:

"The British Government is not responsible for the partition. The
Viceroy had no hand in it. In fact he is opposed to division as
Congress itself, but if both of us, Hindus and Muslims, cannot agree
on anything else, then the Viceroy is left with no choice."

1 Memoirs, p. 419.
2 Mrs. Satya M. Rai Mehta, p. 48.
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Mr. Attlee wrote to Mountbatten:-

"It is the definite object of His Majesty's Government to obtain a
unitary Government of India within the British Commonwealth;
through the medium of a Constituent Assembly set up and run in
accordance with the Cabinet Mission Plan, and you should do the
utmost in your power to persuade all parties to work together to this
end and advise His Majesty's Government in the light of
developments, as to the steps that will have to be taken."’

NEHRU BEHIND MOUNTBATTEN'S
APPOINTMENT

A great-grandson of Queen Victoria, Mountbatten arrived in Delhi on
22nd March and took over from Lord Wavell the next day, being observed by
Muslims with unprecedented enthusiasm as 'Pakistan Day'. The choice was
unfortunate and ill-conceived because:-

(1) Mountbatten and Nehru were already on friendly terms. In 1944
when Mountbatten was Supreme Allied Commander on the
Burma Front, he paid a visit to troops at Ahmednagar where
Nehru was detained in the fort. Mountbatten made an effort to
meet Mr. Nehru in jail but permission was refused.2

A year or two later when Nehru visited Singapore at the invitation
of an Indian Association, Mountbatten went out of the way to
cultivate his friendship. When Mountbatten decided to ‘ride
through Singapore's streets in his open car with Nehru at his
side," his Advisers warned that his action would only dignify an
anti-British rebel but the 'Supreme' Commander exclaimed:

"Dignify him? It is he who will dignify me.
One day this man will be Prime Minister of India." >

It was therefore quite understandable that Mountbatten, hoping to be
dignified by the future Prime Minister of India, "delighted in Nehru's charm,
his culture, his quick humour."* It was there that the foundation of a lasting

1 Leonard Mosley, p. 97.

2 Freedom at Midnight, p. 84.
3 ibid, p. 84.

* Freedom at Midnight, p.84.
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friendship which proved of decisive help to the Congress was laid The
posterity shouldn't be surprised if evidence is unearthed to show that the
invitation itself was inspired by Mountbatten with an eye on the top-post in
India.
(2) Actually Sir Stafford Cripps wanted to come to India as Viceroy.
His wife, while on her way back home from China on 5th
December 1946 (she stayed as Nehru's guest from 5th to 16th)
asked Sudhir Ghosh to sound Indian (Congress) leaders whether
they would "like the idea". Gandhi was in Bengal. So Sudhir
consulted Rajaji who advised against it "in the interests of
Cripps."

Says the author:

"l conveyed it to Sir Stafford in a letter which Lady Cripps carried to
London. Sir Stafford acted accordingly and found Lord Mountbatten
Mr. Nehru and Lord Mountbatten got on magnificently from the
moment they were brought together by Cripps at a private (secret:
author) dinner in London."’

Says he again:

"When Quaid-e-Azam and Mr. Nehru accompanied Wavell to London
in December 1946 and were there for consultations, Cripps, the brain
behind all that the Labour Government was doing regarding India,
realised that it was no longer possible for Nehru to work with Wavell;
they had become completely incompatible with each other. It was
during this visit to London that Cripps brought together Mr. Nehru
and Viscount Mountbatten, a relation of the royal family, who had a
distinguished career as Supreme Commander of the Allied Forces of
the South East Asia Command, and Cripps told Nehru that if he felt
that he and Mountbatten could work together, then he would do his
best to get Mountbatten appointed as viceroy in Wavell's place "

It has now come to light-29 years later- that Krishna Menon, a
confident of Nehru, suggested to Cripps the appointment of Mountbatten as
Viceroy as" he was held in the highest regard by Nehru." The authors reveal.

"Aware that Mountbatten's usefulness would be destroyed if India's
Moslem leaders learned of the genesis of his appointment, the two

! Sudhir Ghosh, p. 45.
2 ibid, p. 44.
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men had agreed to reveal the details of their talk to no one."' Menon
revealed the details of his conversation with Cripps in a series of
conversations with vone of the authors in New Delhi in February 1973
a year before his death.

A man like Mountbatten who according to lan Stephens had

"top-level eyes", could not but have felt grateful for the great job
made possible by Nehru's yes. Ever afterwards, he tried faithfully to
repay the debt but at our cost. Incidentally, this fateful meeting and
its background is, to my knowledge, mentioned nowhere else".

(3) Mr. V. P. Menon, the Viceroy's Constitutional Adviser known as

the Reforms Commissioner who started his career as a clerk in
1914 had, due to his sharp intellect and mental resourcefulness,
completely won the confidence of Mountbatten. One reason
probably was that both were pro-Congress and their thinking was
identical. Menon took the fullest advantage of his official position
to advance Congress interests which meant damaging Muslim
interests.

Menon was close to Sardar Patel, who had by the beginning of
1947, as a hard realist, come to the conclusion that partition was
inevitable and provided the only solution, at the moment, to the
Indian problem. Menon appeared at this stage as a link between
the British Government through Lord Mountbatten and the
Congress High Command through Sardar Patel whose anti-
Muslim policies are too notorious to be gone into but let me
confine myself to what Mr. C. S. Venkatachar, who was, at one
time, a successor of Mr. V. P. Menon as Secretary of the Ministry
of States, says:

"He was a man of few words, never articulate. He held in his
hands all the levers of the party machinery. He was anti-Muslim.
He had his own estimate of Jinnah's strength which, pitted
against the Congress, appeared to him weak. Patel thought there
was no point in paying a high price to a weak opponent....... He
watched with satisfaction the militant mood of the Hindus in the
Congress as well as in such organizations outside the Congress
as the Hindu Mahasabha and the R.S.S. He had nothing but
contempt for the nationalist Muslims of Azad, reluctantly remitting
them money, while being sarcastic about their dubious loyalty. K.

' Freedom at Midnight, p. 8.
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———

M. Munshi's campaign for Akhand Hindustan, in answer to
Jinnah's Pakistan, had Patel's tacit support....... He honestly
believed that Jinnah had not the quality in him to lead a mass
movement nor the nerve to send people to destruction. But when
Jinnah did produce the joker from the pack, by calling out the
Muslim mob and commencing civil war, Patel took due notice.
And when the Leaguers joined the Central Government in
October 1946 and split the Government into two hostile factions,
he made up his mind that partition was inevitable, if the British
were to be got out. He accepted early in 1947 V.P. Menon's
formula of two dominions for demission of power by Britain.
Behind the scene he arranged the steps towards partition- the
details of which may never be known."1

Speaking of his role as a go-between, Mr. Menon admits:

"l reminded him (Sardar Patel) that ever since | had met him for the
first time on 21 August 1946, | had made it my purpose to consult

him

as far as possible on important developments in the

constitutional field, and | particularly added that it had been his
powerful support that made possible the transfer of power. We had
indeed got on well together, resolving occasional differences of
opinion by mutual and amicable discussion. The position at that time
was that though | consulted Sardar, the final responsibility for

whatever advice | gave to the Governor-General, was mine.

llz

It now appears that as a result of the secret British-Congress under-standing,
the Congress undertook:

(1) To keep India in the British Commonwealth; and
(2) To have Mountbatten as its first Governor-General.

Lord Mountbatten undertook:-
(1) Earlier transfer of power in August, 1947, as against the already
stipulated June, 1948,
(2) Partition of Punjab and Bengal and a promise to transfer Calcutta to

India.

! Partition of India, Philips & Mary Doreen.
? Partition of India, p, 474-475.
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PARTITION PLAN MODIFIED AT NEHRU'S WILL

According to Lord Ismay, Mountbatten and‘his Advisers prepared a partition
plan and sent it to London through him. The British Cabinet made certain
changes and sent back the revised plan to Delhi. What happened next is
described by Lord Mountbatten himself;-

"I was in Simla, taking a short rest though in fact the most important
single piece of business of all happened there. Nehru was staying
with me when the British Government's amended version of our plan
arrived. | decided to back a lunch; since Nehru was there with me |
would show it straight away to him in confidence. Of course, | could
never have thought of such a thing, if we already had not been such
good friends. This was something | could not possibly have done
except on some complete mutual trust. Nehru turned the new draft
down flat. He said it would lead to the Balkanization of India and he
could have nothing to do with it. And he doubted if any party

would....... V.P. Menon was with me in Simla and he came to the
rescue again. We, all of us, worked at full pressure to find a new
formula....... It was the third June Plan."*

-

Lord Ismay has clearly stated that the partition plan which he took to
London had shown Calcutta as having been awarded to India. 2 This is
important because the future of Calcutta had to be decided by the Boundary
Commission which had yet to come into being as the plan had not been
announced as yet. Lord Mountbatten took the revised plan to London on the
19th of May and it is obvious that he must have told the British Government
of the understandings reached between him and the Congress High
Command.

JOINT GOVERNOR-GENERALSHIP EPISODE
and
THE PARTITION OF GURDASPUR

In the Partition Plan as announced on 3rd June, Gurdaspur district,
which had 51.14 per cent Muslim majority, was shown as part of Pakistan.
On 4th June when Mountbatten was questioned at a press conference

' John Terraine, p. 153-154.
* Memoirs, p. 499.
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convened to explain the plan, as to why he had stated in his broadcast the
previous evening that:

“"the ultimate boundaries will be settled by a Boundary Commission
and will almost certainly not be identical with those which had been
provisionally adopted."’

He replied:

"I put that in for the simple reason that in the district of Gurdaspur in
the Punjab, the population is 50.4 per cent Muslims, | think, and
49.6% non-Muslims. With a difference of 0.8 percent, you will see at
once that it is unlikely that the Boundary Commission will throw the
whole of the district into the Muslim majority areas."?

This clearly betrays a guilty mind. The following questions naturally present
themselves:

(1)
(2)
(3)

(4)

(5)

Why did not Mountbatten mention any other area either in Bengal or
Punjab and just confined himself to Gurdaspur?
After all, why had he studied the population figures of this district in
such minute detail?
Even before the Boundary Commission was set up, how and why did
he commit himself publicly to the partition of the district by emphatically
saying that it was unlikely for the Commission to throw the whole of the
district into Pakistan, let alone the use of the unfortunate word "throw"
and its implications?
Did he also, by being deliberately so indiscreet, intend to give a public
assurance to Maharaja Hari Singh that the district of Gurdaspur was
going to be partitioned in a way as to provide him with a direct and
easy access to the Union of India?

OR
Was this statement intended as a threat or a bargaining lever to secure
Muslim League's agreement to his appointment as Joint Governor-
General?

Gurdaspur, it may be recalled, had four tehsils, Pathankot, Batala,

Gurdaspur and Shakargarh. Pathankot alone was a Hindu majority tehsil.
Batala had an over-all Muslim majority of 31,000.°

! Mohammad Ali, p. 215.
2 Mohammad Ali, p. 215.
3 Mrs. Satya Rai Mehta, p. 52.
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Unfortunately another incident of far reaching consequences
happened at the time. It was Mountbatten's maddening desire to be the
Governor-General of both India and Pakistan. Vanity was his greatest
weakness; he wanted to go down in history, not so much as the man who
presided over the 'liquidation of Her Majesty's Indian Empire but as such a
great statesman who, despite the deep mutual distrust of Hindus and
Muslims, had so won their confidence as to have been requested by both to
be gracious enough to Head their countries after attainment of freedom. The
Muslim League High Command was not prepared to do so. It had its own
reasons for it; firstly, because it was already regretfully aware of
Mountbatten's pro-Congress leanings and secondly, a British Governor-
General may have provoked criticism in the country. 'Whatever the position,
it is now a historically proved fact that it hurt his pride and also embarrassed
his position at home because he may have perhaps already conveyed that
both the countries were likely to have him as their Governor-General. The
depth of his anger and disappointment may be judged from the following
acgounts:

After he learnt of the M. L. decision, he gate-crashed into the room of
the Quaid-e-Azam in the viceregal lodge and earnestly took up the matter
again. Here is their conversation:

Mountbatten:  "Do you realise what this will cost you?"

Quaid-e-Azam: "It may cost me several crores of rupees in assets."

Mountbatten: "It may well cost you the whole of your assets and the future
of Pakistan."

Says Ch. Muhammad Ali:

"He belaboured the Quaid-e-Azam with arguments and appeals and
bluster. He maintained that the proposal for a common Governor-
General was inspired by the highest motives and was in the interests
of Pakistan. Without him as common Governor-General, Pakistan
would put itself at the gravest disadvantage. It was with the greatest
difficulty that he was securing for Pakistan what was due to her and,
unless it was known that he would continue in this position even after
partition his power to help Pakistan would rapidly diminish. The
responsibility for the immeasurable loss to Pakistan would rest on
the shoulders of Jinnah."?

lan Stephens, then Editor of the Statesman and a British journalist of
great repute and known-impartiality, has said:

' Hodson, p. 331.
? Mohammad Ali, p. 1877.
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“Lord Mountbatten himself seemed personally riled by it. Those
brought in touch with him would doubtless agree that his weakness,
perhaps the only one, was a curiously sensitive kind of vanity.
Murphy's biography confirms this. That someone of his superb gifts
should have had such a characteristic is odd; but evidently it was so.
And it seemed noticeable at an Editors' conference arranged the
afternoon before Mr. Jinnah's decision was announced. Several of us
inferred that the decision had not merely caused him political worry,
but had hurt him. Perhaps he had set his heart on becoming dual
Governor-General; the rebuff knocked against his most vulnerable
point, his pride."'

And again, he says:

"His weak point, some said, was vanity. At his talks with journalists in
July, when Mr. Jinnah's decision to become Pakistan's first
Governor-General was disclosed, his pride had seemed hurt, though
we thought needlessly. For how could anyone, however able,
function effectively as Governor-General of both the Dominions?
Perhaps however, his dislike of Mr. Jinnah, now so clear, dated from
then. The implications were unpleasant.

But | guess too at something deeper; himself a hustler, "dynamic”, it
was a word often on his lips and Pandit Nehru's - had he let himself
be hustled into an over-simplified interpretation of Indo-Pakistani
facts? Had his left leanings misled him? The Congress party had
friendly associations with British leftists, with Labour. Perhaps to
eyes such as his - necessarily top level eyes, because in his job he
had little time for any but the top men - the Congress with its
sophisticated charming leaders was a progressive, dynamic party
and therefore ccingenial, the Muslim League, by contrast,
reactionary." 2

The resuit of the Muslim League decision not to have him as
Governor General of Pakistan embittered him to the extent of totally
forgetting the imperative demand of his office as Crown Representative to act
impartially towards both the parties. He was now openly pro-Hindu and anti-
Pakistan and only too eager to be available to damage Pakistan's interests
as much as lay within his power. As all that happened behind the scenes has
not been made public as yet, it is too early to say whether it was Hindu's
superb and imaginative diplomacy that largely cast him into his anti-Pakistan
role or it was something deeper.

! lan Stephens, p. 112.
? lan Stephens, p. 113.
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Was the Muslim League decision to reject Mountbatten's proposal to
have him as joint Governor-General, correct? In Pakistan, the public opinion
generally supports it, not necessarily because of any critical appraisal but
because the Father-Figure of the Quaid-e-Azam whose superb handling of
‘Muslim politics and whose strategy against the formidable Anglo-Hindu axis,
proved its worth in almost every situation, has quite naturally, given his
decisions a sanctity, unique in the annals of the British Sub-continental
politics. The decision is justified on several counts. For instance, late
Maulana Zafar Ali Khan told Chaudhry Ghulam Abbas Khan in my presence
in his office In 1948 that the Quaid-e-Azam had decided to become the
Governor General himself because it had been already decided to appoint
Britishers as Governors in four out of the five provinces as well as to the
three top posts in the Army, Air Force and Navy, and the appointment of
Mountbatten as Governor General might have created an adverse popular
reaction for having the Britishers on all the top posts. This is what the Quaid-
e-Azam also told Mountbatten'. However, the argument commonly advanced
by intellectuals, such as Mr. A.K. Brohi or researcher-cum-patriots like
Burque, is that it was constitutionally practically impossible to have a
common Governor General presiding over two antagonistic cabinets.
The main argument advanced by Mr. A. K Brohi is:

“It was impossible in principle to have two sovereign Dominions
sharing one and the same Governor-General specially one who in
his capacity as the constitutional head of the two Dominions
nevertheless would receive conflicting advice from the two dominion
cabinets concerning the way the problems of partition had to be
solved, and it required to be no prophet to see that if the
constitutional head had to act with reference to the conflicting advice
he received, as he was bound to receive from the Congress and the
Muslim League, he could not have solved any problem."

Those who take a different view and who are at present in a small
minority, answer this argument by saying that it was then primarily for
Mountbatten to decide whether he could function as common Governor-
General of the two countries. As he was not only prepared for it but had set
his heart upon it, he should have been put to test. His being the common
Governor-General, did not bind us to any particular course of action, nor was
his advice binding upon us. If it was found that our interests were not served,
what could have prevented us from putting an end to the arrangement? It is
also claimed that as he would have naturally lived in Delhi for a longer
period, his thinking was bound to be oriented by our enemy Nehru but why

"' Hodson. p. 330.
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suppose it would have been so? His longer presence in Delhi could,
conversely, they argue, also be an asset for us because he would have been
there to influence New Delhi thinking on Pakistan.

After all, the minority argues, each cabinet was to administer its own
country. Even without Mountbatten as joint-Governor-General, the two
countries did NOT go to war. If despite Anglo-Hindu efforts to the contrary, a
united India had to be partitioned even with Mountbatten as the authoritarian
Governor-General, simply because we demanded partition, how could it have
been reunited after partition, if Mountbatten was saddled as common
Governor-General? If he could not prevent partition with all the imperial
power as his feet, how could he bring about reunification in his capacity as a
ceremonial Governor-General? With the Quaid-e-Azam as Prime Minister,
how could he damage our interests or bring about a reunification? It is an
altogether different matter if we say that it was as a reprisal for his pro-Nehru
role that we did not accept him as a common Governor-General, but there
seems to be no force in the claim that he could or would have damaged our
interests if he had been appointed common Governor-General. No decision-
making power vested in him. In his own interests, he may have proved a
bridge-head.

It seems that his statement about Gurdaspur on 4th June may have
been intended as a threat to secure Muslim League agreement to his
appointment to a post, he had unfortunately set his heart at. He it was who
used his skill and charm as well as his royal prestige in pushing hundreds of
unwilling princes into the Indian Union; he it was whose very presence and
tact prevented the Balkanisation of India as was not only foreseen before
independence but to which end certain powerful elements opposed to
Congress were working for; he it was who was instrumental in the allotment
of Muslim tehsils of Gurdaspur, Batala, Zira and Freozepur to India; he it was
who took responsibility for the accession of Kashmir and assumed
operational command in the Kashmir fighting. It is an instance how Hindu
foresight had better of our principles. The subtle working of Hindu mind may
be judged from the following extract:

“Incidentally | proposed that the active co-operation of Lord
Mountbatten should be secured. Apart from his position, his grace
and his gifts, his relationship with the Royal family was bound to
influence the rulers. Sardar whole-heartedly agreed and asked me to
approach him without delay.

A day or two later, | met Lord Mountbatten and mentioned to him my
talk with Sardar and our tentative plan. | asked for his help in getting
the States to accede on three subjects. | pointed out that they would
not be losing anything in the result and suggested that it would be a
great act of statesmanship on his part if he could bring it about. | felt
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that he was deeply touched by my remark that the wounds of
partition might to some extent be healed by the States entering into
relationship with the Government of India and that he would be
earning the gratitude of generations of Indians if he could assist in
achieving the basic unity of the country"’

That is why some people hold the view that the decision not to
accept him as common Governor-General, though legally and morally
unexceptionable, was, nevertheless, politically inexpedient. He was, no
doubt, pro-Nehru but it was after we rejected his proposal, that he became
vindictive and revengeful in the extreme. That does him no credit; the
question, however, is not what was creditable or discreditable on his part, but
whether it was not a tactical mistake to have pushed him deeper into the
enemy camp when even Pakistan had NOT taken shape and the States, in
and around the geographic entity of Pakistan, had yet to make a decision on
accession.

This is, at best, what the microscopic minority of critics of the
decision say. | think the future generations would be in a better position to
decide it for themselves. :

According to Chaudhri Muhammad Ali, Justice Din Muhammad
informed the Pakistan Government that when the question of the allocation of
the tehsils of Ferozepur and Zira came up for final consideration before the
Commission, Radcliffe told them (Muslim members) that it was unnecessary
to argue so obvious a point. On the 9th of August Chaudhri Muhammad Ali
went to Delhi to convey to Lord Ismay the disturbing reports received by the
Quaid-e-Azam and Liaquat Ali Khan about the likely decision on the Punjab
boundary, particularly in the Gurdaspur district. On reaching the Viceregal
Lodge, he was told that Lord Ismay was closeted with Radcliffe. After about
an hour, when he was ushered in, he conveyed these apprehensions to Lord
Ismay who professed ignorance. A map of the Punjab was hanging on a wall
and Chaudhri Muhammad Al led Lord Ismay to the map to explain his point.
States Chaudhri Muhammad Ali:

“When | plied Ismay with details of what had been reported to us, he
said he could not follow me. There was a map hanging in the room
and | beckoned him to the map so that | could explain the position to
him with its help. There was a pencil line drawn across the map of
the Punjab. The line followed the boundary that had been reported to
the Quaid-e-Azam. | said that it was unnecessary for me to explain
further since the line already drawn on the map, indicated the
boundary | had been talking about. Ismay turned pale and asked in

' Menon, p. 98
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confusion who had been fooling with this map. This line differed from
the final boundary in only one respect: the Muslim majority tehsils of
Ferozepur and Zira in the Ferozepur district were still on the side of
Pakistan as in the sketch-map."’

Another piece of evidence is a map abandoned, hastily, or due to
carelessness, by Governor Jenkins which fell into the hands of Sir Francis
Mudie who forwarded it to the Quaid-e-Azam. Jenkins had requested George
Abell, Private Secretary to Lord Mountbatten to inform him about the main
outlines of the Punjab Boundary Award in order to make necessary
administrative and security arrangements. Abell contacted Secretary to
Radcliffe and on the basis of the information thus furnished, he conveyed to
Jenkins on 8th August a sketch map which showed Gurdaspur as having
been partitioned on the lines later confirmed but the tehsils of Zira and
Ferozepur were still forming part of Pakistan.

Wrote Abbel :

“I enclose a map showing roughly the boundary which Sir Cyril
Radcliffe proposes to demarcate in his award and a note by
Christopher Beaumont (Private Secretary to Radcliffe) describing it.
There will not be any great change from the boundary, but it will have
to be accurately defined with reference to village and zail boundaries
in the Lahore district.

The award itself is expected within the next 48 hours and | will let
you know later about the probable time of announcement."?

It is inconceivable that Beaumont could have supplied the map and
the explanatory note which seems missing, without prior clearance from Sir
Radcliffe. The words of Sir Abbel that "there will not be any great change
from the boundary (conveyed)" except accurate demarcation with reference
to village and zail (a term used for a group of villages in the Punjab, headed
by a hereditary man of influence known as Zaildar, just as each village had a
Lambardar) and the further information that it was expected to be announced
within 48 hours, leaves no doubt that it was already ready - in so far as
Radcliffe was concerned. .

It came to light for the first time in 1969 that on the Sth of August
Lord Mountbatten had a disastrous meeting with Radcliffe, also attended by
Lord Ismay, at the latter's house.® It was at Ismay's house on the same day
that Ch. Muhammad Ali met him and saw a map with a pencil line showing

' Emergence of Pakistan, p. 218.
? Hodson. p. 352.
? Hodson, p. 354.
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Gurdaspur and Batalo as part of India. Caught red-handed, under his own
roof, Ismay turned pale and could only say: "Who has been fooling with this
map?" Chief Justice Munir, a member of the Boundary Commission, calls it a
childish reply.’

Mountbatten had arranged for Radcliffe's stay in Delhi in a house of
the Viceregal estate. Campbell Johnson who has recorded in minute details
the day-to-day activities of Lord Mountbatten has, for obvious reasons,
thought it expedient to keep silent about this important and decisive meeting
Radcliffe had with Mountbatten on 9th August. The award must have been
ready before the 8th - the date when Abell informed Jenkins about its details.
Lord Ismay who was present in the meeting has also maintained complete
silence about it. However, as the truth must always in the end prevail, Mr.
Hodson who was Reforms Commissioner before Mr. V. P. Menon and who
was persuaded by Lord Mountbatten to write an account of the partition of
India and has done so largely as a Mountbatten fan, has disclosed that apart
from having met Radcliffe soon after his arrival, Mountbatten also had a
meeting with him on or about the 9th of August in the Viceregal Lodge and
the only other person present was Lord Ismay. No records are obviously
available as to what happened in the meeting. It needs to be emphasised
that the Viceroy did not summon him to his quarters but chose Ismay's house
as its venue. Was the intention to keep it secret? The absence of any record
of the talks held, the fact that the information about the meeting was withheld
from the press and the Muslim League, and the further fact that it remained a
secret for over twenty years, when read and considered in the light of
Mountbatten's role as a promoter of Hindu interests at the cost of Pakistan
and the evidence - unimpeachable by itself - of surrounding circumstances
showing that there was variation in the award after Radcliffe left Lahore and
before it was announced, and again, after Abell communicated the partition
map to Jenkins, leave no room for doubt that Lord Mountbatten used all his
power and prestige to persuade Radcliffe to change his award in favour of
India. That there was a change is also borne out from the following account
left by Sir Firoze Khan Noon:

"My opportunity (to ask Radcliffe) came in the autumn of 1956 when
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