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ci^apt&r — V 

BRITISH POLICY TOWARDS INDIAN STATES: WITH 

REFERENCE TO COOCH BEHAR ( 1 8 1 3 - 1 8 5 7 ) 

This period marked by a tendency of the Company whereby it 

had made all the Indian States subordinated by compelling them to 

enter into subsidiary alliances. Circumstances compelled the Indian 

States to accept the domination of the Company as the paramount 

power in the country. The States were to give either money or 

considerable portion of territory so that the company might be able 

to keep a contingent force either in the State or outside for its 

protection. The Indian States joining the subsidiary alliance had to 

turn out all the non-English and European employees from its 

service. The joining S|ate was not to conduct any foreign relations 

other than to the British Government. In cases of inter State 

disputes the joining States in subsidiary alliance had to accept that 

the British Government was to guarantee the territorial integrity of 

the State. While implementing this policy Lord Hastings brought 

into the subsidiary system 145 States in Central India, 145 States 
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in Kathiwar and 20 States in Rajputana. He enunciated a policy of 

complete subordination and isolation, but he was against the 

annexation of the Indian States. His successors did not share his 

views and annexed Sind, Punjab, Oudh and other minor States. The 

opinion of Lord Dalhousie was that Lord Hastings was wrong in 

propping up minor principalities and the only way of preventing 

misrule in the State was to annex them. He evolved the theory of 

constructive feudalism and enunciated the Doctrine of Laps and 

escheat by which he annexed Satara, Nagpur, Tanjore, Ja ipur and 

Jahnsi . 

The doctrine of laps implied that on the failure of the natural 

heir, the sovereignty of the independent States held on a 

subordinate tenure would be lapsed to the paramount power. The 

British Government did not recognise the right of those States to 

adopt heirs, although such a convention had existed for a long time. 

But the doctrine of laps was not applicable to protect allies. 

Mentioning to the abuses in the administration of some of the 

Indian States, Lord Dalhousie declared that, 'the British 

Government in the exercise of a wise and sound policy is bound not 

to put side or neglect such rightful opportunities of acquiring 

territory or revenue as may from time to time present themselves 

whether they arise from the laps of subordiante states by the failure 

of heirs natural where succession can be sustained only by the 

sanction of the Government being given to the ceremony of 
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adoption, according to Hindu Law. The Government is bound, in 

duty as well as policy, to act on every such occasion with the purest 

integrity and in the most scrupulous observance of good faith. 

Whenever even a shadow of doubt can be shown, the claims should 

not at once be adandoned"'. 

This phase ranging from 1813 to 1858 is by far the most 

important in the history of the relationship of the States to the 

British Government. It witnessed a metamorphosis of the Indian 

States from a congeries of quasi-independent units, some openly 

hostile, antagonistic, doubtful and resentful. Step by step the 

Company had been driven by inexorable fate to abandon its policy 

of 'Ringfence' and non-interference and passed through the system 

of subordinate alliance to the generous policy of cooperative 

partnership^. • 

The period between Wellesley's departure and the arrival of 

Marques of Hastings in 1813 is traditionally regarded as an 

interregnum marked by a reversal of the forward policy. But this 

period in no sense marked a mere return to the pre-Wellesley days 

because this was no longer possible although the Court of Directors 

intended. Indeed, it is form this time onwards that the development 

of two different schools in Anglo-Indian administration can be 

discernible. Both this schools holding exactly opposite idea, had one 

common ground. This was the realisation of the fact, that the 
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subsidiary system was inconvenient and that it had entailed upon 

the com]3any additional responsibility. 

Cornwallis came in India for the second time with fullest 

instruction to reverse his predecessors' policy and it developed upon 

Sir George Barlow and Lord Minto. Lord Minto tried to avoid treaty 

engagements with Indian powers with few exceptions, like the case 

of Kathiawar, Bundel-Khand etc. During the time of Lord Hastings 

the interrupted policy of Wellesley pushed to its logical conclusion. 

In his policy he surpassed Wellesley by substituting the policy of 

subsidiary alliance. Under these policy old treaties of mutual amity, 

friendly cooperation and reciprocal obligations were replaced by 

those of subordinate cooperation, allegiance and loyality. This 

system had the obvious aim to render the British Government 

paramount in effect. When Hastings laid the reins of administration 

and left India, all the Indian powers had either vanished or offered, 

and the Company's Government had emerged as the paramount 

power mostly in all of India. With Hastings departure also departed 

an age, and the period that followed the gradual growth of the 

authority of the British Residents in matters of internal affairs of 

States. 

The policy of interference in the internal affairs of the Indian 

States reflected in the events of the Cooch Behar State. The advent 

of the East India Company in the Cooch Behar State marked a 
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breach with the past and the relation between the company's 

authority and the then Raja Harendra Narayan took a serious turn. 

The personal administrative period of Raja Harendra Narayan (1801 

- 1839) is to be remembered, as an era of tremendous resistance to 

the attempt of the British to introduce reforms in the State and this 

conflict was not limited to the political scene only. The kings 

preference of traditionalism accentuated the conflict both in 

political and in social matters. The roots of the conflict were many 

and they developed surrounding the powers and functions of the 

Commissioners. 

According to the recommendation of the Mercer and Cheuvet 

Commission, Henry Dauglaus was appointed as commissioner of 

Cooch Behar State in 1789. Soon after his resuming the Charge 

Dauglaus tried to make room for direct participation of the East 

India Company into the affairs of Cooch Behar State. Taking 

advantage of the minority of the Raja Harendra Narayan the 

commissioner wielded the overall authority in the State. After 

achieving majority Raja Harendra Harayan decided to rule the State 

with powers which his ancestors exercised before. The 

commissioners of the State were entrusted with the task of 

achieving the ends of the Governor General in council in forming a 

concert with the Raja. But the king expressed his strong 

resentments to the measures contemplated and insisted on his 

right as an independent ruler of his own territor3^ Due to the 
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resistance from the king the East India Company was compelled to 

withdraw his commissioner from the Cooch Behar State for the time 

being. 

The presence of the Commissioner at Cooch Behar State had 

restrained the authority of the Raja. With the withdrawal of the 

commissioner all checks were removed and duties connected with 

the administration had all along been performed b̂ ^ the native 

officers, as a result of which many of the old abuses crept into the 

Government of the State^. Chaos and anarchy prevailed in the 

State. The consequence was that the administration became very 

loose and the revenue collection fell to an alarming stage. 

As the revenue was the most vital matter of the British, they 

did not remain idle for a long time. Besides the revenue, the law 

and order in this strategically important State had been grave. To 

remedy the situation, the office of the Resident Commissioner was 

again revived with the hope that he might introduce proper rules for 

the collection of the public revenue, and would try to establish 

Regulations so as to effect speedy and pure administration of 

justice, but the attempt of the company proved of no avail, in 

consequence of the Raja's aversion to reform''. 

During this time the collectors of Rangpur carried on the 

duties in connection with Cooch Behar State from Rangpur. They 

were not unprejudicious in their relation with the Raja and the 

defects and irregularities of the Cooch Behar Court and the 
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functions of the Raja Harendra Narayan were often sent upto the 

East India Company's government in a highly exaggerated form 

which made the matter worse between the Company and the Cooch 

Behar State^. The collectors of Rangpur sometimes interfered into 

matters of little inportance in the internal administration and terms 

were dictated to the king and thus the patience of the ruler of the 

State was sorely taxed^. In such state of affairs the East India 

Company determined to exercise a thorough and efficient 

interference into the internal affairs of Cooch Behar State with an 

eye to eradicate the evils of the administration-'. Accordingly, 

anothef Resident Commissioner was appointed for the Cooch Behar 

State and the Commissioner was specially instructed to introduce 

some reform in the administrative affairs of the State. 

Administration and judiciary had been solely the internal matters of 

the State and the rulers were supreme in formulating the systems 

in these respects, the British Government tried to establish their 

unseen control over these systems. This led to further 

complications in the relations with the Raja of Cooch Behar State. 

The company tried to bring about certain modifications like, 

separate systems of the law for the Hindus and the Muhammadans^ 

with the intention to expand the Company's authority after 

curtailing the judicial power of the king.'^ Thus, the judicial 

measures, cherished by the company formed one of the major 
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sources which laid the foundation for confrontation with the Raja. 

Controversy arose between the king and the Raja on the issue of 

printing coin and the succession problem. 

The coining of money had become an improtant issue 

throughout the personal reign of Raja Harendra Narayan after he 

attained majority, while the Raja wanted to keep the flag of tradition 

and long practised coinage system high, the company wanted to 

bring about changes in the cureency system for their own 

administrative conveniencei'-'. The prevailing medium of exchange in 

this region was Narayani Mudra". The Company's Government 

decided to stop the Narayani coin by putting forward the terms of 

the treaty of 1773 in which the right of coinage was not 

acknowledged. The motives behind the desire in stopping the 

Narayani Mudra were many. It was in the first place that the 

company was facing difficulties in the shapes of counterfeit coins; 

and the ultimate aim of the Company was to bring the fiscal system 

of the State as was prevalent in the company's territory. On the 

other hand, the Corxipany was eager to introduce Sicca and 

Farukkabad coins which were the chief medium of exchange in the 

areas directly governed by the Company'2. The right to coining 

money was revoked by the Company finally in 1805 AD'-*. Another 

important issue had been that the right of minting was not restored 
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to the Raja, he paid the State's Tribute' to the Company in 

Narayani coin to prove his sovereign rights in the financial 

management of the State^"^. But the non-compromising attitude of 

the Raja was subserved by the conciliatory attitude of Captain 

Jenkins who was appointed company's agent in North East Frontier 

and visited the State in the closing years of the rule of Raja 

Harendra Narayan. He was successful in improving the relations 

and achieved better result that the strict and uncompromising 

attitude of his (Jenkins) predecessors'-"'. 

The controversial relation between the East India Company 

and the Cooch Behar State reached at its height during the time of 

Lord Dalhousie. Dalhousie gave a new edge to the Company's 

expansionist policy as this policy is known as the 'Doctrine of 

Lapse'. In the matter of succession issue which had been developed 

towards the closing years of Raja Harendra Narayan the company 

played an active role and exerted its fullest influence over the 

succession question. Possibly, it was the intention of the company 

to breach the internal harmony among the inheritors to the throne. 

The following incidents would substantiate the statement. While 

Raja Harendra Narayan intended that his son Rajendra Narayani*^ 

should inherit the throne, the company favoured the claim of 

Shivendra Narayan over the throne of Cooch Behar State''^. The 
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attitude of the Company has been mainfested from the letter of Mr. 

Swinton, Secretary to the Government, 22"^ October, 1824 to Mr. 

Scot, the Agent to the Governor General on North West Frontier'^. 

On the question of succession the Raja's will was thwarted by the 

desire of the Company and Shibendra Narayan ascended to the 

throne. This can be mentioned here that for the first time the 

question of succession over the throne had been settled by an alien; 

the East India Company, violating the provision of the Treaty 

(1773), that the Company would not interfere in the internal affairs 

of Cooch Behar State. 

From the discussion it is clear that during the reign of 

Harendra Narayan the Company did not follow its all India State 

Policy and tried to interfere into the affairs of the Cooch Behar 

State. But they could not come out successful due to the strong 

resistance from the Raja. After the death of Raja Harendra Narayan 

the Company successfully interfered and established control on 

Cooch Behar State administration. The authorit}^ pursued by the 

East India company during this phase had also been observed in 

breach of the State of Cooch Behar .The hegemony of the British 

paramountcy over Cooch Behar State was almost made complete. 
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