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ABSTRACT.

Prom the late eighteenth century loose bodies of 
light horsemen had hung about the skirts of the Maratha 
armies, slowly developing from mere hangers-on to recognised 
auxiliaries of the Maratha chiefs, and even, as with the 
Pathan forces of Amir Khan, as their agents. After 
Wellesley*s campaigns had broken the regular Maratha armies, 
and reduced the power of the Maratha chiefs, the Pathans and 
Pindaris extended their scope and numbers until, despite 
checks administered by oindia, they became rivals threatening 
the resources or even the existence of the Marathas. In face 

of this development of large armies of free plunderers in 
Central India the Company first showed itself rigidly defensive 
and isolationist. This policy, dictated by the stresses of 
the Napoleonic War, the financial and administrative 
consequences of rapid British expansion in India under Wellesl^ 
and by the attitude of the Court of Directors wa,s clung to 
from 1805 to 1809. Under Minto, preoccupied though he was 
with affairs outside India, the defensive system became less 
rigid, so that where once the Company showed itself unwilling 
even to employ the subsidiary forces with the Nizam or v/ith 
the Peshwa in the defence of its allies’ territories by the 
end of Minto*s Governor-Ueneralship British military aid 
had been freely offered to the Nagpur state in repelling the 
Pathan attack. The discussion of this gradual change in



policy forms the heart of the thesis. Prom the arrival of 
Moira, later created Lord Hastings, the shift towards a more 
active policy against the Pathans and Pindaris, and a reshaping 
of the Company1s relations with the Maratha chiefs became a 
positive, rather than a mere reflex action. The final chapters

hillustrate the winnig over of the Council in Calcutta and of the 
Authorities in London to Hastings’ point of view, the carrying- 
out of a successful military campaign to destroy the predatory 
system, and the measures taken to resettle the freebooters so 
as to make impossible any revival of their power.



CHAPTER I•

INTRODUCTION

In the early nineteenth century we meet with a body 
of mercenaries or freebooters called the Pindaris who achieved 
considerable military and political importance both in their 
own right and in the service of the Marathas and other powers 
of central and Western India. These Pindaris consisted of 
men of many races and religions and are to be identified by 
their being detached from any settled home territory or fixed
alliance. They were a shifting collection of mercenaries ready
%
to take the pay of anyone with sufficient money in his purse, 
and to move against any territory worth the plundering.

The Pindaris were mentioned as having served the 
Marathas as early as the beginning of the eighteenth century.
In 1705 as soon as Zulifiqar Khan arrived at the Imperial 
camp, Aurangzib ordered him to march against the Marathas 
and the Pindaris, who were then ravaging the Mughal territories 
south of the Narmada. At that time their most notable leader 
was Ponapa. They also assisted the Maratha forces in plundering 
the Carnatic and occupying Vellore early in the reign of Shahu.1

We also hear in Manucci's Storia do Mogor of the 
Mughal armies being accompanied by such plundering hordes.
1. Perishta, History of the Dekhan, Tran. J. Scott, Vol.II, p.177
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"Along with the armies there march privileged and recognised 
thieves called Bederia, these are the first to invade the enemy 
territory, where they plunder everything they find. The hand
somest items are reserved for the general; the rest they sell 
on their own account. Prince Shah Alam, when he was within 
the territories of Ghivaji, near Goa, had in his army seven 
thousand such [Bidari]". 1 In the footnote Irvine has cate
gorically pointed out that these Bidaris cannot be "confounded

2v/ith the Pindarries". But it may not be overlooked that these
Bidaris bear a strong resemblance to the Pindaris in some
respects. Both the Pindaris and the Bidaris were auxiliaries,
of the Marathas and the Mughals respectively, and their services
were utilised by their respective masters in ravaging and
plundering enemy territories. The Pindaris had to pay one-
fourth of their booty to their masters, while the Bidaris gave
to the Mughal generals the choicest items they plundered in their
campaigns. "It may not therefore be altogether unreasonable,
though the objections of so great an authority as Irvine cannot
be lightly injected, to suppose that the Pendharis of the Peshwa
army had their prototypes in the Bidaris who followed the Mughal 

hforces"•
Besides the usual payment of the tax called Palpatti, 

which amounted to 25 percent of their booty, the Pindaris
1. Manucci - Storia Bp Mogor (1653-1708), Ed. W. Irvine, vol.II

p.U59.
2. Ibid., Fn. p.U59*
3* Peshwas1 Diary, Vol. IX, p.32U.
1*. Surendra Math Sen, Administrative System of the Marathas, 

p.583.
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sometimes had to pay a tent tax at the rate of 3 to 5 rupees
per tent for permission to live in the Maratha camps. ̂  It
would seem from the evidence available that the Maratha control 
of tbar auxiliaries was rather closer than that of the Mughals, 
for we do not hear of any precise orders for the distribution 
of booty, or for taxation in camp in the case of the Mughals 
and their Eidaries.

We may now ask whence these freebooting bands were re
cruited, and why they appeared, and when they did? The answer
seems to be in the progressive breakdown of the Mughal admini-

2strative structure in the'provinces. During Shahjahan!s reign 
nobles of the first rank ruled in almost all the provincesj

r i4Ae&\!b)ecause of large armies they had under their control, the
security and peace in general had been maintained. The people
were not only saved from any external danger, but also they
were free from the oppression of the imperial officers. But
the situation became altogether different during the last few

•5years of Aurangzib's reign. After the death of Bajaram and
his son, Karna in 1700, Tarabai, kajaram's wife crowned her son,
Shivaji, and immediately made a bold plan of ravaging the

k
Mughal territory in the Deccan. Kafi Khan, as quoted by Raghubir»v
Sinh, states that "she took vigorous measures for ravaging the 
Imperial territories and sent armies to plunder the six subahs
1. PeshwasT Diaries, vol.IX, pp.32U/325*
2. G.S. Safrjbesai, New History of the Ivarathas, Vol.Ill, p. bll•
3. Perishta, op.cit., p.107*



of the ^eccan as far as Sironj, Mandisor and the subah of Malwau
hot only the Marathas (wer^ thus frequently raiding the newly
conquered territories in the Deccan, but also the provinces
in many cases were held by the nobles of inferior rank who were

2unable to maintain sufficient number of troops, as the troops 
were more urgently needed in the far off frontier of the empire 
to fight the Marathas, the Rajputs and others. “The best sol
diers, the ablest officers and all the collected revenues were 
sent to the -beccan. Time and again orders were sent for the 
enrolment of soldiers and for sending them to the Deccan, and
no regard was paid to the fact that in some cases the forces

3were needed in that province too1'. As a result the question 
of internal security was neglected. This also led to the dis
obedience of mansabdars and officials to the Subadars in the 
provinces. The zamindars refused to obey the Faujdars, who 
had insufficient troops under their control, and became careless

Uin their revenue payment. Again, ‘’this diminished income
5forced the Governors to keep fewer men in their pay’*. “Except

some, who had ancestral estates, viz., Rao Dalpat, Ramsingh Hada
and Jai Singh Kachhawah”, states Sdrkar“I have not come across a
single noble, who kept even a thousand troopers in his con-
tingent”. The perpetual warfare that Aurangzib had to sustain
1* -Raghubir °inh, Malwa in transition, 1698-1765> p. 55*
2. J.N. Sarkar, History of Aurangzib, Vol.V, pp.10-11;

Ferishta, oo> cit., p.107*
3* Raghubir Sinh, on.cit., p.ill*
L j - .  Ferishta, op.cit., p.107*
5* Raghubir Sinfc, op.ctt., p.17*
6. J.N. Sarkar, op.cit., Vol.V., PP.U53-5U; quoted by Raghubir 

Sinh, op.cit., p.17*



against his enemies put a heavy pressure on the royal treasury 
to which the supply must come from the zaminclars. But in 
their turn "the Jaghirdars could not get possession of the 
Jaghires for want of troops, and if they did, their holding 
them for any time was so uncertain, that they did not consider 
the case of the farmers, but oppressed tfeam for money by every 
mode that avarice could devise".1 The condition was further 
aggravated because only too often when in the newly conquered 
territories of the Deccan Aurh^gsib appointed a -Jagirdar, the

Q /Marathas also appointed their ma£n to collect chouth. KafiA
^han then says, "they [the Maratha commanders] divided all the 
districts (Parganahs) among themselves and, following the 
practice of Imperial rule, they appointed their oubahdars 
(provincial Govennors) kamavishdars (revenue collectors) and 
rahdars (toll-collectors)".̂  In this way many places came under 
two masters at the same time, who exacted money from the people 
by every means of oppression^ and many of the poor farmers 
under the oppressions of both the masters "left off cultivating 
more ground than would barely subsist them, and in their turn 
became plunderers for want of employment".^

The failure of provincial control and order was not 
confined to the newly annexed Deccan. In the North India, 
Afghans and Sikhs, in Agra^ Jats, in Awadh Rohillas, all
1. Ferishta, op.cit., p.l07«
2. Ibid.
3. Kafi Khan, quoted by Raghubir Sinh, op.cit., p.36. 
k. Keri]|shta, op.cit., p.108.
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contributed to disorder and the impoverishment of ruled and
rulers alike. The Pindaris were well known as an assemblage
of all tribes and religions. But it is almost certain, as all
the accounts agree, that both their tfank and file and their
leaders were at all times mostly dominated by the Pathans
whose ancestors seemed to have been settled in the districts
about Bijapur and Hyderabad. On the dissolution of the last
Muslim dynasties of the Deccan, under whom they seemed to have
served, a vast number of people were thrown out of employment.
It is stated that “in the countries dependant on Hyderabad and
Beejapore which before their conquest maintained above two
hundred thousand horse, there were not now stationed above

2thirty four thousand1’.
The Marathas at that time were systematically haras

sing the regular Mughal armies by their well known desultory 
mode of warfare in which most of these unemployed soldiers are 
supposed to have been readily absorbed. The Maratha way of 
fighting and the prospect of gaining rich plunder in Mughal 
territories were more attractive than the fixed wages for 
regular soldiers in the Mughal service, i'hey served their 
new masters in more than one capacity, /heir employment at 
first was ”to accompany the Bheeneewallah or quarter-master 
general, to go out with foraging parties, and to assist in 
supplying the Bazar with grain, besides performing other
1. Memorandum prepared by Jenkins in 1812, Military Records, 

Vol.212, p.28/
2. Ferishta, op.cit., p.l07«
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services of' a plundering body suited to the maxims of a pre
datory warfare" .1 In the system ever since the days of Shiva ji 
and Santaji Ghorpade, the Marathas had always maintained a class 
of '‘unpaid auxiliaries" attached to the different chiefsf 
fighting quota. Besides other functions their foremost duty 
was "to step in the moment the battle ended and finish the
enemy by seizing his property and camp equipage and destroying

2his power of recovery." It may be noted that these "unpaid 
auxiliaries" attached to the different Maratha chiefs had cer- 
tairi^ommon features with the Pindaris of the nineteenth cen
tury in their activities and ways of living.

The "unpaid auxiliaries" of the Maratha chiefs, 
as Grant Duff says, "set off with little provision, no baggage 
except the blanket on their saddles, and no animals but led 
horses, with bags prepared for the reception of their plunder.
If they halted during a part of the night, like the Pindharees 
of modern times, they slept with their bridles in their hands
  during that time their swords,were laid by their sides,
and their spears were generally at their horsesf head stuck
in the ground...... The great object of this class was plunder;
and the leaders and their troops, though they generally rendered 
a partial account to the head of the state, dissipated or 
embezzled the greater part of their collection."

1. Memorandum prepared by Jenkins, the Resident at Nagpur, in 
1812, Military Records, vol.212, p.29*

2. Sandesai, op.cit., vol.Ill, p.U77*
3. J. Grant Duff, History of the Mahrathas, vol.I, 2+th edition, 

p.338.
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Similarly the food (on the march) of the Pindaris^7 
in the nineteenth century was practically nothing "more than 
corn plucked from the fields as they pass and separated from 
the chaffs [sic.] by rubbing between the hands, this and a 
drink of water are perhaps the only nourishment they can pro
cure, till they attain some place of comparative security.” ^
To them tents or baggage of any description were an unnecessa
ry burden. They carried with them practically nothing except 
their arms, and their saddle cloths were their bed. They had
neither encampments, nor regular halting places. Their

2principal weapons we re long spears and swords. They were in 
general mounted upon small strong horses. They could march 
without halting for a long time, if they halted during the 
night they slept ''with bridles in their hands”. Their main 
occupation was plunder and the fourth part of their plunder 
was regarded as the property of the Government employing them.^ 

Hence it appears that these "unpaid auxiliaries”
were no others but the forefathers of the Pindaris of the nine
teenth century. In the progress of conquest by the Marathas 
particularly during the time of Bajirao I the Pindaris found 
wide employment and not unfrequently they accompanied him in 
his expeditions into Ilindusthan.® They jointly with their
1. Some accounts of the habits of the Pindarrie^,collected by 

Captain J.S. Williams, B.P.C. 1 March, 1817, No.l6.
2. A.B. Sydenham's memorandum, 1809, Home Misce. Vol. 576a , p.2.
3. Observations on the habit of Pindarries by Captain J.S.

Williams, B.P.C. 7 April, 1817, No.38.
^Memorandum prepared by Jenkins, the Resident at Nagpur, in 

1812, Military Records, Vol.212, p.28.
3. J.Grant Buff, op.cit., Vol.Ill, p.323.



Maratha masters ravaged and plundered the rich Mughal terri
tories and enhanced their own power. A body of the Pindaris 
under Ghazi-uddin lijcian rendered services to Bajirao I in his 
campaign in Hindusthan in 1735 and in recognition of their 
services, the Peshwa granted a portion of land on the Narmada 
at Kanouga to their leader.1 Ghazi-uddin khan left two sons, 
the eldest of whomfGardi fQcian f attache a his -as his fol
lowers1 fortune to the cause of Malharrao Holkar, while the
younger Shah Baz [Khan with a part of his father’s division

2entered the service of Panaji Sindia. Thereafter it appears 
that the whole body of the Pindaris came to be divided into two 
distinct groups, via. Hdkarshahi and Sindiashahi.

The Pindaris did not, however, cut an^/significant 
figure till 1761 when the Marathas in the Panipat campaign 
were harassing theVenemies by cutting off their supplies and 
interrupting their foraging parties. Here the Pindaris proved 
very useful to the Maratha chiefs as they were constantly active 
in roaming round the enemy camps and carrying away horses, 
camels and even elephants. They attended the Maratha army 
under Sadasheo Bhau and suffered greatly in the common ruin 
of the army.^ Again in the crisis of the first Anglo-Maratha 
war the Pindaris were engaged to help the Maratha fighting 
forces at Talegaon. Parasuram Bhau, the Peshwds minister, de
tached a body of I4OOO Pindaris to assist the Maratha soldiers

________________________________________i'\ .

1. G.H. Fltzefcajfence of Munster, Journal of' a route across- 
India ......... p. 5. ,,

2. Sir John Malcolm, Memoir of (central I n d i a  vol.I, p.U37»
3. J. Grant Miff, op.cit., vol.Ill, p.326.
U. T.S• Sh^jii^kar, Panipat, 1761, P« 66.
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in the field. ̂ They were also no less active in the battle of
2Kharda in 1795* When the Nizam1s defeat was nearly complete, 

a large body of the Pindaris were let loose to attack the bag
gage of the Nizam’s armies. The Nizam finding himself no 
longer able to maintain his position, fled to the fort of Khanda
leaving his artillery and other military stores which the

3Pindaris immediately plundered.
Thus the Pindaris were "a convenient ingredient of 

the system of warfare developed by the Marathas11 and were 
closely connected with their rise during eighteenth century.A
The Marathas utilized their services, for which they did not
pay them. On the other hand they found a source of income

5in the Pindaris.
If initially the Pindaris had been jackals to the 

Maratha tigers, feeding at their Kill, later when the tigers 
turned upon one another, the jackals were to crack even Ma
ratha bones.

Initially the Pindaris had been content to plunder 
enemy territory in the wake of the Maratha regular armies.
When however Maratha cohesion broke down, and the ministers who 
had succeeded to the power of the ruler found themselves unable 
to control the great military feudatories, the Pindaris were 
able to join, as auxiliaries, in the internecine wars of the
1. Ed. by E.P. Khare, Witihasik Lekha Sangraha, Vol.VI, p.2813*
2. B.P. Khare, op.cit., Vol.IX, p'.U7UU.
3. laulat Pao oindhia to the Governor-General, 3 May, 1795, 

P.R.C. Vol. VIII, No.13.
I+. G.3. ^ardesai, op.cit., Vol. Ill, p. 1+77•
5. Supra, p.^.



Maratha chiefs. Conflict between Maratha and Maratha proved 
to be as lucrative as Maratha-Mughal warfare to the Pindari 
freebooters.

The moment when such internal conflict became crucial
to the Maratha empire was, of course, after the death of the
Peshwa, Madhavrao II on 27 October 1795, there took place im-
mediately a seramble for power centering on the question of
succession. The late Peshwa left no issue. Madhavrao I*s
uncle, Haghunathaao had two sons, Bajirao and Chimnaji and
adopted son, Aimritrao. They were therefore the surviving
members of the Peshwafs family.^ Baulatrao dindia, a boy of
Ik years, who had inherited control of the powerful army

2established by the late Mahadji Sindia, saw an opportunity in 
the Peshwa*s death to gain a dominating position in Maratha 
politics, With that aim in view he immediately espoused the 
cause of Bajirao. Eut on the other hand, NaraPhadnis, the

l\
late Peshwa1s minister, was disinclined to^Bajirao*s succession 
because he apprehended that Bajirao would destroy his influence 
by becoming the Peshwa. He was even afraid for his personal 
freedom and life.^ He secretly visited Azim-ul-Umrah, the 
Nizam*s minister in imprisonment at Poona and lavishly dis
tributed money in order to seduce Sindia*s army and officials. 
Being apprehensive of >Sindia*s approach he forthwith despatched
1. Dhthoff to ^hore, 29 Oct., 1795, P.R.C. vol.II, No. 263*
2. Malet to dhore, 12+ Neb., 179U, P.R.C. Vol.II, No.209.
3. Malet to chairman, Court of Directors, 13 March, 1796,

P.R.C. vol.II, No. 286.



his family to the fort jot Raigad and he himself requested
British protection at\jelas, a village in the Companyfs dis
trict of Port Victoria.'* Nanadia not stop there. He opened 
secret negotiations with Bajirao and, somehow, managed to 
have a private interview with him, in which Bajirao being 
assured of the succession, agreed to retain Nana at the head 
of ̂administration. ?his only in a way hastened the crisis. 
Sinaia became furious, as the settlement took place without 
his knowledge. He immediately marched upon Poona^ encamped 
about a mile in front of Bajirao in his route to Satara.
On 17 April 1796 Sindia accompanied by a large body of horse 
and foot proceeded to Bajirao’s tent and arranged his soldiers 
in such a manner that he could easily overpower the adherents 
of Bajirao and Nana Phadnis, Sindia, taking post in one of 
Bajirao's outer tents, opened negotiations with Bajirao in 
which the latter had to sign a paper of assent to all of 
Sindiafs requisitions including the exclusion of Nana from 
future power either in the procurement of the khilajt of 
Peshwaship or the administration subsequent to its procurement.-

While Sindia remained the sole architect of the Ma
ratha empire, Nana's fortune seemed desperate. Meanwhile Nana 
reached the village of Mahad and took much care to put the fort 
of Raigad in the best^state of defence. Besides the garrison
of Raigad, he had collected a force of 1,200 horse and 5,000
1. KaleT to the Governor-General, 18 March, 1796, P.R.C.

Vol.II, No.288.
2. G.S. Saraesai, on.cit., vol.Ill, p.315.
3. Malet to dhore, 18 April, 1796, P.R.C. Vol.II, No.292.
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foot and was recruiting more troops daily.1 On the other hand 
by intrigues and stratagems he tried to enlist the sympathy 
of other Maratha chiefs. He succeeded in securing the support 
of Tukoji Holkar, Eaba Phadke, Raghuji Bhosle and others. How
ever, after a period of confusion, suspicion and intrigues 
prevailing at Poona between the various parties Bajirao was 
ultimately nested with the robes of the Peshwa on 1+ December
1 7 9 6 .2

But immediately after this patched up affair, the 
dissensions were resumed. Bajirao had yet to be settled 
firmly on the throne. He could not trust Nana and played 
inth Sindia1 s hands who still continued to hold the real power 
in the state. The secret plan of Bajirao and ^india was not 
only to terminate Nana’s influence, but also to effect his 
arrest.1 For his own security Nana then desired that the 
Peshwa should not transact any business without his consent 
and Sindia’s troops should also be removed from guarding the 

Peshwa. ^
The situation was further aggravated by Tukoji 

Holkar*s death on 15 August 1797> who left behind him four 
sons, Kashirao, Malharrao, Vithoji and Yashvantrao. Eindia 
immediately espoused Kashirao*s cause, as he thought that Mal- 
harrao^ though not a man of good character, possessed some

1. Watkins to Uhthoff', 16 June, 1796, P.R.C. Vol.II, No.312.
2. Uhthoff to Chore, 6 ^ec., 1796, P.R.C. ^ol.II, No.3Ul.
3. P.C. Cupta, Baji Rao II and the Jiast India Company, p.lU.
h. Report of Malet*s agent, 22 June, 1797> P.R.C. vol.II, No.3^8.
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abilities which would prove prejudicial to his own interest. 1

>̂o Sindia ordered his troops to remain prepared for marching.
These preparations were for the purpose of seizing Malharrao,
whose cause, again, was supposed to have been taken up by Navia
Phadnis. Malharrao on the other hand began to prepare himself
for the ensuing combat. He encamped at a distance from his
brother and maintained a distinct establishment. In his camp
strict vigilance was observed and piquets were posted in the

2direction of Sindia1s expected attack. On lk September 1797 
a scuffle took place, in which Malharrao with some of his ad
herents were killed. Yashi/antrao, who was at that time in Mal
harrao* s camp, received two wounds in that scuffle and fled

xfrom the field in disguise. His determination was now to 
avenge the wrong. With this intense spirit of revenge he reached

and at the age of 12 years he left his home in search of fortune. 
He first approshhed Sindia!s general, ^e Boigne and expressed 
his inclination to serve under him. But he was refused on 
the ground of his tender age. He then arrived at Jodhpur and 
entered the Raja’s service. After a few months he received his 
dismissal and visited Surat and Baroda to secure a new job.
At last he arrived at Bhopal in 1795 and served the rival

Shujalpur in Bhopal where the Pathan leader
Amir î han was born in Sambal in Rohilkhand in 17&9

1. Uhthoff to shore, 16 Wept., 1797* P.R.C. vol.VI, No.25.
2. Uhthoff to Shore, 12 Sept., 1797> P.R.C. vol.VI, No.23.
3. Uhthoff to Shore, 19 Sept., 1797* P.R.C. Vol. VI, No.26
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factions for power alternately till 1796*1
Amir Khan who had already heard from his vakil,

Ghulam Khan, l that Yashvantrao was *'the son of a chief of high 
dignity, through him there will be a road opened to the mana
gement of great affairs even to the very highest from behind

pthe curtain1', readily agreed to enter Yashvantrao1 s service. 
Their united force then proceeded towards Malwa* They invested 
Ujjain and levied a contribution from that place. Against them 
Sindia immediately sent his general, Major GeorgsHessing with 
a large force and a body of Pindaris. Yashvantrao supposing 
his army not sufficient to meet Hessing in the field pre
cipitately retreated to Huri near Satwas; there he fell on 
two of Sinaia's battalions and dispersed them. These two 
battalions were coming to reinforce Hessing1s army. Because 
of this development Sindia thought his own presence necessary 
in that quarter. Accordingly, ^india reached Hindia and on the 
south bank of the Narmada he surprised Yashvantrao. In the 
action Holkar was defeated and fled towards Indore where he 
carried on depredations along with Amir ̂ han. But there he 
could not continue his predatory activities for long, because 
dindia sent a force under Sharzarao Ghafcge and Sadasheorao,

1. Memoirs of Mohammad Amir Khan, pp. 9* 13* 20, 17.
This was originally compiled in. Persian by Busawun Lai, an 
inhabitant of Belgram in Oudh. He was in Amir Khan's service 
for the last twelve years in the capacity of Naib Munshi.
He took this task at the instigation of Amir^chan's eldest 
son, Nawab Vizir-ud-Daula Muhammad yizir ^han. This was 
translated into English by H.T. Prinsep and was published
if; 1832.

2. Ibid., p.95.
3. TToTTins to Wellesley, 29 July, 1801, B.P.S.C. 11+ Aug., 1801, 

No.27.



and a body of the Pindaris under Karim Khan and Chitu Khan 
against him.1 There took place an action in the vicinity of 
Indore on ll\. October 1801, in which the combined fofce of 
Yashvantrao and Amir Khan was routed. After this defeat they 
fled towards Kushalgarh. The Pindari leaders, Karim Khan and 
Chitu Khan, were asked to plunder the camps of the defeated 
enemies. The Pindaris attached to Holkar were also not inactive. 
Their leaders, Imam Baksh and Kadir Baksh were engaged to

oharass Gindia's soldiers who were in pursuit of Holkar.
rhus the central Maratha authority was almost broken.

The Maratha chieftains were engaged in squabbles . There was
nothing to control the forces like the Pindaris who could gain

A
in chaos and confusion}whether in enemy territories or 

in the territories of their own masters. The Resident with 
the Peshwa reported that the country surrounding Poona was 
"harassed by; freebooters in almost every direction, conducted 
by leaders in the service of or subject to the s t a t e " T h e  
Peshwa with the approach of Amir Khan at the head of a large 
body of the Pindaris and his own Pathan followers retired in a 
southern direction leaving the people to be helplessly ravaged 
by the Pindaris. He halted at the small fort of Hurni , on the
sea U/side near Lavendrug. ‘ Then the Resident reported, "I cannot 
describe to your Lordship the melancholy scenes which this 
place at present exhibits. .... The inhabitants fly towards the
1. Collins to Governor-General, 30 Oct., 1801, P.R.C. Vol.IX,

No.33; Amir Khan1s Memoirs, pp.lUO, 1U8.
2. Ibid.
3. Palmer to Wellesley, 13 Feb., 1801, P.R.C. Vol.VI, No.39&.
U. Close to Welleslhey, 28 Nov., 1802, B.P.S.C. 21 Feb.1803, No.

133.



neighbouring hills in the hope of securing their property,
but on the road they are again met by the Pindaris, who
plunder, abuse them and send them back." 1 So the Pindaris

tkZ
themselves not only took^initiative to gain by plundering the 
unprotected Maratha territories, but the Maratha chiefs themselves 
used the Pindaris in ravaging the territories of their rival 
Maratha chiefs. The Pindaris were therefore not only' used by 
the Maratha chiefs against foreign era/mies, but al/o in the/r 
civil v/ar they utilised the services of these Pindaris against 
eacla other, thereby opened a furxher scope of/employment to 
them.

Hitherto the pindaris though useful auxiliaries of 
the Marathas had been a negligible force in the general politics 
of India. Both the Pathans and the Pindaris still could not 
claim any separate existence to be reckoned with without the 
support of the Maratha armies. But with the;, outbreak of the

UA
Anglo-Maratha war (1803-1805) they not only emerged as a body

\

Fftê e useful f-er the sueces-s ofi the Marat ha warfare against Bri
tish armies, but they under Amir Khan achieved a distinct po

tion in the general politics of India.
The treaty of Devgaon concluded by Bhosle on 17 De

cember and the treaty of burji-Anjangaon concluded with Sindia 
on 50 December 1803 only closed the first phase, but immediate
ly after opened the next phase of the war. Holkar till now 
had kept himself aloof from the war. While Sindia and Bhosle
1. Close to Wellesley, 21 Oct., 1802, B.P.8.C. 21 Feb. 1803, 

No. bl•



were fighting the British forces, he was neither disposed to 
combine with them, nor inclined to maintain an indifferent at
titude for long. He knew that his war with the British Govern
ment was inevitable in the immediate future, but his rivalry 
with sindia stood in the way of his taking the side of Sindia 
and Bhosle. ^ven before the outbreaks of the war in August 
1803 he asked Amir 
hasty preparations for eventual hostilities.1

This information induced Major-General Wellesley to 
consider Amir^han's proposal of entering the Nizam* s service 
as an opportunity of weakening Holkar*s strength, in feet,
Amir Khan made this proposal in April 1803 and correspondingly

A.

it was reported that “he has written to Holkar to desire leave
to quit his service"." So Arthur .•We lies ley p-1 irggLed. to the

O X t-C  fit'
Resident with the Nizam ±r fesear ef anoftpt.-i-wg Amir Khan's 

3proposal. Colonel Stevenson, the commanding officer of the 
subsidiary force at Jalna, had a long disucssion with the Nizam's 
minister, Mohipatram, on this subject. The Nizam was not unwil
ling to employ Amir Khan and his followers in his service, but 
Mohipatram pointed out the Nizam's financial inability to main
tain the entire burden alone. He hoped that the British Govern
ment or the Peshwa would defray one half of the expense which

kmight be incurred in engaging Amir Khan's services. He argued
1. Collins to Wellesley, 2 Myy, 1803, B.P.S.C., 22 June, 1803, 

No.lUl.
2. To Close, 22 April, 1803, Despatches of the Cuke of Wellington, 

Ed. Gwrwood, Vol.I, p.i+16.
3. Kirkpatrick to Major-General Wellesley, 10 May, 1803,

B.P.S.C. 22 June 1803, No.100.
Stevenson to Major-General Wellesley, 28 May, 1803, B.P.S.C.
21 July, 1803, No.Ul.

fall an to join him at Aurangabad and to make



that such was the multitude of troops in Amir Khan’s party
that without the assistance of the British Government the
Nizam was unable to bear the whole expense.  ̂ But Stevenson
was neither empowered to consent to assjst the Nizam financially,
nor disposed to advise Mohipatram to close negotiations with
Amir Khan. He, however, reported the whole situation to

2Arthur Wellesley"•
However, the Governor-General thought that "the 

importance of detaching that partizan [Amir Khan] from the 
service of Jeswunt Rao Holkar is considerably increased by 
the prospect of immediate hostilities between the British 
power and the confederated Mahratta chieftains”. He, there
fore, deemed it highly expedient that every facility should
be afforded to the successful conclusion of the negotiations

3between the Nizam’s court and Amir Khan. In considera
tion of the importance of weakening Holkar’s military 
strength the Governor-General signified his consent to 
bear half of the expense of entertaining Amir Khan, if the 
Nizam could not be otherwise induced to accept Amir Khan’s

/At /Ah n A.
offer. But the Governor-General further expressed/ that "this

1. Munshy Uzeer Oollah’s report of his conference with Azim- 
ul-Omrah, 17 May, 1803, B.P.S.C. 22 June, 1803, No. 108.

2. Stevenson to Major-General Wellesley, 28 Lay, 1803, B.P.S.C. 
21 July, 1803, No.hi.

3. Edmonstone to Kirkuatrick, 27 July, 1803, B.P.S.C. 11 Aug., 
1803, No.3.



charge on the finance of the Hon’ble Company should cease with 
the exigency of the occasion", and at the same time it should 
be signified to the Nizam that he should agree to the "gradual 
liquidation of the expense thus incurred by the British Govern
ment",^

Not only^mir^han with his Pindaris and Pathans(had? 
proved Holkar’s useful partizan, but the British Government had 
realised the importance of detaching him from his:association 
with Holkar. The ready response,-from the Nizam1 s court and the 
British Government to his proposal had only enhanced his impor
tance in the Maratha camp. As is evident from the course of 
subsequent events, he was not at all sincere in his proposal; 
his main object was to convince Holkar of his importance as 
an ally, thereby to bargain with the Maratha chief from an 
advantageous position. General Wellesley in September, ex
pressed his doubts whether "Meer Khan was ever serious in his 
intention to enter the Nizam*s service, and even supposing that 
he was so formerly, whether he would quit the service of Jes- 
wunt Rao Holkar, having received from that chief the regard of
his services, and a Jagheer for the maintenance of his troops

2withing Holkar s territories".
Meanwhile Yashvantrao Holkar had taken his position 

near A j me re and Amir ̂ h an had encamped between Malwan and

1. Bdmonstone to Kirkoatrick, 27 July 1803, B.P.8.C. 11 AUg., 
1803, No.3.

2. Wellesley to Kirkpatrick, lU dept., 1803, E.P.8.C. 2 Nov., 
1803, No.5U.
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Bandli on the north of the Narmada.^' Amir Qian’s force had 
recently been largely increased by a body of the Pindaris 
amounting to 15,000 under Karim j(han.“ It was supposed that 
his intention was to effect an irruption into Bundelkhand.
He crossed the river on 15 May 16014 and five days after he 
marched towards Hunch.

Facwett who had recently been entrusted with the ma
nagement of affairs in Bundelkhand after the death of his 
predecessor, Polhill, had already taken his position at Kunch. 
Before Amir S(hanfs arrival in that quarter, he detached a 
battalion of native infantry and a body of artillery under 
Captain Smith against the fort of Betwa which was 10 miles 
distant from the main body under Facwett.^ An advanced party 
of artillery and 2 Companies of native infantry under Captain 
Facade was sent by &mith to a village immediately under the 
walls of the fort. Amir ĵ han with a force numbering 5000 
horse attacked the party in the village, which being unprepared 
and left unsupported by Captain Smith was destroyed. Captain
Facade and all the other Europeans of his party amounting to

5fifty men v/ere killed."' Being emboldened by this success Amir
an rapidly advanced towards Kalpi on the river Jumna. His 

intentions were to plunder Kalpi and cross the river for the 
purpose of committing depredations in the Doab. The pre-
1. Elphinstone to Wellesley, 16 March, 15014, B.P.B.C.21 June,

180k, No.k9.
2. Facwett to Herward, 2k May, 180k, B.P.S.C. 21 June, 180k,No.86,

Facwett to Herward, 22 May, 180k, B.P.S.C.31 June,180k, No.81.
k. Lake to Wellesley, 1 July, 1805, B.P.S.C. 19 Sept.1605, No.k7.
5. Facwett to Herward, 22 May, 180k, B.P.S.C. 31 June, 180k,

No.81; Monson to Murray, 18 June, 180k, B.P.S.C. 2k Jan. 1805
No. 126.



22.

cautionary measures adopted by Captain Jones, stationed in the 
fort of Kalpi with 2 companies of native infantry defeated his 
views in regard to both these objects and ultimately he was 
obliged to retreat.1 During his flight from Bundelkhand he 
was attacked in the neighbourhood of Kunah by a body of ir
regular troops under Colonel °heppard. They defeated him and

2finally expelled him from Eundelkhand.“
During the rainy season Amir jthan moved southward

-5and encamped in Sindia's territory at Bhilsa."' Thence he re
turned towards Bundelkhand and arrived at Saugor.^ But finding 
the territories strongly guarded by British forces he advanced
precipitately towards Bharatpur and joined Yashvantrao Holkar

5in January 1805*"
Meanwhile, Amir f^han had addressed the Raja of Nagpur 

with the intention of reviving the Maratha confederacy against 
the British Government. He told the Raja, "I took on myself as 
one of your attendants and on account of my faithful attachment,
I consider myself as one of your adherents11. He then deputed 
Haibatrao to the Raja with some verbal communications, the object 
of which was evidently to induce the ^a ja to side with yashvan
trao Holkar.^ His invitation was also accompanied by threats

lu t-to the *aja. In absence of the Raja’s favourable response Amir
rv *

ĵ han warned that he would take the side of the Nawab of Bhopal
1. Facwett to Herward, 23 May, 18014-, B.P.S.C. 31 June, 1801+,

No.83; Monson to Murray, 18 June, 1801+, B.P.S.C. 21+ Jan.,
1803, No. 126.

2. Monson to Murray, 18 June I8OI1, B.P.S.C. 2b Jan. 1803 No. 126.
3. Murray to >*ebbe, 16 July 1801+, B.P.S.C. 6 Sept.1801+, No.32.
k, Murray to Jebbe, 12 Oct. 180U, B.P.S.C. 29 Nov. 180i+, No.DO.
3. Lake to Wellesley, 1 July 1803,B.P.S.C. 19 Sept. 1805, No. 1+7*
6. Meer than to Ragogee Bosla, undated, B.P.S.C.29 Nov.l60l+,

wo. 176.
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against the Raja.1 In order to put further pressure upon the
Raja he even, in fact, detached a body of the Pindaris into
the Raja's territory. Thes Pindaris besieged Phirye and

2plundered the surrounding villages.
But the Raja was not only against Amir ^han's idea 

of combination against the British Government, but also he wasA
thinking of asking for "assistance of the Hon'ble Company agairst 
Meer tfhan, particularly if the operations of that freebooter 
should press upon him, and if his troops should approach to 
Nagpoor".

Sindia had accepted the treaty of Surji-Anja*Sigaon, 
but was in no way reconciled with his position. He still 
cherished hope of a united stand against the British Government, 
In fact, sharzarao Ghatge, ^India's minister and father-in-law 
addressed Holkar and Amir ĵ han "proposing and promising the 
active co-operation of Sindia1s military force in the prose
cution of hostilities against the British power." ^ On 27 
December 160U the camp of the British Resident with ^india 
was surprised and overpowered by a body of the Pindaris "who 
wounded and murdered every person near the tent, and succeeded 
in carrying off in money and other articles of booty of about 
twelve thousand rupees."  ̂ Dhe Resident supposed that this
act of violence was done at the instigation of Sharzarao Ghatge
1. Rlphinstone to Wellesley, 12 Nov. 18Oh, B.P.S.C.31 Jan.,

1805, No.96.
2. Elphinstone to »ellesley, 20 Dec. 180U. B.P.S.C. 31 Jan.,

1805, No. 117.
3. Arthur Vi/ellesley to elphinstone, 19 Dec., 1801}., B.P.S.C.

2 May, 1805, No.lllw
lj.Edmonstone to Close, k Dec.,1801}-, B.P.C. 27 June, 1805, N0.67B.
5* A statement made by Webbe, 27 Dec. I80i4-* B.g.C.23 Jan.. 1606,I.o./; Jenkins to Edmonstone, ?Jan. lo05,B.P.o.C. so March,1505*’ No.ol.



and launched a strong protest against this action* He demanded 
that Sinaia rjftould take measures “to discover the authors and 
instigators of that transaction, and that they should be de
livered up to me, together with the whole of the property 
which had been plundered." ^

However, in reply, Sindia*s minister, Annah Ram- 
chandra, visited the Resident and assured him that Sindia 
would take every measure to give him the fullest satisfaction.
"Whoever might be the perpetrators exemplary punishment should

2be inflicted upon them."
Again, on 25 January 1805 the Residents camp at Saugor 

was overwhelemed and plundered by a large body of the Pindaris. 
Loctor Wise and Lieutenant-general Green were wounded in this

•Z
action which took place within about a mile from ^India's camp. 
The Resident strongly remonstrated against this action. He 
apprized Sindia that “it is a notorious fact that the Prtndarries 
were ordered to attack by Serje Rao Ghatka" and demanded his 
immediate punishment. In reply Sindia expressed his "utmost 
sorrow and regret, and promised to restore the whole of the pro

perty." ^
Sindia bn both the occasions thus expressed his re- 

lkI
gret and assured that he would punish the culprits, so as to 
give the impression that the Pindaris were not under his control

1. Jenkins to Ldmonstone, 7 Jan., 1805, B.P.S.C.28 March, 1805, 
No.61.

2. Ibid.
3. Jenkins to Edmonstone, 26 Jan. 1805, B.P.S.C. 28 March, 1805, 

No.73.
U* Ibid.



and acted on those occasions without his order. Who was then 
Sharzarao Ghatge? Was he not responsible for his minis ter* s 
action? It is difficult to believe that the Pindaris would 
venture to attack the residency within about a mile from his 
camp without his instigation. In fact, Sindia*s attitude was 
distinctly hostile. The Resident shortly after this incident 
secured by secret intelligence copies of two letters despatched 
by oindia to Holkar and Amir Khan, '̂ he Resident considered 
those copies "authentic". The letter written to Holkar inti
mated Sindia*s intention "to collect his troops at o&ugor and 
to proceed by the way of Bundelcund for the purpose of taking 
possession of that country and of joining Holkar, requesting 
at the same time that Holkar would order Ameer Khan to unite 
his forces with Raulat Rao Sindia at Saagar."^ The letter 
addressed to Amir Khan contained an invitation to that chief 
"to join the army of the Maharajah [Sindia] whom he was to 
consider the ally of Holkar, and mentioning that a confidential 
person should be despatched to settle the matters with him." 
Accordingly Sindia*s vakil, Pamchandra Prabhu, proceeded to 
Amir Khan’s camp. ' Notwithstanding his assurances^ to dismiss 
Sharzarao Ghatge, and to check the depredations of the Pindaris, 
Ghatge remained at the head of oindia’s Government and the 
Pindaris continued to ravage the Peshwa’s territories.
1. Jenkins to Edmonstone, 8 Peb., 1805. B.P.C. 28 March, 1805, 

No.76.
2. Ibid.
3* Jenkins to Edmonstone, 25 March, 1805, B.P.S.C. 20 June,

1805, No.2U.
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Nevertheless Sindia still entertained a hope of re
conciliation with the British Government in the event of their 
complete success against Holkar.1 This was probably why Sindia 
pretended that the Pindaris acted without his knowledge and 
assured the Resident with apparent sincerity that he would 
punish the culprits. He hoped that his relations of friend
ship with the British Government would receive no diminution 
and the Resident would promote the mutual interests of the two
states without admitting the late transactions to interrupt

2the confidence.
Amir Khan’s arrival in the neighbourhood of Bharatpur 

was important in so far as the immediate operations of the 
seige of Bharatpur were concerned. He would afford to Holkar 
additional means of harassing the foraging parties and cutting 
off the supplies. So Lake detached one battalion of infantry 
and three regiments of cavalry under Major-General Smith to 
follow Amir Khan’s movements. On 23 January 1803 this de
tachment succeeded in overtaking Amir Khan. In the skirmish 
that followed he lost four guns and some of his horse.^

Amir Khan then moved towards the Jumna and on 7 Feb
ruary crossed into the Doab at the ford of Garia about 12 
miles from Mathura. Smith immediately marched in his pursuit.
1. Jenkins to Lake, 7 March, 1805. B.P.S.C.20 June, 1805 No.liu
2. Jenkins to Close, 6 March, 1805, B.P.S.C. 20 June,1805, No.12.
3. Letter from the Gommander-in-Chief, 25 Jan., 1805, B.P.S.C.

9 May, 1805, No.316.
k* Jones to Jenkins, 30 Jan., 1805, B.P.S.C. 28 March, 1805,No.31'
5. Seton to Elliot, Magistrate at Barelli, 10 Feb., 1805,B.P.S.C. 7 parch, 1805, No.i+i+U.



He crossed the Jumna at Mathura on 9 February and pressed so
Isra

el osely on the rear of Amir Khan’s army that they rendered in-
capable of committing depredations in the territory through
which theybpassed. ^

i

Amir Khan then moved towards the Ganges, which he 
crossed on 1U February at the Kimadi Ghat and advanced into
the province of Rohilkhand. He attacked the house of the Col-

2lector, Leycester, at I. oradabad. However, his attack was re
pulsed by the garrison which Leycester had with him."’

In Rohilkhand Amir Khan tried to foment a general 
revolt against the British Government. His agents in different 
places of the province were active in exciting the people to 
join his standard.^' In a letter to Nasrulla Khan, the Nawab of 
Rampur, he expressed his intention of restoring tte Afghan rule 
and expelling the British Government from Rohilkhand. He 
observed that the Rohilas, though divided, were nevertheless
of one mind and would assist him unitedly against the British 

5Government. Amir Khan himself moved from Shahjahanpur to
Pilibat in Rohilkhand partly in order to elude the pursuit of

ji\Z KtvUA.L-e.f cf̂
Smith and partly to increase his supporters. " He is now pro-A
ceeding to the parts of the country where he may expect to be 
joined by numbers of his own tribe. Peeleebut abounds with 
them and it is said that Shahjehanpore contains not less than
1. Lake to Wellesley, 1 July, 1805. B.P.S.C.ip Sept. 1805,No.If!.
2. Seton to Edmonstone, 17 Feb. 1805, B.P.S.C.7 March, 1805, 

N0.i4.U5.
3. Seton to Edmonstone, 18 Feb., 1805, B.P.S.C. 7 March, 1805,

No. UU-6.
U. Ibid.
5. Kussur Oolla Khan to his vakeel at Barellee, 17 Feb.1805,

^ f i , K? 8 ^ p N ^ a £ g . t0 ^ mon3tone' 18 Feb-’
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20,000 fighting men.” 1
Seton, the Resident at Lelhi, secured certain letters 

addressed by Amir Khan to some of the influential inhabitants 
of Rohilkhand. He believed that those letters and Amir Khan's 
movements "proved beyond a doubt that the object of his present 
irruption was not that of merely enriching himself by plunder, 
but that of exciting the Rohillas to a general rise, extermi
nating the British power in this province and upon its ruins, 
raising that of the ^ohillas or the Patans.” He considered 
it "an event of sufficient importance, to merit the attention
of the Government and call forth the exertion of its utmost 

3energy.”
The Resident immediately issued a proclamation stating 

that since the acquisition of Rohilkhand the British Government 
had been endeavouring "to prevent oppression, to administer 
justice impartially according to the habits and religions per
suasions of the inhabitants, as also in the course of time, to 
provide and secure a maintenance for every class thereof. The 
said Government has in return, a right to expect that the in
habitants will on all occasions evince their attachment, and 
do nothing to disturb the tranquillity of the country, and

k
above all, that they will not join the enemies of the Governments 
Seton took further measures. He invited the respectable Muslim

1. Seton to Edmonstone, 21 Feb., 1805, B.P.S.C. 7 March, 1805,
No.1+51.

2. Seton to Edmonstone, 20 Feb., 1805, B.P.S.C. 7 March, 1805,
No.1+52.

3. Ibid.
A Proclamation Circulated throughout Rohil Khan^on 19 Feb., 
1805, B.P.S.C. 7 March, 1805, No.1+50.



gentlemen, supposed to be loyal to the British Government^to 
meet him and disoussed with them the possible means of counter
acting Amir* Khan's plan. Ke encouraged them to entertain a 
certain number of followers and to keep watch in their respective 
loQalities.1 He also took steps to raise a body of Rajputs.
He hoped that "by entertaining these Rajpoots, we shall be 
enabled to keep a friendly intercourse with the bulk of the in
habitants and as the bravery of the Rajpoots is well known,
I thought they might form a counterpoise to the combination 
which Amir Khan is endeavouring to raise among the Mohammedans.1'
With this view he authorized a Rajput zamindar, Gurun Singh,

2to entertain four thousand men Of his own tribe.
However, the Governor-General subsequently approvedA.

the Resident's action in issuing a proclamation, ba£ disapproved 
the other two measures. According to him it was not expedient 
to place individuals at the head of bodies of armed men. * If 
there was reason to apprehend a combination in favour of Meer 
Khan among our Mohammedan subjects the encouraging them general
ly to arm was in fact facilitating the execution of the plans
which were to be accomplished by that combination". fhe Governor

of
-General observed that the arming/a whole country was a measure 
which itself led to a state of agitation and confusion ultima- 
tely." As regards the formation of a Rajput army under Gurun
1. Seton to Edmonstone, 20 Feb., 1805, B.P.S.C. 7 March, 1805,

No.M+9*2. Seton to Edmonstone, 20 *eb., 1805, B.P.S.C. 7 March, 1805,
No.UU9-3. Edmonstone to Seton, 30 April, 1805, B.P.S.C. 16 May, 1805,
No.369.



Singh the Governor-General entertained considerable doubts
of the justice ojf policy of arming one description of subjects
against another. "Finding that a body of Hindoos had been
raised to coerce them [the Muslims] their fanaticism would
have been excited, a religious contest might have ensued and
the support of the cause of Meer Khan might have been clouded
with the cause of fanaticism."  ̂ The Governor-General was of
opinion that it would have been sufficient to have encouraged
the inhabitants generally without discrimination and without
forming them into association to defend their villages against
Amir Khan's plundering parties, and to convince them of the

2danger of their combining with Amir Khan.
Amir Khan's failure to excite a general revolt against

British rule in Rohilkhand was more due to his own activities
than to the Resident's preventive measures. It would have
been politic on his part to style himself the partizan of
one of the Rohila chieftains of high descent. But instead of
doing that he in a manner assumed the rights of sovereignty
himself by bestowing lands and by appointing public officers
to the charge of districts. Such conduct in a mere soldier
of fortune could not fail to inspire indignation in the minds

■7of the old ruling class. Nawab Nasrulla Khan at Rampur had
evinced his sincerity to do everything in his power to prevent
~  Edmonstone to Seton, 30 April, lSOf, B.P.B.C. 16 May, 1805, 

No.369.
2. Ibid.
3. Seton to Edmonstone, 31 Feb. 1805, B.P.S.C. 7 March, 1805,

No.U51*



Amir Khan from entering Rampur. He adopted all the measures 
suggested by Seton. This kind of antagonistic attitude on 
the part of the Muslims of high descent had produced consequences 
of ̂ disastrous nature^ as from ^ampur, a predominantly Muslim 
inhabitated area he secured little co-operation.1 Again, he 
had not altogether discounted the co-operation of the Hindu 
population. He granted an influential Hindu chief, Bhowani 
Singh, a Sanad for certain lands in the Pargana of Reher. Bhowa
ni Singh had probably succeeded in enlisting the active support 
of a section of Hindus for Amir Khan, but on the other hand it 
had alê r̂ &ated the Muslim population of that area.2 In short, 
‘’Ameer Khan is despised by all the ^ohillas of rank and cha
racter as a man of low birth, as a freebooter and as a fugi- 
tive“. “By the Hindoos he is both feared and hated“. He 
only succeeded in enlisting supporters from among the Muslims 
of the lowest rank, ^his.was again limited by the fear ofr\

British arms.^ The presence of a detachment under Smith in
Rohilkhand checked the spirit of revolt more than anything.
He was forced to fly from place to place by the unremitting
pursuit of Smith and at last was compelled to seek a temporary
refuge in the jungle of Swampi in the neighbourhood of the
mountains. But a few days obliged him to quit the woody country

£
because no requisite subsistence was available there.
1. Seton to Edmonstone,21 Feb.1805, B.P.S.C.7 March,1605,No.1+51•
2. Ibid. No.
3. Metcalfe to Armstrong, 23 Feb.1805, B.P.S.C.7 March,1805,/216.

seton to Edmonstone, 25 Feb.1805, B.P. 3.C. l6May, 1805 No. 337*
5. Seton to Edmonstone, 22 Feb. 1805, B.P.S.C. 7 March, 1805,

No.1+52.
6. Seton to Collins, 1+ March, 1805, B.P.s.0.28 March, 1805,

No.135-
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Realising his failure to excite revolt, Amir Khan 
proceeded in the direction of the Ganges. He was closely pur
sued by omith, who at length succeeded in coming up with him 
and forcing him to an action near A.fzalgarh on 2 March 1805*
Amir Khan’s army was defeated and dispersed.1 After this de
feat he fled by the route of Mora dab ad to Chandansi, forty
miles to the westward of Earelli. There he demanded three

2lakhs of rupees as the ransom of the town. ' He addressed let
ters to many of the principal inhabitants, calling upon them to
bestir themselves in his favour. In that case, he assured them> >

the town would be spared, adding that in the event of 
& contrary confinet on their part, he would give up the place 
to pillage.^ At last he told that in consideration of Chandansi 
being situated near Sambal, the place of his nativity, he iaould 
reduce the amount to the one-third of his original demand, 
which he wanted to treat as Nazar. In this dilemma the mer
chants and bankers at length succeeded in raising the sum of 
28-,8-00 rupees, which they presented to Amir Khan, who found 
no other alternative but to accept it.^ He was hard pressed 
by a detachment of infantry under Colonel Burns. This detach
ment stationed on the western bank of the Ganges, crossed the 
river and by a rapid march came up with the rear of Amir Khan’s
army which they destroyed, and took possession of their baggage^.
TT~Seton to Collins, 8 March, 1805, B.P.S.C. 28 March, 1805,

No.135.
2. Seton to Collins, 6 March, 1805, B.P.S.C. 28 March, 1805,

No. 18-2.
3. Seton to Collins, 7 March, 1605, B.P.S.C. 28 March, 1805,

No. 188-•
4. Seton to Edmonstone, 30 April, 1805, B.P.S.C. 20 June, 1805,
5. Lake to wallesley, 1 July,1805,B.P.S.C.19 Sept.1805 No.8-7.



After this disaster Amir Khan recrossed the Ganges 
and fled across the Boab, towards the Jumna which he likewise 
recrossed below Mathura and finally left the British territory. 
With the broken and disheartened remains of his force he re-

i i
joined Vashvantrao Holkar who at that time continued in the 
vicinity of Bharatpur.1

Thus in conclusion it may be noted that the Pindaris 
and the Pathans had originally emerged as the auxiliaries of 
the Marathas and still in 1805 they continued to be so under 
Amir Khan, Karim Khan and Chitu Khan, but evidently not the 
same body of auxiliaries as they had been throughout the pre- 
vious century. £jad"fheir further growth and^British policy 
towards them between 1805 and 1818 are yet to be seen.

1. Lake to Wellesley, 1 July, 1805, B.P.S.C. 19 Sept., 1805,
No.87.



CHAPTER II.

Emergence of the Pathans and the Pindaris as a 
distinct political force, 1605-1809*

In the late eighteenth century the Pathans and Pin
daris had been mere auxiliaries, assisting the regular armies 
of Holkar and Sindia. After Wellesley’s Maratha campaigns they 
emerged as principals, stronger in organisation and numbers, 
and as slphinstone, the Resident at Nagpur, reported, with 
their new way of fighting and mode of arming ”able to act 
without the support of any other power” Yashvantrao, the 
Nagpur minister, likewise commented in 1805 that the Pindaris
were rapidly assuming an organised form and gaining an in-

2dependent j&ower and position.
In their overall organisation, however, the Pindaris 

still betrayed their origins as auxiliaries either of Sindia 
or of Holkar. One group under Karim Khan and Chitu Khan, the 
Sindia shahi Pindaris turned their plundering attention on 
Nagpur and Hyderabad, the other, the Holkarshahis under Amir 
Khan and his Pathan followers exploited the situation in Raj- 
putana created by the rivalry between Jaipur and Jodhpur.
It will be necessary to study their fortunes separately.

1. Elphinstone to ^ellesley, 17 June 1805, B.P.J.S. 5 Sept., 
1805, No.3U*

2. Elphinstone to Cornwallis, 22 Aug., 1805, B.P.S.C. 19 Pec., 
1805, No.l.



SECTION I.

i h  t ^ c n  1 < L

The treaties of Devgaon with rhplfra on 17 December 
and of Surji-Amjangaon with Sindia on 30 December 1803 marked 
the highest peak ofVfellesley!s success in India. But this 
success was shortly after marred by the outbreak of war with 
Holkar in April 180U. "Monson’s defeat near Kotah and retreat 
to Agra, the seige of Belhi, and above all Lake’s failure to 
storm Bharatpur broke the spell of Welles leyT s magic.1' ^

These failures only provided the immediate cause
for

to the Company and the ministry in england/withdrawing the 
support which they had offered to Wellesley in the early 
stages of his policy in India. Their attitude towards Welles
ley^ policy had already undergone a change because of the 
alarming increase of the Company’s debt and the renewal of the 
Napoleonic war in 1801}-. Wellesley had not only attacked the 
Company’s monopoly of trade, but also had given them much less 
by way of investment goods than they expected. "Throughout

c<his Govern-Generalship he had received from them not less than 
a million sterling annually, which was intended to reduce the 
Indian debt, but which he used to develop an external policy 
to v/hich they were by conviction sincerely opposed. As a 
result of his Governor-Generalship the Indian debt had in
creased by almost £20,000,000 - a rate of increase which
1. The Oxford History of India, ^d. P. Spear, p.556.



36.

frightened the home Government •11  ̂ This not only irritated 
the authorities in England, but also had an impact on the 
usual flow of bullion to India. In a despatch drafted on 8 
November 1805 they stated that “the strained condition of our 
finances at home, will not permit us to hope that we shall be 
enabled to continue in the ensuing season the same ample 
supplies of Eullion which have been annuaEy sent to you in the 
last three years; and the difficulties arising from the situa
tion of our funds will be increased by the present extended

2state of war in Europe."
The renewal of the French war in 180U entirely en

gaged the attention and resources of the Home Government: 
fully occupied in Europe, "Britain could not afford an inde
finite Indian war". No money and men would be available for 
Wellesley's forward policy in India.^ Not only was Britain 
threatened with invasion, but also her empire in the East 
faced similar danger. Because of their Information that the 
Toulon fleet, consisting of eleven French and five Spanish ships 
had sailed from Rochefort, the Home Government grew apprehen
sive about India's safety, The Board's draft despatch of 
June 1805 anxiously considers the weak points open to the 
French in India - though it concludes that “Bombay and Ceylon 
are the only points in India where the enemy by Coup de main
1. C.H. Philips, The East India Company, 178U-183^> p.1^2.
2. Board's draft of Sec. Despatch to Bengal, 8 Nov. 1805,

No.15, vol.3*
3. The Oxford History of India, Bd. P. Spear, p.558.



could hope to establish a olace dfarmes capable of effectual 
defence, and from whence they might afterwards act according 
to circumstances.1’ 1 Reasonably they thought it prudent to 
call a halt to Wellesley’s seemingly interminable Indian war 
and to free the local government to engage its available re
sources against this impending danger. So their advice to the
local authorities was to mobilise resources to ward off the

2immediate threats.
A diversion of effort to local defence might serve to 

m^et the French naval threat, but only the removal of Wellesley 
seemed likely to end the forward policy of the Indian Govern
ment. For this the despatch of Cornwallis as Governor-General 
appeared the solution. With his arrival in India for a second 
time, a sudden change was felt in British policy towards the 
Indian states. His uniform object, as he stated, was ”to 
cultivate the friendship and confidence of surrounding states 
by abstaining from any encroachment upon their rights, pri
vileges, and independence and from all intereferences whatever
in their internal concerns and in their transaction with each 

■5other.” He expressed this sentiment in his letter to the 
Courts of gwalior, Hyderabad, Boona and lerar. furthermore 
he proposed to revise the treaty of Surji-Anjangaon with 
Sindia and at the same time instructed Lake to bring about a

1. Boards’ draft of Sec. Lespatch to Bengal, Bombay, U June 
1605, No. 11, vol.3

2. Ibid.
3. Cornwallis to oindia, 18 Sept. 1805, quoted in the despatch 

to Bengal, 20 Feb., 1806, pp.399-UOO, vol.i+4.
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settlement with Holkar. He resolved upon making the Jumna 
the boundary of the Company1 s territories; for that purpose 
he proposed to dissolve the Company1 s alliances with the petty 
states west of the Jumna.'1' But none of these objects was ful
filled because of his sudden death on 5 October 1805*

Barlow, the senior member of the Governor-General*s 
Council, who thereupon succeeded to the management of affairs 
in India, expressed his determination to pursue the same p&icy 
of his immediate predecessor. Almost at the same time the Home
Government, in their long despatch of 30 October 1805, once

2again expressed their dislike of the policy of extending
“the British power not only over all the Marhatta states, but
over the irregular powers bordering on the north and west
of that empire as far as the Indus." They spelled out their
doubts and fears of what Wellesley had done. "We doubt the
policy of having required from Sindia the extensive cessions
made by him in the north of Hindostan to the west of the
Jumna, which by falling under our administration, at once
introduced us into the interior of the Maratha empire. rfhe
country in question had no military feature, as a possession,
to recommend it, it could be considered in no shape material
to us upon any principle of defensive policy, except so far
as that object was to be pursued by reducing essentially the
T." Sir John Malcolm, The Political History of India, from 178B- 

to 1823, vol.I, ppOUl-53-
2. They expressed this similar sentiment in their earlier des

patch of' 6 Karch I80i-|-, Board1 s draft of Sec. despatch,
No.2,vol.3*

3. Board1s draft of Bee. despatch to Bengal, 30 Oct., 1805,
No.15, vol.3.



general power and resources of one of the leading Marhatta 
states.”1 They further argued that 11 the policy of having en# 
aeavoured to associate our interests with the variety of petty 
states in that quarter of India, from the majority of whom 
the leading Marhatta chiefs had been long in the habit of exac7 
ting revenue indispensable to the maintenance of their res
pective states, from the first appeared to us a very hazardous 
expedient, ouch alliances may in the first instance, have 
afforded facilities in conducting the war, but they have in
creased, in a much greater proportion, the difficulties of a 
settlement with the more considerable states, and multiplied 
the chances of future misunderstanding with them, 'i'hey,
besides, give a complexity to our external relations, which

2it is always desirable to avoid.”
Negotiations had already been opened in September 

1805 on Cornwallis1s orders between Lieutenant-Colonel Malcolm,
the Governor-General1 s agent, and Munshi Kamalsnayan, the per
son deputed by Sindia. On 23 November 1805 a new treaty was
concluded in which the British Government engaged j,to enter
into no treaty with: Rajahs of Oudeypore and Jodhpore and Kotah
on other chiefs, tributaries of Doulat Rao ^india situated in

3Malwa, Mewar or Marwar."
Sindia1s affairs once settled, it did not take long

1. Board’s draft of ^ec. despatch to Bengal, 30 Oct., l605,
No.15, Vol.3.

2. Ibid.
3. Aitchison, A collection of Treaties, engagements ....

Vol. IV, p.mjr
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to reach agreement with Yashvantrao Holkar* Since the con
clusion of a treaty between the British Government and the 
Baja of Bharatpur on 10 April 1605 Hftlkar’s position had be
come desperate. In September he had marched towards the 
Punjab with the object of forming a junction with the S&kh Raja 
Ranjit Sing, and the Afghan ruler, ^huja-ul-Mulk. Vakils 
from the oikh Raja and the Afghan ruler visited Holkar at 
his request* The £>ikh Raja’s vakil urged Holkar nto march 
into the Punjab in order to join the Sikh chieftain", while 
the vakil from the Afghan chief advised him "not to think of 
opposing the English till he should be joined by the Afghan 
ruler".^

But these assurances did not produce anything material* 
The ^ikh Raja agreed only to maintain his neutrality and Hol
kar Ts hope of organising a common front against the British 
Government was disappointed* Moreover, being hard pressed by 
Lake, who had pursued him into the Punjab, Holkar was driven 
to extreme distress. Finding no hope of resisting the British 
army, Holkar deputed his agents to Lake’s camp on the Beas, 
and on 2b Lecember 1805 a treaty was concluded with Holkar.
By it the British Government engaged "to have no concern with 
the ancient possessions of the Kcjkar’s family in Mewar, Malwa 
and Harrowtee, or with any of the Pajahs situated to the

1. A memorandum of the Progress of Hokar, 20 Oct., 1805, B.P.S.C 
5 Lee., 1805, No.83.

2. Ibid.
3. Grant Luff, History of the Marhattas, vol.II, p.U5U.



south of the Chumbul”. ̂ These two treaties concluded with the
two Maratha chiefs received the immediate sanction of the

2higher authorities in England.
A radical change thus took place in the attitude 

of the British Government in Calcutta towards the Indian states 
a totally new atmosphere was created. Amir Khan who had been 
closely watching the movements of affairs congratulated Lake.
He realised that the new political situation required a re
consideration of his own attitude towards the British Govern
ment. In his letter to Lake, Amir Khan tactfully tested the 
ground. l!As universal peace and concord amongst the sons of 
men is the most grateful homage which they can pay to the 
Divinity,11 he wrote, "it is a duty incumbent upon all mankind 
to cultivate as far as may be in their power the friendship 
and good will of each other; in conformity to these sentiments 
it was always the first wish t>f my heart to be upon terms of 
friendship and fiarmony with all around me, but more especially 
with the British Government, its allies and dependants." He 
continued that hitherto he had been unable to maintain good 
relations with the British Government, as he has "hitherto 
unfortunately been prevented from acting according to my wishes 
and desires, in these matters, by the strict observance which 
I was bound to pay to those engagements into which I had

1. Aitchison, A collection of Treaties, Engagements  gi
Vol.IV, p.290:--------------------- --- ---------

2. Despatches to Bengal, 30 July 1806, para I, p.576, Vol.1+5
3. Meer Khan to Lake, 1+ Feb., 1806, B.P.S*C. 27 Feb., 1806,

No.33.
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entered with others." ^
Kis real motive behind his opening this correspondence 

with Lake was not far to seek* In his letter to Lieutenant- 
Colonel Malcolm, he requested him "to prevail upon his Lord
ship to assign me in Jagheer the Pergunnah of Sambhul which 
is the place of my nativity, I candidly acknowledge that I 
have no hereditary claims to support my pretensions in this 
instance, but when you consider that thousands have been exalted 
to power and authority as a reward for services performed to 
the British Government perhaps it will not be unreasonable if 
I offer in pledge the future services of my life, should my 
request be complied with in this particular and I am ready to 
enter the duties of a faithful and attached servant to the 
Hon’ble Company whenever you shall command." But Amir Khan 
was disillusioned by the evasive replies that he received from 
both Lake and Malcolm* His request was neither discussed be
tween them, nor did they think it important enough to claim 
the Governor-Generalfs consideration* In their letters they 
only expressed their sincere hopes that the treaty concluded 
with Holkar would be beneficial to each of his adherents like
Amir Khan, but they were silent regarding this desire to gain 

3a Jagir.
This was the first occasion when Amir Khan had of-

1. Meer Khan to Lake, U Feb., 1806, 'B.P.S.C. 27 ̂ eb*, 1806,No.33*
2. Meer Khan to Malcolm, undated, B.P.S.C. 27 Feb., 1806, No. 3U.
3* Lake to Amir Khan, 6 Feb., 1806, B.P.S.C. 27 Feb., 1806, No.

37; Malcolm to Amir Khan, undated, B.P.S.C. 27 Feb., 1806,
NO.38.
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fered his services to the British Government. In 1803 however, 
he had offered similar services to the British ally, the Nizam. 
But the events had then proved that he was not sincere in his 
proposal; his object at that time was to enhance his importance 
in Holkarfs camp.1 Had he the same object in his mind in 
making his present proposal? In October 1806 the Resident

1
at Belhi reported that for some time past the confidence and
condiality which had once subsisted between Holkar and Amir
Khan had been greatly diminished. The Patha^ chief openly
complained that after the conclusion of peace, Holkar had not

2kept promises he had earlier made to him. Again, if it is 
assumed that he was sincere in his proposal to Lieutenant- 
Colonel Malcolm, he obviously made it before he knew Jaipur 
and other states west of the Jumna were to lose their British 
protection.

While Amir Khan was making these approaches, Barlow 
was planning to dissolve the Company's alliance with Jaipur.
In January 1806 in his letter to the Jaipur Raja he summed 
up the reasons for his decision. In concluding the defensive 
alliance with the Raja, he wrote, it had been the sincere 
desire of the parties concerned that in case of danger to 
one party, the other would come forward to assist and "the

1. See Chapter I, p. |§
2. Seton to Edmonstone, 22 Oct., 1806, B.P.B.C. 6 Nov. 1806 No. 

72.
Edmonstone in 131k referred, in rather vague terms, to 
promises of lands which holkar had made to Amir Khan.
Minute of Edmonstone, 29 April 181U, B.P.S.C. 21 June 
lQlkf No.5.
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cause of one should he the cause of both."'*' The Governor-General 
contended that these obligations had no meaning, if they ceased 
to be reciprocal. When Holkar invaded Jaipur the British Govern
ment had detached a force for the Raja’s assistance and conse
quently, the territory of Jaipur had been saved from the molest a 
tion of Holkar. But in the late Maratha war, the Governor-Gene
ral added, while British troops were actively operating against 
Holkar, and when they were badly in need of the Raja’s assistance 
"She forces of J^nagur remained entirely inactive, no part of
them joined the British army and no assistance of any kind was

2afforded by the state of Jeynagur in distressing the enemy." On 
the contrary, the Governor-General concluded, "you dispatched a 
large army towards G0dypore and you suffered the enemy to pass 
through your country without molestation." Upon these grounds 
the Governor-General had decided to dissolve the alliance with 
the Raja, The Governor-General in his letter further expressed 
his determination to observe the principle of non-interference 
in the internal concerns and mutual transactions of all the 
states. The British Government’s attention would henceforth 
be exclusively limited to the internal prosperity of the Compa- 
ny’s territory.

But Lake, who did not want the Governor-General to 
adopt this kind of attitude to the Jaipur Raja, argued that
though the movements of the Raja had not been in conformity
l7 Governor-General to the R a j ah of Jeynagur, 3 Jan. 1806, 

B.P.S.C. 13 Feb., 1806, No.67.
2. Ibid.
3* Ibid.



to the conditions of the alliance, the importance he attached 
to the Rajafs aid during Holkar's march through Jaipur in 
October 1805, had led him not only to pass over that conduct, 
but to excite the Raja to assist the British forces by repeating 
the assurance of British protection and friendship*^ Lake was 
happy to confess that "his representations were ultimately 
attended with complete success, and from the supplies drawn 
from his country and the aid given by his officers, a British 
army was enabled at the opening of the present campaign to main
tain a position which I deemed of the greatest importance to

2the success of my operations."
Lake strongly believed that the Marathas had at last 

abandoned their object of obtaining further possession in 
Hindusthan and of attacking the territories of the British 
Government or its allies. As long as the petty states enjoyed 
British protection, they could be attacked neither by Sindia

■Z
nor by Holkar. But Lake expressed his view that "the proposed 
arrangements respecting the petty states west of the Jumna" would 
induce the Marathas to attempt their conquest, and that eventual
ly the British Government would be driven to interfere, and that 
such interference would "probably terminate in a renewal of

k
hostilities under circumstances of the most serious disadvantaged,
1. Lake to Barlow, 17 Jan. 1806, para.lh, B.^.b.C. 6 Feb. 1806,

No.15.
2. Ibid.
3. Ibid. 
h. Ibid.
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Notwithstanding Lake!s objection the Governor-General 
abrogated the company!s previous engagement with Jaipur. On 
13 February 1606 Sturrock, the pesident at Jaipur, was directed 
to obtain his dismissal from the Raja." Ratanlal, the Rajafs 
vakil, however, visited the Resident and launched a strong pro
test against the Governor-Qenerai*s resolution. He was greatly 

agitated at "the want of regard shewn by the British Govern
ment to the Rajah". The vakil further stated that if the 
Governor-General*s intention had been known to the Raja some
time r^5, he could have availed himself of the opportunity

2of conciliating the haratha chiefs.’
The step taken by Barlow may appear impolitic as far as 

India was concerned, as the withdrawal of the British alliance 
from Jaipur freed Amir Ahan and the karathas from any appre
hension they had hitherto felt about plundering
Jaipur and threatening peace in other quarters of India. But 
in withdrawing the alliance from Jaipur Barlow was obeying 
authorities in England whose action had its justification in 
the European and Imperial situation. Both Britain and her 
empire were threatened with French invasion. The shortrun 
considerations outweighed longterm disadvantages. The real 
question is, did Barlow1s policy save British India from 
avoidable expense and military action during the years of 
danger from Napoleon^ The answer is in the affirmative.
1. ^dmonstone to Sturrock, 13 Feb., 1806, B.P.S.O. 13 Feb.,

1806, No.66.
2. Sturrock to hdmonstone, 18 March, 1806, B.P.S.O. 10 April, 

1806, No.3*
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Till the outbreak of' the Nepal war in iQlk the British 
Government judiciously avoided any situation which could 
involve them in a major crisis in India, ^o Barlow*s policy 
may have been worth it, It is aptly remarked that ’’there could 
be no stable Indian balance of power and no decorous concert 
of Indian powers, supremacy in some form was the only solution, 
but the time was not ripe. Napoleon was a more pressing danger 
than Marathas or Pirldaris. Rhe Indian problem was ’’put dn ice" 
until the trench problem should have been solved."

In December 1806 Amir Khan, disappointed of any 
British grant or of service under Holkar, was compelled by the 
turbulence of his soldiers, occasioned by his inability to pay 
them, to take shelter in a fortress in Jaipur state, -̂‘rorn there 
he negotiated with the Jaipur Raja with the object of gaining

pthe means of subsistence for himself and for his followers.
The situation in Rajputana when Amir Khan took refuge 

there was singularly favourable for a freebooter, being full 
of conflict. Both Man Singh, the Jodhpur Raja and Jagat Singh, 
the ^aipur Raja, were determined to gain the hand of Krishna 
Kumari, the daughter of the Udaipur Rana. Man Singh, who had
1. The Oxford History of India, Ed. P. Spear, p.558.
2. Edmonstone ToWorsley, 1 Jan., 1807, B.P.C. 1 Jan. 1807, Mo.29.
3. Malcolm wrongly cklls Man Sing "a distant relation" of 

Bhim Sing. Memoir of Central India, Vol.I, P.330*
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succeeded his brother, Bhim dingh as Xtaja of Jodhpur, asserted 
the legality of his claim, arguing that the Princess of Udaipur 
had previously been betrothed to his brother and that he could 
not give up his claim,1 But according to the Jaipur Raja, 
this claim had no foundation. He stated that he himself had 
been preparing for several months for the celebration of his 
marriage with the lady. This fact, he argued, had been publi
cly known, but Man Singh at that time had not raised any ques
tion regarding the legality of his claim on Krishna Kumari.
Man dingh only raised his objections when he came to know that
the infant son of his elder brother had been given asylum in 

2Jaipur. This infant son was none other than Lhonkul ->ingh, 
the posthumous son of the late Bhim Singh. Man Singh had suc
ceeded to the throne promising that should any of his brother1 s 
wives have a son, he would resign in his favour. This promise 
he set down in a ''written engagement confirmed by an oath.”  ̂
Now Man oingh, ignoring his previous engagement, v/as prepared 
to maintain his position on the throne of Jodhpur. The Ra- 
thone chiefs who wanted Dhonkul Singh to succeed to the Mas- 
nad, sought the assistance of the Jaipur Raja, Jagat dingh.^ 
Moreover, Dhonkul Singh1s mother was the sister of Jagat Singh. 
Naturally he was in an advantageous position. His sympathy for 
Dhonkul °ingh gained for his cause the Raja of Bikanir and a
1. Sturrock to Malcolm, 26 Jan., 1806, B.P.S.O. 27 Feb., 1806, 

No.iil; Letter from the Rajah of Jeypoor, B.P.C. i| Aug.
1807, No.50.

2. Sturrock to Malcolm, 26 Jan. 1806, B.P.S.e. 27 Feb., 1806
No.ill.

3. Letter ffom the Rajah of Jeypoor, B.P.C. U Aug. 1807, No.50. 
U. Ibid.
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section of the Rajput chiefs and their connections.*1'
Thus the Rajput states became once more divided by 

these two are st ions-viz-the rivalry between Man Singh and Ja
gat Singh to gain the hand of Krishna Kumari and the rivalry 
between Dhonkul Singh and Man Singh to gain the Masnad of Jodh
pur. So the tension rose very high and actual hostilities be
tween these two Rajput states, Jaipur and Jodhpur became pro
bable. Both the Rajas became very zealous in enlisting sup
porters. Man Singh, who hoped for British help, proposed in
a letter to the Governor-General to send his vakil to conclude

2a defensive alliance with the British. * The Governor-General
in his reply reminded the Raja that "the British Government has
no other object than to maintain and confirm the relations
of friendhsip as the<are at present exist with you and with all
the chiefs in Hindostan,,. However, he requested the Raja to

3send his vakil to Seton, the Resident at nelhi.
Meanwhile, Seton was instructed that in case of the

vakil of Jodhpur visiting him, he should remember that "by the
8th article of the treaty concluded with Daulat Rao Scindiah in 
November 1805, the British Government is pledged not to con
tract any treaty with the state of Jodhpur, but independently 
of that consideration, the system of policy which is adopted
by the British Government with regard to all the chiefs, and
T7 Mercer to Bariow, 29 Nov. 1806, B.P.C. nlst Jan.,1807, No.32; 

An Arzee from Raj. Ram 8ing, Jeypoor Vakeel, 9 Feb., 1807, 
B.P.C. 12 Feb., 1807, No.97.

2. Man Sing to the Governor-General, Ends, in a letter from 
! ercer, 29 May, 1806. B.C. vol.202/14-583, p. 11*

3. To Rajah Man °ing, 20 June, 1806, B.C. Vol. 202/R583, pd2.
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states with which we are unconnected by defensive alliances, 
opposes the expediency of extending our connections with any 
of those chiefs and states beyond the limits of mere amity and 
concord." ^

In February 1807 Fatehram Beas, the Jodhpur vakil, 
visited the Resident at Belhi and expressed his desire that 
the dispute between his master and the Jaipur Raja "could be
brought to an amicable termination by the friendly interpositinn

2of the British Government." But the vakil was given the cold 
answer, that though the British Government would be glad to 
see the conflict peacefully resolved, it had made it a policy 
"to avoid all mediatorial interference with foreign states, 
excepting only when such interference was conformable to

■7
treaties". The further request of the Jodhpur Raja for al-K.

liance against the Marathas was likewise turned down. The 
Resident, acting on instructions, expressed himself "in such a 
manner which was calculated rather to repress, than to en
courage a hope of such a proposal being accepted." ^

5The Company’s allies in Rajputana, the Kao Raja of 
Machedi and the Kaja of Bharatpur had also been urged by both 
Jodhpur and Jaipur to join them in their conflict. The Rao
1. Sdmonstone to Seton, 26 June, 1806, B.C. Vol. 202/i|-583 p. 18.
2. Seton to Bdmonstone, 26 Feb., 1807, B.P.C. 12 March, 1807,

No.26.
3. Ibid.
i+. Ibid.
5. Barlow had not dissolved the alliances with these states 

only because he could find no excuse in their conduct.
Malcolm, The Political History or India, from 178U to 1823 
Vol. I, p.373. ....
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Raja visited £>eton and wished to know the line of conduct that
would be proper for him to pursue."' He was told that “as he 
had no quarrel or cause of dispute with either of the con
tending Rajahs, he could not be expected to take part in the

2war’'.' He was further reminded that under the terms of his
alliance with the British G o v e r n m e n t  he could have no concern
with either of these Rajas. It would be proper for him to ob-

xserve strict neutrality."
The British attitude was thus cautious in the extreme: 

They were determined to avoid any sit .ation which was likely to 
involve them in the affairs of the states which were not allied 
v/ith them. Non-interference may have been essential at that 
juncture and a policy sincerely held. But its immediate effect 
was disastrous to the states which were excluded from alliance 
with the British Government. The Pindaris and the PathanSs 
under Amir Khan, and the Marathas became free from any appre
hension they had hitherto felt. Soon they..would appear to 
ravage and plunder those two states and threaten the peace in 
general, raising the question - was it really possible for the 
British Government to withdraw its alliance further from any 
other state, in accordance with the Directors1 despatch of 30 
July 1806 in favour of 11 the relinquishment of our alliances with 
several petty chieftains in the north of Hindostan"? ^
T7 Seton to -dmonstone, 2o ^ec. 1606, para 6, B.C. vol. 212/1+72$,

p.37.
2. Ibid.
3* Edmonstone to Seton, 15 Jan. 1807, B.C. vol.212/1+727 P-39*
1+. Bespat dies to Bengal, 30 July, 1806, para.l, p. 577, vol. 1+5 •



While conducting negotiations with the British, Kan 
Singh also looked to Eolkar f'or help. Man Singh, who had as
sisted Eolkar in the late Maratha war, had reasonable grounds 
to think himself sure of his active assistance.^ On 21 De
cember 180b Man Singh's vakil visited Kolkar, and strongly 
urged him to support his master by force. But Holkar at this 
stage probably did not want to lessen his general influence 
over the Hajputs by taking a decided part with either of the 
rival Rajas. He thought it prudent to remain silent and to 
observe oindia's conduct and movements. So Man Singh finding 
Holkar still undecided whether to assist him, appealed to 
Sindia for assistance, but here also he received a very dis
appointing reply. It was merely of ,!a friendly nature, but

3unaccompanied by any specific promise of aid".
On the other side the Jaipur Baja was not idle. He 

also v/as exploring all the available sources of help. He had 
already taken into his service the Hyderabad Pathans formerly 
in Holkar's service. The Jaipur vakil visited Sindia and en
treated him to take his master's side actively. But an advance
of money had been demanded by ^india, which perhaps stood in 
the way of the haja's coming to any settlement with him.^
The Raja had also opened a correspondence with Holkar, and re
quested him at least to remain neutral and not to disturb his
1. Seton to Kdmonstone, 28 Tec., 1806, B.C. vol.212/h727> P*35*
2. Ibid.
3. Ibid.
!+• Iercer to Barlow, 25 Tec. 1806, B.P.C. 15 Jan., 1807, No.31A.
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marriage with the Udaipur Princess. He also opened negotiations 
with Amir Khan, whose camp had long been pitched in the 
neighbourhood of Jaipur. He sent his vakil to Amir Khan’s 
camp to induce hirn to enter his service.^

However, in January 1807 Holkar’s vakil visited 
Jaipur to renew negotiations with the Baja regarding his master’s 
monetary demands. The Raja proposed that in the event of Hol
kar’s not taking any part in the conflict he would pay him four 
lakhs of rupees, as the price of his neutrality. Holkar, 
perhaps dissatisfied with this offer, publicly declared that 
he could not forget the cause of Man °ingh who had rendered him

pvaluable services in the late Ivaratha war. The Jaipur Raja
still hoped to induce Holkar to remain aloof from the present
conflict. So when a fresh proposal came from Holkar, offering
to remain neutral, ''provided the Rajah of Jeypoor would pay
him three lacks of rupees on commencing his march, three lafeks
more on his reaching °hahpoora, and three lacks afterwards”,
the Jaipur Raja, finding no alternative, acceded to Holkar’s 

3proposal.
In the event of Holkar’s relinquishing all inter

ference in the conflict between the two Rajput rulers, Sindia 
thought it wise to come to a settlement with the Jaipur Raja.
In fact, an understanding took place that the Raja would pay
T7 Seton to Udmonstone, 2 8 ^ec., lgo6,B.C. Vol.212A727, p.35.
2. Seton to ^dmonstone, 12 Jan. 1807, B.P.S.C. 29 Jan., 1807,

No.13.
3. Letter from the Resident at Delhi, 2 Reb., 1807, B.C. 

Vol.212A787, p.83.
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him ten lakhs of rupees “on the sole condition of Scindiah!s 
not assisting Rajah Man Sing." 1

Thus the probability of interference on the part of 
the two Maratha rulers in the conflict between the two Rajput 
Rajas had eventually been eliminated. But Amir Khan's stand 
was rather different: he secured money from both of them,
not as the price of neutrality, but as a reward for the active 
assistance that he rendered sometimes to the cause of Jaipur 
and sometimes to that of Jodhpur.

The Jaipur Raja had already received Amir Khan with 
signal honour and distinction, and had made a liberal offer 
to him. Holkar, however, did not want him to espouse the cause 
of Jaipur. Holkarfs wish was that his Sardars should assist 
Man °ingh and put pressure on Jagat ^ingh, so that he could 
secure more mcjejn̂r from him.^ But ^mir Khan was reluctant to 
oblige Holkar. He arrived in the vicinity of the Jaipur camp 
at Rehelani and received one lakh of rupees from the Raja on 
25 February 1807* On the following day, he had a confidential 
meeting with Rai Chand, the Raja's Bewan, regarding the mili- 
tary arrangements."

Amir Khan had pitched his camp midway between those 
of Jagat Singh of Jaipur and Man Singh, the former still con
tinuing at Refeelani and the latter having pitched his camp
1*7 ~ Mercer to Barlow, 6 *'eb., 1607, B.C. vol. 212/1+727, PP* 90-91
2. Mercer to Barlow, ll| Jan., 1807, B.C. vol.212/14-727, P»Ul.
3. Seton to Edmonstone, 6 March, 1807, B.C. vol.212/1+727,

p.12k.



in the vicinity of Rupnagar. In March 1807, the Raja of 
Jaipur ordered him to be supplied with cash so that he might
march without delay into Jodhpur  ̂with his followers to plunder

2and ravage that country.
Thus actual hostilities between the two states began, 

In the conflict Amj.r Khan now actively interfered not in the 
character of a Sardar attached to Holkar*s interecst, but as 
an independent chief at the heaoLof his Pathan soldiers and a 
few thousand Holkarshahi Pindaris. Their number had very re
cently been augmented by the retrenched and starving soldiers
of Holkar and by a group of Karim Khan*s followers after the

•5latter*s discomfiture by Sindia* While Amir Khan was thus
adding to the number of his followers, he was asked by Holkar,
"..hat is the object of these new levies?'* ^ Amir Khan replied,
"Men of high ambition never abandon their purpose; ..... God
is the dispenser of bounties and the disposer of all events.
Recollect when you yourself first met me, what then was the
condition of your army and of your resources? The glory and
the state you have attained have been the gift of God, as the
reward of your high ambition and pertinacity of purpose. It

5is now my turn to see what Providence has in store for me."
Meanwhile, an action had taken place between the

armies of Jaipur and Jodhpur, who were within a few miles of
1. Heton to Hamonstone, 7 March, l607, B.P.S.O. 25 March, 1S07,

No. 1.
2. Seton to Edmonstone, 12 March, 1807, B.P.C. 26 March, 1807* 

No.37.
3. Infra, p.
U. memoir of Amer Khan, p.309-
5. Ibid.



each other. In this action the Jodhpur forces were driven from 
their defensive positions, and further harassed by the plundering 
of Amir Khan's Pindaris, fell back.1 The Jaipur army followed 
up its early successewith an attack on Man Singles camp, in 
whicli they overwhelmingly defeated Man ^ingha and drove him in

2  TTheadlong flight to Miruth. Tie was so closely followed by Amir
Khan’s followers that his guns and baggage fell into their hands.
After successfully eluding his pursuers Man Singh reached Miruth
attended only by five hundred horse on 11+ March and shortly
afterwards he again resumed his flight towards Jodhpur."

In April 1807 Man Singh reaehed Jodhpur and exerted
himself in collecting new adherents ana in raising money by
every means in his power. Ultimately he managed to assemble
about 12,000 men of all descriptions.^ Then he received the
information that his enemies were fast approaching Jodhpur. He
called upon his bandars to declare whether they were ready to
espouse his cause. His Sardars expressed their determination

5to stand by him and confirmed their assurance by an oath.
Meanwhile, Amir Khan at the head of his own followers

and the Jaipur ariry v/as marching on Jodhpur. As he approached,
establishing

he succeeded in winning over the influential Sardars and / 
Dhonkul Singh's authority. The Amil of Miruth had already
1. Letter fromrr.the Resident at Belhi, 1 March, 1807, B.C. vol. 

212/1+727, p.119-
2. Seton to mdmonstone, 18 March, 1607, B.P.C. 2 April, 1807,

No.60.
3. Seton to Mdmonstone, 21 March, 1807, B.P.C. 9 April, 1807,

No.27.
i+. Letter from the Resident at Delhi, 11 April, 1807, B.C.

Vol.212A727, p. 183.
3. Ibid, p.131+.
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surrendered and agreed to pay Dhonkul oingh 135,000. rupees as 
a token of allegiance. The Jaipur army reached Jodhpur and 
erected their bat^Lr^es. Jawai Singh, a Rathor chief of con
siderable influence, who joined the Jaipur Raja in support of 
Dhonkul Singh, was very helpful in inducing the Rathor Sardars 
to desert Man oinghTs cause.^
6 After a resistance of fifteen days the town of Jodh
pur surrendered, but Man Singh and his adherents still con-

ptiriued to hold out in the fort of Jodhpur. The victorious 
army under Amir Khan and Chand Singh, the Jaipur general, 
while besieging the fort of Jodhpur, also sent a detachment 
to occupy the fort of Ragore.^

So far the situation was developing in the way that 
was expected by the Jaipur Raja and his adherents. But after 
the surrender of the town of Jodhpur, the situation suddenly 
took a different course. sindia1s generals, Raja Ambaji and 
Bapilji Sindia were advancing to the Jaipur camp to collect 
the money promised by the Raja to ^india in the event of the 
latter*s remaining neutral.^' But on their way they began to 
plunder and raise contributions on the villages of Jaipur.
This conuuct on the part of Sindia1 s soldiers afforded the

5Raja an excuse for withholding the payment of the promised sum.
1. Letter from the Resident at Delhi, 11 April, 1807* B.C. 

vol.212/1-1-727, p.155*
2. Seton to Sdmonstone, 21+ April, 1807. B.C. vol.212/1+727# p«l63«
3. Mercer to Ear-low, 11+ April, 1807, B.P.C. 7 May, 1807, No.33* 
1+.. Mercer to Barlow, 8 May, 1807, B.C. vol.212/1+727, p.167*
5. Ibid, p.168.



holkar for his part still continued encamped on the 
left bank of the Chaiabal; thence he kept a close watch on 
Sindia1s movements. He also renewed his monetary demands 
on the Jaipur Raja and openly declared his intention of cros
sing the river, if the ^aja did not comply with his demands.1

To the further embarjassment of Jaipur Amir Khan 
now decided to change sides. It was not prudent to see Man 
Singh either destroyed completely or driven to accept terms.
Man oingh had taken refuge with no more than a few hundred ad
herents in the fort of Jodhpur. His position within the fort

2was not satisfactory, as he was daily losing his adherents.
He had already opened negotiations with Sawai Singh and it was 
not improbable that he would ultimately be forced to accept 
his terms, Such an outcome Amir Khan thought by no means de- 
sirable.

Amir Khan had already been greatly annoyed by the
Jaipur Raja, who had directed him to deliver up the property he
had plundered when in pursuit of Man ^ingh.^' Amir Khan^ counter
claiming that the promise made to him by the Raja had not been
fulfilled, was committing every sort of depredations in Jaipur.
This conduct Amir Khan justified upon the ground that the Raja

5had not paid him the sum which had been agreed upon. The
1. Seton to ndmonstone, 2lTTiay7~l5077~B7(T7 vol.212/U727> p. 175*
2. Mercer to Barlow, 8 May, 1807, B.C. vol.212/U727, P-169*
3. Ibid. p.170.
U. Seton to Bdmonstone, 23 March, 1807, B.P.C. 9 April, 1807, 

No.25.
5. Seton to Bdmonstone, 6 July, 1807, B.P.C. 23 July, 1807,

No.30.



position of the Jaipur ^aja the ostensible victor thus became 
critical. He was daily loosing his ground. The Rathors who 
had allied themselves with him, were shocked to see their 
country being plundered and ravaged by the invaders. On the 
other hand, Han °ingh determined to fight out his cause from 
the fort of Jodhpur, was gaining new adherents daily.1 The 
Raja of Jaipur was therefore reduced to the fatal necessity 
of furnishing Amir Khan with Tankhwah or pecuniary orders 
upon certain districts in Jaipur, emboldened with this 
sanction for extortion Amir Khan’s men visited Kushalgarh and
Hindown and exacted 16,000 and 10,000 rupees from these places

2respectively. These concessions failed to satisfy Amir Khan; 
on the contrary, they enf'lamed his greed. The petty Rajput 
chiefs who were under the protection of the Jaipur Raja, 
fearing that the Raja had no longer the power of protecting 
them from the molestations of the Pathans and the Pindar is, 
sought security in British protection. Suraj Mai, the uncle 
of the Rao Raja visited seton in order to sound him as to the 
possibility of the British Governments taking under its protec
tion three petty Rajput chiefs, namely, Rao Jawhar Singh of 
Patun, Bharat Singh of G-arh and Azmat ^ingh of Kote-Benower, 
who were the dependants of the Raja of Jaipur. Suraj Mai argued
that if protection were given to them, not only would the field
1. Seton to sdmonstone, 6 duly, 1607, B.P.C. 23 July, l607, No.30
2. Seton to Kdmonstone, 2k July, 1807, B.C. vol.212/^727 p.190*
3. Seton to Bdmonstone, 23 July, 1807, B.P.C. 11 Aug. 1807, No.k*



60.

of Amir Khan’s depredations be limited, but they would be 
glad to pay handsome tributes to the British Government.’*'
But British policy was not to extend their political relation
further, and the Resident thought it needless to enter into

2any discussion on the subject.
Amir Khan was far from being satisfied with the con

cessions that the Raja of Jaipur had made him. He therefore
planned to go and plunder the town of Jaipur. ,J-'he ^aipur Ra-

xja was still engaged in the seige of the fort of Jodhpur. But 
when Amir Khan set off for Jaipur, he detached a force under 
the command of Sheolal to resist him. On 3 August an action 
took place near Kishengarh between the Raja’s army under Shholal 
and Amir Khan’s armies, in which the latter were defeated and 
put to flight/* Amir Khan’s defeat made his enemies jubilanfe. 
Amir Khan, for his part, could not forget the humiliation. He 
immediately began to reorganise his soldiers and enlist the 
sympathy of the Rathors; and in August 1807 he marched to 
meet Sttflolal at Madurajpur, where an action took place in which

5the Jaipur army was defeated.
Amir Khan’s victory caused considerable consternation 

in Jaipur. The Rani had openly declared her intention to de
posit all her valuable articles in the mint for coinage; in
addition she was taking measures to encourage the inhabitants
1. Seton to Edrnonstone, 2k 'July, 1807, B.C. Vol.213/2+727* P• 189•
2. Ibid., p.190.
3. Seton to Edrnonstone, 9 Aug.1807* B.P.C.1 Sept. 1807, N0.6A.
U. Seton to Edrnonstone, 13 ^ug., 1807, B.P.C. 1 Sept., 1807,

No.lfj-.
3. Seton to Edrnonstone, 21 Aug., 1807, B.P.C. 8 Sept., 1807,

No. 13A.
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and to organise them for the defence of the city.1 But however
elated Amir Khan might be by his victory over the forces of
Jaipur, he realised that it was not wise to try to plunder the
town of Jaipur. He knew that tb j (defeat a disorganised army
under the command of a man of limited ability and to defeat
people who were grimly determined to save their property and

2honour were two different situations. So for the time being 
he gave up his hope of plundering the city of Jaipur and pro- 
ceeded towards Kishengarh.

Meanwhile, the Rathor chiefs who were willing to 
submit to the control of Sawai Singh, had left the Jaipur camp 
in disgust and proceeded towards Kishengarh. There they met 
Amir Khan, with whom they had a long discussion, in which Amir 
Khan was told of their determination to join Man Singh. He 
decided to leave Kishengarh and go with them towards Miruth.^
The relations between Man Jingh and ^mir Khan were already be
coming friendly. Man Singh and his party had been greatly 
elated by accounts of okholalTs defeat which they thought would 
oblige the Raja of Jaipur to retreat to his own capital and
Man Jingh had despatched a message congratulating Amir Khan

5on his victory.
Amir Khan reached miruth on 21 September. On his

arrival he was received by Man Singh with signal honour and
1. Seton to edrnonstone", 2o Aug., 1607, B.C. vol.212?4727 , P • 212.
2. Ibid.
3# Seton to Edrnonstone, 6 Sept., 1607. B.C. vol.212/4727, p.227*
if. Seton to mdmonstone, 19 Sept., 1807, B.C. vol.212/4727, P*233«
5. Seton to edrnonstone, 2 Sept., 1807, B.P.C. 21 Sept., 1807,

No.43•



distinction. They had a long discussion regarding the future 
course of action. Amir Khan proposed that their united force 
should proceed to Ragor-e to attack the Jaipur fiaja and other 
adherents of Bhonkul Singh.1 Y/hen Man Singh declared that he
could not do so because of want of money and supplies, Amir
Khan replied that with enemies at his door, the Raja must find 
some means to remove them. He then re guested the Raja to send 
Induraj Singh, the Raja’s principal Bakshi, to him at Miruth.

’whatever financial difficulties Man Singh might have 
Amir Khan’s assistance was essential to him. He could neither 
rely on Sindia, nor put any faith in the words of Holkar. The 
British Government had made it clear that they would not inter
fere. At last therefore Man Singh agreed to pay Amir Khan four
and a half lakhs a month for the maintenance of his army, to
give his son a Jagir producing an income of four lakhs of rupees
a year and to take into his service a brigade of Amir Khan’s,

3at the rate of thirteen lakhs of rupees a year. So Amir Khan 
became Man Singh’s partizan, and marched towards the town of 
Jodhpur. He sent a letter to the British Resident at Delhi 
Openly declaring his newly established friendship with Man Singh 
and expressing his determination to bring an end to the struggle 
between the two Rajput states J 1-

Meanwhile, Dhonkul Singh had been proclaimed the Raja
of Jodhpur at Nagore with due ceremony. Soon afterwards the
1. Seton to edrnonstone, b Oct.,1607, B.C. vol.212/4727> p«2i4-5.
2. Ibid.

Seton to Bdmonstone, 25 Set., 1807 > B.P.C.16 Nov. 180/, No.l. 
d. Ibid.
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Jaipur Raja quitted ^agore and proceeded to his own capital. 
Dhonkul ^ingh was placed under the protection of Sawai Singh 
and Bapuji Sindia.1 But he was gradually losing his hold on 
the situation. The Rathors who had so long fought for his 
cause now remained neutral; and he could expect little from 
Bapaji Sindia. Sawai Singh was the only faithful supporter 
who remained with him. But their joint strength was no match 
for the combination of Amir Khan and Ban ^ing. Filled with an
xiety they thought it wise to address the British Resident 
at Delhi. They urged the British Government to send troops 
in support of Dhonkul Singh. Their agent, SrimOvas Pandit, 
visited the Resident and pleaded in favour of his master. He 
suggested that if the British helped Raja Dhonkul Singh, they 
could be rewarded in the following way.

1. The Raja would pay the British Government the sum of 
twelve lakhs of rupees in chsfc.

2. The Raja would assign them five Psrganas, namely 
Sambar, Nanwan, Koli, Parbatsir and Didwanah.

3. He would take into his pay four battalions of British 
infantry and four regiments of cavalry.

This was nothing but a request to enter into a sub
sidiary alliance with the British Government. But true to the 
policy of non-alignment the Resident replied to Raja Dhonkul 
Singh’s agent in the same tone and spirit in which he had replied

1. Seton to Edrnonstone, 8 Oct. 1807, B.C. vol.212/U727, p.2U7*
2. Seton to Edrnonstone, lk Dec. 1807, B.C. Vol.2U7/5579* P*l6.
3. Ibid.



to Raja Ban °ingh,s agents. The agent, Srinuwas, was told that 
the Eritish Government had no intention of extending its ter
ritories or making “encroachments on its neighbour^ but on 
the contrary was occupied in improving the dominions which it 
already possessed, and in providing for the protection, security 
and happiness of its subjects of all ranks, descriptions and 
religions persuasions."1

After settling his monetary demands with Man Singh, 
Amir Khan with his force and accompanied by the Jodhpur general, 
Anandraj Bakshi, pitched his camp near Nagore. There his first 
object was to separate Bapuji Sindia from Dhonkul Singh. He 

immediately opened negotiations with Bapuji Gindia to induce 
him to retire from Nagore. Bapuji Sindia was quite ready to 
retire, leaving Dhonkul Singh to his fate, if Amir Khan secured 
for him a reasonable amount of money from Man Singh. But 
Man Singh pleaded his inability to find any considerable sum 
of money in his present crisis. However Amir Khan brushed 
aside this difficulty categorically expressing his determina
tion to recover the fort of Nagore even 1 if he had to face the 
combined forces of Dhonkul Singh and Bapuji Sin<iia#3 Bapuji 

Sindia was aware of the inefficiency and the limited number of 
his soldiers and he had recently written to Sindia for im
mediate reinforcement. Seeing that °india was not ready to
send any aid, seeing that Man Sin^ihad not got the means to
1. Seton to Edrnonstone, lit kec. 1807, B.C. vol.2l|-7/5579* p. 15.
2. Mercer to Minto, 30 Jan., 1808, B.P.C.29 Feb., 1807* No.77»
3. Tbid.



65.
buy

buy him off, and that Amir Khan was not only in earnest but 
also in superior force, Bapuji finally decided not to risk an 
engagement, and in February 1808 he withdrew from Nagore, 
leaving Dhonkul ^ingh to his fate.'1'

So Dhonkul Sing’s position at Nagore was gradually 
changing from bad to worse. Sawai ^ingh, to whose guardian
ship Dhonkul 6ingh had been committed, did not think it pru
dent to remain inactive, when the letter’s safety was obviously 

2at stake. He opened negotiations with Surat oingh, the Raja
of Bikanir, to induce him actively to espouse the cause of
Dhonkul ^ingh or at least to secure from him a promise of
asylum for Dhonkul £>ingh if the safety of his person were en- 

3dangered. Even Sawai Singh had gone as far as to think of 
procuring Amir Khan’s assistance of at least his peaceful re
tirement from Nagore by making a liberal offer. Just at this 
time the proposal came from Amir Khan that he himself and 
Sawai Singh, the leaders of the opposing sides should meet 
to discuss their relative situations. He invited Sawai Singh 
to his camp which was about 9 miles from the fort of Nagore,*5̂  
Sawai Singh readily accepted the invitation.^" Early in April 
he reached Amir Khan’s camp. But "as soon as Sawai Sing repaired 
to the camp, Amir Khan in base violation of his solemn oath
ordered his person to be seized. This gave rise to an affray
1. Mercer toMLnto, 15 Feb., 1808, B.P.CT lU March, 1808, No.25.
2. Seton to Edrnonstone, 1 March, 1808, B.P.C. 21 March, 1808,

No.39.
3. Ibid.
U. Seton to Edrnonstone, 8 April, 1808, B.P.C. 25 April, 1808, No.lUf.
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in which Sawai Singh was murdered"•̂  For Dhonkul Singh the
death of his determined supporter, meant the death of his cause,

2and an abrupt end to his struggle for the Masnad of Jodpur.
Amir Khan obtained possession of Nagore. But Dhonkul bingh 
had been previously carried off by his attendants to Bikanir.^

As already observed, Amir Khan agreed to help Man 
Singh to get rid of his enemies. But it is not known whether 
Sawai Singhfs murder formed a part of their agreement. Man 
Singh1s vakil visited Seton immediately after this event. On 
being asked by Seton, the vakil admitted that "Amir Khan, 
despairing of being able either, to take the fort of Nagore 
or to induce Thakoor Sawey Sing to deliver it up, formed a 
plan for obtaining possession of his person which was approved 
by Raja Man Sing." ^ Still the confusion remained. No doubt, 
Amir Khanfs design to seize the person of Sawai Singh had been 
approved of by Man Singh, but that did not necessarily mean 
that the murder of Sawai Singh Had been included in the plan, 
or that Amir Khan had obtained Man Singh*s previous sanction 
for this foul act. When the Resident categorically asked the 
vakil to clarify this point, the vakil admitted that the plan 
of seizing Sawai Singh’s person had been approved of by the 
Raja, but denied that Sawai Singh’s murder formed a part of
that plan, furthermore the vakil did not hold Amir Khan directly
1. Seton to edrnonstone, 8 April, 1808, B.P.C. 2 5 April, 1808,

No. i}h.
2. Ibid.
3. Mercer to Minto, 18 April, 1808, B.P.C. 16 May, 1808, No.76.
U. Seton to Edrnonstone, 9 April, 1808, B.P.C. 25 April, 1808,

No•1*6•
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responsible for Sawai Singh1 s murder. He ’'ascribed the blood 
which had been shed, to the tumult of the moment, and to the 
impossibility, upon such occasions, to limit mischief or to 
restrain licentiousness".1 So it is not safe to lay the en
tire blame for the murder even on Amir Khan.

In February 1808 Kashirao Holkar died, and for some 
time thereafter there was continued unrest in the southern 
parts of the Holkar dominions. Yashvantrao was believed to 
have caused his elder brother Kashirao’s death. Dadhu Khan, 
a partisan of Kashirao, in collaboration with Kashirao’s widow 
challenged Yashvantrao’s authority. They put forward Mohi-

i
patrao’s claim to the inheritance of Tukoji Holkar, as the le-
gitimate son of Ranoji, Tukoji’s full brother. Against these
confederates Yashvantrao despatched a part of his forces in
March 1808. His troops were defeated and driven back by Dadhu 

■5Khan, however, and Yashvantrao, in alarm wrote "in a pressing 
manner the Ameer Khan, requiring his immediate attendance at 
Bhanpoora with all his troops".^

Amir Khan was thus presented with an alternative 
hunting ground to that of Rajputana. He could foresee that
Holkar*s ill-health, the decaying condition of his government,
1. Set on to Edrnonstone, 9 April, 1808, B.P.C .25 April, '18'68, N otj.6,
2. Seton to Edrnonstone, 28 March,1808, B.P.C.18 April, 1808,No.Ui;,
3. Seton to Edrnonstone, 27 March,1808, B.P.C.ll April, 1808,No.31+,
hm Seton to Edrnonstone, 1 April,1808, B.P.C. 18 April,1808,No.115,



and the intrigues in his aarbar might soon open up very pro
fitable opportunities for his intervention* Immediately after 
Sawai Singh*s murder, therefore, he despatched four battalions 
and two thousand horse to assist Yashvantrao Holkar.^

In taking this step Amir Khan was probably also in
fluenced by the more threatening turn of events in Rajputana.
V hen dinUia heard that Bapuji Sidia had retired from Nagore and 
that Chaturbhuj, the Jaipur minister, had repudiated all Sin
dian monetary claims upon him, he immediately ordered his 
generals JeanBaptiste and Sharzarao Ghatge to unite their 
forces with Bapuji Sindia so as to put effective pressure upon 
the Jaipur Raja. Clearly if Raja Jagat Singh were to capitu
late and come to a settlement with sindia, the combined forces 
of the latter would then be free to march upon Nagore, which 
must in that case slip from his hands. It was wise, therefore, 
to make some gesture at least of aiding Yashvantrao Holkar so 
as to hqve a second source of employment available should the 
Rajputana adventure come to an end.

In the event the Jaipur Raja did not capitulate to
Sindia. Rather he ordered his general Chand Singh to clear

2Sindia*s marauding troops from Jaipur. On 26 June 1808 in a 
well contested action near Naseridah, Chand Singh defeated them,
inflicting heavy loss."’ However, only two days later, Chand
1. Lucknow Persian Nev/s Paper, 30 April, 1808, B.P.C. 9 May, 

1808, No.68.
2. Seton to Kdmonstone, 28 June, 1808, B.P.C. 10 July, 1808,

No.32.
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Singh was in his turn defeated and driven to take shelter in
Todri fort, wherein he was promptly besiedged by Bapuji Sindia.^
Even after receiving this alarming news, &aja Jagat Singh did
not give up hope. He assembled further forces for the defence

2of his capital and looked around for allies.
His first move was an offer of fifteen lakhs to Holkar 

for his active assistance. This Holkar would have been glad 
to accept, for he had no wish to see Sindia left free to ex
ploit the situation alone. But however anxious to accept, 
his own position was too precarious, with Eadhu Khan makihg 
alarming progress in the Deccan, to permit him to do more than 
despatch four battalions and one thousand horse towards Mokundra, 
on the road to Jaipur.^ Raja Jagat Singh sought therefore to 
free his hands by coming to a settlement with Jodhpur, and he 
deputed his confidential servant Dinaram to the Jodhpur Court. 
There Raja Man bingh consulted with Amir Khan, who agreed to 
send his munshi and his father-in-law upon a return embassy 
to Jaipur.^ They were cordially received by Raja Jagat Singh, 
who was greatly encouraged by the news that Amir Khan was pre
pared to render service to his cause, and that, leaving three
thousand horse and foot in the service of Man 9ing, Amir Khan

£
had marched out in the direction of Jaipur.
1. Seton to Edrnonstone, 30 Jude, 1808, B.P.C. 18 July, 1808,No.33
2. Elphinstone to Minto, 5 July, 1808, B.P.C. 8 Aug. 1808,No.12.
3* Seton to edrnonstone, 28 June, 1808, B.P.C. 10 July, 1808, No.

32.
h. Close to Edrnonstone, 20 July, 1808, B.P.C. 15 Aug., 1808,

No.18.
5. Seton to edrnonstone, 12 July, 1808, B.P.C. 1 Aug., 1808,

No.i+8.
6. Elohinst Seton to ne to Minto, 5 July, 1808, 3.P.C. 8 Aug. 1808, No.12; Edrnonstone, 20 July, 1808, B.P.C.15 Aug. lo0o,No.io.
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So far Jagat >̂ingh had received only promises of aid 
from Holkar and Amir Khan, but little more, the Rajput chiefs 
had not rallied to his cause, and meanwhile ^india had renewed 
his predatory activities in the territories of Jaipur with 
much vigour. Bapuji, Jean Baptiste and Sharzarao 0liatg©- had 
united their forcesand proceeded to lay waste the Jaipur ter
ritories, town after town falling to them.'*' When the strong 
fort of Suma fell to them late in July, they openly boasted
that the town of Jaipur would be their next victim. Jagat Singh

2felt compelled once again to seek British assistance.
'the RajaTs minister, Chaturbhuj, vigorously pressed 

the point that "the country would never be properly protected 
until a party of the British troops were subsidised". In 
mid-August Bal Mukand, the Jaipur vakil, accordingly visited 
Set on with an urgent plea for a renewal of the defensive al
liance with the company. "The actual power as well as the digni 
ty of the ancient sovereigns of India were now possessed by the
British Government", he said, "the weaker states when oppressed

1.1had a sorlt of right to look up to it for protection." But 
Set on reminded Bal i ukand that the British policy was one of 
non-interference, from which there could be no deviatLCon.
When the vakil was convinced that there was little hope of se
curing British protection, he asked at least for the “mediation
1. Set on to .Edmonstone, 20~July, l8M ,  B.P.C. 15 AugTlfioS, No. 18 •
2. Close to Minto, lh July, 1808, B.P.C. 29 Aug. 1808, No.22A.
3. Seton to Edmonstone, 18 July, 1808, B.P.C. 8 Aug. 1808, No.26
U* Seton to Edmonstone, 17 Aug., 1808, B.P.G. 12 Sept., 1808,

No.28.



of the British Government to procure a fair and amicable adjust
ment of the differences between him and Scindiah"• Seton 
replied that even mediation would be a deviation from non
intervention to which the Company could not agree.'1'

This refusal of British aid was to be £mir Khan’s op
portunity, for the despairing Faja now turned to him. Amir Khan 
was approaching the Jaipur country in great haste: in mid-
August he reported hisarrival at Sambar. The Raja immediately
sent his agent to meet Amir Khan and with him the gift of a

2lakh of rupees. Amir Khan was not satisfied; he pressed for 
more and while negotiations were going on, allowed his Pindaris 
to plunder the surrounding villages. Amir Khan may well have 
secretly wished to allow the whole situation to drag on, so as 
to extort more money from the Raja, for his real object was not 
to retard Sindia’s operations, but to secure money. Indeed 
he thought it expedient to keep on good terms with all the 
parties concerned. While he was giving the Raja of Jaipur his 
clear assurances of assistance, in correspondence with Bapuji 
Sindia he was promising to arrange a settlement of Sindia!s 
just demands, - if need lie by joining him in coercing Jagat 
Singh - if only Bapuji would in the meantime cease to molest 
Jaipur territory.^

By September, however, Jagat Singh had become aware
1. Seton to -^dmonstone, 17 Aug. 1808, B.P.C. 12 Sept., 1808 No.28
2. Close to Minto, 20:Aug., 1808, B.P.C. 12 Sept. 1808, No.35.
3. Close to Minto, 20 Aug., 1808, B.p.c. 12 Sept. 1808, No.35.



of Amir Khan’s deceit and had decided that his; very presence
in Jaipur was incompatible with its tranquility or with the
successful conclusion of any settlement with Sindia. It would
be cheaper to purchase Amir Khan’s retirement from Jaipur than
his assistance,1 for the Pindaris were still ravaging Jaipur
and their leader pressing his financial demands, finally
Amir Khan agreed to withdraw upon payment of seven lakhs of 

2rupees, and early in October the Baja paid him four lakhs 
in cash and two in jewels.

Amir Khan was the readier to come to terms with 
Jaipur because his attention for some time had been diverted 
to the situation in Holkar’s camp. Holkar for a few months 
had been suffering from mental derangement with occasional 
intervals of recovery. The affairs of the Government were con
ducted by a Sardar, Yamuna Ehau and ^ulsibai, Holkar’s wife. 
Tulsibai, feeling her position insecure, urgently sought Amir 
Khan’s presence in Court.^ Amir Khan did not take much time 
in deciding to push on to Holkar’s court. To cover his change 
of plan and avoid misunderstandings with Sindia, and with those 
of Holkar’s ministers, who were not favourably disposed to his 
interference in the affairs of Holkar’s state, he publicly de
clared that he was going to Holkar’s camp at Kumkerar simply to

8 ' £look after Holkar’s health. He set off in January 1809*
l7 Close to Minto, 17 Gept• 1808, B.P.C. 10 Oct. 1808 No.37*
2. Close to Minto, 1 Oct., 1808, B.P.C. 2k Oct. 1808, No.19*
3. Seton To Edmonstone, 10 Oct.,1808, B.P.C. 31 Oct. 1808, No.i+6. 
k. Close to Minto, 30 Oct., 1808, B.P.S.C. 28 Nov. 1808, No.l.
3. Seton to Ednorstone, 19 Pec., 1808, B.P.C. 16 Jan. 1809,No.93*
6. Close to Edmonstone, 5 Jan., 1809 B.P.S.C. 20 Feb. 1809* No. 2k



SECTION II

It was pointed out earlier in this chapter that the 
Pindaris, assuming a more independent role after the Maratha 
wars of Wellesley, still shoifiiHd in their division into Holkar- 
shahis and ^indiashahis their cr igins as auxiliaries of these 
two Maratha powers. The activities of the Holkarshahis have 
been discussed: it is time to turn back now to a review of the
Sindiashahis under their leaders Karim Khan and Chitu Khan.
What effect in freeing -̂ mir Khan’s hands the British withdrawal 
from its ^ajput alliances had has been clearly seen. It is 
necessary now to consider what effect a purely defensive po
licy had in Central India.

At the be ginning of 1806, Sydenham, the Resident at 
Hyderabad had declared that it no longer seemed necessary to 
maintain British forces on the northernfrontiers of Hyderabad. 
Barlowr agreed. His one doubt had been about the danger of 
Pindari attacks upon the Nizam’s territories, but he believed 
that the good relations established with Sindia and Holkar would 
prevent any such attempt.1 Sydenham further reassured him
that if the Pindaris should attempt any incur^/§\on "the troops

\of His Highness fully capable of encountering the Pindaris and 
of preserving the security of the frontier. Barlow therefore
directed Sydenham to order the commanding officer of the
1. Sydenham to Barlow, 12 Jan., 1806, B.P.S.C. 6 Feb., 1806, 

No.k2.



subsidiary force to march back to the Godavari and canton 
his troops.1

The Nizam’s ministers, Munir-ul-Mulk and Baja Mohi- 
patram, when informed of this decision and asked to take ef
fective measures themselves to defend Hyderabad territories,

w ,shofed at once that they disagreed with Sydenham’s assumptions.
They declared their readiness to make every effort to repel
Pindari incursions, but also their belief that they could not
succeed "without some assistance from the subsidiary force".
If the assistance of two battalions was available, then, they
declared, the Nizam’s contingent, so supported, ‘'would be

2perfectly sufficient to defend the frontier". Sydenham, in 
reply, expressed his belief that the Nizam’s troops were quite 
capable of destroying any plunderers disturbing the tranquillity 
of the Nizam’s territories. The ministers politely agreeing, 
nevertheless renewed their request for the two battalions, de
claring that "the mere name of any detachment of the British 
troops would prevent the Pindaris from repeating their incur- 
sions."

The Resident, with "a peculiar degree of judgement and 
address" in the Governor-General’s opinion,^" replied that the 
Nizam’s troops "must be taught to consider themselves capable
of defending their own country, from such attacks, and that
T7 Sydenham to Barlow, 12 "Jan. I806, B.P.S.C. T> Feb. 1806, No.k2. 
2- Tbid.
3. Ibid.
k. Edmonstone to Sydenham, 2b March, 1806, B.P.S.C. 27 March, 

1806, No.87.



they would not have that confidence, which they ought, in 
themselves as long as they were always asssted with British 
troops* rj\hat the Nizam’s troops had distinguished themselves 
very much, and particularly against the Pindarries, that they 
had acquired a name, and that if that name were not sufficient 
to restrain the incursions of the Pindarries, they ought to 
establish it themselves in the first encounter with those ma
rauders."'1' Sydenham then concluded by referring to the prin
ciples and objects of the Company’s alliance with the Nizam.
"The manifest intention of that alliance was that the Subadar’s 
Government should in the first instance make every possible 
exertion to defend and preserve the tranquillity of the country 
and that in cases of necessity clearly made out and substantia
ted, when its own resources might be insufficient, the British 
Government was bound to employ the subsidiary force, in as
sisting and supporting the Nizam’s Government. On the present 
occasion it did not appear to me that a case of necessity did
exist, and therefore there could be no substantial objection

2to the cantoning of the force". Though British troops would 
be present in Berar, they would occupy “an advanced and 
ral positioh on the river Godavery" and on "any important 

occasion" in collaboration with the Poona force , could readily 
advance to the frontier.^
1. Sydenham to Barlbwy 12 Jan. 1806 B.P.S.C. 6 Peb., 1806, No.i+2
2. ibid.
3* Ibid.
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The uovernor-General in Council not only approved 
the judgement of the Resident, but trusted that his reference 
to the principles of the alliance had produced "a correct 
comprehension'1 in the minds of the Nizam’s ministers, as to the 
Eritish attitude."1* The defensive policy of Barlow’s Government 
required that the troops of their allies should henceforth be 
entrusted with the responsibility of repulsing the plundering 
incursions of the Pindaris. Sindia and Holkar were now on 
friendly berms with the British and their allies, and since 
the Pindaris without the support of the Maratha armies had not 
yet been a major menance, the assistance of British forces 
seemed uncalled for. Moreover the withdrawal of the forward 
British troops could be justified not only by such military 
assessments but on the wider consideration that withdrawal in 
itself would reduce tension and create just that atmosphere of 
tranquility which a policy of non-interference required.

Barlow’s decision was soon tested. In February 
1806 a rumour was strongly current that the Pindaris under 
Karim Khan were making preparations for an attack on the Nizam’s 
territory. The ^overnor-General naturally thought it proper 
to direct Mercer, the Resident with Sindia, to make a repre
sentation to that lehief on the "apprehended inroads of the 
Pindarries into the territory of the Soubadar of the Beckan 
and suggest to him the expectation of the British Government 
that he will employ the efforts of his authority and power in

1. Edmonstone to Sydenham, 2U March, 1806, B.P.S.C. 27 March, 
1806, No.87.
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restraining the irregularities of the Pindarries”.1 This, in
2mid-April, Mercer did.

Sindia, in reply, declared his "readiness to take any 
measures in his power” against the Pindaris, and that he had 
directed that letters should be written to their different 
leaders "strictly prohibiting them making incursions into the 
territories of the Soubadar of the Deckan, and threatening them 
with punishment in the event of their disobeying this order.” 
HarharEasj conveyed Sindia1 s orders to chitu Khan and Karim Khan 
and gave them his letters directing them not to enter the 
Nizam’s territories. The Governor-General expressed himself as 
entirely satisfied with Sindia1s readiness ”to exert his autho
rity in restraining the Pindarries from incursions into the coun
try of Soubadar." ^

The Harkar^a returned in June 1806 and reported that 
^neither)the Pindaris were making preparations to plunder the 
Nizam’s territories at present, nor Jthey^^a^) ahy intention to 
do so in future. And when they came to know ^india’s orders
the several chiefs at once "promised obedience to the orders

rdelivered to them”. The principal body of the Pindaris under 
Karim Khan was cantoned between Bhopal and Ujjain. Chitu Khan 
with his followers had crossed the Narmada at Hindia, but he
had no intention of proceeding for plunder. He was stationed
1. Edmonstone to the Resident with Scftndia, 2lT~Marchl 1806, 

B.P.S.C. 27 March, 1806, No.87A.
2. Mercer to Edmonstone, 19 April, 1806, B.P.S.C.15 May,1806 No. 

21.
3. Ibid.
U. Edmonstone to Mercer, 12 May, 1806, B.P.S.C. 15 May, l806,No.22.
5. Mercer to Edmonstone, June, 1806, B.P.S.C. 26 June, 1806,
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at oatwa©, to the southward of the Narmada.^
The implication of the British approach to Sindia was 

that the Pindaris were subject to Sindia and that the responsi
bility of preventing them from plundering the territories of 
the British allies lay with him. Cinc[ia by his readiness to 
restrain the Pindaris, not only once more asserted his authori
ty over them, but also admitted his responsibility. Henceforth 
this kind of representations and remonstrances to Sindia*s 
court formed a major part of British policy in seeking to curb 
the Pindaris.

The Pindaris did remain silent during the remaining 
months of 1806. But was it wholly due to their implicit 
obedience to Siriclia and was Barlow justified in his policy?
It seems more probable that it was Pindari weakness that had 
rendered them inactive. In fact, one or two leaders of the 
Sindiashahi Pindaris individually had enhanced their power and 
position, but the division as a whole had recently been weakened

Y
by the outbreak of a fatricidal conflict between them. The 
whole body of the Sindiahhahi Pindaris had been divided into 
two camps. The two leaders, Chitu Khan and Karim Khan were 
at variance, and a scuffle had recently taken place between 
these two leaders. Chitu Khan, though he was assisted by Vizir 
Muhammad Khan of Bhopal, had been no match for Karim Khan, who
1. Mercer to Kdmonstone, U June, 1806, B.P.S.C. 26 June, 1806, 

No.35.
2. Letter from Mohipatram, undated, B.P.S.C. 28 Aug., 1806, 
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defeated him and plundered his camp in a battle at Chinipurbari 
But this was not an end of their conflict. Both leaders were

i 2preparing for further battle and collecting new adherents.
Chitu Khan after his defeat escaped to Sindia*s camp, where he
was asked to settle all his differences with Karim Khan. But
he ignored Sindia* s wish and prepared to meet Karim Khan in 

-5the fieGd. Prom this circumstance, v'ercer observed, "it may 
be reasonably hoped that the Pindaris will not at present at
tempt any incursions into Berar more particularly should they

k
find the Nizam* s troops in a state of preparation to oppose theirfi

Before th Subsidiary force withdrew to the Godavari,
a large force of the Nizam*s cavalry and infantry had been

5stationed on the Berar frontier. But had the Pindaris ignored 
these forces and committed depredations in Hyderabad, it seems 
very probable that ^india*s orders to respect the Nizam* s ter
ritories would have been no better obeyed than was his command 
to Chitu to settle his differences with Karim Khan. Sin£ia had 
in fact weakened his control by his involvement in Rajput af-

g
fairs, and though he had himself advanced to Udaipur and 
seized the gates of that city, he felt it necessary to with
draw again while he attended to the offers made by the Bajas
both of Jaipur and Jodhpur."^ Had the Pindaris ever really
1. Letter from ohipatram, undated, B.^.S.TT^ 28~Aug. I806, ]No.U5*
2. Mercer to Edmonstone, k June, 1806, B.P.S.C. 26 June, 1806 

No”. 35.
3. Mercer to Edmonstone, 19 April, 1806, B.P.S.C. 15 May, 1806, 

No.21.
k* Ibid.
5. Edmonstone to Mercer, 12 May, 1806, B.P.S.C. 15 May, l806,Na.22
6. Mercer to Edmonstone, 19 April, 1806, B.P.S.C. 15 May, 1806, 

No.21.
7. Mercer to Barlow, 1 June, 1806, B.P.S.C. 26 June, 1806, No.3U*



intended to invade Hyerabad, it was not fear of Sindia!s power 
to punish which had deterred them, but their own internal dis
sensions •

^hose dissensions led indeed to a trial of strength 
between the Pindaris under Karim Khand and their nominal master 
Sindia. xhey were tempted to the trial by the continued mutual 
rivalrly of Sindia and Holkar.1 In September Holkar addressed 
to the ^ritish Kesident at Lelhi complaints of Sindia having 
violated the tranquility and peace of his territories. " I 
have lately heard that Paulat Rao Scindiah has raised disturbances 
in my country. This intelligence has astonished me, more espe

cially from the circumstances of Mr. Mercer being with him.
Baulat Kao ^cindiah has collected nearly five lacs of rupees 
of my public revenue from Malwa and has not yet made the compen
sation which he agreed to make, may in addition to this he

2meditates further injuries."
In this dispute between the two jflaratha rulers,

Karim Khan had become involved. Already in April 1806 Karim 
Khan had opened negotiations with Holkar and expressed his 
desire to secure his assistance.^ Holkar not only agreed to 
assist him against Chitu Khan but also instigated him to resist 
Sindia*s monetary demands upon him. Later that summer Karim
Khan!s relation with Sindia rapidly changed from bad to worse.^
T7 Mercer" to Barlow, 30 Aug. 1806, B.P.S.C. 25 Sept. l866, No.Ul<
2. Jeswunt Kao Holkar to Seton, 2b Sept. 1806, B.P.S.C.16 Oct. 

1806, No.U7.
3. Mercer to Edmonstone, 19 April, 1806, B.P.S.C. 15 May, 1806, 
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U, Mercer to Barlow, 30 Aug. 1806, B.P.S.C. 25 Sept. 1806, No.
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A certain Muhammad °hah Khan, commander of a brigade under
Amir Khan, had seized certain of °india*s districts in Sironj
and Ehilsa, and he refused to deliver them to Sinuia»s officers.
Karim Khan had earlier helped him out of financial difficulties,
and now he took him temporarily into his service. This further
evidence of Karim Khan's disloyalty further angered Sindia.1
Ultimately it was rumoured that Karim Khan intended to change
his attachment from Sindia to Holkar. Yashvantrao, the minister
of Nagpur, who visited the Kesident early in September, confirmed

2this rumour to be true.
Further trouble arose, when °india renewed his mone

tary demands and asked Karim Khan to come to his camp for an 
adjustment of all matters which seemed to have created a breach 
into their relations.^ Karim Khan accepted this invitation 
with much hesitation, for the veterans among his followers who 
had heard and seen much of Maratha politics, were uneasy over 
his decision. But the vain-glorious Pindari leader confident 
of his growing strength attached little importance to their 
timely warnings, though he himself was no less suspicious of 
Sindia!s recent conduct. In October 1806 accompanied by 3000

hPindaris he marched towards Sindia s camp.
Meanwhile Sindia marched towards Bhopal and on 20

1. Mercer to Barlow, 30 Aug. 1806, B.P.S.C. 25 Sept. 1806, No. Ul•
2. Elphinstone to Barlow, 10 Se£$. 1806, B.P.S.C. 9 Oct. 1806,

No.69 and 70.
3. Mercer to Barlow, 12 Oct. 1806, B.P.S.C. 6 Nov. 1806, No.75*
4. Mercer to Barlow, 2k Oct. 1806, B.P.S.C. 20 Nov. 1806, No.31*



November encamped near Sakunbari, a small fort belonging to
the Grassias.^ He employed his soldiers in reducing this fort,

pwhich Sindia at once promised to deliver over to Karim Khan. 
Sindiafs plan was complete. The allurement of the newly ac
quired fort of Sakunbari was enough to dispel suspicion from 
Karim Khan’s mind. On 23 November he reached Sakunbari and 
on the following day he visited Sindia to receive the charge 
of the fort. r̂his opportunity to seize his person was at once 
taken by Sindia: Karim Khan with a few of his followers were
captured and an immediate attack upon his camp was ordered.
His 3000 followers made some resistance, but too feeble to foil 
Sindia!s plan. ■L'hey were dispersed.^

Two things followed from this coup, ^indisls efforts 
to keep the Pindaris in subjection to him were successful:
Karim Khan’s capture created consternation among the Pindaris, 
the division which he had personally trained and organised to 
some perfection crumbled, and the Pindaris’ rapid advance to
wards the states of an organised, independent force was tempo
rarily arrested. The second change which followed the coup 
was in the internal politics of the Sindiashahi Pindaris. With 
Karim Khan’s sudden elimination from the picture, the internal
strife which had Ibboken out in the previous year, g reatly
T7 "The word Grassiah is derived from Grass, a Sanskrit word, 

which signified a mouthful; and has been metaphorically 
applied to designate the small share of the produce of a 
countfy which these plunderers claim."
Sir John Malcolm, A memoir of Central India   vol.I,
p.508, Pw.

2. Mercer to Barlow, 22 Nov. 1806, B.P.S.C. 18 Dec. 1806, No.33* 
3* Mercer to hdmonstone, 2b Nov. 1806, B.P.S.C. 18 Bee. 1606,
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weakening their organisation and restraining them from their 
usual activities, came to an end. Chitu Khan, Karim Khan’s 
rival, had a free hand to organise his own division and to 
think of a bold plan of ravaging the Nizam’s territory. Syden
ham’s confidence in the Hyderabad defences was about to be tested.

Chitu Khan celebrated the new year, 1807, by making 
a dash to Malkpur in north-western Eerar. His advanced party 
of 3000 Pindaris was soon engaged in a skirmish with Ase£r-ud- 
daula, the Nizam’s commanding officer at Kalkapur.1 In this 
engagement, which took place on 22 January, the Nizam’s troops
were overpowered and compelled to retreat, the Pindaris cap-

2turing their camp and plundering it. Thence they pushed on 
eastwards to Pripulconta and Balapur which they ravaged and 
plundered. Five hundred Pindaris, detached from the main body 
to plunder the village of Oligram failed in their attempt on 
that village because of the vigilance of the Nizam’s troops 
posted there. But another body of five hundred men which 
entered the pargana of Bhir was successful. The Amil of Bhir 
drew out a small party and asked the people to oppose the Pin
daris, snd for a week he saved the pargana from their molesta
tions;^4- but the Pindaris in a second attempt made on 5 Feb
ruary, broke the inhabitants’ resistance and succeeded in

5plundering the pargana. They took terrible revenge on the
1. Usser-ood-Daulah to Gholam Sumdane Khan, 22 Jan., 1807,

B.C. vol.213A736, p.13.
2. Ibid, p.m.
3. Russell to Sydenham, 28 Jan. 1807, B.P.C. 26 Feb. 1807,No.ll8. 
h. Ibid.
5* Russell to Sydenham, 10 Feb. 1807, B.P.C. 5 March, 1507, No.80
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people who had opposed them, From Ehir, one hundred and fifty 
miles deep into Hyderabad territory they, turned back with their 
plunder. On their way to the Godavari Ghat they made an un
successful attack on Nuligram,^ and then, crossirg the river, 
pushed for the passes, north of Aurangabad. These they now 
found held in force, particularly their most easy line of fce-
treat via Malkapur, the garrison of which had been strengthened

2by a Hyderabad force under Samdani Khan. There was also a 
force of the Nizam*s troops busily marching upon their tracks.
The pindaris therefore wasted no time in further plundering, 
but withdrew so fast that the pursuing force could not come up 
with them, and eluding the frontier guards, escaped with their

-Zbooty into Sindia1s territories round Burhanpur.
The advance of the Pindaris from Sindia*s territory 

into Hyderabad, and their retirement to ' Burhai&npur with their 
booty raised again the whole question of their relations with 
the Maratha chief. As Sdmonstone pointed out to Mercer at 
Gwalior, events had seemed to confirm the supposition "that 
the Pindarries belong to the Government of Scindiah” Moreover, 
Chitu Khan was known to be on close terms with Sindia. A year 
earlier, when Chitu Khan had been defeated by Karim Khan he came 
to Sindia who supported him, and later seized and confined his
rival. Had Sindia seriously wished to prevent the raid into
1. Sookroodar to Gobind Euksh, 6 Feb. 1807, B.P.C. 12 March,

1807, No.6 and 7.
2. ftussell to Sydenham, 10 Feb. 1807, B.P.C. 5 March, 1807,No.80.
3. Russell to Sydenham, 16 Feb. 1607, B.C. Vol• 213/U73&, P«17. 
k. Edmonstone to Mercer, 12 Feb. 1807, B.C. vol.213/^736, p. 18.
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the Nizam*s territory Chitu*s dependence on his favour, and the 
warning example of Karim Khan*s imprisonment, would surely have 
been sufficient. But Sindia. may well have felt in tufn in
debted to Chitu Khan who, when his chief was in financial 
straits, had ’’consented to give a Nuzuranee of three lacs > of 
rupees’*. As ^ussell, the Political Agent in Berar, pointed out, 
Chitu Khan had ’’probably determined to remunerate himself at 
the expense of the Nizam’* - and the indebted. Sindia may have 
deliberately turned a blind eye.1

The G0vernor-General, at least, believed that Sindia 
could have controlled Chitu Khan had he v/ished, for Mercer, 
the Resident with Gindia, was directed to launch a strong pro
test to Sindia against Chitu Khan*s action in the Nizam*s ter
ritory: ”2ou should state to Baulat Rao Scindiah the just expecta
tion of the British Government that he will adopt measures for 
punishing the late outrages of the Pindarries in the person of
their leaders and that he will form such arrangements as may

2be calculated to prevent a repetition of them”. Mercer in 
March 1807 accordingly pressed upon Sindia the ‘'impropriety of 
people who were supposed to be under his influence and contfol 
being permitted to commit these depredations” and that he ought 
to restrain them. The persons responsible for the depredations
ought to be punished and any repetition prevented. ^
1. Fussell to Sydenham, 28 Jam 1807, B.P.C. 26 Feb. 1807, No.125.
2. Edmonstone to Mercer, 12 March, 1807, B.P.C. 12 March, 1807,

No.38.
3. Mercer to Edmonstone, 13 March, 1807, B.C. V"ol.213/U736, p.25.



To Mercer!s remonstrances were also added those of 
the Raja of Nagpur, whose vakil also visited bindia, with whom 
he had a long discussion regarding the recent activities of 
the Pindaris. The vakil informed him of the Raja’s apprehen
sion that the Pindaris would enter his country during the ap
proaching winter and the Raja’s expectation that Sindia would 
adopt measures against them, so that the Raja’s territories 
might not be molested by them.1

Thus Sindia had to face great pressure, both from 
the British Government and the Raja of Nagpur, which it was 
not easy for him to ignore. Moreover, apart from the external 
pressure, Sindia himself was interested in punishing the Pin
daris and in bringing them under his subjection, as his hold
on them had evidently been weakened for some time. He therefore

2appealed to the ^aja for his active co-operation and set his 
troops in motion. Sindia*s force amounting to 8000 men under 
Gopalrao’s command was already encamped at Esura to the south 
of the Narmada. The Raja of Nagpur also detached a force 
under Sadeq Ali Khan to co-operate with G0palrao. Early in 
April 1807 in the neighbourhood of Chouragaon Sadeq Ali Khan 
had an engagement with Chitu Khan in which the latter was 
defeated. More than fifty Pindaris including Chitu!s son Ram
zan Khan were killed,^ while °hitu Khan was captured, handed
1. Mercer to Edmonstone, 13 March, 1807, B.C. Vol.213/U736,p.27•
2. Ibid.
3. Russell to Sydenham, 28 Jan., 1807, B.P.C. 26 Feb.1807,No.12U 
U. Jenkins to Barlow, 9 April, 1807, B.P.C. 30 April, 1807, No.

70A.
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over to ^indiafs army, brought to Sindia’s camp under guard,
and there confined.^ In August both the principal leaders,
Karim Khan and uhitu Khan hitherto confined in Sindia’s camp,

2were sent under guard to the fort of Gwalior.
There were many who breathed a sigh of relief. Mercer, 

the Resident at ^india’s court expressed to Government his be
lief that "as both the principal leaders of the predatory bands 
were now in Scindiah’s power it may be reasonably hoped that a 
regetition of the outrages complained of may for a certain time, 
at least, be prevented”. The Resident at Hyderabad echoed 
the hope that i!the late measures adopted by Raulat Rao Scindiah 
would prevent the Pindarries from repeating their outrages in 
the province of Berar”. No doubt so did the Raja of Nagpur.^- 

But only for a few months were all these hopes ful
filled. During the rainy season it was not the Pindaris’ usual 
practice to make plundering incursions, as the condition of the 
village-roads and the rivers did not permit them to make the 
long marches which were essential for the success of their 
expeditions. It was natural, therefore, that Jenkins, in
August 1807 could report that "the Pindarries have been en-

5tirely quiet since the commencement of the rains”. But as 
the winter approached, the Pindaris started preparations for
fresh raids. Namdar Khan, the adopted son of Karim Khan, became
1. Mercer to Edmonstone, 16 ^oril, 1807, B.P.C. 1R Li ay, 18 07,

N0.U8.
2. Close to Minto, 20 Aug. 1808, B.P.C. 12 Sept. 1808, No.35*
3. Mercer to Edmonstone, 16 Apr. 1807, B.P.C. li| May,1807, N0.U8. 
h. Prom the Resident at Hyderabad, 7 June, 1807, B.C. vol.213/

U736, p.35.
5. Jenkins to Barlow, 1 Aug. 1807, B . P . C .  25 Aug. 1807, No.31«
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the leader of Karim’s division and the two Rajun brothers,
Bara Rajun and Chota Rajun, became the leaders of Chitu’s di
vision. They immediately took steps to orgamise the scattered 
Pindaris. In November bothe Ra.ja Oobind Baksh and Mir Alam, 
the Nizam’s ministers had become so alarmed at the news of 
Pindari preparations, that they felt it necessary to communicate 
to Doveton, Commander of the Subsidiary Force, their apprehen
sion that Mthe province of Berar will be disturbed by the Pin
darries during the approaching cold season.” ^

After the raids of 1806-07 Russell, the political 
agent in Berar, had explained the Pindari success as due to 
"tbe mutilated state of the military establishment and the de
ranged condition” of the province’s administration. He had 
likewise excused the withdrawal of the Subsidiary Force from 
Eerar by arguing that it had not been any lack of numbers of
Hyderabad guard forces but their lack of spirit which had per-
mitted the Pindari success. Now Sydenham, the Resident at 
Hyderabad, with the same easy confidence, told the Calcutta 
authorities that he did not believe that "the Pindarries will 
again venture to pass the Nizam’s frontier in any considerable 
body”. If they did, he thought that ‘'the Nizam’s troops are 
perfectly capable of defeating and expelling such parties of
marauders as may occasionally extend their depredations to the

•3north-eastern part of Berar.” ____________________ __ ________
1. Sydenham to_Rdmonstone, 20 Nov. 1807, B.C. vol.21+7/5581, p.5*
2. Russell to Sydenham, 16 Feb. 1807, B.C. vol.213/̂ 4-738, p*17«
3. Sydenham to Fdmonstone, 20 Nov. 1807* B.C. vol.2U7/5581, p*5*
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However Roveton, like the Nizam’s ministers, was not 
so confident and he therefore asked to be equipped with "spe
cific instructions for the guidance of his conduct1' should the 
Pindaris again spread their depredations into the territory of 
the Nizam.1 This request elicited from the Resident a long 
despatch, showing to what lengths a defensive non-interference 
should be carried, ^he British Government, he stated would 
normally expect that "the Nizam’s troops should be left to de
fend His Highness fs territories from the incursions of all free
booters", and that "without the assistance or co-operation of 
any part of the Subsidiary force" they should think themselves 
quite capable of tackling the Pindaris.2 The Resident added 
that there might arise a ’’situation of real necessity" which 
would justify the Nizam’s Government in requesting the assistance 
of the Subsidiary troops, and he proceeded to give an example 
of such a situation. If the Pindaris made an extension of their 
ravages to Berar, Raja Gobind Baksh should in the first instance 
adopt every measure to repel them. If it was required, Boveton 
could "suggest such measures to the Rajah [Gobind Baksh] res
pecting the movements of the troops, the co-operation of dif
ferent detachments and the instructions to be given to the Nizam’s 
military commanders" as appeared necessary. But only if the 
Nizam’s troops should be unexpectedly defeated in their engage
ment with the Pindaris, and the Pindaris endeavoured to "extend

1. °ydenham to edmonstone, 20 Nov. 1807. B.C. vol.2U7/5581, p.6.
2. Sydenham to Roveton, 25 Nov. 1807? B.C. vol.2U7/5581, p.8.
3. Ib&fl.
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their ravages to the southard”, would "a situation of real 
necessity" be deemed to have arisen, R'oveton could thereupon 
make use of the Subsidiary Rorce in measures which even then 
pfcould in no way be "offensive operations". The force would be 
used firstly to intimidate the Pindaris, and secondly to give 
confidence to the Nizam1 s troops.1

The 8overnor-General in Council thought these instruc
tions "to be judicious” and signified an approval of their

2tenor to the Resident.
Such was the position when in November 1807 the Pin

daris numbering between 3000 and i|000 men under two Rajun bro
thers entered the territory of the Raja of Nagpur. Advancing 
up the Tajpti from Burhanpur they crossed the hills into Nagpur 
at Multai. There they broke into two bodies, each of about 
1500 horse. One party under Chitu*s son swept down from the 
hills in a dash for the city of Nagpur, and taking advantage 
of the absence of the Raja’s troops, carried devastation to 
within seven or eight miles of the city.1. There was the greatest 
alarm within the city, and the Raja desperately tried to pre
pare troops for a pursuit. Eut the soldiers, "ill paid and 
little inclined to do anything", had neither the mind to march 
nor the physical fitness required to tackle the Pindaris.^1"

Happily for the Raja the Pindaris had advanced into
1. Sydenham to Roveton, 25 Nov. 1S07, B.C.' vol.2l{-7/558l, p. 10.
2. Pol. Letter from Bengal, 2 Reb. 1808, B.C. vol.2^7/5581, p.l.
3. Jenkins to Pinto, 28 Nov. 1807, B.P.C. 21 Rec. 1807, No.i+. 

Jenkins to ^ussell, 1 Lee. 1807, B.C. vol.2b-7 /5581, p.21.



Nagpur mainly s o as to turn the defences of the Nizam’s ter
ritory, and their plundering of Nagpur was only incidental to 
their advance into Berar. On 2k November, the Pindaris now 
3000 strong turned south into Berar by the ^indtBjoma Ghat.^
They were well mounted, though mostly armed with spears and 
swords, and more uniformly dressed than is usual amongst the 
native troops.1’ They carried with them eight standards, 11 four
of them were red, with a white snake in the center and four were

2yellow and white1'.
To oppose this irruption Nawab balabat Khan, the com

mander of the Nizam’s army, immediately sent off an advanced 
party, followed by a larger body of seven hundred horse under 
Fateh ^ingh. But though Fateh Singh set off on 23 November 
his movements were so slow that when he reached ^indjoma the

3advance guard had already, been overpowered by the Pindaris.
A pitched battle followed Fateh Singh’s arrival, and in the 
hand to hand fighting he lost “upwards of 300 killed and wounded” 
being thoroughly defeated.^* After this success the Pindaris 
were able to cross the Y^araha unopposed near Amnair, plundering 
and ravaging as they went, on their way back into Nagpur ter
ritory. ̂ This rapid retreat of the Pindaris from the Nizam’s 
territory was to be attributed to the additional measures that
had been taken under Novetioti’s supervision. For in addition to
T7~ Boveton to Sydenham, 3 ^ec. 1507, N.q. vol.2t7/5581, p. 15.
2. A letter from Brew, 25 Nov. 1807, B.C. vol• 2^7/5561, p.31.
3. Doveton to °ydenham, 3 Bee. 1807, B.C. vol.21+7/5581, p.15.
U. Boveton to oydenham, 5 Bee. 1807, B.C. vol. 21+7/5581, p.22.
5. Boveton to Sydenham, 3 ^ec. 1807, B.C. vol.21+7/5581, p.l6.



Fateh °ingh!s movement to Sindjoma, two other corps consisting 
of 1300 horse and lj.00 foot had been ordered to march towards 
that place.^

On 26 Novemher, the retreating Pindaris approached 
to within ten miles of the city of Nagpur, but their attempt 
to penetrate into the city failed because of the vigilance of 
the Raja of Nagpur’s troops posted within the city. Being un
able to plunder the city, they ravaged the surrounding villages, 
and after collecting a rich booty, moved off south-west oflfeg-

2 mpur. Prom Nagpur they attempted another dash into Berar re
crossing the Vv'ardha on h December and approaching to within ten 
miles of Amrauti. But the Nizam’s force posted there was strong 
enough to check their attempt, and realising the situation was 
unfavourable the Pindaris retreated north-westwards and eva
cuated Berar. They had covered some three hundred miles in

i_Ltheir two week incursion.
The Nizam’s officers thought that the Pindaris had 

left the Nizam’s territory for good, and they became less 
vigilant. The Pindaris who were kept well informed by their 
own intdligence thought it a favourable moment to make another 
raid."* Striking south across the ^apti, a body of I4-OOO Pindaris 
belonging perhaps to Karim Khan’s division, suddenly appeared 
before the AJanta Ghat late in December 1807. Pushing on
through the pass they fell upon the village of Chikhli, pLin-
l̂ .-Ppv.eton to °ydenham, 3 Dec. 1807, B.C. vol.2U7/5581, p. 16 
F. Xofd., P*17*
3. Doveton to °ydenham, 5 Dec. 1807, B.C. vol. 2 4̂-7/5581, p.22. 
h. Boveton to Sydenham, lOmDec. 1807, B.P.C.U Jan.1808, No.9*
5. Sydenham to Sdmonstone, 30 Dec. 1807, B.°. vol.2U7/5581, p.39
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dering its inhabitants and finally burnt it: all this despite
the presence of some three thousand Hyderabad horse at Malka- 
pur, a day’s march to the north.^ Prom Chikhli the main body 
returned, but some fifteen hundred Pindaris moved westwards by 
forced marches and, owing to the ”culpabStle negligence of the
T 2Nizam’s forces” were able to plunder the surroundings and 
finally enter the city of Aurangabad. They spent three or 
four days plundering the city —  too long, for on their way 
back they were interrupted by a body of the Peshwa’s troops

r

under the Vinchurkar chieftain, who, after a struggle in which 
many Pindaris were killed, retook nearly all their booty."

Meanwhile, until April 1808 the body of Pindaris be
longing to Chitu Khan’s division remained in the neighbourhood 
of Nagpur, encamped near ^oangarh. The ultimate objective 
was supposed to be Nans or i. However, the Brahmin in charge 
not only rallied the inhabitants in taking precautionary measured 
but wrote at once for aid. Sadeq Ali Khan, who commanded the 
Raja’s army at Maltoi, at once marched towards Nans or i with 
L-700 horse. The Pindaris, coming to know of the approach of 
the Raja’s forces, made no attempt on the thana but turned off 
suddenly writo Berar. Sadiq Ali Khan wished by forced marches 
“to pursue them into Berar in order to attack them werever

5they could be overtaken”, and he immediately informed his
1. Sydenham to Edmonstone, 30 Dec. 1807, B.C. vol.21+775581, p.39*
2. Ibid., p.hO.
3. Pô .. letter from Bengal, 2 Peb. 1808, B.C. vol.2h7/558l, p.h. 
h. fiudor "to Keith, 9 April, 1808, B.P.C. 16 May, 1808, No.68.
3. Jenkins to Sydenham, 23 ^pril, 1808, B.P.C. iBnJuly, 1808,No.lh.
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Government if the situation required, he would cross the
Y/ardha and enter Berar in their pursuit, as he could not other
wise expect to bring them to action."*'

Yashvantrao, the Rajaf s minister, visited Resident 
Jenkins and acquainted him with 3aaeq Ali’s intention. The 
Resident argued that such a step must have ill consequences 
and would create much discord in the existing relation between 
the two Governments. Nevertheless, as he reported to Sydenham 
at Hyderabad, he did not think that this step was "connected 
with any suspicious motive on the Raja’s part, but was rather
to be attributed to the Raja’s sincere desire to protect his

2country from the Pindaris. Yashvantrao continued to press his 
point with Jenkins. He was convinced that the Pindaris had 
entered Berar with the intention of following the course of 
the Wardha, intending to take advantage of the unprotected 
condition of the frontier along its lower course. To defeat 
this intention the Raja was sending a detachment from Nagpur, 
and as the minister pointed out, Sadia Ali Khan would then have 
the advantage of being in the rear of the Pindaris.

Jenkins was sufficiently won over by these arguments 
to report to the uovernor-General that he believed that the 
Raja was sincere in his intentions. But since he still believed 
that Sadeq Ali Khan’s proposed pursuit would produce much alarm
in the Nizam’s mind, and that ’’the entrance of the Rajah’s troops
1. Jenkins to Minto, 15 June, 1808, B.P.C. 18nJuly, 1808, No.12•
2. Jenkins to Sydenham, 23 April, 1808, B.P.C. 18 July, 1808,

No.14.
3. Ibid.



into Berar could not but be considered as extremely disrespect
ful to His Highness the Nizam and would likely to involve 
other consequences of an unpleasant na. ture,f, ̂  he addressed 
the miniter not to enter Berar without securing the Nizam’s 
permission. He therefore urged upon Yashvantrao that "an im
mediate order should be issued to recall the troops which might 
be supposed to have entered Berar and ensure their instant re- 
turn within the Rajah’s frontiers

Meanwhile, the Pindaris had succeeded in eluding 
Sadeq ^li Kha?i, by passing into Berar. 8j_nce there was no 
Hyderabad force to resist them, they were able to rest for two 
days, before again crossing the Wgrdha into the Raja’s terri- 
tory. They then turned back towards Nagpur intending to do 
mischief in the city. Sadeq Ali Khan was obliged to alter 
his original plan of following them through Berar, and in
stead he marched down the VVardha to throw himself between the 
Pindaris and the capital. He wanted to bring them to a decisive 
action near chanda and with this intention he had already re
quested the Raja to send a force to co-operate with him. But
the Pindaris without giving any further trouble, left the Raja’s

hterritory with precipitation.
A close study of the events of 1807 and 1808 reveals 

two things. First that where the troops of the Nizam or the 
Raja were alert and vigorous in their reactions the Pindaris_______________________________________  vX
1. Jenkins to Pinto, 15 J'une, 1868, B.P.^. 18 July^ lSoST, No. 12.
2. Ibid.
3. Jenkins to Sydenham, 27 June, 1808, B.P.C. 18 July, 1808,No.l5«
i+. Ibid.



v/ere unwilling to face thein, rapidly retreating without any 
attempt to plunder. (Conversely where they were sialic, as at 
Bindjoma and uhikhli the people suffered heavily). Second 
that however vigorous was the defense against the Pindaris it 
could not be effective without an active co-operation andirnder- 
standing between the forces of the Nizam and of the Bhosle, and 
again it has been seen that the Pindaris, pursued by the Raja’s 
troops, successfully eluded action by entering the Nizam’s 
tebbitory, or conversely pressed by the Nizam’s forces found 
refuge in Nagpur, Neither the soldiers of the Nizam nor those 
of the Raja could act effectively against them if the sold&drs 
of one state were not permitted to pursue them through the ter
ritories of the other.

It was the Raja of Nagpur who first realised this
problem and took the initiative to solve it. He urged upon
Jenkins that an agreement should be concluded between the 
Nizam and the Raja, by which either his troops should be per
mitted to pursue the Pindaris through the Nizam’s territories 
or the Nizam should adopt certain measures to prevent them from 
retiring through his territories when pressed by the Raja’s 
troops. In both cases the Raja declared that his troops would 
act in concert with those of the Nizam. He v/ould also be glad,
he said, to allow British or Hyderabad troops to march through
his territories, if required, in pursuit of the Pindaris.^ He 
urged that no measure for the security of both countries from
1. Jenkins to Sydenham, 27 June, 1808, B.p.C. 18 July, 1808, 

No.15*
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the depredations of the Pindaris would be successful without 
the active co-operation of the soldiers of both.Jenkins pro
mised to open a correspondence with °ydenham at Hyderabad 
on the points he had raised, and this in June 1808 he did.'1’

In September 1808 Sydenham the Resident at Hyderabad 
held conversations with Mir Alam, the Nizam’s minister, on 
this subject. Mir Alam promised that every measure would be 
taken by his government to chastize the Pindaris. Eut he 
proved ‘'extremely reluctant to consent to the proposition of
granting a free passage to the Raja of Nagpore’s troops in pur-

2suit of the Pindarries through the territories of the Nizam”.
This objection to the Raja's proposal was to be attributed to 
Mir Alam’s apprehension that if such permission were once granted 
to the Raja’s soldeirs, they would enter the Nizam territories 
and themselves commit depredations there. Mir Alam therefore 
argued that it would be better for each Government to employ 
its solcte^rs for the defence of its own possessions and that 
"the troops of the one should not be suffered to enter into the 
territories of the other”.

Sydenham, still hoping that the Nizam’s Government 
could be persuaded to agree to the Nagpur proposals, then 
asked if Mir Alam would be satisfied by an undertaking from 
the Nagpur Raja that his troops would not “commit any depreda
tions on the Nizam’s possessions and that they should not enter
lT Jenkins to Sydenham, 27 June, lS08^ B.P.~C~. To July, l£'08,

No.15*
2. Sydenham to Jenkins, 15 ^ept. 1808, B.p.C. 10 Oct. 1808, 

No.66.
3. Ibid.
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the ^izam’s territories exeepting in pursuit of the Pindarries". 
He also expressed the hope to Jenkins that the Bhosle would not 
object "to make good such losses as might be sustained by the 
inhabitants of these territories from the passage of the 
Bhooslah’s troops",1 He did see difficulties however in dis
tinguishing between the depredations commit ted-by the Pindaris 
and damage done by their pursuers, the more so as the Nizam’s 
Government would be tempted to "ascribe all their losses" to
the Baja’s troops by the greater likelihood of securing payment

2from the latter. As Sydenham feared, when Jenkins put these 
plans to the Bhosle, the Baja refused to promise the Nizam that 
he would compensate him for all the losses sustained by his 
people. He did not wish to expose himself to the unpleasant 
situation that would be created by the "readiness of the Nizam’s 
officers to seize every ground of complaint against his troops". 
He therefore declined the option of permitting his soldiers

■zto march through the Nizam’s territories upon such terms.
By the end of 1808, the Pathans and Pindaris had 

emerged as a distinct force in the politics of India. Though 
they had not relinquished all connection with their original 
masters Holkar and Sindia, since it gave weight and considera
tion to them, they were quite ready to act independently of
them, as ^mir Khan had done in Bajputana, and Chitu Khan in
1. Sydehham to Jenkins, 15 ^eptT TSOcTj B.P.C. 10 Oct. 1808,No.61|.
2. Ibid.
3« Jenkins to °ydenham, 3 Oct. 1808, B.P.^. 31 Oct. 1808, No.50.



Berar and Nagpur. Sindia had attempted to re-establish his 
control of his erstwhile auxiliaries -effectively in the case 
of Karim Khan’s division, but otherwise little had been done to 
check the further growth of Pindari power. Hokar was crippled 
by the internal dissensions of his state. The British Govern
ment refused all aid to the Pindaris’ Rajput victims, and by 
withdrawing the Subsidiary Force to the Godavari threw Hyderabad 
upon its own resources. As for Nagpur and Hyderabad their 
mutual suspicion and distrust prevented the sensible proposals 
for military co-operation made by the Bhosle Raja from taking 
effect. What the results were of such general failure to curb 
the Pindari menace will be the subject of subsequent chapters.



CHAPTER III.

The Pathans and the Pindaris under Amir Khan invaded
Nagpur, 1809 - 1810.

In January 1809 Amir Khan reached Holkar’s camp
at Kumkerar, 16 miles east of Ujjain.^ His declared aim, was
to enquire about Holkar's health, his real aims secretly to
ascertain the actual state of Holkar!s army and to sound the
views of Holkar's Sandars. In short, he wanted to gain an
ascendancy at Holkar's court and to make his position stronger

2financially and militarily. To that end he immediately started 
fomenting intrigues and conspiracies against the ministers, 
Chimnaji Bhanu and Balaram Seth, who were ill-disposed to 
his presence at the court.^ They for their part were determined 
hot to yield anything to Amir Khan's pressure.

Prom time to time he pressed the ministers for money, 
but with little effect.^- He realised that in order to gain 
ascendancy over the administration and so control finance he 
would have to secure a change in the ministry. Two men ready 
to v/ork in his interest were Bhau Bhaskar and Pentu Ali. Both 
had been in Holkar!s service, but some time ago had been com
pelled to leave it. Amir Khan now exerted his influence for
1. Close to Edmonstone, 5 Jan. 1809, B.P.S.C. 20 Feb.1809, No.2i+
2. Close to Edmonstone, 17 Feb. 1809, B.P.S. 27 Feb. 1809, No.UU
3. Ibid.

6lose to Edmonstone, 9 March, 1809, B.p.s,C. 10 April, 1809, 
No.7.



their return to Holkar's service, and ultimately they were re
admitted to the ministry.1 The rivalry between Amir Khan and 
the old ministry did not stop when this point had been gained, 
but rather was intensified. Ministers like ^himnaji Bhau and 
Balaram Seth openly expressed their dislike for his inter
ference in the administration, and complained bitterly a p̂lnst 
his frequent attempts to extort money from the treasury. They 
frankly asked him to move towards Udaipur to collect tribute,
so that they would be saved from his irksomr presence at the 

2Darbar.
However, Amir Khan, a master of stratagem, did not 

take much time to bring the hostile ministers to their knees. 
He produced before Tulsibai a forged letter and charged Bala
ram Seth and Chimnaji Bhau with opening a correspondence with 
the commanding officer of the British force at Talnair. From 
this letter it appeared that the ministers had invited the 
British force to advance and assume the direct dmanagement 
of all the affairs of Holkar's Government. Amir Khan added 
the further charge that the late rebellion of Ladhu Khan and 
his partizans in support of Mohipatrao was to be ascribed to 
the treacherous conduct of these ministers.^ Both Shimnaji 
Bhau and Balaram Seth were summoned to explain their conduct. 
As soon the letter was shown to them, they declared it a
1. Close to Edmonstone, 23 March, 1809, B #p #C. lOnApril, 1809,

No.60.
2. Sydenham to Moncton, 21 March, 1809, B.P.C. 10 April, 1809, 
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"malicious forgery", and challenged Amir Khan to prove that 
they had written it. If it was found that the letter had really 
been written by them, they boldly declared, Amir Khan might 
blow them from the cannon's mouth. However, Amir Khan did not 
think it prudent to pursue the matter further. He assured the 
ministers that if they could administer the affairs of the 
Government satisfactorily and supply money for his troops re
gularly, the question of the letter might be ignored.1 Never
theless the pressure so applied was sufficient to give Amir

I
Khan the appearance of being defacto ruler of the state during 
HolkarTs madness. He superintends, Close, the Resident with 
the Peshwa, reported, "the affairs of his [Holkar's] Government, 
reproving the ministers when their efforts fail tassupply his 
wants, or their measures in general prove unsatisfactory to
him, •••• he charged the ministers with incapacity and threaten-

2ed to remove them." His monetary requisitions were also suc
cessful. Hie ministers provided him immediately with two lakhs 
of rupees. But he complained that his soldiers were clamorous 
and hehaving in an outrageous manner; this amount of two lakhs 
was not enough for their p a y m e n t T h e  ministers, at the ins
tance of Tulsibai, then agreed to gratify him with another sum 
of the same amount.^ In addition to this, he was authorised

1. A.Paper of Intelligence from Holkar's camp, 21 March, 1809, 
B.P.C. 10 April, 1809, No.79.

2. Close to Sydenham, 7 April, 1809, B.P.C. 29 April, 1809, No.
86.

3- A Paper of Intelligence from Holkar's camp, 30 March, 1809, 
B.P.C. 29 April, 1809, No.161. 
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not only to collect the tribute from Udaipur amounting to seven 
lakhs of rupees on account of the last three years, but also to 
appropriate whatever he might levy from Jaipur for the payment 
of his followers.1

Thus the ministers in order to relieve themselves 
from his embarrassing presence at the court,,gratified him 
with four lakhs of rupees and promised much more when he agreed 
to march towards Udaipur and Jaipur. But after receiving the
money, he did not show any inclination to move in either direc-

2tion. On the contrary his troops were allowed to behave in 
the ’'most licentious manner, plundering and destroying the 
country of the Maharajah [Holkar]". All the complaints and 
remonstrances of the ministers against their outrageous conduct 
produced little or no effect. Amir Khan not only disregarded 
the existing laws of the state and the ministers* complaints, 
but also made his frequent demands for money "in the style 
of a superior". Balaram Seth, not only had frequently to 
repair in person to his camp to make excuses, but had to endure 
their being received with haughtiness and contempt.''*

Tulsibai was another who became disgusted and alarmed 
at Amir Khan!s "arrogant encroachments". Perceiving her po
sition not safe at the court and fearing that Malharrao would
1. A Paper of Intelligence from Holkar* s camp, 30 March, 1809, 

B.P.C. 29 April, 1809, No.l6l.
2. Close to Minto, 10 April, 1809, B.P.C. 29 April, 1809, No.ll9«
3. Seton to Edmonstone, 10 May, 1809, B.P.C. 3 June, 1809, No.52,



not be able to inherit the masnad after his father’s death, 
Tulsibai had sought Amir Khan’s presence at the court. But 

she certainly had not intended him to assume the entire autho
rity, leaving for her nothing to do but to obey him.1 But 
affairs at court would not yet permit her to antagonise Amir 
Khan and to depend on the co-operation of the ministers and 
soldiers of the state. r̂he ministry was riddled with intrigues 
and conspiracies and the ministers were more anxious to move 
in their own interest than in those of the state. The state 
forces were always mutinous and tul*multous for want of pay.
An incident in April revealed the wretchedness to which the state 
had been reduced and the extent to which the ministers and the 
ruler were dependant on Amir Khan. A. Muslim faqirrof some 
note had assured the ministers that he could restore Yashvan- 
trao Holkar to sanity, and for some time he was allowed to 
continue his efforts. But eventually he began to despair of 
effecting Holkar’s recovery. This failure, the faqir stated, 
was due to the negligence of the patient’s attendants, who
allowed Holkar to indulge in a mode of life not at all conducive

2to his cure. The faqir, thereupon combined with the troops
of the state, who suddenly assembled, insulted the ministers,
and forcibly removed Holkar to the artillery Park, where they

3accommodated him in a tent. The ministers, greatly alarmed
fled for their lives to Amir Khan’s camp. Thence they directed
1. Seton to Edmonstone, 10 May, 1809, B.P.C. 3 June, 1809* No.§2*
2. Close to Minto, 12 May 1809* B.P.C. 3 June, 1809* No.20.
3. Ibid.



the insurgents to restore Holkar to his former situation, which 
the soldiers refused to do. At the ministers1 request, Amir 
Khan then threatened to attack them. His threats, combined 
with the dismissal of some of the civil officers who were 
obnoxious to them, had an effect on the soldiers, and after 
the payment of a portion of their arrears, they were ultimately

iZrtlciQ' Tpersuaded to^i^»m Holkar and to return to their duty.
Such was the state of affairs prevailing at Holkar’s 

court, ^here was no authority which could hold together all 
the different elements in the state. ,J-’ulsibai was ruling in 
her husband’s name, but her personality was too weak to control 
the ministers and the soldiers. She had therefore to depend 
either on the ministers1 assistance or on Amir Khan’s military 
strength. Since the ministers seemed to be insincere in their 
regard for her interests, she found no other way but to depend 
on that crafty chief. Consequently, Amir Khan was able to ex
ploit the resources of the state for his own ends and to gain 
an ascendancy over the administration.

However, in April 1809 Amir Khan decided to move
towards Bhopal, leaving Gafur Khan, his brother-in-law, at Hol-

2kar’s court to superintend affairs an his behalf. He arrived 
at Chahjahanpur; from there he declared his intention of en
forcing Holkar*s monetary demands, which had so long been
1. Close to Minto, 12 May, 1809, B.P.C. 3 June, 1809, No.20.
2. Ibid.



deliberately evaded by the &aja of Nagpur. If the Raja refused, 
he would assist the Nawab of Ehopal in expelling the Raja's 
troops from his territory, and if necessary, he would even ad
vance to Nagpur with the Nawab.^

The situation which Amir Khan now threatened to ex
ploit had its origins in events occurring as early as 1800.
In that year, acting it seems under the threats of the Peshwa
and Daulatrao Sindia, the Bhosle Raja had put Yashvantrao Holkar 

2under arrest. Then, it was alleged, the Raja had seized Yash
vantrao1 s jewels and other property, Lver since then Holkar 
had continued to press claims for compensation, to the amount 
of one crore of rupees.^ Late in 1807> for example umaji Pathel 
had been sent by Holkar to Nagpur with the specific purpose of 
collecting the money from the haja. f’he agent could secure 
nothing but evasime replies and friendly professions from the 
Raja. A regular correspondence followed between the two Govern
ments, but consisted merely of reproaches and threats of revenge
on Holkarfs part, if his just demand should still be evaded, and

liof evasion and procrastination on the part of the tf-aja.
Bhopal was involved because the Raja of Nagpur was 

actively seeking to regain possession of the districts of 
Hoshangabad and Shivni, earlier occupied from Nagpur by the

1. Jenkins to Iv:into, 12 June, 1809, para.3> B.P.S.C. 8 July, 
1809, No.6.

2. G.S. Sardesai, New History of the Marathas, Vol.Ill, p.36L#
3. Jenkins to Minto, 12 June, 1809, para. I, B.P.S.C. 8 July, 

1809, No.6.
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Nawab.1 In mid 1807 the Bhosle Raja joined forces with Sindia, 
who had his own differences over unpaid tribute from Bhopal,
in an attack upon the two districts. Hoshangabad fell to their

2  - *vjoint forces at the first attack. This success greatly en
couraged the Bhosle, and whetted his appetite for more. Sindia 
for his part agreed to leave the Nawab in possession of his 
other strongholds if he were granted Islamabad - and the Nawab 
agreed with this offer, handing over the fort.^

Since the commencement of this war the Nawab had been 
trying to gain new allies and in particular had opened a cor
respondence with Amir Khan. But the latter at that time was 
engaged in the affairs of Rajputana with wider prospects in mind. 
But when in 1809 Amir Khan abandoned Nagore and turned to Holkar *s 
court, the appeals of the Nawab found a readier hearing. Amir 
Khan was already moving against the Nagpur Saja to enforce Hol
kar fs long-standing claims for restitution of the property takfen 
in 1800. He was ablest the same time to make use of Bhopal* s 
quarrels with the Bhosle and with Sindia. Bhopal would be a use
ful and doubtless a grateful ally.

The prospect of Pindari help led the Bhopal Nawab to 
undo the settlement achieved with Sindia by an immediate attack 
upon his troops. A detachment of Sindia*s troops was routed

1. From the Resident with Scindiah, 18 May, 1807, p. 19* B.C. 
vol.237/5460.

2. Ibid.
3. Pol. letter from Eengal, 8 Feb. 1808, para. 88, p.10 B.C. 

vol. 237/5460.



early in May 1809, while Amir Khan was still on his way.1 
Early in June their junction was effected, Amir Khan pitching 
his camp to the south of Bhopal, on the north bank of the Nar
mada. He had with him a force of 6,000 cavalry and 3,000 in
fantry, and he had already invited the leaders of the Sindia-
shahi Pindaris to collect- and hold in readiness as large a

2fotce aS possible. As we have seen, because of the imprison
ment of tbair two leaders, Karim Khan and Chitu Khan, these 
Pindaris had been considerably weakened and disorganised. Un
til February they had been hovering near the frontier of the 
territories of the Nizam and the Raja of Nagpur;-^ now their 
principal chiefs, the two Rajun brothers and Namdar Khan 
visited Amir Khanfs camp and agreed to act under his leader
ship. At last both the Pindari divisions - Sindiashahi and

kHolkarshahi - were going to be united under a single leader.
the Raja of Nagpur was alarmed by Amir Khan’s approach 

the gathering of Pindaris and the defeat of ^india's troops.
But he still continued his procrastination towards Amir Khan 
and to gain time decided to send a vakil to his camp. According 
ly on 6 June, Bapu Ghorpade and K.ashirao started for Amir Khan!s 
campt^l The Raja at that time was vacillating between possible

1. Close to Minto, 15 May, 1809, B.P.C. 3 June, 1809, No.30.
2. Jenkins to Minto, 12 June 1809, para.13, B.P.S.C. 8 July, 

1809, No.6.
3. Sydenham to Montresor, 16 Feb. 1809, B.P.C. 6 March, 1809,

No.77.
k» Jenkins to Minto, 12 June, 1809, para. 5, BpP.S.C. 8 July, 

1809, No.6.
5* Ibid. para.U.



courses of action in this crisis. Two ways were open to him 
-either to comply with the monetary demands made by Amir Khan 
in Holkar^ name, or to resist his march towards Bhopal. If 
he adopted the former, complying with Amir Khanfs demands, he 
would set a precedent which would encourage both Holkar and 
Sindia to exact money again and again. If he chose the alter
native of resistance, however, he risked a total defeat. The 
Raja, could not gorget the disorganized state of his Government 
and the discontent and disheartened condition of his troops.
Dare he try to resist an;, army led by "so enterprising a chief 
as Meer Khan", accustomed to warfare and flushed with the hopes

1
of a rich harvest of plunder from a wealthy and populous capital?
The Raja thought not. But his mother and NaniSahib, his brother,
advised him to resist Amir Khan, urging immediate measures to
reform the military establishments, and to pay the arrears of
the troops, who should be made to understand that the safety and
existence of the state were dependant on their valour and bold- 

2ness •
The Raja at last decided to take the risk of resisting. 

He summoned his soldiers to assemble, made some distributions 
of money and promised shortly to liquidate their arrears. A 
body of 600 Arabs lately discharged, were readmitted into ser
vice; the soldiers posted at Chinipurbari, the principal Nag
pur conquest in Bhopal to the northward of the Narmada, were

1. Jenkins to Minto, 12 June, 1809, para. 8, B.P.S.C. 8 July, 
1809, No.6.2. Ibid. para.9*



directed to cross the river leaving only a detachment at that 
place; another body of U00 men was left to garrison the fort 
of Hoshangabad.^

The first test of the Bhosle1 s determination came when 
in July, after the ^awab of Bhopal had met and concerted plans 
with Amir Khan for a joint attack, the Pindari leader summoned
the Raja*s qiladars to surrender the forts of Chinipurbari and

2Choukigarh. Both places had been seized by the Bhosle from 
the Naw'ab, but neither was particularly strong: Chinipurbari,
though a place of considerably extent, had been taken in three 
days, and Choukigarh, a nearby hill fort, after sixteen days. 
Nevertheless Amir Khan's demands for their surrender was rejected 
with contempt, though he threatened their commanders with a 
regular seige.

For the moment, however, the monsoon prevented any 
major effort, and Amir Khan moved to Jubbulpore to canton his 
troops for the rains. Prom thence small parties only were sent 
out foraging and plundering in >̂hivni and Chapara south of the 
Narmada, and ravaging Heori and Saugor north of the river.^ They 
also levied contributions on such of Sindia1s territories as 
lay at hand, demanding contributions from Garhakota in Hok ar1 s 
name. Againstthese exactions, Sindia in June made strong remon
strances to Holkar*s government, but without result? Sindia*s
1. Jenkins to Minto, 12 June, lS09, para.13, B.t.S.C. 8 July, 
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darbar therefore began to plan an attack upon Amir Khan, in 
which the Nagpur Raja was duly invited to join. In July at
tempts were also made to detach the Nawab of Bhopal from Amir 
Khan. Sindia sent a vakil to ^alim Singh of Kotah to seek his 
assistance in wining over the Nawab, and also in securing a 
settlement between the imprisoned pindari leader Karim Khan 
and Sindia, by negotiations with his mother amd son.'*’ The hope 
was that Karim Khan might agree to serve Sindia in return for 
his liberty, and that the union of Pindari forces under Amir 
Khan would be destroyed. Unfortunately this plan of Sharzarao 
Ghatge met with opposition from Sindia, who was determined to

phold Karim Khan, and the negotiations came to nothing.
Sindia1 s darbar was, in fact, very reluctant to risk 

any serious conflict with Amir Khan. I'hey argued that the re
sources of the state were not adequate to the prosecution of 
two such objects as his expulsion from Bhopal and the achieve
ment of the security of Sindia*s territory from the depreda
tion of the Pindaris. It was not wise to pursue both objects 
at the same time, particularly when the Government was confronted
with many problems created by the impoverished state of its 

3finances.
The arguments of his darbar were accepted by Sindia, 

who made no further move against Amir Khaa# Bapu Malar, the
1. Klose to Minto, 7 July, 1809, B#p#c# 29 July, 1809, No.lU.
2. Ibid.
3. Ibid.
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Ehosle's vakil, visited ^india on several occasions and earnestly 
remonstrated with him on his neglect of his engagements to join 
with Nagpur against the Pindaris. But bindia refused to move, 
excusing himself with the argument that "the present disputed 
do not relate to the conquest and partition of Bhopal but have 
arisen solely from the prosecution of Holkar*s former demands 
on the Pajah of Berar.” ^ By early in October ^india*s mind 
had been finally made up by the receipt of a conciliatory let
ter ffom Amir Khan.yfcmir Khan was anxious to detach Sindia from

CL

the Bhosle, and he therefore wrote in submissive tone, openlyA
disclaiming any intention of offending ^india and giving an
undertaking that his territories would no longer be molested by

2his P|ndaris. He even went so far as to call himself ^india’s 
servant and to claim that he was devoted to Sindia*s as toA
Holkar*s service. A n  he asked in return was that Sindia 
should not interfere in the contest in which he was now wngaged 
with the Nagpuj? Raja.

Sindia did assume the indifferent attitude requested. 
Does it mean that Amir Khan had succeeded in winning him over?
It would seem not. Sindia had many reasons to be jealous of 
Amir Khan. Not only had he usurped the entire power at the court 
of one of the great Maratha chiefs and plundered Sindia*s ter- 
ritoires in the area of-Bhilsa, he had also helped the Nawab of 
Bhopal, one of Sindia*s tributaries, to emancipate himself from
1. Close to Minto, 6 Oct. 1809, B.P.C. 2b Oct. 1809, No.33.
2. Ibid.
3. Ibid.



his state of dependence. He had further offended by taking 
Nagore from the Baja of Jodhpur, from whom Sindia still thought 
himself entitled to claim tribute or to make any kind of exac
tions. Sinaia»s withdrawal from the conflict was due entirely 
to the impoverished state of his finances, the need to avoid 
any arduous struggle with Amir Khan, and the desire to save 
his territory from the molestation of Amir Khan*s Pindaris.

So far Amir Khan has been seen acting within abpurely 
Indian setting. With the intrigues of Holkar!s court, or the 
means of securing the alliance of Bhopal and of avoiding the 
enmity of Sindia he was on home ground. But his movement 
against Nagpur territories around Jubbulpore brought him closer 
to British possessions and interest in Bundelkhand.^ In August 
and September 1809, therefore, Amir Khan was to be busy in 
ascertaining British reactions to his plan of campaign and in 
making sure that he did not bring on any conflict with the one 
other power besides Sindia which could ruin him.

The possibility of conflict first arose when in July 
Amir Khan threatened Binakrao, the Nana of Palpi Ts Amil at

1. Towards the end of Shahjahan's reign Champat Rai, a chief in 
Bundelkhhnd, asserted his independence. This was followed 
by the foundation of a new dynasty by his son, Chhatarsal 
in the eastern part of the province. Chhatarsal sought the 
assistance of Bajirao I against the invasion of Muhammad Khan 
Bangash, and in return Bajirao was adopted by Chhatarsal as 
his son, and given a portion of territory in Bundelkhand, 
which, was considerably-extended by subsequent conquests. In 
1803 the British Government by the treaty of Bassiiep acquired 
territory in Bundelkhand yielding 36,16 000 rupees a year. 
Bundelkhhnd from its situation in the neighbourhood of the 
British territory on the Jumna was extremely important tn 
the British. C.U. Aitchisorrp-A Collection of treaties and 
Sanads ...., vol.V, pp.1-5*



Saugor that he would plunder his charge, if he was not brought
off.1 Amir Khan’s approach to the neighbourhood of the British
dominion in Bundelkhand, alarmed Richardson, the agent to the
Governor-General. Ke reported that if Amir Khan continued to
plunder and levy cort ribiitions in Saugor and on the other
frontier chiefs, there was every reason to conclude that "such
excesses so very near our borders may lead to confusion and
disorder and consequently affect the peace and tranquillity of

2our own territories’1. He therefore took certain military pre
cautions and asked the Government what he should do if Amir Khan 
actually penetrated into Bundelkhand.

Edmonstone replied, on 29 July that ,fthe general 
principle which the Government is solicitous to maintain is to 
protect from insult and aggression our own territories and those 
which by engagements or by circumstances we are bound to defend 
and to avoid all interference in the differences and disputes 
in which other states and chieftains may eventually be involved”^ 
He therefore instructed Richardson not to interfere in the af
fairs of the Nama of Kalpi and neither to support nor oppose Amir 
Khan’s monetary exactions. Interference in that question would 
involve a "departure from the fundamental principle of policy so 
frequently disclosed and uniformly observed by the British Govern 
ment with relation to states unconnected with us by the ties of

5defensive engagements”._______ _________________
1. Richardson to iCdmonsto ne, lb July, 1809, p.lfe B.C. vol.309/?075
2. Ibid., p.17*
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Bound by this clear restatement of the Company’s 

policy of non-interference, Richardson could do nothing to save 
the Kalpi territories. On 11 September Richardson reported 
to Jenkins at Nagpur that the Nama had verbally intimated that 
Binakrao finding no means of escape, had been forced to comply 
with Amir Khan’s demands, and had agreed to pay Rs. 160,000 
to escape molestation of Saugor.1

Though Saugor had been abandoned to his demands, Amir 
Khan was sufficiently aware of Richardson’s reactions to write 
to him on 7 Septanber 1809 asking for a clarification of the 
British position. He asked Richardson to point out the territo
ries under the protection of the British Government. He asserted 
that his main anxiety was to avoid any unpleasantness accidental
ly arising, since "between the Right Hon’ble the Governor-General

2and myself there is strictest friendship". He also took the 
occasion to remind Richardson that "at the time of forming the 
treaty between Jeswunt Rao Holkar and the Governor-General, 
the Right Hon’ble the GOVernor-General engaged and promised on 
his part, that in disputes and differences with the Nagpore- 
Wallah and the other Rajahs and also in the private and inter- 
anl disputes of Holkar, the Right Hon’ble the Governor-General 
would take no part but leave the parties to adjust their own 
disputes. Now as there are some impending natters respecting
Nagpur, it is proper that at all times, you took to, and remember
1. Richardson to Jenkins, 11 ^ept. 1809, para.5. B.P.C. 19 

Sept. 1809, No.3U.
2. Amir Khan to Richardson, 7 Sept. 1809, p.50, B.C. vol.309/ 
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existing treaties and engagements, and not let the representations
of any self-interested persons, induce you to break the bonds of
friendship. You are arbiter of the future. It was proper to
give notice of the above particulars.1,1

Richardson in his reply stated that Raja Bhakat Singh
of Kotar, Raja Kishore Singh of Jaitpur, Thakur Burjan of Maihar,
Suranj Singh of Nagod, Lai Amar Singh of Birsingpur, Raja Mohan
Singh of Barghar and Kursan ohah of Rajnagar, whose territories
were so intermixed that disturbances in one would affect the
tranquillity of others, all enjoyed British protection, and
that any attempt by Amir Khan to molest their countries would

2be repulsed by the British Government. He also took the occa
sion to point out that the territories of Sheorao Bhau, the Suba- 
dar of Jhansi, and of Parpat Bahadur, the Raja of Datia, away to 
the North, were also under British protection, since there exis
ted "treaties of friendship and amity in which the British Govern
ment have engaged to pirotect their dominions from any unjust mo-

3lestations from other chiefs and states." The Government of
India, later in September, confirmed and approved the stand thus

iitaken by Richardson.
Amir Khan had the political sagacity to realise that 

in his conflict with the Nagpur Raja there were two powere which 
could effectively interfere in support of the latter. One power 
was Sindia, for some time an ally of Nagpur. The Bhosle Ts troops
had assisted Sindia in chastizing and capturing the Pindari
1. Amir Khan to Richardson, 7 Sept. 1809, p.51 B.C.vol.309/7075.
2. Richardson to Amir Khan, 8 Sept. 1809, p.5if B.C.vol.309/7075*
3. Ibid. p. 55*
U. Lushington to Richardson, 19 Sept. 1809* B.P.C. 19 Sent. 1809,

No.38.
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leader Chitu Khanj Sindia and the Bhosle had collaborated in 
the invasion of Bhopal. But Amir Khan, by adding the îndjaffihahi 
Pindaris to his own Holkarshahis had made himself too formidable 
for an impoverished Sindia, who had been constrained therefore to 
allow Amir Khan a free hand in Nagpur. The other power was that 
of the Company. It had stood aloof while he ravaged Jodhpur and 
Jaipuri Richardson had confirmed that it would stand aloof 
again so long as he respected the territory of states in treaty 
relations with the Company. It was with a free mind, therefore 
Amir Khan could prepare to invade Nagpur.

How the forces were built up on either side for the 
coming campaign it is possible to watch in the reports of Jen
kins, the Resident at Nagpur. Amir Khan was the first to move, 
pushing south east from Saugor and to within a few miles of Tej- 
garh, guarding the road from ^augor over the Bhanrer hills to 
Jubbulpore.̂  There he was joined by the zamindar of Lhanmani, 
at the head of 14,000 armed followers, an aggrieved feudatory of 
the Bhosle, The ami Is of Saugor and Garhakota having paid their
tribute to Amir Khan also agreed to send quotas of five hundred

2horse apiece to join his army.
On the Bhoslefs side stupendous preparations were made 

to defend Garhamandla, where Ghatge's forces were reinforced by 
a detachment under Ramchandar, which brought the force to near-
ly 14,000 horse, 4,000 infantry and 16 guns. The other
1. Jenkins to Minto, 28 Aug. 1809, B.P.C. 3 Oct. 1809, No.2U-
2. Ibid.
3- Jenkins to Richardson, 31 Aug. 1809, B.P.C. 19 Sept. 1809,

No.33-



ne.
forces of the state were distributed as follows:^

Position Horse Infantry Guns
Nagpur 3,500 3,000 30
-do- 1,500 it It

Sirnagar 3,000 150 k

Chouragarh U, 500 1,500 13
Jubbulpore 2,500 2,600 9
-do- 1,800 1,500 §

Taraghat 800 t, It

Chinipurbari 700 5,000 6

Total 18,300 13,750 71

These dispositions had been made before the end of
August, but September saw negotiations rather than action*
The Bhesle had not yet given up hope of obtaining an amicable
adjustment with Amir Khan. Narain Singh, the Raja’s vakil,
was deputed to Kotah to try and gain the mediation of Zalim

2Singh in his present contest. Other vakils, Bapu Gorpade
and Kashirao were also sent direct to Amir Khan’s camp in order

3to seek agreement. But nothing came of either manoevre. This 
was scarcely surprising, for the Raja’s minister Yashvantrao
had disclosed to Jenkins that the object of these negotiations
1. Enclo. in a letter from Jenkins, 8 Sept. 1S09, B.P.S.C. 24 

Oct. 1809, No.33.
2. Close to Minto, 13 Sept., 1809, B.P.C. 9 Oct. 1809, No.28.
3* Jenkins to Minto, 28 Sept., 1809, para.2, B.P.S.C. 31 Oct.,

1809, No.4.



was "merely to gain a little time and if possible to defer the 
period of actual hostilities until Dusserah, when the arrange
ments entrusted to Sudeck Alee Khan, and the preparations in 
this quarter would be completed".^ On ^mir Khanfs side, too, 
negotiations were continued without any serious intent, mainly 
because the lateness of the monsoon rains precluded the rapid 
cavalry movement upon which the Pindaris relied for their suc
cess.

Late in September, Amir Khan moved, Rrom before Tej-
garh he made a wide circuit to the east, crossing the upper Bear
ma, .so that by the 27th, having skirted the Bhanrer Range, he
was at Katangi, some twenty five miles from Jubbulpore. The
Nagpur commander, ^hatge, encamped before Bubbulpore sent urgent
ly for reinforcements. On receipfc; of this appeal, the Bhosle
held discussions with Sridhar Pandit and his other ministers
and decided to move with the main army up the Kanhan river to
Warengaon, nine miles from Nagpur and there to assemble all his

2forces to protect the capital, if Ghatge were defeated. To 
this cowardly abandonment of ^hatge, some 160 miles to the north 
Yashvantrao raised strong objections. He pointed out that while 
Ghatge with &o small a force was exposed to the enemies, and 
while his defeat in the first instance would dishearten and 
discourage the rest of the troops, a considerably number of sol
diers under Sadiq Ali Khan was kept waiting near Nagpur, which
1. Jenkins to Minto, 22 Sept. 1809, para.11 B.P.S.C. 31 Oct. 

1809, No.2.
2. Jenkins to Minto, 28 Sept. 1809, para.U. B.P.S.C. 31 Oct. 1809, No.U.



was too far to be of any service to Ghatge.^" Eventually the 
decision was taken to reinforce Ghatge, and Raghunath Bakshi 
was directed to march to his aid. But the decision was too 
late to render any relief to Ghat£e, who had already been sur
rounded by Amir Khanfs soldiers. Raghunath Bakshi after several
days* forced marching arrived at Relwari Ghat, across the Narma-

2da from Jubbulpore. But on 29 September, a detachment of Amir
Khan's force had fallen on Ghatge, and after a well-contested
battle Amir Khan had gained a decisive victory. Ghatge himself
was wounded, four guns, two elephants and 200 horse fell into
the hands of the Pindaris and of the Raja’s infantry about 150
were killed and wounded. The Pindaris immediately after the
battle plundered and sacked the town of Jubbulpore. Amir Khan
then appointed Sankar Shah to the Thanadari of the town, with
orders to collect the arrears of rent from the zamindars for his 

2±new master.
Amir Khan's victory aroused great consternation among 

the people, and dismay in the army of the Raja. Yashvantrao 
expressed his fear that Amir Khan would now cross the Narmada, 
as soon as it became fordable. The Raja had frequent meetings 
with his ministers and prepared for the worst. Sqdiq Ali Khan 
had already been directed to take up a position between the

1. Jenkins to Mingto, 28 Sept. 1809, para. U. B.P.S.C. 31 Oct., 
1809, No.U.

2. Jenkins to Minto, 6 Oct., 1809, B.P.S.C. 7 November 1809,
No.17.

3. A Paper of Intelligence, 3 Oct. 1809, B.P.C. 31 Oct., 1809, 
No.l5«

2|. Ibid.
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capital and -̂ mir Khan's camp.^ Now the Raja made preparations
lor the eventual removal of his family and everything valuable
from Nagpur. This induced the British Resident " to commence
similar arrangements with regards to the effects of the Residency
in order to be able to remove the valuable articles of public

2property at a moment's warning.
Eut Amir Khan hesitated to cross the Narmada, fearing 

that the Raja under the pressure of this circumstance might be 
induced to invite the British force to his aid. 3o he thought 
it prudent to open a correspondence with the Raja, urging him 
to come to a settlement immediately, as only a settlement 
"could prevent the troops from proceeding to act still more dis
respectfully with regard to His Highness".^ At the same time 
he took the precaution of reminding the British Government that 
by treaty it was denied the right to interfere between Holkar 
and the Raja. Through Kandu Pant, Holkar!s vakil at Poona, 
he reminded Close, the British Resident with the Peshwa that 
"some time ago an union was formed between Sreemunt Bubadar 
[Holkar] on the one part and the Right Hon'ble Lord Lake and the 
Right Hon'ble the C0vernor-General on the other, and that at 
the period when friendship was reestablished between them, it 
was stipulated that the (British Government) should not inter
fere in the claims against the court of Nagpore nor with the con
tributions to be exacted from the different Rajahs of whatever
1. Jenkins to Min&o, 6 Oct. 1809* B.P.S.C. 7 Nov. 1809* No.l7»
2. Ibid.3. Ibid.
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rank."^ He further added that in consequence of his advance 
towards Nagpur and of his determination to realise Holkar*s 
just monetary claims, the Raja might try to induce the British 
Government to come to his assistance. "I therefore write to 
desire that you who are acquainted with all the circumstances 
of the case, will explain them to Colonel Close, and get.him

M

to write positive instructions to the subordinate officers of
the British Government upon this subject. Let it not happen
that he for want of information, should afford assistance to
the Rajah Ragojee Bhooslah, and thereby create a misurderstanding

2between the two states and violate the treaty of peace." At 
the same time he also addressed the Resident, requesting him 
to issue "orders to the officers in that direction, directing 
them in conformity to the treaty of peace to abstain from 
espousing the cause of the Rajah of Nagpore and other Rajahs."-^

, The Resident immediately transmitted this letter to the ^overnor-
hGeneral for his consideration.

Hitherto, the British Government *s policy towards the 
Pindaris had been one of indifference. This was more so in the 
case of Amj.r Khan whom it considered not an independent chief 
but a servant of Holkar. Two years before while Amir Khan was 
exploiting the resources of Rajputana, taking advantage of the
conflict between Jaipur and Jodhpur, the British Government had
1. Meer Khan to ^andoo Punt, received 11 Oct. 1809, B.P.S.C.

21 Nov. 1809, N0.3U.
2. Ibid.
3. Meer Khan to Close, received, 11 Oct. 1809, B.P.S.C. 21 Nov. 

1809, N0.3U.
Close to Meer Khan, 11 Oct. 1809, B.P.S.C. 21 Nov. 1809, N0.3U



neither interfered in support of these two countries nor even 
thought it prudent to offer mediation in their mutual disputes. 
The British Government’s attitude towards Amir Khan had been in
fluenced by two considerations - his position as Holkar’s ser
vant and its own policy of non-interference. But now the union 
of the Pindaris under Amir Khan, his conquest in Garhamandla 
and his declared intention to march towards Nagpur raised larger 
issues.

On 16 October 1809 Minto set out the problem posed by 
Amir Khan’s success, and by his assemblage of so large a force 
of Pindaris, whose habit of indiscriminate plunder had already 
been generally felt by both Berar and Nagpur.^ In the first 
place his conquest in Garhamandla and manifest intention of 
further conquest ultimately threatened the safety and tranqui
lity of Hyderabad, for uthe utter inability of the Rajah Ragojee 
Bhooslah to oppose an effective resistance to the military

2power of that active and enterprising chief" was very evident. 
But more important was the character of Amir Khan and his ulti
mate aims. In disputes between the Maratha states the British 
Government had no interest, but Minto refused to accept that 
"the late measures and transactions of this enterprising chief
were connected merely with the demands which in the name of Hol-

3kar he has made upon Rajah Ragojee Bhooslah". But if Amir Khan
1. Minute of the Governor-General, 16"bet. 1809, B.P.S.C. 3 

Nov. 1809* No.2.
2. Ibid.
3. Minto to Lumsden, 18 Oct. 1809, para.2, B.P.S.C. 3 Nov. 1809, 

No. 1.



was acting solely in his own interests, then to ignore him would 
be short sighted indeed, for, as Minto pointed out, "the weak 
and inefficient military powers in India (that of the British 
Government excepted) have afforded an ample field for the pro
secution of what I conceive to be the primary object of Meer 
Khan’s ambition to become the founder of the new Mussalman 
power in India, Tfte danger to which the security and tranquil
lity of the British Empire in India would be exposed by its ac
complishment ia too obvious to need illustration".'1’ The Governor- 
General concluded, “the question therefore which we have to de
cide, is not simply whether it is just and expedient to aid 
Rajah Ragojee Bhooslah in the defenee or recovery of his domi
nions, but whether an enterprizing and ambitious Mussalman chief 
at the head of a numerous army irresistible by any power but 
that of the Company shall be permitted to establish his authori- 
ty on the ruins of the Rajah’s dominions1.1

Minto decided that Amir Khan’s progress must be checked 
not merely by defensive postings of troops, but by active ope
rations to halt his move on Nagpur and drive him from the Bhoslefei 

3territories. Such just and timely measures would preserve 
British interests in the Deccan and prevent the destruction of 
the Nagpur state. As Edmonstone pointed out to Jenkins, the
Bho^sle had "suffered very severely by the result of the war
1. Minute of the Governor-General, l6 Oct. 1&09, para.h, B.P.S.C 

3 Nov. 1809, No.2.
2. Ibid.
3. Edmonstone to Sydenham, 15 Oct. 1809, B.P.S.G. 5 Dec. 1809, 

No.i+U.



of 1803, more so comparatively in point of territorial cession 
than either ^indiah or Holkar, by the result of their contest 
with us. VVe have often expressed our regret for his losses, 
and our readiness to avail ourselves of any favourable opportu
nity to repair them.” This was that opportunity.'1'

^he Governor-General accordingly resolved, with the 
entire agreement of his Council to assemble a field force on 
the eastern frontier of Berar. A considerable force was also 
to be mobilised on the south-western frontier of Bundelkhand
to protect the province from Amir Khan’s depredations and to

2disperse his army on its return from the Deccan. At the same 
time Minto in his letters to the Nizam^, the Peshwa^4 and Holkar,^ 
acquainted them with his resoltuion of resisting Amir Khan’s 
ambitious projects. The Resident with ^india was likewise 
directed to communicate to him the British Government’s resolu
tion to check Amir Khan’s further progress and to expel him 
from the Raja’s territory.^ On the same day Minto wrote to 
the Raja of Nagpur stating that the British Government had re
ceived the information of Amir Khan’s invasion of the Raja’s 
territory and his intention of crossing the Narmada with extreme 
concern, and that "on the grounds of the subsisting cordial
1. Edmonstone to Jenkins, 18 Oct. 1809, para.l3> B.P.S.C. Ik 

Nov. 1809, No.7.
2. Minto to Lumsaen, 18 Oct. 1809, para.8, B.P.S.C. 3 Nov. 1809, 

No. 1.
3. Governor-General to the Nizam, 16 Oct. 1809, B.P.S.C. lU Nov. 

1809, No.8.
U. Governor-General to the Peshwa, 16 Oct. 1809, B.P.S.C. Ik Nov. 

No. 9«
5. Governor-General to Holkar, 16 Oct., 1809, B.P.S.C. 3 Nov. 

1809, No.5.
6. Edmonstone to Close, 16 Oct., 1809, B.P.S.C. 3 Nov. 1809* No.7



amity between the two states, as well as on general principles
of proper precaution, I have resolved in concert with the allies
to assemble a considerable force on the eastern side of Berar
and to oppose the execution of Meer Khan’s improper designs or
to compel his retreat if he should actually have advanced to
the southward of the Narmada.

The position of the British Government was also set
out in the clearest terms to Amir Khan, in a letter despatched
on 16 October, the date of all the other communications. The
Governor-General made it plain that, "in a case of this kind,
the interests of Maharajah Bhooslah and those): of the British
Government and its allies are one and the same". They were
united in their resolution to resist his "design of endeavouring
to subvert one of the principal states of the Dekkan and to

2 Liestablish your own power on its ruin". ' The Governor-General 
was not ready to admit the plea that Amir Khan was "acting 
under the order of Maharajah Jeswunt Rao Holkar, because it 
is impossible to suppose that the Maharajah could ....  autho
rize the prosecution of measures directed to the subjugation 
of one of the greatest chiefs of his own tribe". So, the Go
vernor-General added, "I must consider your late measures and 
your present views as proceeding entirely from yourself". Minto 
concluded by demanding that Amir Khan give up his plans fbr the 
conquest of Nagpur and retire forthwith from the Bhosle’s

kterritories.______________________ ___________________
1. Governor-General to Bhooslah, 16 Oct. 1609, B.P.S.C* 3 Nov• 

1809, No.6.
2. Governor-General to Meer Khan, 16 Oct. 1809, B.P.S.C. 3 Nov. 

1809, No.U.
3* Ibid. 
k. Ibid.



Two days later Colonel Close was directed to assume 
the command of the army,' consisting of one regiment of Euro
pean light dragoons, a troop of horse artillery, five regiments 
of native cavalry, one regiment of European infantry and seven 
battalions of native infantry, with a body of Mysore Siladar . 
horse. °olonel Close was also vested with political and mi
litary powers on all points connected with the proposed 

2operations.
One year before the official sanction to his measures,

Minto received a private letter from Dundas, the President of
the Board of Control, in which the latter entirely welcomed
the measures as the only alternative that could be adopted under

U-rffa.
the circumstance to save British interest. He exp-ressed, "from 
all that has been stated of the character of Ameer Khan, there
can be no doubt that the establishment of his power on the
ruins of that of the Rajah of Berar, would have been only the

-7 /A^A
first step in the progress of his ambition.” He argued^ in 
that case not only British interest in the Deccan would have 
been endangered, but also in the first instance ’’our alliance 
with the Nizam would not have survived such an event". So the 
interposition of the British pov/er "is certainly consistent 
with the spirit at least of the law and the orders from home
1. Minto to Close, l8 Oct., 1809, B.P.b.c. Ik Nov. 1609, No.5«
2. Edmonstone to Jenkins, 18 Oct. 1609, B.P.S. lU Nov. 1809,

No.7.
3* Prom Dundas, 3 Sept. 18D, No.23, Minto Papers, M 172.
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since it was a measure purely defensive1' • ̂
However, on 18 September 1811 the Home Government in 

a despatch expressed their entire satisfaction ''the prompt 
and vigorous measures” the Governor-General had adopted to crush 
Amir Khanfs ambitions project in the Deccan. They continued,
"we do not hesitate to admit that your determination to inter
pose the power of your Government in protecting the dominions 
of the kajah of Berar was a measure of defensive policy, and
cannot therefore be deemed a violation of the law, or a dis-

2obedience of our orders".

The reactions of the Bhosle to this sudden change 
of policy by the British Government, and to its preparations 
for despatching military aid, even without his having directly 
asked for it, was not at all wrhat had been expected. Instead 
of gratitude he displayed suspicion. As Jenkins reported to 
Minto, the Raja first reacted by protesting that his own forces 
now assembled on the Narmada were quite capable of chastizing 
Amir Khan, whose success in Garhamandla had been due rather 
to his treachery in negotiations than to his military power,
The Raja had then revealed his real reason for receiving the 
proffer of aid so coldly: he had deliberately not asked for
British aid because he had thought it unobtainable without
1. Prom Dundas, 3 Sept. 1810, No.23, Minto Papers, M 172.
2. Board’s Draft of Sec. Despatch to Bengal, 18 £>ept. 1811 

para.9> No.76, vol.l+.
3. Jenkins to Minto, k Nov. 1809, para.4, B.P.S.C. 5 Dec.

1809, No.2U.



"some conditions advantageous to the British Bovernment, either 
in territorial or in other respects and perhaps burthensome to 
his o w n"However, as the Company "of its own accord and 
merely actuated by sentiments of the purest friendship and good 
will towards him" offered an unconditional assistance, he wel
comed it. bven so, as subsequent conversations with the Raja 
and his minister revealed, the Governor-General *s letter had 
failed to produce "that unmixed satisfaction which it was cal
culated to impress upon a mind less suspicious and distrustful 
than that of the Rajah." 2

Jenkins tried to meet these suspicions by argument.
If the British Government had had any intention of claiming 
territory or money as a reward for aid, surely it would have 
waited until the necessity had driven the Raja to seek its aid

-Z

on whatever terms the Company might impose? But though the 
Raja admitted that it was improper to seem suspicious, still 
"he did not seem satisfied". At last the minister hinted that 
the Raja desired to be assured by fhe Governor-General personal
ly that the aid was free from any demand-pecuniary or territo
rial̂ , by a letter of the Governor-General addressed to the Raja.^" 
The Resident replied that the Governor-General "would certainly 
have reason to feel some displeasure” when he learnt of the
Rajafs doubts inspite of his declaration that the assistance was
l7 Jenkins to Minto, 29 Oct. 1&09, para.lU, B.P.S.C. 28 Nov. 

1809, No.32.
2. Jenkins to Minto, k Nov. 1609* para, h B.P.G.C. 5 Gee. 1809, 

No.2U.
3» Jenkins to Minto, 29 Oct. 1809» para. 7* B.P.^.G. 28 Nov. 

1809, No.8.
i+. Jenkins to Minto, h Nov. 1809, para.5 B.P.S.C. 5 Gee. 1809* 

N0.2U.



130.

gratuitous and of the Resident’s categorical reaffirmation. 
Nevertheless he forwarded the request to Minto.

That the Bhosle did not reject British aid - but
merely distrusted the altruism of^offer is clear from his ge
neral behaviour. His preparations to abandon Nagpur should Amir 
Khan advance, testify to his little faith in his own military 
resources. Moreover he had made several soundings of the Re
sident, through his minister, to see if British help would be 
forthcoming in the event of a Pindari advance on his capital.
Thus as early as 28 September Jenkins reported a visit by
Yashvantrao, and a discussion with him filled with significant

2pauses " seemingly with the expectation of some remafck from me."
He was sure that "it was expected of me to say something which
should have the appearance of an offer of aid from the British
Government. The manner of Jeswunt Rao’s delivery, as well as
the matter of discourse, seemed to me to authorise this idea,

3 nand I was therefore the more guarded in my reply". The Resi
dent had made no move, so that the arrival of Minto’s letter 
offering assistance, had been quite unheralded. The unexpected 
generosity may well have made the Bhosle suspect that this was 
a disguised attempt to induce him ultimately to accept a sub
sidiary alliance which he had hitherto strongly resisted.

To eliminate suspicion the Resident suggested that the
Raja should immediately return an answer to the Governor-G-eneral’s
T7 Jenkins to Minto, i-j- Nov. 1809, para.11, B.P.S.C. 5 Dec.1809, 

No.2U.
2. Jenkins to Minto, 28 Sept. 1809, B.P.S.C. 31 Oct. 1809, No.U.
3. Ibid.
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letter and that the uovernor-General in his reply would confirm
the assurance of assistance and clarify its nature.^" The Raja
approved of this expedient and ordered his minister to prepare
a letter immediately, wherein he expressed his satsifaction wiQd
the measures the Drj_tish Government proposed to adopt "for the
purpose not only of preventing Meer Khan from crossing the Ner-
budda, but of expelling him from the territory of Jabbalpore
and restraining him from the further prosecution of his un-

2warrantable proceedings".
The Governor-General in a reply, dated 28 November 

assured the Raja, " your Highness has been frequently assured 
that the British Government would with pleasure avail itself 
of any opportunity of promoting the welfare of your Highness’s 
Government. I’hat opportunity has occurred in consequence of 
the injury to which your Highness!s territory and dominion are 
exposed by the proceedings and meditated project of Ameer Khan,

and I have availed myself of it to offer your Highness the aid 
of the ^ritish armsin repelling that chief’s invasion without 
demanding any compensation on the part of your Highness."

Meanwhile, Amir Khan crossed the Narmada at Telwari 
Ghat and marched towards Gi^nagar where Gadiq Ali Khan was en
camped.^ When oadiq Ali Khan learnt of Amir Khan’s approach he
afcked the Raja for immediate reinforcements. The Raja immediately
1. Jenkins to Minto, 1+ Nov. 1809, para.11, B.P.G.C. 5 Dec. 1809,

No.2U.
2. Bhooslah to the Governor-General, received, 18 Nov. 1809, 

B.P.S.C. 19 Pec. 1809, No.11.
3. Governor-General to Bhooslah, 28 Nov. 1809, B.P.S.C. 26 Dec. 

1809, No.33.
k* Jenkins to Close, 31 Oct. 1809, B.P.S.C. 5 Dec. 1809> No.3*
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directed ^-mritrao to march towards Sirnagar. It was expected
that when these two armies were united their total number would
be a little less than 15,000 men.1 Until .he could come up,
Sadiq Ali Khan, in order to gain time, renewed negotiations

2with Amir Khan. In fact, there took place a settlement. 
Hostages were exchanged between Amir Khan and Sadiq Ali Khan.
It was agreed that the Raja should pay ^mir Khan eleven lakhs 
of rupees in return for his quiet retreat from the Raja's ter- 
ritory. Amir Khan accordingly recrossed the Narmada with all 
his force at Telwari Shat on 31 October and thence moved to 
Jubbulpore. On 13 November he recrossed the Hirannadi, and en 
camped at Katangi, some twenty miles to the northward of Jubbul
pore. Prom thence he started on 16 November for Jabri Shat al
ways sending his baggage one day in advance together with his

hinfantry and the greater part of his guns.
When Jenkins heard of Sadiq A n  Khan’s negotiations 

with Amir Khan he had asked Yashvantrao what were the Bhssle's 
intentions. He was assured that peace with the Pindaris was

5"entirely out of question". The present negotiactions, the mi
nister explained, had two objects - firstly, to amuse Amir Khan 
with a deceitful offer until Amritrao could join Sadiq Ali Khan,
and secondly to win over one of his chiefs, Sahamat Khan who had

6earlier expressed a wish to desert to the Bhosle's service.
1. Jenkins to Slose, 30 "Oct. 1809, B.P.S.S. 5 Dec. lfi09, No. 2.
2. Jeswunt Rao to Jenkins, undated, B.P.S.C. 5 Bee. 1809, No.10.
3. Jenkins to ^lose, 12 Nov. 1809, B.P.S.C. 3 Bee. 1809, No.16. 
!+. Jenkins to Blose, 22 Nov. 1809, para.10, B.P.S.C. 9 Jan.1810,

No.5.5. Jeswunt Rao to Jenkins, undated, B.P.S.C. 5 Dec. 1809, No.10.
6. Jenkins to Close, 2 Nov. 1809, B.P.S.C. 28 Nov. 1809, No.37*
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mxhe success of these manoevres was now seen# Sadiq

Ali Khan, having joined forces with Amritrao, pushed through
Jubbulpore to Katangi in close pursuit of Amir Khan# On 17
November Sadiq Ali Khan, with his full force of infantry and
artillery, achieved the surprise he had hoped for. he fell
suddenly on Amir Khan who at that time had with him only his
picked horse and five small guns.1 Amir Khan successfully
stood against this attack for a few hours, but towards evening
when the action became close and general he left Sadiq Ali Khan
in possession of the field, abandoning four elephants, nearly

21000 horse and many standards.
It is time now to consider why Amir Khan had abandoned 

his invasion of Nagpur. Apparently the Kaja, by f&lse promises 
had persuaded him to retreat. But was the agreement not rather 
the consequence than the cause of his resoHtjQion to retire? 
Certainly that was the judgement of the Governor-General, Minto, 
who attributed "Amir Khan’s retreat "partly to our military pre
parations in Berar, of which the intelligence must previously 
have reached him, and partly to the late revolution at the Dur
bar of holkar, which menaced the subversion of his control over 
the administration of that chief.11 ^

It may be remembered that Gafur Khan had been left 
at HolkarTs court by Amir Khan to superintend the affairs of
the Government in his absence. But Gafur Khan, by his fhequent
1. Jenkins to Close" 22 Nov. 1809, para. 10, B . P . S . C .  9 Jan. 

1810, No.5.
2. Ibid.
3« Minto to Hewett, 30 Nov. 1809, B.P.S.C. 19 Dec. 1809, No.l9«



interference in the administration only antagonised the ministers 
and other officials, both military and civil.1 Dharma Kunar 
and Sobharam, two influential officers of Holkarfs Government 
used the opportunity provided by Amir Khanfs absence to re
establish their power and position. Dharma Kunar gained over 
the infantry by intrigues and artful promises, and Sobharam
by similar means enlisted the sympathy of the greater portion

2of the artillery. The immediate consequence of this develop
ment was the division of Holkar!s ministry into two distinct 
parties - one headed by Gafur Khan, Tulsibai, Bhau Bhaskar and 
Penlu An, and the other by Balaram oeth, Dharma Kunar and Sob
haram who were supposed to entertain the hope of placing the 
nephew of Yashvantrao Holkar on the masnad after the latter!s 
death and removing the other party from power.^ It was reported 
that in September an unusual attempt had been made on the life 
of ^ulsibai. She was given poisoned betel-nut, but the pecu
liar flavour which the poison added to it aroused her suspicion.
After examining it, she refused to take it and thus saved her 

Ulife. Again a counter-plot had been laid against Balaram Seth. 
It was discovered, but Balaram Seth became determined to punish 
•Shau Bhaskar, who was suspected of being the main spring behind
the plot. But in turn Balaram Seth was opposed by Gafur Khan
1. Seton to Lushington, 23 Sept. 1&09, B.P.S.C. 10 Oct. 1809,No.1
2. Ibid.
3. Edmonstone to Lushington, 13 Nov. 1809, B.P.S.C. 5 ^ec. 1809, 

No.U*
Seton to Ldmonstone, 23 Sept. 1809, ^.P^S.G. 10 Oct. 1809, 
No.l.



and the immediate consequence was the interference of the in
fantry and artillery under hharma Kunar and Sobharam respectively 
in support of Balaram Seth.^- The troops demanded Gafur Khan’s 
expulsion from Holkarfs court as the condition of their return 
to obedience. Karly in November Gafur Khan was expelled, and
power at Holkarfs court passed into the hands of Amir* Khan’s 

3enemies. This revolution had a considerable impact on Amir 
Khan’s military operations in Nagpur. 'I’he immediate effect 
of this change was the stoppage of the material support of the 
Government. But the party in power also struck at his moral 
position by declaring that he was acting independently of the 
Government, and clearly directing him not to do any wrong to 
the Raja. It must have been obvious to Amir Khan that his 
presence was urgently needed at Holkar’s Barbar.

However, before attributing to the crisis at Holkar’s 
Court Amir Khan’s decision to abandon his Nagpur campaign, it 
is necessary to consider the possible influence of the British 
moves. It may be noted that Amir Khan had throughout kept a 
close watch on the movements of the British Government. Since 
his appearance in Bhopal he had repeatedly reminded the British 
Government of its existing treaty with Holkar, and that any 
kind of interference on its part in his dispute with the Raja
would be a violation of that treaty. This he did both before
1. Close to Edmonstone, 5 Oct. 1609, B.P.S.C. 2h Oct. 1809, No.35
2. Ibid.
3. Edmonstone to Lushington, 13 Nov. 1809, B.P.S.C. 5 Dec. 1809, 

No.U.



his Ceolnquest in Garhamandla and on the eve of his crossing the 
Narmada. It is evident that he greatly feared lest his advance 
should lead the British to join the Bhosle in defiance of the 
treaty. Presumably, therefore, when he did hear of the Governor- 
General’s resolltjuion to aid the Bhosle and of the military pre
parations being made by Colonel Close, he must have been under 
great pressure to renounce his plans of conquest ifi favour of 
a compromise settlement or outright retreat. However the 
Harkara bringing the uovernor-General’s letter dated 16 October 
only reached Amir Khan’s camp on 2 November when he was encamped 
north of the Narmada at Telwari Ghat, having crossed the river 
on 31 October.1

Does this mean that his move was unrelated to the 
British threat after all? No - for the GOVernor-General ’ s 
decision had first been communicated to the bhosle by Jenkins 
on 28 October. Between 28 October and 31 October ‘‘there was 
certainly time for Sudekc Alee to receive the intelligence11 of 
the Resident’s conversation with the Raja, and the Resident 
learnt that Gadiq Ali Khan had shewed Amir Khan a letter from 
the Raja mentioning the British Government’s offer. The Re
sident concluded that Gaaiq A n  Khan probably so explained the 
offer as to let him realise that in the event of his refusal 
to accept the terms, the Raja would throw himself on the pro
tection of the British Government. This might well have induced

2Amir Khan to come to a settlement v/ith the Raja.
TT Jenkins tovfclose, 27 Nov. 1809, B.P.S.C. 26 Dec. I809, No.3»
2. Ibid.



ifrnir Khan sent two letters to the Governor-General*
In his second letter he stated that he had retreated in order 
to meet the latter’s wishes* ‘'Having come for the purpose of 
attacking the troops of the Raja of Nagpur, they proposed a 
payment of eleven lacs and a half of rupees which I was not 
disposed to accept, but in the meantime your Lordship’s letter 
having arrived, a desire to comply with your Lordship’s wishes 
induced me to accept that sum and consequently, I took hostages 
and retreated delivering over the Rajah’s places to his officers. 
But the Raja, as Amir Khan continued, in violation of this en
gagement, ordered his soldiers to attack his army while he was 
crossing the Narmada.1

However, it may be noted that when Amir Khan replied 
to the Governor-General *s letter, he sent two letters conse
cutively. His first letter was received on 13 November, and 
his second on 15 December. The tone and tenor of his first 
letter did not indicate that he would honour the Governor-Ge
neral ’s desire. On the contrary it challenged the light of the 
British Government to interfere in the dispute between the Raja 
and Holkar. "At the period of the conclusion of the treaty of 
peace [with Holkar] the british Government was precluded from 
interfering^ with the concerns of several states of Dekhan.
That the British Government therefore should wilfully dis
regard the obligations of that treaty is not right". He argued 
that it was a "domestic dispute" - a matter involving merely

1. Ameer Khan to the Governor-General, received, 15 Dec. 1809 
B.P.S.C. 16 Jan., 1810, No.30.



the two states, which had brought him to that quarter. It 
could be settled even without the British Government’s inter
vention. He realised that "the states of the Dekkan are indis
solubly united". But as it was not his business to see whether 
they were united or divided, the British and their allies in 
the Deccan also had no right to meddle with his affairs. He 
asked them to remember, "my policy is merely to mind my own 
business".1 He failed to understand the logic of the Governor- 
General’s observations that "the approach of a numerous army 
to the confines of the territories of the allies of the British, 
that is to say ,o£His Highness the Nabob Assof Jah Bahdur, [the 
Nizam:] and others, would require the adoption of measures of 
vigilance and security." He argued, "my friend, how is it pos
sible that I should attack the dominion of Hisjji Highaess, the 
Assof Jah who is of my own tribe, and the British Government 
being in alliance with the Sirkar Sreemunt Soubadar Bahdur [Hol
kar ] I view it in the same light as I do the latter". He further 
assured the G0vernor-General that "no injury will be done to 
the territories of the British Government or of its dependants
and allies, not even a blade of grass will be touched. On this

» 2
point let your Lordship rest perfectly satisfied. Regarding 
the G0vernor-General’s apprehension that he would subvert the
Raja’s dominion and ultimately establish his own on its ruin,
1. Her Khan to the Governor-General, Rncls. in a letter from 

Jenkins, 13 Nov. 1809, B.P.G.C. 19 Dec. 1809, No.l6.
2. Ibid.



he declared it a result of idle reports "merely based on the 
authority of Akbars". He questioned the arguments the Governor- 
General employed in his letter, in drawing the inference that 
he was acting entirely from his own authority. He asserted 
that his action in realising the money from the Raja of Nagpur 
had the requisite sanction of his Government. "My friend the 
circumstances of the above dispute and my connection writh the 
Sirkar of Sreemunt Bahadur [Holkar] and dependance on it, are 
well known to all the English gentlemen. 11 1

Again in a letter addressed to Jenkins at the same 
time, he practically gave a warning to the British Government 
that if it ignored the existing treaty, and interfered in the 
dispute, "the flames of the war will be rekindled to the injury 
of both parties, for my own part, I have neither country nor
JaggfijPX Pô d,! however, is necessary for the support of a large\ /J
force. My troops draw their subsistence from the southern 
chiefs. Do not you gentlemen, therefore, prevent them from 
obtaining their supplies, otherwise on the principle of being 
one tribe, they will all unite and carry disorder and confusion 
into British territory. What advantage can there be in invol
ving yourselves unnecessarily in trouble, and in bringing the

2distress of others upon your own shoulders."
V*hy did the first letter differ so much in tone and 

spirit from the second? In fact, both the letters vainly tried
to conceal the two different situations in which he was placed
1. Mer Khan to GOVernor-General, Enclo. in a letter from Jenkins, 

13 Nov. 1809, B.P.S.C. 19 Dec. 1809, No.l6.
2. Mer Khan to Jenkins, received, 13 Nov. 1809, B.P.S.C. 19 

Dec. 1809, No.17.



before and after his engagement with the Raja. After crossing 
the Narmada he was greatly alarmed by the certain information 
of the British Government’s military preparations. He was 
convinced that any further operations on his part in the Raja’s 
territory would cause the military intervention of the British 
Government. So there was no other alternative but to retreat 
from the baja’s territory. But he required a plea in which he 
could conceal his exact situation. Now the renewal of nego
tiations on the paja’s part gave him that plea. He agreed to 
accept the terms. Hence in his first letter to the Governor- 
General, as well as in his letter to Jenkins, he tried to con
vince his enemies that his retreat was not owing to the British 
Government’s military preparations. He was neither afraid of 
the British Government, nor inclined to surrender to the Governir- 
General’s desire, ^hus in Amir Khan’s mind the engagement served 
as a plea for retiring from the Raja’s territory under the 
knowledge of the British Government’s resoltuion, and his first 
letter was merely an attempt to cover his fear and alarm owing 
to the military preparations of his enemies.

But he failed to detect that his engagement with the 
Raja was a false arrangement. On 17 November, when the rear 
of his army was suddenly attacked by Sadiq Ali Khan, his con
solation of knowing that he had extorted something from the 
Raja had been shattered, Consequently, he seemed disillusioned. 
In his second letter, which appears to have been written after 
17 November, he made another attempt to conceal his state of



disillusionment and made a false statement that the Governor-
General1 s letter had induced him to come to a settlement,
otherwise he would not have accepted it. This he did according
to the needs of the situation. He perhaps thought that if the
British Government agreed to put pressure upon the Raja he would
be able to secure the money the Raja had promised to pay him.
So in his second letter he appealed to the ^overner-Gene ral’s
judgement that "as it is incumbent upon the just to punish a
breach of faith, I hope that your Lordship will be pleased to
bring the Rajah to a right understanding and to procure me
redress by causing the stipulated sum to be paid according to
the engagement."1

But his appeal failed to produce any result. Tiie
Governor-General did not think that -̂mir Khan had any just
demand against the Raja, or any right to seize his country and

2subsist on his resources. The main reason the Governor-General 
adduced in support of this view was a letter from Yashvantrao 
Holkar. In this letter to the G0vernor-General, Holkar clearly 
repudiated Amir Khan’s claim that he was acting in Nagpur 
under the sanction of his Government. The Maratha ruler stated 
that "a friendship and fratennity have also long subsisted 
between me and Hig Highness Raja Raghojee Bhooslah in the 
spirit of the utmost degree of cordiality. Accordingly, when 
the Nabob Ameer-ood-Daulah Behadur [Amir Khan] crossed over
into the Rajah’s territories, I issued order previously to my
1. Ameer Khan to the G0vernor-General, received, 15 Lee. 1809* 

B.P.S.C. 16 Jan. 1810, No.30.
2. Governor-General to Ameer Khan, 16 Dec. 1809» B.P.S.C. 6l6 

Jan. 1810, No.31.
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receipt of your Lordship1s letter, directing him not only to 
abstain from doing any kind of injury to His Highness* s terri
tory, but to endeavour to extend his protection to them. Now, 
however, that I have been favoured with your Lordship* s kind 
letter, I have despatched successive letters to the Nabob re
peating my former orders in the most premptory manner."^

Accepting the statement from Holkar*s Bourt that Amir 
Khan had acted in defiance of orders in attacking Nagpur, and 
that he had been serving his own and not Holkar* s ends in so 
doing, the Governor-General argued, "you cannot therefore but 
admit the justice of the expectation expressed in my first letter 
that you should retire and refrain from any further molestation.
The injury which you have already done must have occasioned

2the loss of lacks of Rs to the Rajah."
Amir Khan, unable to resist British pressure any 

longer, giving up his supposed project of subverting the ter
ritory of Lagpur and his hope of extorting money from the Raja, 
marched for Sir ogJ, accompanied by his Pathans and Pindaris.

ij.Sironj, assigned to him by Holkar as a Jaidad, was considered
to be his stronghold. Prom its very situation Sironj helped
him to maintain the asscendancy he acquired in Bhopal and to

5prosecute his plan of invading Nagpur. He arrived at Sironj
1. Holkar to the Governor-General, received, 9 ^ec. 1809, B.P.S.C 

26 Lee. 1809, No.38.
2. Governor-General to Ameer Khan, 16 Lee. 1809, B.P.S.C. 16 

Jan. 1810, No.31.
3. Close to Ldmonstone, 19 Jan. 1810, B.P.S.C. 13 Peb. 1810,

No.23.
U. An assignment of the revenues of a tract of land for the main

tenance of an establishment, or of troops, granted for life. 
Vvilson, Glossary of Indian terms.

3* Close to Edmonstone, 20 Lee. lS09, B.P.S.G. 9 Jan. 1810,No.26.
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on 23 January 1810, and immediately after his arrival, he levied 
1x contribution, which were distributed among his followers.^

After Amir Khan’s retreat from the raja’s territory, 
British policy towards him had been reconsidered. At the ini
tial stage of intervention, the British Government!s primary 
purpose had been to expel him from the Kaja's territory. But 
with the achievement of that object the Governor-General thought 
that “the time is now arrived at which it becomes necessary to 
determine the further measures and arrangements to be adopted
with reference to the proceedings of Amir Khan and of Holkar* s 

2Durbar•“ In a minute of 12 December 1809 Minto raised the
question whether measures should not be adopted to dispossess
Amir Khan of Sironj, and by the interposition of British power
to reduce to order the confused state of Holkar!s Government
by extinguishing -A-mir Khan’s ascendancy in the darbar. In
putting forward these for* bolder schemes Minto may have been
strengthened by two considerations. Firstly he had originally
as^Rip^d "as a principle of action that the designs of Ameer
Khan against the state of Nagpur were undertaken by him with
views of personal ambition and independently of the suggestion

■5or control of Holkar1 s Government11. Were that the case no 
action against those designs could be considered as affecting 
the relations existing between the two Governments. Dhis 
presumption had been proved to be true with the arrival of
1. Martindell to G]_ose, 27 Jan. 1810, B.P.S.C. 6 March, 1810,NO. 

51.
2. Mintlte of the Governor-General, 12 Dec. 1809, B.P.S.C. 9 Jan. 

1810, No.2.
3. Ibid.
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nolkar’s letter, ■‘■he uovernor-General hoped therefore that 
any further measure against him would be supported by Holkar*s 
Government.1 Secondly though ixmir Khan had retreated from the 
territory of Nagpur, his letters made it clear that he had a 
revengeful attitude to the Baja as well as to the British Go
vernment. ■‘■here was every possibility of his renewing opera-
tions against the Kaja, unless his power was crushed.

£
However, in a subsequent minute of 30 Decmber 1809, 

the Governor-feneral relinquished the whole idea either of 
dispossessing Amir Khan of his territory at Sironj or of inter
vening for the settlement of the distracted state of Holkar*s 
Government. Instead the Governor-General instructed Close 
"to consider his views to be limitted to the objects of compel
ling Ameer Khan’s retreat from the frontier of the Kajah of 
Nagpore*s dominions and of forming such a disposition of troops 
as would deter him from resuming his project of incursion”
In explaining his altered decision Minto stressed the danger 
that the attempt to dispossess Amir Khan of Sironj and to des
troy his influence at Holkar*s darbar might lead "to the exten
sion of military operations in such a manner as to render it
impracticable for the British Government to avoid a direct

5interference in the affairs of Hindostan". Several factors
may have tipped the balance in the psychological struggle
1. Minute of the Governor-General, 12 ^ec. I8O9, B.P.S.C. ~

Jan. 1810, No.2.
2. Ibid.
3. Minute of the Governor-General, 30 Bee. 1809* B.P.S.C. 23 

Jan. 1810, No.U5.
Hdmonstone to Close, 30 ^ec. 1809, para.5 B.P.S.C. 23 Jan. 
1610, N0.U6.

5. Minute of the Governor-General, 30 Bee. 1809* B.P.S.C. 23 Jan« 
1810, No.1+5.
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between the wish to overthrow Amir Khan and so end his threat 
to Nagpur and the fear of involvement in the affairs of Hindus- 
than. One may have been the determined tone of Amir Khan’s 
renewed threats: "Let it remember that an ant may sting an
elephant’s foot. The loss must be exclusively yours, for I am 
free from the encumbrance of lands, money or forts, while the 
British Government is abounding in riches, I hope therefore 
the British Government will aet in conformity to the obligations 
of the treaty concluded by the Kight Hon’ble Lord Lake."1 Again, 
the Governor-General’s disinclination to pursue Amir Khan further 
had reasons in “the resumption of the designs of France against

pthe British possessions in this quarter of the Globe”, and also 
in Sindia’s attitude.^ However, Close having been apprized of 
the Governor-General’ s views was left to exercise his own dis
cretion according to the needs of the situation.^-

When afterwards these two minutes came under discus-
5sion by the Home Government, Dundas both in his private letter

c
and in an official despatch expressed his dissatisfaction with 
the alteration in Minto’s policy between 12 and 30 Becenber* He 
asserted that "as a general principle of Indian policy, I should 
be extremely reluctant to draw our sword, but quite determined
if practicable to crush and demolish any enemy that chose to
lT Meer Khan to (Slose, received, 22 Bee. 1809, B.P.S.C. 13 P’eb* 

1810, No.22.
2. Minute of the Governor-General, 30 Bec. 1809, B.P.S.C. 23 

Jan. 1810, No.1+5.
3. Infra, pp
1+. Edmonstone to Close, 30 Dec. 1809, B.P.S.C. 23 Jan.1810, No. 

1+6 .
5. Prom Bundas, 3 Sept. 1810, No.23, Minto Papers, M 172.
6. Board’s draft of Sec. Despatch, 18 Sept. 1811, para.17,

No.76, vol.l+.
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I

attack us".'*' Irippite of his being averse "to any sehemes of
conquest or any wars undertaken for that object", he declared
that he could never “admit the expediency of abstaining from
disabling any power against whom we may have been compelled to

2take up arms, from renewing itsgggressions"•
For his part ^mir Khan had not been idle at Sironj.

He had taken new steps to organise a combined front kgainst 
the British. He wrote a letter to °india, in which he tried 
to convince the latter that the British Government not only 
aimed at his ruin but also wanted to subjugate Holkar and 
Sindia; it would be unwise on his part to remain silent. He 
appealed to Sindia to come to his aid actively otherwise he 
would ultimately meet the same fate. Amir Khan also deputed 
his vakil, Himmat Rai, to Sindia1 s camp evidently for the same 
purpose of gaining his assistance.^"

Amir Khan may have been the more hopeful because 
Sindia for some time had ignored -̂mir Khan’s earlier attacks 
upon his territories, and had assumed a curiously detached air 
of deliberate indifference to the Pindaris’ threat to Nagpur. 
Whether it was relief at seeing Amir Khan turn his attention 
elsewhere, Sindia adopted the attitude that Amir Khan was 
acting merely as Holkar’s servant in order to settle Holkar*s
old monetary dispute. Certainly when Mercer, the Resident at
1. From Rundas, 3 dept. 1810, No.23~, Minto Papers, M. 172.
2. Board’s draft of dec. Despatch, 18 dept. 1811, para.l?,

No.76, vol.K.
3. Mercer to Minto, 2 Feb. 1810, B.P.Q. 20 Feb. 1810, N0.I9.
K. Mercer to Minto, 20 Feb. 1810, B.P.C. 13 March, 1810, No.10*
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Sindia1s Court conveyed to °india the uovernor-General*s 
conviction that ^mir Khan was acting independently in his own 
interest, with the ultimate object of establishing an independent 
Muslim state on the ruins of Nagpur, Sindia showed little wish 
to act against him. He was even reluctant to admit of measures 
being taken by the British Government against Amir Khan. He 
proposed that he should "write to Holkar upon the subject ad
ding that he would let [the Resident] know the result of his 
communication". From the manner in which this was spoken, Mer
cer gathered the impression that Sindia expected the British 
Government to suspend its decision, untilthe result of his 
proposed communication with Holkar should have been signified 
to the Resident.1

The reasons which induced Sindia to assume this at
titude were not far to seek. Firstly, he held that the respon
sibility for punishing Amir Khan should lie with Holkar, whose 
servant he wa$, and that any attempt on the part of the British 
Government to punish him would be an encroachment upon Holkar’s 
sovereign rights. Mercer reported that his conversation with 
Sindia made him think that he was "not altogether devoid of a 
groundless jealousy on account of Meer Khan’s punishment having 
been undertaken by the British Government". Secondly, and 
more important, Sindia could not easily accept the Governor- 
General ’s protestations that the military preparations were
1. Close to Minto, 15 Nov. 1809, para.5> B.P.S.C. 5 Dec. 1809,

No.38.
2. Ibid. para.7*
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merely for Amir Khan’s expulsion from the Raja’s territory.
"It had been seriously urged in Sindia’s Burbar'j Mercer reported 
"fehat it was improbable that your Lordship would employ so 
considerable a force for the sole purpose of expelling Ameer 
Khan from the Nagpore territory, and that the strength of the 
armies evinced your Lordship’s views to be of a much more ex
tensive nature".^ This had been clearly revealed in the Resi
dent’s conversation with Atmaram, Sindia’s minister. Moreover 
when the Resident^ informed by Close of his intention to cross 
the Narmada in Amir Khan’s pursuit, had made the request to 
Sindia that in the event of the British forces marching through 
Malwa, Sindia’s AmiIs should be directed to give them every as
sistance, Sindia not only showed reluctance to give conseflt to
a march through his territories, but brusquely commented that

2he did not see any point in sending troops to that quarter.
It v/as quite clear that Sindia was more afraid of the military 
actions of the British Government than of Amir Khan’s invasion 
of Nagpur.

Sindia’s dislike of British interference in the in
ternal relations of Holkar and his subordinate Amir Khan, found 
further expression when in February 1810 Amir Khan’s vakil came 
to Gwalior. The Resident, Mercer, remonstrated against Sindia’s 
intention of receiving him, urging upon Atmaram that Sindia 
should consider "how much a measure would affect his own interest
1. Mercer to Minto, 20 Feb. 1810, para.5> B.P.6 . 13 March, 1610, 

(s/p.10.
2. Mercer to Minto, 6 Jan. 1610, para.3> B.P.S,C. 6 Feb. 1810,

No.16.



and character elsewhere, that Amir Khan had been and was still 
acting in open hostility to him, and had even demanded a contri
bution of three lacks of rupees from Oujein, with a threat of 
plundering that city ..... Under such circumstances His Highness 
receiving a vakil from Ameer Khan on a friendly footing would I 
conceived be deemed rather derogatory to his own dignity and 
credit and that these were my sincere sentiments on the subject, 
which I requested Atmaram to report distinctly to His Highness".**' 
bindia rebuffed this inter_ference, received the vakil, and had 
a conference with him, though nothing significant passed between 
them. ̂

Amir Khanfs vakil left Gwalior on 26 February 1610
and went on to vis it the courts of Jaipur and Jodhpur. There
too, however his visit did not produce anything favourable

3for his master. Amir Khan even went as far as to open a 
friendly correspondence with bridhar Pandit, the Bhosle Raja's 
minister. Obviously his object was to detach the Raja from his 
association with the British Government. He dramatically posed 
as an innocent person, having no demand upon the Raj&'s territory 
"My friendl the fact of your having called in the English which 
I have learnt from the public papers of intelligence has exce
edingly surprised me". As a well-wisher, having a common 
interest with the Raja, he thought it a duty of friendship to

1. Mercer to Minto, 27 Feb. 1810, para.3« B.P.C. 20 March, 1610,
No.2.

2. Mercer to Minto, 7 March, 1810, para.2, B.P.C. 3 April, 1810,
No.62.

3. Ibid.
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acquaint the minister with the probable danger in the Raja*s 
acceptance of help from the British Government.^ "My hunger 
was merely what has been stated in the letters which passed 
between me and budeck Aly Khan, but their hunger exceeds con
ception. The adoption of such a measure would then have been 
expedient when some one was aiming at the sovereignty. I, who 
now wished to take a little money only, might at some other 
time have been of service to you. But as for them, you have 
yet to see what they will do. You will reap the fruit of this 
sometime hence. Whoever has once formed a connection with them
has undone himself. it It thus that all the states of the Bek-

2kan have become the sport of the wind."
But while seeking the support of other powers against 

the British Government, Amir Khan was losing that of^evenj 
Holkar, Thakur Bas, the newswriter of the British Government 
in Holkar's camp, had a talk with Balaram Geth and Dharma Kunar. 
They declared that Amir Khan had no claim over Sironj, though 
this place had lately been assigned to him by Holkar as Jaidad. 
They argued that at any moment he could be dispossessed of 
Sironj. In support of this view, they produced proof that the 
Pargana of Jawra, though lately assigned to Gafur Khan, had been 
resumed by Holkar!s Government. They further added that their
Government was thinking of directing Zalim Singh of Kolah to
1. Meer Khan to dreedhar Pundit, received, 10 Jan. lSlO,

B.P.S.C. 6 Feb., 1810, No.12.
2. Ibid.



discontinue the payment of tribute to Amir Khan.'*' Subsequently,
Holkar*s Court addressed a letter to the Governor-General,
expressing a desire that "Seronge may be taken under the pro-

2tection of the British Government”.
This letter helped Close to come to a decision about 

dislodging Amir Khan from Gironj. He wrote late in February 
to Lieutenant-Colonel Martindell, the commanding Officer in 
Bundelkhand expressing the hope that the request of Hokkar*s 
Government might "possibly be acquiesced in by the Governor-Ge
neral”, and without waiting for the Governor-General1s further 
direction, Close ordered his troops to march towards Siron 
When Amir Khan learnt of the march of his enemies he abandoned 
Sironj and set out for Sirgarh where his family was living, 
with the intention of starting thence for Holkar*s camp,^ which
was at that time pitched at Sadri, twenty five miles from Chi- 

5tore. Thus ernded in full retreat Amir Khan*s Nagpur campaign.
Amir Khan had throughout asserted that he had no 

territorial ambitions; that the simple reason for his presence 
in Nagpur was the need to force the Raja to come to a settlement 
regarding Holkar*s monetary claim. But if..that were the case why 
had he taken so much care to break Sindia*s association with the
Raja and to make sure that the British Government would continue
1. Geton to Lushington, 27 bee. l609, para.l, B.P.S.C. 1& Jan., 

1810, No.37.
2. Close to Ldmonstone, 28 Jan. 1810, B.P.S.C. 20 Feb. 1810,

No.37.
3* Close to Martindell, -Feb. 1810, B.P.S.C. jo March, 1810, No.52. 
U. Jenkins to Ldmonstone, 2 Feb. 1810, B.P.S.C. 27 Feb. 1810, 

No.U5.5. Close to Ldmonstone, 18 Feb. 1810, B.P.S.C. 3 April, 1810,
No.19.



to follow the same policy of non-interference? He had not only 
tried to isolate the Raja, but had been particular to gather 
as many soldiers as possible. Besides his own Pathan followers, 
he had united the two divisions of the Pindaris and assembled
the troops of the zamindars bf Dhanmani, Oarhakota and Saugor

« eh »under his banner. The soldiers gather^under him, Sydenham had
reported, "cannot be estimated at less than 25*000 horse,
10,000 foot and 80 guns.”1 Besides that he had had the active
co-operation of the Nawab of Bhopal, whose troops were estimated
at 6,000 horse, 2000 infantry and 10 guns. Never before had he
led such a large number of soldiers. Jenkins rightly observed
that “it seems by no means probable that he is assembling such

3a force for the mere purpose of extorting money ifrom the Rajah”. 
Of course, before the commencement of actual hostilities there 
had been no want of negotiations between him and the Raja, but
that had been mainly owing to the Rajafs wish to gain time, as

lithe Raja's minister had disclosed to Jenkins.
Amir Khan further had claimed that his actions in 

Nagpur had the requisite sanction of Holkar*s Oovernment. But 
in fact Tulsibai had not wanted him to revive the old dispute 
with the Raja. She had certain obvious reasons for this. First
ly, Holkar was mentally deranged and unable to lead his army,

1. Sydenham to Ldmonstone, 15 July, 1809, B.P.C. 31 July, 1809,
No.6.

2. Fnclo. in a letter from Close, 22 Dec. 1809, B.P.S.C. 16 
Jan. 1810, No.8.3. Jenkins to Minto, 8 Sept. 1809, para 7U, B.P.S.C. 2k Oct. 
1809, No.33.

k* Supra, p. \\q
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so that a major conflict with the Raja was not desirable. Se
condly, she was anxious to secure the sympathy of all the 
neighbouring rulers, and more particularly of the Maratha chiefs, 
for Malharrao, whose claim to the masnad was not certain to be 
accepted. Report had it that "she had done everything in her 
power to prevent his [Amir Khan’s] improper proceeding but that

2he had disregarded her counsel and had done all this mischief”.
As has been seen, she had wanted him to go to Udaipur and Jaipur 
to collect tribute for Holkar. That Amir Khan’s invasion had 
not been ordered was more clearly revealed in Holkar1s letter 
addressed to the Governor-General, in which he explained that
he had asked Amir Khan not to do any harm to the territory of

2the *vaja, with whom he had friendly relations. ' Amir Khan had 
not only disregarded the wish of his master, in whose name he 
claimed the money, but had also revived the old dispute at a 
time when the b-aja was (r$gaged in a war with the Nawab of 
Bhopal. Hence, it is difficult on many counts to accept Amir 
Khan’s statement that his object in Nagpur had been merely to 
settle the monetary dispute of Holkar \tZth the Raja.

What then was the real object of his invasion of 
Nagpur? Amir Khan himself, two months after his retreat from 
the Raja’s territory requested Irtiza Khan, a respectable ci
tizen of Delhi, to tell Seton, the British Resident at Delhi,
that he wanted "either to obtain a territorial provision through
1. A Paper of Intelligence from Holkar*s camp, 21 Beb. lolO, 

B.P.S.C. 17 April, 1810, No.8.
2. Supra, Vk. Minina
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the medium of the British Government, or to be permitted by
that Government to conquer for himself a territ ory in the
Deccan".1 Again one month later, in May 1810 ^eton reported

kthe arrival of ^ahid Khan as a vakil of Amir Khan, who statedA

that his master expected a provision from the British Government
or an assurance that "it will not oppose his endeavours to
acquire territory by conquest", The vakil further added that
his master presented his demand ,ras a soldier of fortune, and

2not as a partizan of Holkar", Almost at the same time the 
9-e r

vakil ex-pressed that his master wanted to make some distant 
conquest which would not interfere with the plans or wishes of 
the British Government. He concluded by mentioning Bind, as 
a country which answered to that description.

These demands fit well with the pattern of growing in
dependence shown in Amir KhanTs activities in Kajputana and 
Central India, for real independence would require a territorial 
base to support it. He had already acquired from Holkar places 
like Tonk, Sironj and Jawra which yielded about four lakhs of* 
rupees annually. Besides that, Holkar1s ̂ lare of the tribute 
due from Kotah, amounting to about 15,000 rupees per annum, 
had been made over to him.^ In 1808 he had acquired Nagore from 
the Kaja of Jodhpur as a Jaidad. The policy of acquiring ter
ritory either by rendering service or by conquest had already
1. Seton to ^dmonstone, 25 April, 1810, B.P.S.C. 15 May, l"610,

No.2.
2. Seton to Lushington, 28 May, 1810, B.P.C. 16 June, 1810,No.40.
3. Conversation between Seton and Sahid Khan, 28 May, 1810, B.P.C 

16, June, 1810, No.41; B.C. vol.335/7664, p.30.
4. Ibid. p.29*
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taken a definite shape. It is significant that immediately
after his conquest in Garhamandla, he had urged the Raja to come
to a settlement."1' Even before his conquest at that place, he
held out to the gamindars of saugor and Garhakota the prospect
of a permanent settlement in Garhamandla, and it was reported
to Jenkins that the Pindaris were greatly elated at the prospect

2of acquiring so fertile and rich a place. It seems certain 
that his object was more than to settle Holkar1 s monetary dis
pute with the Raja, even if at first it did not extend to the 
establishment of an independent state on the ruins of Nagpur, 
but only the acquisition of Garhamandla.

Nonetheless, the situation prevailing in India in 1809 
had undoubtedly been such as to encourage a more ambitions project, 
The Bhosle Raja was unable to resist Amir Khan, his soldiers we is 
not regularly paid, and their obedience to the Raja was doubtful; 
the ministers were divided.-^ Sindia seemed to have taken no in
terest in Nagpur, deliberately maintaining an attitude of indif
ference to the whole issue. The party of Amir Khan was in power 
at Holkar*s court, so that the entire resources of that Maratha 
state came into the hands of his own men. Above all the policy 
of the British Government was one of fctpict non-interference. If 
after his conquest in Garhamandla and the declaration of Amir 
Khanfs intention to cross the Narmada, there had been no change 
at Holkar*s court, no intervention of the British Government
in support of the Raja, it is not very difficult to guess to
what the Pindari invasion of Nagpur would have led. A few
1. Supra, p.\<Z\
2. Jenkins to Minto, 8 Sept. 1809* para.U9> B.P.S.C. 2k Oct.

1809, No.33.
3. Jenkins to Minto, 28 Sept. 1809, B.P.S.C. 31 Oct. 1809* No.U.



days before Amir Khan’s conquest in Garhamandla the Resident
at Nagpur had concluded that should Amir Khan advance 11 the
Raja’s troops would be defeated with little difficulty and
serve, I have no doubt, to swell the ranks of Meer Khan in
the hopes of pay and plunder. The Rajah would be forced to
quit the open country and fly to Chanda or some other strong 

1place". It would have been easy under such circumstances ' 
for Amir Khan to have carved out a principality for himself 
in northern Nagpur. That no such consequences followed his 
victory in Garhamandla the major credit must be given to a 
last-minute reversal of British policy. Amir Khan’s anbition, 
ropsed by British non-intervention, was thwarted by Minto*s 
decision to act.

1. Jenkins to Minto, 8 Sept. 1809, para.26 B.P.S.C. 2k Oct. 
1809, No.33.
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CHAPTER IV.

THe Pathans and the Pindaris attempt(ey to regain their
power, 1810 - 1812.

• The imprisonment of two such major leaders as Karim 
Khan and Chitu Khan was a blow to the Pimaris as a whole, parti 
cularly to the Sindiashahi Pindaris, to which division those 
two leaders belonged. Before they could recover from this 
wouM they had to face the further disaster of the failure of 
Amir Khan*s expedition against Nagpur. In the face of the 
British army moving towards Sironj they became disorganised and 
scattered all over Bhopal and Kotah. In the period with which 
we are concerned in this chapter, they were seeking to regain 
their lost power and position. But their attempts were divided; 
while Amir Khan at the head of the Holkarshahi Pindaris and his 
Pathan followers endeavoured to extend his influence over the 
Rajput states, the Sindiashahi Pindaris under Karim Khan made 
another attempt to extort funds from Nagpur. The success of 
these ventures will be studied in two separate sections.
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SECTION I.

After his defeat by the Bhosle Raja’s army while re
tiring from Nagpur, Amir Khan had thought that he would at 
least find relief from the pursuit of the British troops under 
Close in Holkarfs camp, and if circumstances favoured, revive 
his power by reestablishing his ascendancy over Holkar*s army, 
finance and Government. But he found much opposition to him 
there. The military faction under Dharmaji Kunar and Sobharam 
had grasped authority, while Balarain Seth^who seemed to have 
no influence over the military secretly headed the group.^ Their 

immediate object was to foil Amir Khan’s intafion of entering 
Holkar*s camp and so to prevent him regaining his ascendancy 
there. Balaram Seth, no less shrewd a politician than Amir
Khan, realised that their object could only be achieved if they

2could win Tulsibai's confidence.
In the past Balaram Seth, Sobharam, Bharmaji Kunar 

and their party had been reluctant to support the cause of 
Halharrao. Their reluctance had been due, however, rather to 
Tulsibai’s choice of Amir Khan as her champion, for they were 
openly hostile to the Pathan chief. Tulsibai, for her part, 
had risked their hostility, not from any particular enmity towards
Balaram Seth and the others, but because she had beljeTved Amir
1. Sydenham to Lushing ton, 28 Bee. 16C9, B.P.C. 16 Jan. 1810,

No.8.
2. Ibid.
3. Close to Eamonstone, 26 Nov. 1809, B.P.S.C. 26 Dec. 1809,

No.12.



Khan's powerful aid to be essential to Malharrao!s claim to 
his father1 s masnad. Amir Khan's defeat in Nagpur, and the ex
clusion of his agent Gaf'ur Khan from HolkarTs court, made it 
possible for both parties to reconsider their alliances. In 
December 1609 they effected a reconciliation and agreed upon 
mutual co-operation.'1'

The basis of co-operation was laid by the promise of 
the military group to respect Tulsibai's authority while Holkar 
lived, and to support Malharrao and place him on the masnad
on Holkar's death. In this they hoped for help both from Sindia

2and the British Oovernment. Tulsibai for her part having had 
the better experience when working with Amir Khan of seeing him 
usurp the entire authority of the state, leaving her with no 
more than a nominal headship of the state, agreed to join Ba
laram ^eth and his allies in resisting Amir Khan's attempt to

7regain his influence at the Darbar." Preparations were carried 
on with that object in view. The ministry decided to swear the 
Sardars of the army to fidelity to Malharraofs cause and to 
oppose Amir Khan should he attempt anything against the ministry 
An advance party haa already been directed to guard the ways

kleading to Holkar's camp at Banpura.'

1. Seton to Lushington, i+ Lec. 1809, B.P.S.C. 26 Dec. 1809, No. 
11.

2. Enclo. in a letter from Sydenham, 18 March, 1810, B.P.C. 3 
April, 1810, No.5U.

3. Seton to Edmonstone, 22 March, 1810, B.P.C. 10 April, 1810, 
No.7.

1+. Mercer to Close, 19 March, 1810, B.P.C. 10 April, 1810, No.lU-



Meanwhile, early in March 1810 Amir Khan reinforced
by a bo$y of 10,000 horse under G-afur Khan had entered Holkar1 s
territory and come within twelve miles of HolkarTs camp. He
had already informed the ministers of his intention to pay his
respects personally to Holkar. But the ministers realised that
his motive in coming to court was to reestablish his ascendancy,
and that if he succeeded their lives would be endangered. So

2with much firmness they withheld their assent.
Amir Khan was thus convinced that his intention to

regain ascendancy at Holkar!s court would be strongly opposed 
by the ministry. Still this was the only place that could save 
him in this crisis. Driven a§ he had been from his Jaidad dis
trict of Sironj and distressed as he probably was for want of 
money, it must have occurred to him that by regaining his as
cendancy at Holkar's darbar, he would at once acquire an army 
and the resources, which alone could save him in this crisis.
In the next place, he knew that the British army was in close 
pursuit of him, from which he could be saved by his presence 
at Holkar's court.

He decided to send one of his officers to Holkar's 
camp with good wishes for the Maratha chief. On 17 March, 
MirfSayid-uddin arrived at Holkar's court and had a conference
with the ministers. He informed them of his master's sincere
1. Enel o'. in a letter from Close, 13 March, 1810, B.P.S.C. 17 

April, 1810, No.8.
2. Close to Edmonstone, 2k March, 1810, B.P.S.C. 2 May, 1810,

No.8.
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desire to see the Maharaja, after which he would return to his
own camp.^ The ministers refused to comply with his desire.
They replied that Amir Khan had already ravaged the Ma&araja1s
terr^rj^y, the Maharaja himself was destitute of money, and
his attendance at court would be both unwelcome and fruitless.
The vakil then stated in a threatening manner that either Amir
Khan should be permitted to visit Holkar, or they should give
him a written declaration under their master1s seal dismissing

2Amir Khan from his service. However, the vakil was presented 
to Tulsibai, who recommended him to advise hiss master to pro
ceed to Jaipur and dismissed him with gentleness.^ It seems 
that Tulsibai was reluctant to discharge Amir Khan outright 
from Holkar's service, since the state still relied on Amir 
Khan!s military strength and his general influence among the 
soldiers. Moreover though she had been antagonised by his 
usurpation of all power at court, she now had similar reason 
to be dissatisfied with the present ministers who were reducing 
her to a merely titular head of Government.

After a few days Amir Khan again despatched a letter 
to the ministers urging the necessity of an interview with 
Holkar and offering in that case to limit his escort to ten 
horsemen. But this time also he was told that his presence at

U  |“̂  ,
the Darbar was no longer required, and advised to go to Jaipur.
1. Seton to Edmonstone, 25 March, 1810J' B.P.S.C. 10 April, 1810, 

No.18.
2. Ibid.
3. Ibid. 
i+. Ibid.



When his peaceful attempts to see Holkar failed, Amir Khan 
decided to push on towards Holkarfs camp even without the 
Government’s sanction. On the way he was opposed by the ad
vance guard of Holkarfs army, but in the skirmishes that took 
place between them, Holkar’s troops were defeated and driven 
towards Chitor. Amir Khan thereby advanced one step further
towards his objective. Nevertheless he hesitated to come to 
a major action with Holkar’s army. He turned again, therefore, 
to negotiations and urgently requested Tulsibai and the minis
ters to consent to his having an interview with Holkar. This 
their natural distrust of him induced them again to decline.
Once more he refused to accept the rebuff, and deputed his 
vakil to Tulsibai. Prom 23 to 30 March 1810 the vakil practised
all the arts of intrigues to persuade her to consent to the 

2interview. He demanded the immediate dismissal of Sobharam 
and hharmaji Kunar, which Tulsibai refused. The vakil also 
tried to establish relations with the Muslim soldiers of Hol
kar’ s army and to a certain degree succeeded in influencing 
them in his master’s favour. Moreover Amir Khan came closer 
to Holkar’s camp and directed his Pindaris to plunder and ravage 
Holkar’s territories and to occasion the maximum alarm among his

b
ministers and officers. In the words of the British Resident,

1. Mercer to Close, 30 March, 1810, B.P.C. 17 April, 1810, No.18 
Sir John Malcolm, Memoir of Central India ,••••, vol.I, p.269

2. Seton to Edmonstone, 7 April, 1810, B.P.C. 2b April, 1810,
No.36.

3. Ibid.
U. SefcOBc' to Edmonstone, 23 March, 1810, Minto Papers, M 3&3> 

Pol. Pro. 10 April, 1810, No.11.
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"during all this time the utmost distress was experienced in
Holkar*s camp, in consequence of the ravages of Amir Khan!s
Pindarries, whose depredations were so complete and destructive
and whose vigilance was so alert, that no supplies were suffered
to approach. Grain could with difficulty be obtained at the
almost unheard of rate of 3 seers per rupee, and no forage of
any kind was procurable." ^

At length Tulsibai, torn between rival hopes and fears,
and in terror at the desolation caused by the Pindaris, decided
to yield to Amir Khan’s pressure. On 29 March, she sent for
all the officers except the heads of the several departments
and desired them to take an oath of fidelity and obedience
ttod the Government • She then directed them to confine Dharma-

2ji Kunar and Sobharam. On the following day a deputation of 
officers was sent to Amir Khan to require from him a similar 
oath of fidelity. He was informed that on his compliance with 
the desire of Tulsibai, he might proceed to Holkar*s camp for 
the purpose of concerting with her such measures as would serve 
the interest of the state. Tulsibai had agreed to comply with 
his demands not because Amir Khan had gained her confidence, 
but because she could no longer withstand the distress and suf
ferings to which Holkar*s camp and country were reduced. In any 
case to her the acceptance of Amir Khan was but a choice between
1. Seton to Edmonstone, 7 April, 1810, B.P.C. 2lT~/VpriTi 1810,

No.36; Memoirs of Ameer Khan, p. 391*
2. Ibid.
3. Ibid.
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evils. If she disliked Amir KhanTs presence at court, she was 
equally unwilling to see pharmaji Kunar, Sobharam and their 
allies assume the entire authority of the state.

But Amir Khan was far from being satisfied. He de
manded the complete extermination of his enemies. He doubtless 
realised that as long as he was present personally at the darbar, 
his enemies would remain silent, but that as soon as he left 
they would regain their influence. Only the death of Sobharam 
and Dharmaji Kunar could pacify him. On 31 March 1810, Tulsibai 
directed Bharmaji Kunar and Sobharam to be conveyed to Hinlajgarh, 
a hi11-fort. At the same time she secretly ordered the commanding 
officer of the escort to put them to death in a retired part 
of the hills, through which they would necessarily pass. This 
inhuman order was obeyed: the horsemen to whom its execution
was entrusted returned in the course of the night and reported 
its fulfilment.^

It may be noted that all was done in such a manner as 
to give the Impression that Amir Khan had no hand in it. Before 
31 March, he had neither had conference with the Bai, nor inter
view with Holkar, and had remained encamped at a distance of 
two miles from Holkar*s camp. He deliberately avoided any direct 
participation fearing that it might have a bad effect on Holkar*s 
infantry and artillery which Bharmaji Kunar and Sobharam had
T~* Seton to ii-dmonstone, 10 April, 1810, B.P.C. 2.U April, 1810,

No.39.



respectively commanded. Presumably he thought it prudent for 
the same reason to use the Bai as an instrument, and the Bai 
agreed to act because of the necessity of her situation. Mer
cer, the Resident with Sindia, reported that the murder had been 
committed "solely upon th4 order of the Bye, but for the purpose 
of conciliating Meer Khan".1 Seton, the Resident at Delhi, 
observed, "this murder is solely to be attributed to Amir Khan, 
who was known to be the enemy of these persons. The Bye was the 
mere instrument of that blood thirsty adventurer, and her former
character and conduct render it probable that she acted with

2reluctance, and in a manner from the necessity."
With the extinction of his two arch enemies Amir Khan 

re-established his absolute authority over Holkarfs Government.
On 2 April, he visited Holkar, offering a Nazar of five gold 
mohars, and thereafter paid his respects to Tulsibai and Mal
harrao, to whom he gave ten gcOd Mohars each. He then withdrew 
and proceeded to the camp where he cordially received the minis
ters and the principal public officers.^ On 6 April, accompanied 
by the Pindari leaders, Iman Baksh, Dost Muhammad and others he 
again visited Tulsibai. At his suggestion the Bai presented the
Pindari leaders with a khilat of five pieces of cloth each,

i- Uthey returning the compliment with a Nazar of a gold Mohar.
He then directed the ministers to settle upon them as a Jagir
1. Mercer to Close, 8 April, 1810, B.P.C. 2b April, 1810, No.8.
2. Seton to Edmonstone, 10 April, 1810, B.P.C. 2b April, 1810,

No.39.
3. Enclo. in a letter from Close, 23 April, 1810, B.P.C. 29 

May, 1810, No. 113.
h. Enclo. in a letter from Close, 25 April, 1810, B.P.C. 29 

May, 1810, No. 117.



the four Parganas of Burania, Khane, Kahanpur and Sulauni, which 
belonged to Holkar, in addition to the regular monetary grants 
made to others of the Holkarshahi leaders. The Pindaris were 
thus rewarded for the services they had rendered not to the 
cause of Holkar but to that of Amir Khan.*1"

It may be noted that the two powers, Sindia and the 
British Government, which could probably have successfully re
sisted Amir Khan’s design at Holkar’s court, remained silent 
observers of the Bloody drama. Vi/hen in December 1809 Balaram 
Seth, Dharmaji Kunar and Sobharam had sought to form an alliance 
with Tulsibai, they had not only promised their own support to 
Malharrao, but had brought on Sindia also. At a conference at 
Ujjain between Balararn Seth and ^India’s minister, Ana Ramchan- 
dra, it had been agreed that ^india should try to procure from 
the Peshwa the investiture of Malharrao. This Sindia did, 
actively pressing the claim of Holkar’s infant son to the fnasnad 
Yet when Amir Khan at the head of a few thousand Pathans and 
Pindaris advanced on Holkar’s camp and ultimately gained the 
ascendancy over Holkar’s Government, Sindia not only seemed to 
view his activities at Holkar’s court with indifference but

3was at pains wto obviate the necessity of a rupture with him". 
Sindia’s minister, Atmaram Pandit, told the Resident that al
though his master "very much regretted the success of Meer Khan
1. Seton to edmonstone, 6 May, 1810, B.P.C. 29 May, 1810, No.86.
2. Mercer to Minto, 3 Jan. 1810, B.P.C. 23 Jan. 1810, No.38.
3. Mercer to Close, 3 April, 1810, B.P.C. 2b April, 1810, No.5; 

Seton to Edmonstone, 7 April, 1810, B.P.C. 2b April, 1810,
No.36.



in obtaining the administration of Holkar1 s affairs, yet he had 
no quarrel with Holkar*s Government, nor any wish to enter into 
hostilities against it, and that he should be obliged to use 
temporizing measures with Meer Khan whilst he continued to 
superintend it11.'*'

Why did Sindia take up this attitude? His own terri
tories had frequently been ravaged and only a few months earlier 
Amir Khan had demanded a contribution from his territory in 
Ujjain. Sindia knew that an enterprising soldier like Amir Khan, 
who but for the timely intervention of the British Government 
might recently have overthrown one of the Maratha states, might 
go on to more ambitious projects which would be detrimental to 
his own interest. If Amir Khan were allowed to consolidate his 
position at Holkar*s Court, he could command the resources of 
Udaipur, overawe Jaipur, Kotah and Bundi, and establish a per
manent influence in Jodhpur. In Jodhpur he had already so far 
progressed that in 1808 the Raja had bestowed Nagore upon him 
as a Jaidad and agreed to maintain a portion of Amir Khan*s 
force in his service. Still Sindia*s attitude was conciliatory 
to Amir Khan. While the Pindaris were ravaging his province of 
Mandsaur on their way to Holkar* s camp, Sindia not only did not 
order Bapu Sindia, who was in that area, to march against them, 
but on the contrary instructed him to confer with Amir Khan

1. Mercer to Minto, 16 April, 1810, B.P.S.C. 8 May, 1810, No.12.



and agreed to pay him 75*000 rupees on condition that he left 
1Mandsaur. Several reasons suggest themselves for Sindia s

behaviour* He may have felt militarily too weak to prevent
Amir Khan’s predatory incursions, or to risk a full scale con-

2flict with him. His success against the other Pindari leaders 
and Amir Khan’s defeat at the hands of Nagpur tend, perhaps, 
to weaken that argument. Sindia may rather have acted out of 
resentment at British interference in Maratha affairs and a 
wish to avoid serving British interests by crushing Amir Khan, 
and so making British influence supreme both in Nagpur and in 
Indore. Finally Sindia may have been influenced by the consi
deration that in a major crisj^ with the British or any other 
power, Amir Khan’s military services would be indispensable. The 
present sacrifice he made because he wished to retain the hope 
of using Amir Khan in future.

The British acquiesence in the re-establishment of 
Amir Khan’s power in Holkar’s darbar also seems to require an 
explanation. When Amir Khan invaded Nagpur and thereby threaten 
ing the tranquillity of British territory in Bundelkhand and 
that of their ally in Berar, the British Government vigorously 
interfered, harrying Amir Khan from Nagpur and Ujjain. Why, 
having pursued him to Ujjain did they not go on to prevent him 
recapturing power in Holkar’s Darbar? There was good reason
for doing so: the military faction under Balaram Seth, Dharmaji
1. Mercer to Close, 23 March, 1810, B.P.S.C. 28 May, 1810, No.9*
2. Pol. letters from Bengal, 1 March, 1812, B.C. vol.393/10017*

p. 2.
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Kunar and Sobharam after their reconciliation with Tulsibai, 
was reported by Close to be 'hostile to Meer Khan, and warmly 
attached to the British interests, the whole of them are anxious 
that young Mulhar Rao should receive a khelat of confirmation 
from the Peshwa, through the influence of the British Govern- 
m e n t . I n  his letter of 18 February Close pressed the advan
tages of the situation upon the Supreme Government, considering 
it "a favourable situation for giving substance to Holkar's 
Government by establishing young Mulhar Rao on the Musnud, and 
pursuing such other measures as may be deemed expedient to de
monstrate that the British Government takes a decided interest 
in the security of HolkarTs state, against the undue inter
ference and encroachments of Meer Khan. Should it be decided 
that Holkar’s Government is not sufficiently settled yet, to 
admit of a British gentleman being placed as Resident at his 
Durbar, a capable native might be employed as an agent with his 
minister, to serve as a medium of communication between them 
and the British Government". Close hoped that "such an arrange
ment v/ould naturally add to the efficiency of Holkar's Govern
ment and tend to discourage Meer Khan from making further attempts 
to reduce the ministers and their power". That this was not 
mere wishful thinking on the part of Close was shown by his
receipt in March of a letter from the hard pressed ministers,
1. Close to Edmonstone, 18 i!eb. 1810, B.P.S.C. 3 April, 1810/

No.19.
2. Ibid.
3. Ibid.



inviting him in the name of Holkar to send a detachment against 
Amir Khan, which would be joined and aided by the troops of 
Holkar.^ Set on, the Resident at Relhi, strongly supported the 
pleas made by Close for intervention. On 2k March he wrote to 
the Supreme Government that it was a matter of regret that "the 
non-interfering system of the British Government does not admit 
our adopting even in the camp of Holkar, such measures of counter
action, as might be calculated to preserve the family, and pro
tect from dismemberment, the country of that chief, to maintain 
general tranquillity and so to circumscribe the power of Ameer 
Khan as to deprive him of the means of doing future mischief.
In my humble opinion these important objects might now be 
completely attained by declaring the British Government the pro
tector of the family of Holkar, and the guarantee of the in-

2tegrity of his dominions."
But both Close and Seton, in the excitement of action, 

and viewing affairs from a local angle only oversimplified the 
question of interposing the British power to settle the confused 
state of HolkarTs affairs. By declaring the British Government 
the protector of Holkar!s Government and state, Amir Khan’s 
influence in Indore could certainly have been destroyed and his 
power of disturbing the peace in other quarters reduced. But 
would intervention not involve the British Government directly
in all the affairs of Hindusthan? Would it not bring a radical
1. Seton to Edmonstone, 23 March, 1810, Minto Papers, M3&3#

Pol. Pro. 10 April, 1810, No.11.
2. Seton to Edmonstone, 2k March, 1810, B.P.S.C. 10 April, 1810, 

No.16.



change in British relations with the other Maratha chiefs?
Would it not recreate the situation under which the late Mara- 
that, war of 1803-1805 had taken place and so give rise to yet 
another struggle with the great Maratha chiefs? Such a situa
tion could only be averted, if the British Government, in inter
vening, could do so jointly with other Maratha chiefs against 
Amir Khan. But that was not possible. Iijspite of his usurpa
tion of power at Holkar*s court Amir Khan was still tolerated 
by Sindia as a potential ally against the British Government. 
Sindia would probably be more jealous of British intervention 
than of Amir Khan*s influence over Holkar*s affairs.

These wider considerations were noted by the Supreme 
Government, which poured cold water on its enthusiastic sub
ordinates. The Governor-General in Council, Set on v/as told did* >

not consider "the exigency of the occasion to be such as to 
warrant the adoption of proceedings necessarily involving an 
arduous and extensive system of military and political opera
tions which if once undertaken cannot be expected to terminate 
until by alliance or by arms the whole peninsula of Hindosthan 
should be subjected to the control of the British p o w e r . T h e  
Government was not disposed to change established policy, "not
withstanding Ameer Khan*s recovery of his power and influence 
at Holkar*s Durbar. The contest with that chief therefore must 
be considered to have terminated with the accomplishment of its
original object of defeating his designs against the Raja of 

2Ragpore.11______   r___________________________
1. Bdmonstone to ^eton, 29 May, 1810, B.Th vol.335/760U> pp.15-13

B.P.S.C. 29 May, 1810, No.31.
2. Ibid.



Not content with thus leaving Amir Khan to pursue his
schemes undisturbed at HolkarTs court, the Supreme Government
proceeded to undo some of the actions taken by Seton while it
still seemed that non-intervention had been abandoned, at least
towards Amir Khan. To emphasize that unless directly provoked
by Amir Khan, the British would not show themselves hostile to
him, the Government ordered Seton to hand over some Rs. 17,871-11
8 to Amir Khan. This sum, the produce of the jagir of Kunch
granted by treaty to Holkar*s daughter, had been withheld by
Seton when it was demanded in her name.^ As he stated, he had
thought it his duty "to suspend the payment, since, under
existing circumstances the amount would inevitably fall into

2the hands of Ameer Khan". It seemed as though the Government 
was reverting to the same rigid policy of forbearance which 
had been followed in the years immediately after 1805.

The Board of Control commenting a year later agreed 
with Minto in not finding any immediate danger to British 
interests in Amir Khan*s recovery of power at Holkar*s court.
"In assuming the direction of Holkar*s resources Ameer Khan has 
rather contracted than extended his means of subverting any 
of the established Governments of India**. But nonetheless, 
the Board directed, it was incumbent upon the Governor-General
to keep a watchful eye upon his conduct, and if he should
T7 Bamonstone to Seton, 29 May l8l0, B.P.S.C. 29 May, l6l0, No. 

31.
2. Seton to Edmonstone, 10 April, 1810, B.P.C. 2b April, 1810,

No.39.3. Board* s Draft of Sec. Bespatch, 18 Sept. 1811, para.2i]->
No.76, vol.4.



provoke another contest, "it should not be relinquished until 
you have exerted your best endeavours to accomplish the des
truction of his power.1' ^

The ministerial enemies of Amir Khan had been des
troyed by March ldlO, and by April not only had Tulsibai and 
Balaram Seth capitu^jted to his demands, but in effect Sindia 
and the British Government did likewise. Amir Khan was able to 
proceed to the establishment of his absolute authority over the 
finance, the army and the administration of the Indore state, 
which could be questioned by no body, not even by Holkar him
self. By June, Seton was reporting to Calcutta, "he appears, 
However, to consider Holkar*s presence or orders, as no longer 
necessary to give a sanction to his measures". He desired 
that in his absence from Court, Holkar and Tulsibai should re
main in the fort of Chitor and directed Balaram Beth to ac- 

2company him. He also desired to be attended by Thakur Las, 
the news-writer of the British Government in Holkar*s camp.
The Resident rightly concluded that Amir Khan "in expressing a 
desire that Thakoor Laws should accompany him, intended the 
presence of that person in his camp, to lend a supposition 
that the British Government not only considered the power of
1. Board’s draft to Sec. Lespatch, 18 Sept. 1811, para.2U> No.76, 

vol.U.
2. Seton to Edmonstone, 5 June, 1810, B.P.C. 30 June, 1810, No.142,



the Maharajah as partly transferred to him, but to a certain 
degree, gave its sanction to his usurpation”. The Resident 
therefore directed Thakur has to remain with Holkar.'1'

At the beginning of June, feeling that he could now 
safely leave Holkarfs camp without fear of any overthrow of 
his power there, Amir Khan publicly announced his intention of 
marching towards Udaipur and Jaipur to collect tribute for 
Holkar, one moiety of which he intended to appropriate to the

2payment of his own troops, with or without Holkar!s sanction.
But at the same time he thought it wise to feel the

pulse of the British Government. Erom his recent experience he
was "sensible that the only serious obstacle to the prosecution
of his views is to be apprehended from the British power", with

•5which he thought it prudent "to be on terms of amity". By the 
end of May he had therefore deputed Shahid Khan as a vakil to 
the Resident at Delhi. The vakil began by bluntly asking 
"whether it was the desire and determination of the British 
Government to destroy Ameer Khan?" He made it clear that his 
master was "always anxious to evince his readiness to comply 
with the wishes of the British Government and even to have him-

iiself desired of its favour and protection." And, in an effort 
to disarm British hostility, the vakil produced a letter to 
Seton, evidently inspired by Amir Khan, though under the signa
ture and seal of Yashvantrao Holkar, stating that umy brother
lT~Seton to Edmonstone, 5 June, 1810, B.P.C. 30 June, 1810,

No.42.
2. Ibid; Sir John Malcolm, Memoir of Central In d i a    vol.I,

p.273.3. Edmonstone to Seton,16 June, 1810,B.B. vol.335/7664* p. 41.
4. Conversation between Seton and Shahid Khan, 28 May, 1810,

B.C. vol.335/7664, p.27.



the Nabob [Amir Khanjand myself are so closely knit together 
that v/e are, as it were two bodies, animated by one soul.
  The relations of amity and friendship between the British
Government and myself, are everyday increasing, and by the 
blessing of God, they will ever continue to increase. It is 
worthy of the sincere friendship, which exists between the Bri
tish Government and myself, that the foundation of friendship 
between that Government and my brother should be strengthened, 
which would be a source of the highest gratification to me."1

To these enquiries and manoeuvres the Resident was 
advised to reply that 11 the cause of our military equipments 
having been removed by Ameer Khanfs desisting from his unjust 
and unwarrantable design of disturbing the peace of the Dekkan 
by the prosecution of his views against the state of Nagpt&re,
the British Government had abstained from further hostile opera-

2tions against hirn." But at the same time he was to be appri
zed that the (^ritish Government could not “commit itself by a 
distinct definition of the extent to which Ameer Khan may pur-

3sue his plans of ambition or rapacity without our opposition." 
The British Government wished for friendship with all states 
and "had no intention of molesting Ameer Khan", but it would 
always be prepared to foil "violence, injustice and ambition on 
the part of any state or leader calculated to expose to danger 
the tranquillity and security of our dominions or those of our
allies .   ___________ ____
1. Holkar to the Resident at Behi, "27 May, "lolO, B.C.vol.335/ 

766U, p. 35*
2. EdmoiB tone to Seton, 16 June, 1810, B.C.vol• 335/766U, p*U3»
3. Ibid. 
i+. Ibid.
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British policy towards Amir Khan was thus one of re
stricted forbearance. They would not interfere in Holkar*s 
confused affairs, because that would involve them in the af
fairs of all Hindusthan, but they were not prepared to give
A.mir Khan a guarantee of non-intervention. This attitude not 
only rendered A,mir Khan cautious in his future movements, but 
also dependent more on negotiations than on force in his dealings 
with the Rajput chiefs.

In June 1810, leaving Gafur Khan in Holkar* s camp to 
supervise affairs in his absence, Amir Khan moved towards Udai
pur. On his way there he was visited at Chat para by Sangram 
Singh, the vakil of Udaipur. The vakil was promptly told that 
the Raja*s agreement with the late Dharmaji Kunar for a payment 
of five lakhs of rupees was at an end, and that Amir Khan de
manded sixteen lakhs as tribute for the last four years. A 
refusal to satisfy that demand would be followed by the des
truction of his master*s country.1 This was not Amir Khan*s 
only demand: the Raja must also take into his service a body
of Pindaris, just as the Jodhpur Raja had accepted those under
Muhammad Shah Khan. The vakil was also told that Amir Khan

2proposed to visit the Rana personally.
The Rana, "from his knowledge of the faithless cha

racter of Meer Khan, is said to have refused his visit", and
to have directed his soldiers to guard the different passes to
1. Seton to Edmonstone, 19 June, 1610, ^.P.C. 7 July, 1810, No.

37.
2. Ibid.



prevent his approach,1 Amir Khan, a true strategist replied not
with f'orce but diplomacy. He first deputed Lai ^ingh, one of
his confidential followers, to the Rana, who tried to reconcile
the Rana to a meeting with his master, by declaring that "they
were all his servants". To this, however, the unfortunate
prince replied that lrhe was not accustomed to have the service

2of strangers forced upon him." Amir Khan, undeterred, then
utilised Balaram Seth!s influence with the Rana. Balaram Seth
visited the Rana, soothed his mind and gave him assurances of
safety. With much hesitation the Rana agreed to meet him at
Champabagh, a villa at Udaipur, on 11 July. In order to reduce
the tension Amir Khan called himself a servant of the Rana and
presented him with a nazar consisting of eleven trays. He
had a long discussion with the Rana, whom he persuaded to agree
to the establishment of a brigade under Lai Singh at Udaipur

kwhich would be paid by the Rana in cash. Besides that the 
Rana agreed to give him a banker*s security for the payment 
of two lakhs of rupees. In return, Amir Khan’s forces imme
diately joined those of the Rana in besieging the fort of Kam- 
balnir, which belonged to Udaipur but had been seized by Sindia. 
The fort commander was loyal to Sindia*s cause, and was expected
to make a stout resistance, but when his appeals to Sindia for
1. Mercer to Minto, 9 July* 1610, B.P.C. 6 Aug. 1810, No.70.
2. Seton to Edmonstone, 8 July, 1810, B.P.C. 6 Aug. 1810, No.77»
3. Seton to Edmonstone, 27 July, 1810, B.P.C. 16 Aug. 1810, No.54
4. Metcalfe to Minto, 10 Aug. 1810, B.P.e. 25 Sept. 1810, No. 54
5. Seton to Edmonstone, 17 July, 1810, B.P.C. 6 Aug. 1810, No.78
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help against his two besiegers went unheeded, he capitulated.^
Amir Khan, by threats, diplomacy and the minimum of

service thus secured two of his objects, ready money, and the
installation of a part of his forces under Lai Singh in Udaipur,
to be maintained at the Rana's expense.

To complete his masterjy of Rajputana Amir Khan now
only needed to reduce Jaipur to subordination. He declared
his intention of marching on Jaipur to collect the tribute

2payable to Holkar, as the first step to that end. The British
Resident, Metcalfe, rightly observed that “Meer Khan having
been successful in quartering a part of his army upon each of
the Rajahs of OedeypoDre and Joudpoor will probably endeavour
to extend his plan to Jeypoor and fix a portion of his troops
with that chief also. In that event of such a plan taking
effect, he will naturally acquire a complete control over these
three important states, and will be able always to maintain in
that quarter of India an army regularly paid, with the advantage

3of considerable resources.”
When Amir Khan declared his intention of marching to

wards Jaipur, the Raja naturally became alarmed. Realising his 
helpless position and finding no other way to resist him, the 
Raja late in August 1810 deputed his vakil to the British Re
sident at Delhi to seek the protection of the British Government.
1. Metcalfe to Minto, 28 Aug. 1810, B.P.C. 25 Cent. 1810, No.61+.
2. Ibid.
3. Ibid.



^he vakil lamented his master*s wretched condition: 11 The situa
tion of the Rajah was much worse than at any former period, and 
promised to become more desperate every day, in proportion as 
Ameer Khan increased in power. There was no end to the rapacity 
of that person, and of those who acted under him, that the more 
the Rajah conceded the more oppressive their demands became."1 
He continued that 11 this season promises to be productive almost 
beyond example, and were our husbandmen but permitted to carry 
on their agricultural occupations without molestations, the 
country might be partly idemnified for its past sufferings.
But this not the case^ sometime^ they are forcibly carried away
from their tillage, and sometime their ripening crops are des-

2troyed by the wanton incursions of predatory horse." But to 
all this passionate pleading, Seton merely replied that the 
British Government "consistently with the nature of its system, 
could not take any part in the affairs of other states, unless 
when called upon so to do by existing treaties**. The Resident 
did add, however, that for its own security, the British Govern
ment was in a state of constant preparedness for war not only 
to repel, but also to punish aggression. The moment might come, 
as in Nagpur, when aggression upon a state not allied to the 
Company seemed to threaten British interests and demand British 
intervention.^ Seton solemnly assured the vakil that "the vi
gilance of the Governor-General would enable him to perceive
l7 Seton to Edmors tone, 1 betpV, 1810, B.P.C. 25 ^ept. 1810, No. 

107.
2. Ibid.
3. Ibid.



that moment, if ever it should arrive". Meanwhile the Resident 
hoped that the vakil would be "sensible, that though the Go
vernor-General desired the happiness of the Rajah and the pros
perity of his country, His Lordship was not bound by any exis
ting treaty to take any part in the troubles to which he evi
dently alluded".1 dnce more the British Government had asserted 
its determination to uphold its established policy of non
interference. Nevertheless, the admission that aggression, 
even upon those not in alliance with Company, might affect 
British interests and call for British action does indicate a 
weakening of the resolve to remain indifferent to the appeals 
of the weak for protection against the Pathans and Pindaris.

If outside assistance from the British Government was 
not forthcoming, neither could the Jaipur &aja expect much sup
port from his own ministers and feudatories. At the beginning 
of 1810 the Raja had come to suspect that his minister Kusha- 
liram was attached to the cause of Man Singh, the Raja's cousin 
and rival, and that it had been through his instrumentality 
that Man Singh had been conveyed from Jaipur to Sindiafs ter
ritory. Suspected by the Raja of harbouring some "deeper and

2more extensive designs", Kushaliram was told to leave Jaipur.
On 30 May, accompanied by a number of sardars with about 3,000 
troops, the minister had left Jaipur and moved to Machedi. The 
ruler of Machedi, the Rao Raja had readily offered him asylum
1. Seton to edmonstone, 1 *̂ ept. 1810, B.P.C. 25 Sept. 1810, No. 

107.
2. Seton to edmonstone, 16 Jan. 1810, Minto Papers, M379> Pol.

Pro. 6 Feb. 1810, No.2.
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Thence he had opened a correspondence with Sindia, urging him
to support his cause. ' The Raja had installed his favourite
Thakur Megh Singh as minister, in place of Kushaliram, but he
was a man of limited ability and his promotion merely served
to alienate the old officials, one of whom, Shivnarain,

2proceeded to invite Amir Khan to support their cause.
The Sardars were thus conspiring against the

Government and moving in their own interests, when the country
badly needed their co-operation and unity. They were inviting
the assistance of the very chiefs who by their late activities
had proved themselves the greatest enemies of Jaipur and its
people. Seton rightly observed, "from these events, it appear?
probable that on his arrival at Jaipur, Ameer Khan will find
two parties, a circumstance which must facilitate the success

3of his endeavours to raise contributions.”
Despite these favourable circumstances Amir Khan 

thought it prudent to depend on negotiations in the first 
instance. In August, he deputed his vakil to the Raja*s 
court. : The Raja had already been informed by Muhammad Shah
Khan, Amir Khanfs general in Jodhpur, that he must subsidise 
a part of Amir Khan’s army at the rate of 50,000 rupees per 
month. The vakil reiterated this and further informed the 
Raja of his master’s monetary demands, amounting to thirty

5lakhs of rupees for arrears of tribute.'
1. Seton to Edmonstone, 5 June, lElC, B.P.C . 30 June, 1810.no 42
2. Mercer to Minto, 20 June 1810, B.P.C. 7 July 1810, no.40.
5. Seton to Edmonstone, 5 June 1810, B.P.C. 30 June 1810, no.42
4. Memoirs of Ameer Khan, p.405
5. Seton to Edmonstone, 1 .apt 1810, B.P.C. 25 Sept 1810. nol07
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The Raja, quite unable to resist Amir Khan by force, 
could not ignore his vakil, and so entered into negotiations 
with him in the hope at least of gaining time.1 Since Amir 
Khan, encamped at Nuwal some 38 miles south west of Jaipur, was 
anxious to secure his ends by negotiations rather than by force, 
the negotiations were prolonged. Indeed, despite the mediation 
of the Raja of Jodhpur, the direct negotiations ultimately

pbroke down, in March 1811, six months after they had opened.
However, a settlement could not much longer be delayed. 

On 28 March the ^aja's vakil, Chaturbhuj accompanied by some 
servants of the Raj a of Jodhpur repaired to the camp of Muham
mad Shah Khan. There they continued negotiations till 11 April 
1811, when a settlement was patched up at sixteen lakhs of rupees, 
ten to be paid to Amir Khan and six lakhs to Muhammad ^hah Khan.^ 

Originally Amir Khan came to Jaipur with two objects 
in his mind, firstly, to realise the tribute in the name of Hol
kar and secondly, to induce the Raja to subsidise a part of his 
army. While his former object was now almost realised, nothing 
had been settled regarding the latter. Worse still though 
after a few weeks, he had been informed that the Hundis tot 
ten lakhs of rupees had been prepared, the Raja late in May 
suddenly suspended their delivery in order to obtain some securi
ty from him for the release of his country from further depreda-
, . ktions.____________________ ______________________________ _______
1. Seton to Edmonstone, 19 Feb. 1811, B.P.C^ 15 March, TSll, No.61
2. Metcalfe to Hewett, 30 March, 1811, B.P.C. 19 April, 1811,No.16
3. Delhi Resident to Edmonstone, 2k April, 1811, B.P.C. 17 May, 

1811, No.53; To the court of Directors, 11 June, 1812, Pol. 
letters received from Bengal, vol.9* p.li+O.

k* Metcalfe to Edmonstone, 29 May, 1811, B.P.C. 1U June, 1811,
No.17.



But though the setback seemed serious Amir Khan re
mained reluctant to take extreme measures. The lesson of the 
failure of his late operations in Nagpur seemed to be fresh in 
his mind. He realised that British intervention was probable 
even if the country on which he waged wary were unconnected with 
the British Government by any defensive alliance. This convic
tion had been strengthened by a recent conversation with the 
Resident at Delhi; when Amir Khan*s vakil had sought an assu
rance that the British Government would not ‘'interfere with his 
master*s operations against countries not in alliance with our 
Government",1 he had been told that "such a general assurance 
was impossible, as his operations might perhaps tend to our 
injury in which case we should be under the necessity of inter
fering". The vakil had then proposed that the Resident should 
point out what countries his master might attack and what not.
The Resident replied that he “could not do so for two reasons, 
first, that my doing so would be unfriendly towards particular 
countries, with whom we are at amity, by directing his attacks 
against them, and second, that our interference would depend
on circumstances affecting our interests of which Government

2would judge at the time of their occurrence".
The Resident*s conversation with Amir Khan*s vakil 

7/as warmly approved: in the Governor-Generalf s opinion the
whole spirit of his discourse was "proper and judicious and
in strict conformity to the instructions of the Government".^
1. Metcalfe to Edmonstone, 29 May, 1611, B.P.C. lU June,1811,

No.17.
2. Ibid. _ o
3. Edmonstone to Metcalfe, li-i- June, 1811,B.P.C• lU June, 1811,No. 18.



Once again, as in oetonTs conversations with Amir Khan's vakil 
in 1810, there was visible a slight, but important shift wway 
from the strict doctrine of non-interference. Compared with 
the replies given to Amir Khan in 1809 the shift was indeed 
quite pronounced.

Meanwhile, there took place a change in the Government 
of Jaipur. Thakur Megh Singh, who was always in favour of ap
peasing Amir Khan by making concessions, was removed from his 
position. The other ministers found themselves unable to cope 
with the crisis and advised the Raja to call in Kushaliram. The
Raja accordingly wrote to Kushaliram requesting him to take the

1 2charge of the administration, which he did late in July 1811.
Kushaliram realised the unprepared condition of the 

state and thought it prudent to follow a policy of double-dealing 
sending a vakil to Amir Khan!s camp to renew negotiations while

Uin Jaipur took measures to avert a crisis if Amir Khan should
march towards the capital. He exerted himself to assemble the

3dispersed and disorganised army of the state, paid them a part 
of their arrears, and made ^0 realise that the honour and safety 
of their country were dependent on their valour and boldness. 
Negotiations were begun with the neighbouring chiefs and tribu
taries of Jaipur, who seemed well disposed to co-operate with

kthe army of the state against the Pindaris.
1. Metcalfe to Bdmonstone, 6 July, KTl” B.P.C. 26 July, 1811,

No.55.0
2. Strachy to edmonstone, 31 July, 1611, B.P.C. 23 July, 1811,

No. 15..
3. Strachy to Hewett, 27 Aug. 1811, B.P.C. 20 Sept. 1811, No.10. 

Ibid: To the Court of Directors, 11 June, 1612, Pol. letters 
received from Bengal, vol.9> p.1^0.



ximir Khan still was encamped close to Jaipur, and 
it was in this threatening position that the vakil of Jaipur 
resumed negotiations. Ultimately a contribution of fifteen 
lakhs, to be paid by three instalments, seemed to be agreed upon, 
until in mid-August the arrival of Muhammad ^hah Khan with the 
ex minister, Thakur Megh Singh, put a stop to execution of the 
agreement.'" Muhammad Shah Khan remonstrated against the terms 
and raised the demand to twenty lakhs to be paid in two instal
ments. Amir Khan had resigned the management of the matter to 
Muhammad Shah Khan and confessed to the Jaipur vakil that his 
soldiers were "much more under the influence of Mohammad Shah
Khan than his, and that he could not execute any agreement

2without the consent of the latter.1'
Thus the negotiations again came to a fruitless and.

Muhammad Shah Khan threatened to enforce an instantaneous
compliance with his demands, and the Pindaris were ordered to
ravage the Jaipur territories. The Rajputs prepared to resist
and in skirmishes which took place between the two parties, the

3Rajputs initially gained the upper hand. They were successful
in cutting off supplies from the enemies1 camp and in plundering
their foraging parties. A body of Amir Khan's infantry was
defeated and was said to have lost a number of guns to the 

• »Raja's army.
T7 Metcalfe to Edmonstone, 17 Aug. 1811, B.P.C. 20 Sept. 1811,

No.12.
2. Ibid; To the Court of Birectors, 11 June, 1812, Pol. letters 

received from Bengal, vol*9» p.lUl.
3. Pol. letter from Bengal, 1 March, 1812, B.C. vol.39U/10018,

p. 2.
if-. Strachy to Kewett, 5 Oct. 1811, B.P.C. 25 Oct. 1811, No.Ul.A-
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Though these actions were not important, yet they
deprived Amir Khan of the advantageous position of being able
to dictate terms to the Raja. But more important than any
possibility of renewed energy in the Rajputs, Amir Khan was
compelled to seek an early settlement by newrs from Indore.
Yashvantrao Holkar died on 27 October 1811, and Amir Khan
realised that this demanded his presence at Holkar's Court.1
It was not unlikely that in his absence Baulatrao Sindia might
be inclined to interfere in the affairs of Holkar's state, and
in fact the British Resident at Gwalior reported that Sindia1s
Darbar had several secret consultations to decide the measures

pto be pursued in the situation occasioned by Holkar's death.
 ̂ The only wise step that Amir Khan could adopt under

these circumstances was to come to a final settlement with the
\

Raja of Jaipur. He therefore accepted the Raja's offer to pay 
seventeen lakhs of rupees. Bleven lakhs were discharged, in
cluding deductions on account of exactions, by Hundis payable 
on his departure from the Jaipur frontier. The other six lakhs 
were to be paid in six months time. Amir Khan withdrew his 
troops and guns from their advanced position and went to Holkar's 
camp,^ where on 10 January 1812 he arrived, and was received
with “every mark of public honour and respect".^
1. S t t o  B amors tone”, 31 Oct. 1811, B.P.C. 15 Nov. 1811, No.7*
2. Btrifehy to Hewett, 8 Nov. 1811, B.C. vol.393/10017, p.23.
3. Metcalfe to Bdmors tone, 7 Nov. 1811, B.P.Q. 29 Nov. 1811,

No.16.
i+. Pol. letter from Bengal, 1 March, 1812, B.C. vol.394^10018, 

p«3*



SECTION II.

Till April 1810 the Sindiashahi Pindaris acted uni
tedly with the Holkarshahi Pindaris under Amir Khan. They had 
joined him in his late expedition against Nagpur excited by the 
prospect of plundering the wealthy city of Nagpur and acquiring 
a territory in Garhamandla, and incidentally of aveiging the 
death of Chitu's son, Ramzan Khan, at the hands of the Raja's 
army in 1807. But with the failure of the expedition, they 
were left with no more than certain parganas, west of Bhopal, 
settled on them by Amir Khan, after establishing his ascendancy 
at Holkar*s court. On their way to these acquisitions they 
plundered several villages of Holkar's territory where "no 
remcnant of civil Government" existed, but for the time being 
the rainy season kept them immobile and unable to prosecute 
any further campaigns.1

However, with the approach of the winter their forces
were set in motion creating alarm in the minds of both the Nizam
and the Raja of Nagpur. Late in October Conran, the commanding
officer of the Subsidiary force at Jalna informed Russell, the
Resident with the Nizam, that a body of the Pindaris had ascended
the Kasabari Ghat about seventy miles to the westward of the
A junta Chat, probably intending to aljrike an incursion into the

2territories either of the Nizam or of the Raja of Nagpur.
T7 Mercer to Minto, 16 May, 1610, B.P.C. 5 June, 1610, No.58;

Seton to Lushington, 21 May, 1810, B.P.C. 5 June, 1810, No.55*
2. Connan to Russell, 31 Oct. 1810, B.P.C. 30 Nov. 1810, No.63.



While making his report Conran appealed for general 
instructions a£ to what he should do if they invaded Berar.1 
He was told, in the usual formula that "it is a principle re
peatedly laid down, that the troops of His Highness the Nizam 
must rely upon their own exertions for the protection of His 
Highness's territories, and that they must not look to the 
support and assistance of the British force. This principle

2extends to foreign freebooters as well as internal enemies".
The absolute nature of the orders was modified, however, by 
the further statement that "if the Nizam's troops should un
expectedly be defeated in their engagements with the Pindarries 
and if they should be extending their ravages in formidable 
force to the southward, there may not perhaps be any serious 
objection to your making a movement calculated to intimidate 
the Pindarries and to give confidence to the troops of His 
Highness the Nizam, or even to the employment of a detachment 
against them".'

Since these instructions were approved by the 
Governor-General in Council,^ it appeared that the British 
Government had resumed its former policy towards the Pindaris, 
pursued since the conclusion of the late Maratha war, with 
merely an interruption to deal with the Pindaris united under 
Amir Khan in invading Nagpur - a pdicy of relying upon the troops
of their allies to guard their respective frontiers.
lT Conran to Russell, 31 Oct. 1810, B.P.C. 30 Nov. lSlO, No.63•
2. Russell to Conran, 7 Nov. 1810, B.P.C. 30 Nov. 1810, N0.6U.
3. Ih&d.
h. Edmonstone to Russell, 30 Nov. 1810, B.P.C. 30 Nov. 1810, No.

68.



The Pindaris alone had not yet become a menace which could
justify the employment of the Subsidiary force against them.

In mid-November 1810, a body of Pindaris amounting
to about 10,000 men, said to belong to the divisions of Karim
Khan and Chitu Khan advanced towards the Peshwafs territory.
Th^r crossed the Godavari Ghat at Baltamba and penetrated with
much rapidity as far as Sangamnair, an open town, only seventy
miles from Poona.~ Taking advantage of the unprotected state
of the town, they easily plundered and sacked it and then moved
towards Nasik; but as the town was defended by a party of the
Peshwa's horse, they did not venture to assault it. Rather
they made off precipitately towards one of the Ghats in the

2Chandore range of hills, to the hast.
At the end of the year another body crossed the Narma

da at Baglatir Ghat and by an overnight march reached the neigh
bourhood of Nagpur city. There they split into different parties 
and plundered almost all the open villages. In the words of 
the Resident at Nagpur, "there is scarf§£|Ly a village or a hamlet 
in the neighbourhood of Nagpur, or for many miles around it, 
which had not been visited by these freebooters on this occasion. 
Prom thence they made a dash to Girpar, twenty miles south of 
Nagpur, a place held in veneration both by Hindus and Muslims, 
and which the Pindaris themselves had hitherto scrupulously
1. Rusell to Minto, 17 Nov. 1810, B.P.C. 11+ Dec. 1810, No. 25*
2. Ibid.
3. To the Court of Directors, 1 March, 1812, Pol. letters 

received from Bengal, vol.8, p.172.



honoured.^ But on this occasion "they distinguished their
entrance into the place with the most savage outrages on the
inhabitants, who had flocked thither from all the neighbouring
villages, and particularly on the women, several hundreds of
whom are said to have destroyed themselves, and many to have

2been carried off by those merciless ruffians."
It was thus laden with rich booty that the Pindaris 

retired from the Peshwafs territory and from Nagpur, without 
having been even slightly resisted either by the Peshwa!s troops 
or by the Raja1s. When the accounts of these unfortunate events 
reached Poona, it was already too late to think of taking any 
step to defend the country. It is true that after a short de
liberation the Peshwa desired his ministers to detach a party 
of troops under Trimbakji Dengle and to order the Jagirdars to 
send forward as many of their troops as they could assemble, 
but as ^ussell reported, the Government was so indolent that 
"although these orders were given a fortnight ago, the apparent 
step that has yet been taken towards fulfilling them, on the 
part either of the ministers or of the Jagheerdars, is the pi- 
tcliing of three or four small tents outside the city." In 
fact, the Peshwa 'himself was indifferent to the security of 
the plundered districts, which had been granted out in Jagir

, . 4and therefore did not yield any immediate revenue to him.
As for the Jagirdars themselves, so blind were they to their
TT Jenkins to Minto, 27 ^ec. 1810, B.P.C. 9 Feb• 1811, No.45*
2. Ibid.
3. Russell to Minto, 17 Nov. 1610, B.P.C. 14 Bee. 1810, No.23.
4. Ibid.



own immediate interests, and so callous to the dangers which 
did not immediately stare them in their faces, that in Russellfs 
words they would "rather allow their country to be plundered 
of a lack of rupees than lay out ten thousand to defend it 
against the plunderers".'1'

The Raja of Nagpur was even more shortsighted in his 
attitude towards the Pindaris. Instead of taking vigorous 
measures to save his country, the Raja was more disposed to 
adopt his old policy of purchasing the Pindaris1 forbearance by 
conferj^ng on them a Jagir. In fact, early in 1811, he opened 
negotiations with the Pindari chieftain, Dost Muhammad, to the
effect that in the event of his not molesting Nagpur territory,

2he would be given a Jagir on the northern side of the Narmada.
The incompetent and docile character of the Govern

ments of the Indian rulers had contributed considerably to the 
success of the Sindiashahis1 plundering incursions, but they 
had also been emboldened by the prospect of the release of their 
celebrated leaders, Karim Khan and Chitu Khan. They had deputed 
their vakils to Sindia1 s camp, and through the mediation of 
Zalim Singh of Kotah had opened negotiations for their release. 
It was suggested that Sindia would release the Pindari leaders, 
if Zalim Singh stood security for the payment of ten lakhs of 
rupees as ransom and for their good behaviour towards Sindia
in future. Zalim Singh agreed to stand security for the payment
T. Russell to Minto, 17 Nov. lolO, B.P.C. lii Dec. lSlO, No.25*
2. Russell to Minto, 2 March, 1811, B.P.C. 22 March, 1811, No.25
3. Metcalfe to Minto, 3 Tec. lolO, B.P.C. 20 Dec. 1810, No.8.



of the money, but showed himself reluctant to be responsible 
for their future good behaviour.^ During the negotiations 
with the vakils, the two Pindari leaders were brought from 
Gwalior to Sindia!s camp, and though they were kept under
guard, the rigour of imprisonment was relaxed, and their irons

2were struck off.
The rulers of Central India, particularly the Raja 

of Nagpur, whose country had been the scene of their frequent 
incursions, had good grounds for alarm at the prospect of the 
release of Karim Khan and Chitu Khan. The Bhosle reasonably 
apprehended that if the Pindari leaders obtained their release, 
his country would be the first victim of their attack. Not 
only would its unprotected condition tempt them to plunder, 
but the wish to revenge the death of Chitu!s son would be an 
additional incentive to push matters to extremities. The 
Resident at Nagpur rightly observed that ''the release of Kureem 
and Cheetoo is certainly a subject of natural anxiety both to 
the Rajah and to the powers whose territories are exposed to 
the annual ravages of the Pindarries. As the seizure of Kurreem 
and Cheetoo and of their forts, and territory, broke or dis
persed the power of the freebooters at a time when they were 
advancing gradually to a kind of organised state, so it may be
expected, that under chieftains of extensive sway amongst them,
1. Metcalfe to Minto, 3 Dec. 1610, B.P.C. 20 Bee. lSlO, No.8.
2. Ibid.
3. Jenkins to Minto, 27 Nee. 1810, B.P.C. 9 Peb. 1811, No.U-5*



and with circumstances still more favourable to their increase, 
both in numbers and strength, arising from the daily augmenting 
weakness of the surrounding states and their inability to main
tain even their present reduced military establishments, the 
Pindarries will shortly become more than f o r m i d a b l e " T h e  
Raja*s vakil therefore remonstrated with Sindia against his

2impolitic intention to release the Pindari leaders, but in vain.
The British Government was no less concerned with 

Sinaia1s intended measure. But because of the existing treaties 
it could not go beyond expressing its disapproval through the 
Resident: "this Government at the same time has not overlooked
the imprudent measure of liberating the Pindaree leaders, Chee
too and Kurreem. If the terms of subsisting treaties could have 
been construed to confer a right on the British Government to 
oppose the release of these chiefs, orders on that subject 
would have been conveyed to you........ It may be proper however
to express to Sindiah the sentiments of the British Government

3on the subject."
What had compelled Sinaia to make this move? The 

answer seems to be that for some time past Sindia1 s Government 
had suffered much from financial stringency. The army was con
stantly clamouring for arrears of pay. In September 1810 the 
battalions on duty with Eapu Sindia had quitted their positions
in defiance of orders and marched towards Sindia*s camp to
l7 ^enkins to Minto, 6 3an. 1811, B.P.C. 9 Feb* 1811, No.1+6•
2. Jenkins to Minto, 27 hec. 1610, B.P.C. 9 Feb. 1811, N0.U5*
3. Edmonstone to Metcalfe, 2 Oct. 1810, B.P.C. 19 Oct. 1810,

No.52.



enforce payment of their arrears. Consequently, his camp had 
become a scene of alarm and confusion, and Sindia had taken 
precautions for his personal safety, preparing to send his fa
mily, his p2.riva.te treasury and all his valuable property into 
the fort of Narwar.^ His financial difficulty had been aggra
vated by Amir Khanfs proceedings in Udaipur, Jodhpur and Jai
pur, which threatened to exclude him from any future partici-

2pation in the tribute to be exacted from those countries.
Under these circumstances Sindia*s Council had been occupied
with plans for raising money to enable the Government to come
to a settlement with the army. For this purpose it had been
decided in December that forty lakhs of rupees should be raised
in the following manner: ten lakhs would be secured from the
Pindari leaders for their release, ten would be collected from 

bthe ^u'adar of Gwalior, ten would be lent by Sindia from his
private treasury and the remaining ten lakhs would be supplied
by the ministers by exactions from the neighbouring chiefs, a
heavy assessment on the district of Narwar and other miscella-
neous arrangements. On this plany Sindia gave his consent to
the release of the Pindari chiefs in April 1811. That he did 

the
this under/pressure of the distressing state of his public 
finances is evident. But was it the only reason that induced
him to release them? Probably not. The fact was that while
1. Metcalfe to Minto, 2 Oct. lolO, B.P.C. 19 Oct. 1810, No.52.
2. Metcalfe to Minto, 28_Aug. 1810, B.P.C. 25 8ept. 1810, No.6i+
3. Metcalfe to Minto, 3 Dec. 1810, B.P.C. 20 Dec. 1810, No.8;

8ec. letter from Bengal, 16 Aug. 1811, Home Misce. vol.5l6A
p.l.



Sindia was engaged in negotiations with their vakils, the 
Pindaris were almost freely plundering his territory in Ujjain. 
They seized upon Sarangpur, in the neighbourhood of Ujjain, 
and cut up ^india!s garrison which was posted there.'1' They 
were expelled shortly after, but they continued to commit de
predations in the neighbourhood of Ujjain. This circumstance
may have contributed to Sindia*s decision to release their

2leaders and to conciliate them. Furthermore in June 1810, 
Sindia had expressed the desire to renew his operations against 
Ehopal. But the difficulties which continued to be felt in col
lecting money for the discharge of the arrears due to the troops

3prevented his immediately prosecuting this measure. Sindia 
may well have hope d that the release of the Pindari leaders 
would ensure their active support against Bhopal, without in
curring any additional expenditure. It may be remembered that 
Sharzarao Ghatge had advised him to release them, considering 
that their services were likely to be available against Bhopal; 
only the want of proper security for their good behaviour had 
prevented him from taking this measure at that time. However, 
when Zalim Singh agreed to stand security for their ransom and 
behaviour, no cause for hesitation remained. In fact, Chitu
Khan did co-operate with Jagu Bapu in his operations against

hBhopal shortly after his release._____________________________
1. Peshwa*s Diaries, vol.V, p.182; Metcalfe to Minted 2S Aug. 

1810, B.P.C. 25 Sept. 1810, No.6U.
2. Metcalfe to Minto, 2 Oct. 1810, B.P.C. 19 Oct. 1810, No.52.
3. Mercer to Minto, 3 June 1810, Ivinto Papers, M.389* Pol. Pro. 
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Immediately after their release in April 1811 Karim
Khan and Chitu Khan moved to the Bhopal-Hindia area and joined
their respective divisions. rj-'hey were also visited by other
Pindari chiefs who showed their respect and assured them of
their co-operation in reorganising their divisions.1 Karim
Khan*s foremost business was to reorganise his followers and to
infuse confidence into their minds by acquainting them with
his plan of plundering Nagpur next winter. He continued to
raise infantry and to cast brass guns at a foundry recently

2established at Satwas. He then took steps to unify the dif
ferent chiefs with their followers under his leadership. His 
nephew, Namdar Khan, was sent to Chitu Khan, Imafeu Baksh, Saheb 
Khan, fuku and others, requesting their co-operation in plun
dering the terrtir^y of Nagpur. With the exception of Chitu 
Khan and the two Kajun brothers, almost all the leaders of the 
Sindiashahi Pindaris assured him of their obedience to his 
command, and proceeded to join his division at ^ekharpur, on 
the north of the Narmada. Chitu Khan, though reluctant to 
work under him, was said to have "made many assurances of his 
disposition to be onfciendly terms with his brethern^).^

Thus once more a formidable combination of the Pinda
ris was organised under Karim Khan with the intention of plun
dering Nagpur. In this crisis the Raja seemed to have pursued
TT Jenkins to Elphinstone, 12 April, lSll, Jenkins MSS. ; Jenkins 

to Hewett, 13 April, 1811, B.P.C. 3 May, 1811, No.37.
2. From the Resident at Poona, 10 Aug. 1811, B.C. vol.39U/10025, 

p.UK; Jenkins to Hewett, 21 Aug. loll, B.P.C. 13 Sept. 1811, 
No.15.

3. Enclo. in a letter from the Resident at Hyderabad, 9 Bee. 1811
B.P.C. 13 Bee. 1811, No.10.

K. Ibid; Sir John Malcolm, Memoir of Central India vol.I,
p.U56.



the double policy of preparing for the defence of his country 
on the one hand and buying off Karim Khan by making some con
cessions on the other.^ By December the troops had been sum
moned to take their posts. A part of their arrears had been
satisfied and the Raja promised to make further payments shortly 

2after. Batteries were erected at different points round Nag
pur, and barricades erected on all the roads leading to the ca
pital. badiq. Ali Khan left Nagpur for Sirnagar, and encamping 
on his way at Garwareh, was united with an army under Yashvantrao 
Dattaji, amounting to about I4-OOO horse, 200 infantry and 12 guns.^ 
An advanced party of about 1800 horse and 500 infantry was 
posted at the same time at Tejgarh on the frontier of Garhamandla 
A.nother party of about 500 horse, an equal number of infantry 
and 2 guns was in a state of preparations near Sulagarh towards 
the fords of the Naramda. xhe ^aja himself had moved towards 
Warengaon with a force of U000 horse, 500 infantry and 8 guns.^ 

But: for all this military display the Kaja was more 
inclined to his traditional policy of appeasing the Pindaris 
with money and land. Udaji Naik, a person formerly employed b#
the Raja in his negotiations with the Pindaris, was deputed to

5Karim*s camp at Khere about twenty kos north of the Narmada.
The vakil was told that the Pindaris would not plunder Nagpur§a
if the *aja agreed to sanction either a contribution of fourteen
1. Jenkins to Hewett, 2 ^ec. 1811, B.PTcH 21 ^ec. 1811, N0.U7•
2. Russell to Edmonstone, 9 ^ec. 1811, B.C. vol.39U/10025, p.55*
3. Jenkins to Hewett, 2 Dec. 1811, B.P.C. 21 Dec. 1811, No.U7*
U. Jenkins to Hewett, 15 Nov. 1811, B.P.C. 6 Dec. 1811, No.9«
5. Ibid.
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lakhs of rupees in cash or a Jagir, yielding four lakhs of*
rupees per annum with an additional dojnjceur of two lakhs*1 
If the kaja agreed to these demands, he was ready to send his
vakil, Khan Muhammad, to the Raja’s court to finalise the matter;
if not, he warned the vakil, then his master’s territory

2would be plundered by the Pindaris.
While negotiations continued, the crafty Pindari chief 

gave weight to his arguments by directing a part of his force 
under the joint command of his three relations to move towards 
Nagpur and to ravage the q̂ja*s villages on their way, while he 
himself prepared to move down to the Narmada. His advance force 
was so emboldened by the Raja’s weakness and the prospect of 
plunder, that they pressed right on to the neighbourhood of the 
Raja's capital. They plundered and burnt the villages and in 
the morning of 17 November they appeared close to the British 
Residency in considerable numbers. A skirmish took place be
tween them and the Raja’s party of horse and infantry under 
Amritrao Bakshi, who was wounded in the shoulder.^ The Pinda
ris, however, succeeded in getting into a quarter of the town, 
called Mangalwari, and set fire to it. They carried away three
elephants and a rich booty from the town, which a party of the

5Raja’s horse attempted in vain to recover.
The Bhosle Raja thus suffered the disgrace of witnessing

1. Jenkins to Hewett, 15 Nov. 1811, B.P.C. 6 Pec • 1811, No. 9»
2. Jenkins to Cornan, 28 Nov. 1811, B.P.C. 21 bee. 1811, No.R5»
3. Jenkins to Hewett, 18 Nov. 1811, B.P.C. 13 bee. 1811, No.8.
U. To the Court of Directors, 1 March, 1812, Pol. letters re

ceived from Bengal, vol.8, p.178.
5. Jenkins to Hewett, 18 Nov. 1811, B.P.C. 13 Dec. 1811, No.8.



a quarter of his capital attacked and set fire to. The very 
methods which his Maratha ancestors had used against other in 
the 17th and early 18th centuries, in collecting chouth were 
now being used against him. Like the Marathas, they demanded 
the contribution from the Raja not because they agreed to ren
der any service to him against his enemies, but in consideration 
that they themselves would not molest his territory.

The Pindaris by their first raids seemed to have pre
pared the ground for more decisive and daring attempts in future, 
against the *aja's country. rihe ra±as had also again showed

UhtYQ.
how ineffective the Raja’s military efforts against the attack 
of the emboldened and combined Pindaris. Of this the British 
Resident, Jenkins, had been made very much aware, for the clash 
with Amritrao took place within a gun shot of the Residency. He 
had seen in action "the whole Pindarry force which on the most 
moderate computation, could not have been less that l+OOO horse".1 
Since this was known to be only a detachment of Karim Khan's 
force, Jenkins commented, "it is therefore a formidable speci
men of the numbers with which, if united, the Pindarries could
invade a country, and which when joined to infantry and guns,

2will soon become irresistable by any native power". He was 
sufficiently alarmed by this evidence of Pindari power to write 
to Russell at Hyderabad, addressing him to take precautionary
measures. He argued that if the Raja purchased Karim Kharis
TT Jenkins to Hewett, 18 Nov. 1811, B.P.C. 13 Lee. 1811, No.5.
2. Ibid.



retreat by giving him money, the Nizam*s territory in Berar 
would be "exposed as his next object", ^ven in the event of 
his defeat by the Raja's army, he would seek for indemnifica
tion somewhere else, and Berar was the country most immediately 
within reach.^ Jenkins was aware that "the Government does not 
consider the Subsidiary force to be intended to rest against 
the Pindarries", but he was doubtful of the ability of the 
Nizam's force to protect Berar from Karim Khan's molestations.
Ke argued, “if it appears that a great independent Government 
like that of the Rajah cannot oppose an effectual resistance
to them, ....  and if these plunderers under their principal
leader invade the territory of our ally I am inclined to think
that it will become necessary for us to co-operate with the

2troops of that ally in preventing such an invasion."
Immediately after the receipt of this letter Bussell

ordered the Subsidiary force at Jalna to march towards Elichpur
3on the north eastern frontier of Berar. The troops under Con

ran by a forced march reached Elichpur on 8 Becenber 1811, and 
Raja Gobind Baksh, the Governor of Berar, was also requested to 
co-operate with the °ubsidiary force.^ These precautionary 
measures taken by Russell in consultation with Jenkins were 
approved by the ^overnor-General in Council. He considered the
circumstances described in Jenkins' letter "to be such as to 
T7 Jenkins to ĵ eŝ ujll, 26 Nov. 1811, B.P.C. 21 Dec • l6ll, No.̂ li; 

Pol. letter from Bengal, 1 March, 1812, B.C. vol.39^-/10025*
p.5.

2. Ibid.
3. Russell to Edmonstone, 13 ^ec. 1811, B.C. vol.39U/10025» p.6i+. 
b* Conran to Russell, 8 Bec. 1811, B.C. vol.39^/10025* p.66.



render the march of the Subsidiary force of Hyderabad to the
eastward highly expedient.”1

This was not the end of British reactions to Karim
Khan’s incursions. Late in October 1811, diplomatic pressure
had also been applied to Sindia to secure his aid in curbing
the Pindari menace. Stracliy, the Resident at Gwalior was in-A
structed to "claim from Sindiah the utmost practicable exertion 
of his military power to arrest the progress of their meditated 
depredations since he had essentially contributed to the in
crease of their activity and their number, to the improvement 
of their organisation by that shortsighted, injudicious and 
injurious policy”. Por the losses other states might sustain
from their depredations Sindia "might justly be rendered res- 

2ponsible”. This vigorous attempt to press Sindia into taking
action to restrain Karim Khan, coupled with the readiness to
move the Hyderabad subsidiary force to action revealed once

A

again that the °upreme Government had recognised the united 
Pindaris as a menace which must be dealt with.

Sindia*s policy towards the Pindaris had undergone a 
similar evolution. He had released Karim Khan and Chitu Khan 
partly to solve an immediate financial problem, but partly in 
the hope of thereby saving his ov/n country from molestation.
This calculation proved totally incorrect. Immediately after
1. Pol. letter from Bengal, 1 March, 1812, P.O. vol.39B/10025> 

p.7; Hdmonstone to Jenkins, 21 Tec. 1811, B.P.C. 21 Bee. 
1811, No.i-i-8.

2. Hdmonstone to Stracny, 25 Oct. 1811, B.C. vol.39^/10025,
pp.52-53. A



his release in April 1811 h.arim Khan let his followers overrun 
Sindia1s territory in Ujjain and accumulate a rich booty, In 
dune, disregarding the pledge given to ^india at the time of his 
release, he ventured to lead a campaign against ohujalpur, a 
place once again assigned to him by Sindia as a Jagir, but re
sumed in 1606.1 Shujalpur was easily occupied, there was also 
news of Gwalior troops under Jotiba Muneah being attacked by 
Pindaris near Saranghar. This wanton violation of the pledge 
led °india to call upon ^alim Singh, in strong terms, to oblige 
the Pindaris to retire, throwing out a sort of threat against 
Zalirn Singh in case they should continue their depredations. 
SindiaTs remonstrance with Zalim Cingh did not produce any re
sult .2

Sindia1s policy of appeasing the Pindaris by releasing 
their leaders to save his own territory from their depredations 
was thus unsuccessful, ^ven from the pecuniary point of view, 
the money he gained from Karim Khan and Chitu Khan at the time 
of their release was perhaps outbalanced by the booty they ac
cumulated from his territory. In the past sindia had often 
squeezed money from the Pindaris by various means. But how 
could h$s demands now be met except by depredations either in 
Sindiafs own territory or in the unprotected lands of the Nizam, 
the Kaja of Nagpur and the Nawab of Bhopal? Cindia’s short
sighted policy was itself an inducement to the Pindaris to
1. Strachfr to Hewett, 1U June, 1811, para.5, B.P.C. 5 July,

1611, 'No.1+3*
2. Ibid, para.6.



commit depredations in his territory.
By ^ugust 1611 °india had realised the necessity of 

exerting himself against the Pindaris, and he confided to Strachy
A

his intention of uniting his armies from Udaipur and Baptiste’s 
corps with the troops in Malwa under Jagu Bapu to act against

to him the Governor-General’s demand that he reverse his policy 
towards the Pindaris, he was able to reply that his orders had 
already been issued to Jagu Bapu, Baptiste and Yashvantrao

While the British Government and °india were thus 
preparing themselves against the Pindaris, the negotiations 
between the Kaja and Karim Khan had come to an unexpectedly

that this was intended to provoke a breach seems beside the 
mark. Karim Khan had taken the initiative in opening the ne
gotiations by the despatch of his vakil, Khan Muhammad, to Nag-

lipur. ' He was anxious to secure a peaceful settlement and quicks 
ly too, for circumstances were not entirely favourable. He had 
not been able to secure unity among all sections of the Pindaris. 
Chitu Khan though not actually hostile, could not forget his
defeat by Karim Khan in 1806 and v/as not favourably disposed to
1. Stracrfy to Hewett, 27 Aug. 1611, para.6, B.P.C. 20 Sept.

1811, 'No.10.
2. Stracb&r to Edmonstone, 2 Pec. 1811, B.p.C. 21 Bee. 1811, No.i+O
3. Jenkins to Gonran, 2 Bee. 1811, B.P.C. 21 Bee. 1811, No.h7«
U. Jenkins to Hev/ett, 15 Nov. 1611, B.P.C. 6 Bee. 1811, No.Sh

the Pindaris.1 When at the end of November Gtraci^ conveyed
K

Bhau to march against Karim Khan 2

XUdaji Naik had been imprisoned in Karim Khan’s camp. Any notion
abrupt end, reported that the vakil
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his project. Secondly, Sindia was not in favour of his 
activities in Nagpur and had strongly urged Rana Zalim Singh, 
who had stood security for Karim1s good conduct, to restrain 
hirn. Lastly, Karim Khan was well aware that Amir Khan’s armed

4invasion and his forceful occupation iaa G-arhamandla had provoked 
British intervention in support of the Raja, News of the 
movements of the British force from Jalna to Elichpur in the 
following week must have made him all the more keen to gain his 
objects through negotiations,

What led Karim Khan to take action against Udaji Naik 
seems to have been the latter1s success in fomenting divisions 
among the Pindaris# Jenkins had reported on 15 November,
"it seems to have been the Rajah* s policy to take advantage 
of the division*, which have subsisted between Kurreem andA
Seetoo [Chitu} since their release and to prevail upon the 
latter by bribes and promises to oppose the designs of the 
former, or at least of his followers. Udaji Naik, while 
living in Karim*s camp had kept a close contact with Chitu 
Khan; the Raja’s minister, Yashvantrao told Jenkins that the
vakil had succeeded to a certain extent in winning over Chitu

2Khan. However, Karim Khan detected this dangerous game on 
the Raja’s part, and stopped it by placing Udaji Naik under
confinement in his camp.

1. Jenkins to Hewett, 15 Nov. 1811, B.P.C. 6 Bee. 1811, no. 9*
2. Ibid,



Udaji!s imprisonment hastened the onset of actual 
hostilities. At the end of November Karim Khan crossed the 
Narmada with his division. Besides the advanced party which 
had ^ajready been hovering in the Raja’s territory, Karim Khan 
had with him "two battalions of infantry said to be two thou
sand strong disciplined and commanded by an European of the 
name of Ball, fourteen guns of different calibres, and six 
or eight thousand h o r s e . C h i t u  Khan at that time was encamped 
on the south of the Narmada at Nile about eight miles from
batwas, with 8000 horse, 1000 ini ant ry and 8 guns, but he

2showed no inclination to join Karim Khan.
The forces which entered the Bhosle’s territories 

split up to despoil it. Bom© who had come down through Nagpur 
in mid November, entered the town of Chanda and plundered a 
part of it, without meeting any resistance. Another body of 
500 Pindaris remained in the neighbourhood of Girpar and Bissi 
within twenty miles of Nagpur. A third body amounting to 
6000 men, encamped at Adigram near Narmada in the Jubbulpore 
direction, and thence plundered places like Shivni, Chapara

kand Garhamandla.
Though Karim Khan had no difficulty in plundering the 

Raja’s territory, as the ^aja’s preparations for defence were 
still imperfect, he soon heard that his enemies were gradually
1. Jenkins to Conran, 28 Nov. 1811, B.P.C. 21 Bee. 1811, No.h5.
2. Ibid.
3* Jenkins to Conran, 11 Bee. 1611, B.P.C. 3 Jan. 1812, No.58. 
h. Ibid.



becoming mope active and moving in a concerted way to capture
him. On the one side Sindia*s force and on the other, the Raja*s
army were gradually moving towards his camp.'1' Alarmed at this
development, he strengthened the garrison at Shujalpur and then
moved off in the direction of Rajgarh, an independent principaQ
lity, nearly surrounded by Sindia*s territories, belonging to

2Raja Jai singh of Kewa.
The first forces to clash with Karim Khan*s Pindaris 

were those of sindia1s general Jagu Bapu, who assaulted °hujal- 
pur late in Bec&mber 1811. His skirmishes with the part of 
the Pindaris posted to defend that place were successful and 
Shujalpur was forced to surrender. Karim Khan, meantime, 
with the main body of the Pindaris had advanced rapidly from 
Pajgarh towards Kotah and on reaching Munohar ^hana, sixteen 
miles from Shujalpur, he halted to give battle to Jagu Bapu, 
advancing fast upon him after occupying Shujalpur.^ The action 
was apparently begun by Karim Khan with an attack on Jagu Bapu, 
which was repulsed. In the counter-attack which Sindia*s sol
diers launched, the Pindaris were routed, and fled in all di
rections. Some joined Chitu Khan, some fled to Dost Muhammad 
and others towards Bhopal; many were eventually scattered to

5the southward of Kotah in the Hilly tracts east of the Chambal.
Karim Khan with a small party of his cavalry pushed towards
T7 Jenkins to Conran, 29 Bee. 1811, B.P.C. 17 Jan. 1812, No. 22.
2. StrachV to Minto, 30 Bee. 1811, B.P.C. 17 Jan. 1812, No. 27*
3. Strachy to Minto, 9 Jan. 1812, B.P.C. 8 Feb. 1812, No.2l+.
1+. To the Court of Birectors, 1 March, 1812, Pol. letters recei

ved from Bengal, vol.8, p.181.
5. strachV to Minto, 19 Jan. 1612, B.P.C. 8 Feb. 1812, No.2iu



Shirgarh, fifty miles south-east of Kotah, one of the principal
fortresses belonging to Raria Zalim Cingh.1

Karim Khan thus came within Zalim Singh’s reach. The
Resident with Sindia thought this an opportunity to capture
Karim Khan and immediately addressed Zalim Singh, stating that
,fKurreem, after his defeat has sought refuge near your fortress,
Sheergar, into which I know you to be too prudent to admit him

2with any other view than that of securing his person’'. Hef
continued, "this Pindarrah chief is now entirely in your power, 
and I have no doubt that I shall soon have the satisfaction of 
hearing that your troops have intercepted him in his predatory 
c a r e e r " W h e n  nine days later Zalim Singh replied on 11 
Jan 1812 he excused himself by stating that Karim Khan had not 
stayed long enough to permit him to satisfy the Resident’s de
sire. Considering his presence not safe at ^hirgarh Karim Khan 
’'continued his flight in consequence of the overthrow which he 
had received from Jagoo Bapoo".^

The Resident was not inclined to accept the excuse. 
"There are many reasons", he wrote to Minto, 11 to apprehened that 
the escape of hurreem was secretly connived at by Zalim Sing". 
Sindia’s Darbar also had its doubts about the Rana’s conduct on 
this occasion, and the intelligence that reached the Resident 
from that quarter contained ''reports respecting Zalim ding’s

Strachjr to Edmonstone, 1 Jan. 1812, B.P.C. 17 Jan. Icl2, No. 
28; Sir John Malcolm, Memoir of Central India ••••, vol.l, 
p.i+57.

2. Straclty to Salim Sing, 2 Jan. 1812, B.p.c. 17 Jan. 1812, No.
3°* „3* Strachy to Zalim Sing, 2 Jan. 1812, B.P.C. 17 Jan. 1812, No.
3 °* / eZalim Sing to Strachy, 11 Jan. 1812, B.P.C. 25 Jan.1812,No.25



conduct tending to corroborate the above assertion" 1 From
his subsequent conversation with the Sana’s vakil the Resident 
was led "to believe Zalim ding to have been averse to take a

some time past had maintained a close contact with the Pindaris. 
In 1810 he had agreed to stand security for Karim’s good con
duct and for the ransom that Sindia demanded for his release. 
Luring Karim Khan’s invasion of Nagpur, Zalim Singh gave shelter 
to his family at Kotah. It may again be remembered that in 1809 
Amir Khan left his family under Zalim oingh’s protection when 
he led his campaign against Nagpur. Zalim Singh’s attitude 
was therefore friendly towards the Pindaris. But that does 
not mean that the Rana was necessarily sincere in wishing them 
well, for the Rana’s position would scarcely admit of his pur
suing any policy towards the Pindaris other than one of apparent 
friendship. Situated immediately between the powers of Sindia, 
Holkar and the Pindaris, the Rana had no other alternative but 
to continue with the policy of keeping on good terms with them 

all.
Zalim Singh himself in 1810 had clearly set this out

in a letter to 3fursuk Kai, Khazanchi of the Resident at Delhi.
He wrote, "in consequence of my having temporized with the Nabob 
T7 ‘ Minto, 19 Jan. 1812, B.P.C. 8 Feb. 1812, N0.2U.
2. i Edmonstone, 7 Feb. 1812, B.P.C. 21 Feb. 1812,

decided part against Kurreem". 2

It may be remembered that ^alim Singh of Kotah for

No.ip.



Ameer Khan the British Government is displeased with me, and 
deems it strange, that one, who like me, was considered as an 
adherent of that Government should have kept up a friendly 
intercourse with Ameer Khan. The temporizing conduct on my 
part and my having taken the case of Ameer Khan’s family, were 
the means of preserving my country for a time, from disturbance. 
But when Colonel Close approached oeronj with his army I felt 
confident, that I should be protected from the effects of the 
hostility of Ameer Khan, and I accordingly sent away his family# 
He further continued that "at present the British armies having 
retreated and from my having sent away Ameer Khan’s family, 
he has it in contemplation to invade my country". He then 
requested Hursuk Rai to take the advice of the Resident as to 
the line of conduct he was to puj^(e.^ The Resident replied 
to Hursuk Rai, "you may add in your letter to Rana Zalim ^±ng 
that the British Government is too well convinced of the good 
intention of that chief to entertain any doubts on the subject, 
and that this favourable opinion will run no risk of being 
shaken by his adopting such temporizing measures for the pro
tection of his country, as circumstances may render advisable
until the British Government shall have made an effectual ar-

3rangement for the maintenance of general tranquillity".
Evidently Zalim SinghJcS policy of collaboratirgwith

£h$ pindaris shows no more than that he was ready to co-operate
1. Zalim Sing to Hoorsook Rai, received, lU April, iolO, B.P.C.

2 May, 1810, No.38.
2. Ibid.
3. The Resident at Belhi to Hoorsook Bai, liq April, 1810,

B.P.C. 2 May, 1810, No.39.



with any power which might threaten his destruction, Zalim 
Singh’s conduct was one more example of' the impracticability 
of the British Government’s continuing with the policy of non
interference. In the absence of any guarantee of British 
protection, the petty chiefs like Zalim Singh not only had to 
adopt a conciliatory attitude towards the Pindaris as an expe
dient to save their countries, but also were forced to co-operate 
with them in plundering other territories.

However, Karim Khan could not elude capture for long. 
Before the end of January 1812 he reached Holkar’s camp at 
Banpura, where he was promptly seized and sertt' to the fort of 
Hinglazgarh into confinement.^

1. Metcalfe to Edmonstone, 31 Jan. 1812, B.P.C. 21 Feb. 1812,
No.18; To the Court of directors, 11 June, 1812, Pol. letters 
received from Bengal, vol.9 p. 1*4-3•
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Chapter V

Re-thinking of British policy in the light of the new
situation, 1812-181U.

In the last months of 1809 and the first of 1310 the prime 
preoccupation of the Government of India was with the near mu
tiny of the officers of the Madras army, which at one point 
reached such a pitch that Colonel Close sent to assume command 
of the subsidiary force at Hyderabad was met by the whole force 
in amms, while the detachment at Jalaa actually quitted its sta
tion in readiness to march on Madras."*" So serious did the si
tuation became that Mirto , the Governor-General fhTt obliged 
to go in person to Madras in September 1809 to reinforce the
authority of the Governor, ^ir George Barlow, and to supervise

2the restoration of discipline.
In 1810 and 1811, internal order having been restored, 

the attention of the Government was again turned outside India 
upon the French threats to British interests in the East. The 
danger of any direct French attack upon India had disappeared as 
Napoleon became inextricably involved in a dragging war in Spain, 
in a new Austrian campaign, and finally, in 1812, in fatal con
flict with Russia. But the French in the Fast were still
1. Lord Minto 4̂ 3 India, p. 216.
2. For the bltfej? controversy within the Court of Directors 

over this question, see G#h . Philips, The East India Company, 
178U-183U, pp. 169-175.



capable of inflicting serious loss on British shipping from
their island bases in the Western Indian ^cean/ and Napoleon
was steadily strengthening the French grip upon Java. Against
this enemy Minto delivered four successive strokes. Early in
1810 the Moluccas were annexed; in the late spring and autumn,
acting on his own initiative he mounted successful expeditions
against the Isle of Bourbon andthe Isle of Prance respectively

2- expeditions in which some 10,000 troops were employed 
and finally in 1811 he accompanied the expedition to Java which 
destroyed the French forces in that island and temporarily 
brought it under British rule, fS,7.

While mutiny and overseas expeditions successively 
locked up large forces and placed a considerable strain upon an 
Indian treasurey already burdened by the despatch of bullion

3to London to the value of nearly two million sterling, Minto 
could not do much more in Central India than stand upon the de
fensive. In the main he had to rely upon the Nizam, the Peshwa 
or the Raja of Nagpur to defend their own territories, encoura
ging them to do so by moving British troops to positions of sup
port. The one positive forward move made in 1810 by Colonel
Close was halted at Ujjain for lack of consistent support by

Lthe home authorities, by a realization of the risks of an 
extended conflict, and the overriding demands, military and
financial, of the Java campaign, upon which Minto himself was
1. Lord Minto in India, p.2l+2.
2. Ibid. p.2l\l'r.
3. C.H. Philips, op.cit., p. 179*
&. For the attitude of Lundas at the Board of Control, see C.H# 

Philips, op.cit., p. 177*



absent from India for most of 1811.
Not until 1812 therefore was there any such compara

tive lull in Indian affairs as would permit a rethinking of 
British policy towards Central India. When the opportunity came, 
first Minto, and then Moira who succeeded him, gave serious con
sideration to schemes for active interipantion against the Pinda
ris. It is this movement away from a passive policy, which was 
only halted by the outbreak in November 18li+ ofi a severe struggle 
with Nepal,^ which forms the subject of this chapter.

When late in 1811 Minto returned to Barackpore to 
review the backlog of correspondence piled up during his absence, 
he must have found three reviews of the Central Indian problem, 
and of new measures called for by the undirninished power of 
Amir Khan and the Pindaris. The first, dated 19 November, was 
from t̂racbfy at Gwalior. He pointed out what an accession of

A
strength for Amir Khan must follow from Yashvantrao Holkar!s 
death, and the establishment of the Pathans1 ascendancy at the 
court of the young Malharrao. For months A.mir Khan’s troops 
had been in a state of mutiny, but henceforth, ’’this check on 
hjs schemes of conquest and plunder will find relief and he 
may acquire a substantial and permanent source of supply for 
the prosecution of that desultory sort of warfare, heretofore

1. Sir John Malcolm, The Political History of India from 
178U to 1823> vol.II, appendix VII.
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dependant on his pwn exertions and enterprize” •1 In the past, 
despite inadequate payment of his troops he has never lacked
support - "his advancement, and increase of resources will

2 ^facilitate his levies”. Moreover, Gtracjty pointed out, ’'part
of the Pindarr-ies were intimately connected with Geswunt Rao
Kolkar - under the influence of Ameer Khan that connection is
likely to improve”. It would be inconsistent with his habits
and principles for him not to use such power to shatter the
tranquility of Hindus than. To meet the danger St racily urged

a
”the forming a connection with the state of Holkar.” ......
””The more intimate the proposed connection the greater it 
is presumed would be the benefits that would result from it,
An alliance of a subsidiary nature offers a fair prospect of 
entire security and permanent advantage” Such an escape from 
Amir Khan’s dominance would be welcomed by Holkar’s family. Amir 
Khan would obviously be hostile, but as 3tracl?y pointed out, ”h&

A
has declared himself unable to oppose the British Government
openly, and it will be remembered that he has more than once
expressed a wish to place himself in the situation of a dependant 

5on it". He might be won over by his recognition as a dependant
1. Strach^ To Edmonstone, 19 Nov. 18li, B.P.C. 6 Dec. 1811, No. 11; 

B.C. ^ol.393/10017, para.5, p.3U.
2. Ibid. p.35.
3. Ibid. para.8, p.37.
U. Ibid. para.10, p.38.
5. Ibid. para.13, p.UO.

In the autumn of 1812 two leaders of Amir Khan’s camp, Muham
mad Shah Khan and Lai Singh approached the British Government, 
expressing the wish "to exchange their present restless and 
unsettled life for a settlement under the btcm’ble Company’s 
protection”. Browne to Edmonstone, 27 Aug. 1812, B.P.S.C.
11 Sept. 1812, No.26.



of the Holkar state, and the danger of his becoming a rallying 
point, centrally placed, for the enemies of the Company thus 
avoided.

Sindia might well object, "from a motive of jealousy
aof the extension of the British influence". But Strachy argued,

A
would he not also recognise the threat to his own power and 
existence in the combination of Amir Khan’s forces and those 
of Holkar, and so acquiesce?^

A few weeks after Strachy thus urged the advisabilityA

of a treaty of subsidiary alliance with Holkar, Edmonstone wrote
a note arguing for the conclusion of such a treaty with the
Bhosle. <J-'here had been negotiations in 1810 for the permanent
posting of British troops in Nagpur, the Raja to be responsible
for paying their field allowance or batta only, but they had
petered out because of the tardiness of the Raja’s assent and
Minto1s preoccupation with the Java expedition. However the
Home Authorities had decidedly approved of the negotiations,
declaring explicitly that the determination of the Governor-
General in council "to interpose the power of the Government
in protecting the dominions of the Rajah of Berar was a measure

not
of defensive policy, and, therefore, could/be deemed a violation
of the l a w  prohibiting interference in the disputes of
foreign states", They went on to the general statement that
"the permanent security of the British interests in India does
1. Strach&r to Edmonstone, 19 Nov. lSll, B.P.C. 6 Dec., loll,

No.11f B.C. vol.393/10017, para.13, p.Ul.
2. Sir John Malcolm, Political History,..... . vol.I, p.iq06.
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not depend upon any supposed balance of power among the native 
states; it is like the naval supremacy of this country; our 
power • ••• ought to be paramount over all".'1'

Edmonstone argued that though the introduction of a 
subsidiary force into Nagpur might not seem so natural a move 
as it would have done in I8O9-J.O, when Colonel ulose drove Amir 
Khan from $ironj, the measure was more than ever necessary. 
"During the last two years", he observed, "a material change
has taken place in the condition of affairs in Hindostan, ....
two predatory powers neither great nor formidable at the commence
ment of that period have now become so, whether considered se
parately or in a state of practicable combination, "i It is 
necessary consequence of the reduced condition of the Governments
of Holkar and Scindiah, and of the weakness and disjunction of

2the petty states of hindostan". The Bhosle, aware of this, 
now seemed ready to accept the conditions of a subsidiary al
liance - and from the British point of view such a protective 
arrangement is essential, for to permit the collapse of Nagpur 
would be "to favour the extension of anarc|(J, the increase of
danger, and its approximation to the territories which we are

3bound to protect".
But, Edmonstone asked, will a treaty of subsidiary al

liance with Nagpur be enough? With vigour and prescience he
1. Board’s Draft of Eec. Despatch, 18 Bept. 1811, No.78, vol.5; 

See also Sir John Malcolm, Political History ,... pp.U06-7*
2. Edmonstone1 s Note of b Jan. 1812, B.P.S.C. 21 June, lSli-i-, No.9
3. Ibid.
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argued that it would not. ”The three subsidiary forces of ?oona,
IHyderabad and Nagpore will certainlybprevent the Pindarries
I

from establishing themselves, in the territories of those states; 
but cannot protect their country from devastation. The increase 
in the number of the Pindarries must render their incursions 
more numerous and more frequent and in the actual inefficient 
state of the troops of our allies, our owrn must be employed in 
the harassing duty of pursuing these predatory bodies, not 
however with the slightest hopes of destroying or even essential
ly injuring the power of the Pindarries . ...”'L

"A defensive system indeed is but a palliative and 
in its operation a temporary expedient, for we can scareely 
expect to keep within the bounds formed by the long line of 
the Dekhan and by our own frontier the predatory hordes composed 
of the Pindarries and the forces of Ameer Khan and his associates. 
If .... the Bekhan can be effectually protected, these bands

2of plunderers may be expected to burst upon our own provinces’*.
Edmonstone then proceeded to follow out the logic of 

his argument, that the effective destruction of the Pindari 
power must involve the most widespread operations. They are a 
military force that "can exist to all the purposes of annoyance 
independently of territorial dominion”. Could Sindia be 
expected to remain indifferent to a British advance into the
heart of Hindostan? Could Amir Khan? The answer clearly must
1. Edmors tone’s Note of b Jan., 1612, B.t.S.C. 21 June, 1811;-,

No.9.
2. Ibid.
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be no: - there is a choice between a purely defensive policy or 
a massive military and political effoft to put down the preda
tory powers in Hindusthan. "The latter would obviously involve 
a plan for the restoration and future support of the regular 
and established states of that now distracted region under our 
paramount protection and control"."*"

Neither of the suggestions for further subsidiary 
alliances were irfact put into execution, for the arrival of 
Amir Khan in Holkar*s camp in January 1812, and the defeat of
Karim Khan and lifting of the pressure upon Nagpur for the

2moment altered the whole situation. But the defeat and impri
sonment of Karim Khan seemed to have little effect on the acti
vities of the Pindaris. Chitu Khan and the Rajun brothers, 
who had stood aloof from the attack on Nagpur, turned upon 
Bhopal, while Karim Khan’s dispersed followers found new 
leaders in host Muhammad and Wasil Muhammad, who led them in

3plundering around Jubbulpore. These two brothers had original
ly served with their father Hiru Muhammad in the service of 
Mahadji Sindia, had then in 1809 rendered valuable service to 
Amir Khan, and in 1811 to Karim Khan, and now emerged as inde
pendent leaders. The infantry disciplined by Karim Kha^ afd his 
artillery had no doubt been destroyed, but his cavalry, to the
number of 12,000 horse, remained at their service, "the most
1. Edmors tone Note of h Jan. 1612, B.P.S.C. 21 June, 1S1U, No.9*
2. The Raja of Nagpur, once freed from the Pindari danger, prompt

ly turned his attention to a renewal of his attacks on Bhopal, 
encouraged thereto by Sindia. Jenkins to Minto, lU Feb. 1812, 
B.P.C. 13 March, 1812, N0.29.

3. Jenkins to Minto, 20 March, 1812, m.P.c. 10 April, 1812, No.l6,
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destructive part of their force".^
In March the brothers turned suddenly from Jubbulpore 

towards Maher district, plundered seventeen villages, and after 
collecting a rich booty, advanced North Past towards Rewa.
Passing unopposed through Rewa, the Pindaris entered British 
territory by way of Kotra and inarched direct upon the town of 
Mirzapur. They divided into several parties, spread themselves 
all over the district and on their way ‘'plundered and set fire 
to many villages, killing and wounding a number of the inhabi
tants" . The British authorities at Mirzapur, taken completely 
by surprise, and with only a handful of troops at their disposal,
since the cavalry were not yet returned from the siege of Kalin-

2jar, could do no more than hold the town. The Pindaris, there
fore, were able to sack the (Company’s factories, loot the 
neighbourhood, and pass on unopposed to plunder the Gharwal and 
Saktigarh areas, and the town of Bijoygarh, before retunning

:z’unmolested by the Rewa route, Edmonstone’s fear had soon been 
realised.

This sudden, unexpected and entirely successful raid 
into British territory naturally led to much controversy and 
discussion. It may be that the Pindaris’ original intention had 
been to assist Chattar Sal, the kiladar of Kalinjar, but what was
quickly seized upon were the reports of complicity between the
l7 Strachy to Minto, 11 July, 1812, B.P.C. 31 July, 1812, No.8.
2. Brooke, the Magistrate at Benares, to Baillie, ±h March, 1812, 

B.P.S.C. 3 April, 1812, No.l. Jenkins at Nagpur reported 
that not a whisper had been heard of plans for the raid on 
Mirzapur, Jenkins to Minto, 15 April, 1812, B.P.C. 8 May,
1 8 1 2 , No.30.3* Wood, Commander at Benares to Fagan, Ad jut ant-General, 114- 
March, 1812, B.P.S.C. 26 March, 1812, No.21$



Pindaris and the Rewa ruler. Captain Whitehead reported on 12 
Parch, that in confidential talks near Rewa the Raja had agreed ’ 
to let the Pindaris pass unopposed through his territory in re
turn for their agreement not to molest Rewa."1' Richardson, the 
Governor-General1s Agent in Bundelkhand, promptly took up reports 
of a grand Rewa reception for the Pindaris1 vakil, of the pro
vision of Rewa guides, and of the active encouragement to the 
Pindaris to sack Mirzapur given by Pilgun Singh, a relative of 
the Raja, and coupling these with the absence of any resistance
to the Pindaris in Rewa, charged the Raja directly with ” an

2improper collusion with them on your parti? Two days later 
Richardson authorised British troops to enter Rewa or other 
states in pursuit of the Pindaris, and if their entry were

3opposed to overcome such resistance by force.
These impulsive actions of the alarmist Richardson 

received little support from Government. Edmonstone pointed 
out that the Rewa Raja had always been friendly towards the 
Company, while Minto made the obvious pdint that the reason for 
his "improper collusion” with the Pindaris was his evident in
ability to protect his ov/n country from their depredations.
"That the Rajah of Rewah has abstained from every endeavour to
oppose by force the progress of the Pindarries thro1 his country
1. Capt. Whitehead to Capt. Gough, 12 March, 1812, B.P.S.C. 26 

March, 1812, No.12.
2. Richardson to the Rajah of Rewa, 18 March, 1812, B.P.S.C. 3 

April, 1812, No.8. Richardson acted largely on information 
supplied by a feudatory of the Rewa Raja named Jag Mohan Singh 
but as Brooke at Benares pointed out on 1U March, the man was 
a known enemy of the Raja. B.P.S.C. 3 April, 1812, No.l. 
Likewise Dilgun Singh, though a relative of the Raja, was a 
rebel, and in no sense the Rajafs agent.

3. Richardson to Edmonstone, 21 and 2b March, 1812, B.P.S.C. 3 
April, 1812 No2. 7 and 9.



is certain and that he agreed to grant them a free passage 
thro* it seems highly probable. His Lordship in Council how
ever is not disposed to ascribe his conduct in this respect

rather to his inability to oppose them either from the de
ficiency of the force at his command or from the insubordina
tion of his chiefs and Jageerdars who as well as himself might 
also have been led to purchase the exemption of their lands and 
villages from plunder and devastation by abstaining from any 
opposition to the progress of the Pindarries”.^

Nevertheless two general points for consideration 
arose from the events in Pewa. In the past, when petty chiefs 
had appealed for British protection they had been met with a 
restatement of the British policy of non-involvement. Some, 
such as Zalim 8j.ngh of Kotah, or the Nawab of Bhopal, had then 
chosen to join the Pindaris in plundering the territories of 
otliers as the best means of saving their own. But on this oc
casion the complicity of the $ewa Raja had been at the expense
of British territories. The reaction of Richardson had been both 
to
/threaten the Raja and to suggest to Government that "it would 
be an object of policy to enter into some such engagement of 
friendship, or alliance, with the Rajah of Rewah, as might en
title us to expect, or demand, his co-operation, or his opposi-

2tion to such freebooters passing through his country to ours11.
1 • EdmonsTone to Richardson, 3 April, 1812, B.F.b.c. 3 April, 

1812, No.11.
2. Richardson to Edmonstone, 16 March, 1812, ^.P.S.C. 26 March, 

1812, No.11.

towards the British Government, but



Edmonstone replied to this suggestion by stating that Government 
had already decided to consider the conclusion of an alliance 
with Rewa.'*'

The second point, raised by Richardson’s authoriza
tion of the pursuit of the Pindaris through the territory of 
Rewa and other local states, was taken up in an elaborate letter 
from the Adjutant-General Fagan, asking for the Governor-General’s 
guidance.2

"The first point is the extent to which pursuit should 
be carried, whether it is to be confined to the expulsion of 
the plunderers from the British territories or those of the Ra
jah of Rewah, which we have recently engaged to protect, or to 
be continued through the territories of netiLTtral or friend
ly^ states, provided such continued pursuit afforded a reasonable 
prospect of overtaking the Pindarries without incurring any con
siderable risk." If discretionary authority were given^clearly 
the local chiefs and rulers would need to be warned, and their 
consent secured. But until necessity finally prove that British 
security required the Pindaris "to be effectually crushed", such 
powers of pursuit would only be exercised defensively.

Secohdly the question was asked whether, during any 
future incursion, the Pindaris should be allowed the usual rights 
of war. "At* enemy of no ordinary character", committing "wanton,
1. Edmonstone to Richardson, 26 March, 1812, B.P.S.C. 26 March, 

1812, No.13*
2. Pagan to Edmonstone, 18 Oct. 1812, B.P.s.C. 30 Oct. 1812 No.hi
3. Ibid.



unprovoked and insulting aggression .... among an unarmed po
pulation", ought they not to be treated as common enemies, with 
no claim to mercy? The ^ommander-in-Chief suggested the "setting 
by public proclamation a price ofL the heads of all the leaders", 
who, if captured should be summarily tried and executed, as "a 
species of moral obligation".^

To the queries the Government replied on 30 October 
1812. Pursuit into neighbouring states they authorised: mili
tary considerations alone were to be the guide, since "the con
dition of the countries into which our troops might have occasion 
to pass is not with reference either to their internal govern
ment or bb their subjection to other states, such as to require
that we should apply to them those practical rules of delicacy

2which we have a right to expect ..... " If any advance beyond
British frontiers should take place the Residents with Sindia

3and Bhosle would inform them.
As for outlawing the Pindaris and ”treating the Pindar- 

ry leaders as public robbers and plunderers and the common ene
mies of all legitimate Governments", considerations of expedien
cy suggested forbearance. It would not always be easy to define 
guilt "in these mixed transactions of robbing and petty war",
and there would also be the danger of provoking retaliation and

1+increased bloodthtrstness.
1 • Pagan to Edmonstone, 18 Oct. TBi2, B.P.3.I7. 30 0c t• 1812, No.

k7-J
2. Adam to Fagan, 30 Oct. 1812, paras. 2, 3 B.P.S.C. 30 Oct.

1812, N0.U8.
3* Ibid., para. 7 
U. Ibid., paras. 9-13*



In due course the Commander-in-chief issued his in
structions to his subordinate commanders, permitting them, 
where opportunity of delivering an effective blow existed, to 
pursue the Pindaris into neighbouring states. He reminded them 
that "the object of the recent measures and movements is purely 
to defend the British territories and those of our allies and 
dependants",1 but it is obvious that the notion of defence 
had by now taken on a new and more elastic meaning. From a 
readiness to leave defence entirely to its allies, the Govern
ment had step by step advanced, first using its subsidiary for
ces in support of those of its allies, in 1809-10 offering their 
aid gratuitously to Nagpur, until after feeling the Pindari 
scourge upon its own territory, the point was reached when de
fence included active pursuit.

To the Government of India it was clear that the Pin
daris, augmented in number, improved in organisation, and ex
cited by their success, were a serious danger both to Nagpur, 
Poona and Hyderabad, and to British territory itself. To Jen- 
kins in December 1812,*" and to the Home Authorities in February 
1813,^ Minto made it plain that the Pindari menane was now such 
as "to render the adoption of an extensive and energetic system 
of measures for their suppression, a matter which presses with 
increased urgency on our attention, and will become an early 
object of our concern."
1. Fagan to Wood, 27 Nov. 1812, ^.P.S.'C. 26 Dec. 1812, No. 17*
2. Adam to Jenkins, 18 Dec. 1812 B.P.S.C. 18 Dec. 1812, No. 25.
3. Quoted in Sir John Malcolm, The Political History •••• vol.I,

p.Li.09.



Minto’s recall prevented any large scale action on his 
part. As he said : such a system requires the most mature deli
beration, and much laborious arrangement and combination, poli
tical and military ", and all he could do was to press the
point of recent events Mas forming a pa1/ erful argument in favour 
of the establishment of a British force on the Berbudda" 
Nevertheless he had prepared the stage. Malcolm1s verdict is 
worth recall: "The government of Lord Minto had no result more
important than the impression it conveyed to the authorities at
home, of the utter impracticability of perseverance in that

2neutral policy they had desired to pursue 11.
The Pindari raid on Mirzapur naturally attracted most 

attention, and caused the liveliest concern. Yet in 1812 and 
1813 other problems, of considerable ultimate significance, made 
themselves felt. One, comparatively minor, was raised by the 
complete prostration of Rajputana, and particularly of Jaipur. 
That state was successfully harried by Amir Khan, Muhammad Shah

■ZKhan and Lai Singh, and the people by the impoverished court.
In August 1812 Metcalfe reported that the so oppressive had the 
state became that "many aof the respectable inhabitants of Jey- 
poor have sought a refuge at Dehlee, Mutra and other places in 
the British dominions".̂ 1 The weakness of Jaipur also tempted
others - including two dependent allies of the British, the
1. Cuoted in Sir John Malcolm, The Political"history .. vol.I

pp.1+09-10.
2. Ibid., p.tj-UO.
3. Metcalfe to Edmonstone, 6 Nov. 1812, B.P.C. I4. Lee. 1812, No.lU 

Metcalfe to Edmonstone, 13 Aug. 1812, B.P.C. Sept. 1812,
No. i±0.



Rajas of Machedi and Bharatpur - to seize its territories. 
Metcalfe urged, "the Rajah has a right to our protection against 
the aggressions of our allies and dependents", and he put pres
sure on Machedi and Bharatpur to restrain them. But, he asked, 
was such pressure reasonable, while the policy of British non
intervention in Rajputana was still adhered to? "They see a 
fine country parcelled out among Banditti, who have no sort of 
claim to it, and they may not give way to the tempting opportu
nity of taking their share." The proper solution, Metcalfe 
implied, was to give Jaipur that British protection which it 
desired.^

The second question turned on the possibilities of 
establishing a British force on the Narmada, which Minto had 
declared to be so important. The whole of the middle Narmada 
had long been a scene of continuous disorder, used by the Pin
daris as their base and by the Bhopal Wazir Muhammad, and by 
Sindia and the Bhosle as a battle ground. The part played by 
Wazir Muhammad in Amir Khan's attack on Nagpur has already been 
noted: from mid 1812 Nagpur troops under Ea&iq Ali and Gwalior
troops under Jagu Bapu replied with an increasingly close siege 

2of Bhopal. Bodies of Pindaris were busily engaged on either

1. Metcalfe to Adam, 26 Bee. 1812, B.P.C. 15 Jan. 1813, No.6.
2$ Strachjf to Minto, 22 April, 1812, ^.P.C. 8 May 1812, No.39; 

Jenkins to Minto, 23 June, 1812, ^.P.C. 10 July, 1812, No.18;
also see Sir John Malcolm, Memoir of Central India ....
vol.I, pp.391-UlU.
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side, °hitu Khan with Sindia, who had given him the districts of 
five ^ahals, and Durjan Lai and Lost Muhammad, and behind them 
.Amir Khan on the side of Bhopal.1 As a result the whole area 
was desolated, for neither Jagu Bapu nor Sadiq Ali Khan were 
paid by their masters, rather they were expected to live by

pplundering districts already impoverished by the Pindaris.
After two attacks on Bhopal, in December 1812 and January 1813 
had both failed, Holkar intervened with Sindia, and his appeals 
being little heeded, prepared to use force on Wazir Muhammad’s 
behalf, Amir Khan using all his influence to recruit Pindari

3support for Bhopal. A little later, Wazir Muhammad appealed 
to the Company for aid against his malignant enemies.^-

His appeal was, for the moaant disregarded -as was 
the appeal made by Wauchope, the Agent in Bundelkhand, on behalf 
of Nana Govind Rao, the chieftain of Saugor, threatened by Sindia 
using the Pindaris under Dost Muhammad and hal Khan as his 
agents. Wauchope had made the point that though Sindiafs right 
to demand tribute was covered by the British policy of non
interference, what was on foot was an inroad of Pindaris. He 
asked how far non-interference ought to go "when the lawless ha
bits of these freebooters, and Scindiah’s confessed inability to

5control them, are considered?"
1. StracHv to Minto, 11 Map, 1812, p,c” 29 May, 1812, No.67
2. Jenkins to Minto, 28 Aug. 1812, ^.P.C. 25 Sept. 1812, No.18.
3. Stracb§r to Minto, 23 March, 1812, B.P.C. 9 April, 1813? No.18. 
h. Enclo* Adjutant General to Secy, of Pol. Lept. 5 April, 1813?

B.P.C. 21 May, 1813 No.25.
5. Wauchope to Adam, 1 Feb. 1813? B.P.S.C.11 Feb. 1813? No.9»



For the time being, however, the attention of the 
Government was concentrated upon the prevention of any new in
cursions into British territory, and their hopes upon securing 
a treaty of subsidiary alliance with Nagpur. In this latter 
design, broached informally by Jenkins to the Bhosle in October 
1812,1 and urged upon Jenkins in formal terms by the Supreme

pGovernment in December 1812, there was little progress once 
the immediate threat to Nagpur had been lifted. But both in 
the autumn of 1812 and of 1813 the defensive measures taken by 
the Government prevented any new incursion into British terri
tories. It became known that a body of the Pindaris under Dost 
Muhammad was meditating an incursion into the Company’s territo
ries in Ganjam and Outtack. The Madras Government was immediate- 
ly advised to take steps to resist their probable incursions. 
Similarly, the Bombay Government apprehended that the Pindaris 
under Chitu Khan were moving towards Gujarat and took measures 
to ward them off. ^he Governor-in-Council immediately directed 
the detachment posted there to be alert and wrote to the Resident 
at Hyderabad, reguesting the co-operation of a regiment of ca
valry from Jalna.^ As a result the Pindaris’ plans for raids 
on Cuttack and ^ujarat were abandoned, and Chitu Khan WK° in
October 1813 had moved south across the Narmada with lh,000 men,
1. Jenkins to Edmonstone, 2 5 Oct. 1812, ^.P.S.C. 18 "Eec. 1812,

No.2i+.
2. Adam to Jenkins, 18 Dec. 1812, B.P.S.C. 18 Dec. 1812, Nos. 25 

and 26•
3. Adam to ^tracliy, 22 Oct. 1813, B.P.S.C. 22 Oct. 1813, No.30. 
h. Warden to Russell, 18 Aug. 1813, B.P.C. 1 Oct. 1813, N0.3U.
5. Russell to Adam, 23 Oct. 1813, -.p.S,C. 12 Nov. 1813, No.5.
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abandoned any plans for plundering Nagpur and Hyderabad terri
tory, and swept instead over the Godavari into the Peshwa’s 
territory,1 plundering all the villages towards Nasik and the

pdefenceless pilgrims assembled on the banks of the Godavari.
On his return, with rich booty, to Hindia Chitu Khan did discuss
a concerted raid with Kushal Kunar into the Nizam’s territory,
after the Muharam, but a conflict between the two Pindaris

1+ended that scheme, while Chitu s attempt to raid Eerar in Ja
nuary 1811+ was repulsed by the Nizam’s forces.^ For the one 
season at least a defensive policy by the Company based upon 
their splendid intelligence network seemed to have been entirely 
effective.

Yet, if British territory had been preserved, the 
Pindaris had been successful in greater or lesser decree in 
ravaging the territories of the Company’s allies, the Nizam 
and the Peshv/a, those of Nagpur, and of course of those other 
states in Rajputana and Central India who had appealed in vain 
for Eritish protection. Many of the Pindari leaders were nominal
ly or effectively the subjects and agents of Sindia. ^he British 
Government was therefore forced tohconsider once again the equi- 
vocal relations of the Pindaris and that Maratha chief.

When the Pindaris raided Mirzapur rumours became current 
that the change of direction from Nagpur to Mirzapur made by them
1. Russell to Rumbey, 23 Oct. 1813* B.P.S.C. 12 Nov. 1813* No.6; 

Russell to Adam, 30 Oct. 1813, ^.F.S.c. 19 Nov. 1813, No.15.
2. ISlphinstone to Minto, 23 Oct. 1513, ^.F.s.C. 19 Nov. 1813,No^O
3. Jenkins to Russell, 1 Jan. 181a, b.P.S.C. 31 Jan. 1811+, No.7. 
i+. Fnclo. in a letter from Strachy, 15 Jan. 1811+ B.P.C. U Feb.

181U No.36.
5. Ibid.



was at the order of Sindia -and this was plainly stated by a
Pindari captured and examined by Colonel Martindell.^ Richard-

2son was half inclined to believe this, Lock, the Magistrate at 
Mirzapur was convinced of Sindia’s complicity.^ Edmonstone 
discounted the story as mere country rumour, and he poured 
particular scorn on Lock’s notion of some conspiracy hatching 
between Sindia and Amir Khan: "the combination which you have
supposed between Scindiah and Ameer Khan may be pronounced abso
lutely impracticable, excepting under a total revolution in the
state of political affairs in Hindostan"Stracliy in his reply

A A
to Richardson was equally empatic. He pointed out that Dost
Muhammad ’’although he calls himself a servant of Scindiah has 
been guilty of repeated acts of hostility against the latter". 
Again, Sindia, at the urgent request of the Government, had exer
ted himself greatly in overthrowing Karim Khan, the Pindaris’ 
most efficient leader. Even Chitu Khan, who aided Sindia against 
Karim Khan, and in 1812 joined Jagu Eapu in the siege of Bhopal,
had previously committed great ravages in Sindia.’s Malv/a terri- 

5tories. Chitu and his fellows "act or not with Juggoo Baupoo 
as suits their convenience". "Sindia is aware", Stracli^ wrote,

/V

"that it is his interest to keep down the power of the Pindarries
1. Mart indell to Richardson, 30 March, 1812, ^.P.S.C. 17 A.pril, 

1312, No. 7.
2. Richardson to Strachy, 3 April, 1812, B.P.s.C. 2b April, 1812, 

No.5. _ 71
3* Edmonstone to Bock, U April, 1812, B.P.S.C. 10 Auril, 1812,

No. 5. 
b» Ibid.
§. Strachy to Richardson, 7 April, 1812, ^.P.S.C. 2b April, 1812

No.6. A



and he long ago offered part of them a grant of the district 
commonly called the five Mehauls to induce them to settle and 
to relinquish their predatory habits. This district however 
is still in Scindiah’s possession and both parties, the Maha
rajah and the Pindarries have equal distrust of each other".1

Edmonstone and Strachjr were thus both emphatic about 
the absence of any effective link between the Gwalior state, the 
Pathans and the Pindaris. However, by 1811 Sindia had already 
granted jagirs north of the Narmada to a number of Pindari 
leaders.
To Chitu Khan

Satwas and other villages yielding 7,000 rupees a year
Arome .............. . 100,000
Shadhowrah...... ....... . 100,000

207,000
To Dost Muhammad

Eagrode ..........   15 ,000
Bhamnode  .................  80,000

95,000
To Karim Khan

Khira   50,000
Sitalbari ................  125,000

Bomasa  ...............  75,000
250,000 2

1. Stracb*y to Richardson, 7 April, 1812, B.P.S.C. 2k April, 1812 
No.6. A

2. General Statement of the Jagheers held by the Pindaris at the 
end of 1811. B.P.S.C. 21 June, 181h, No.2.
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Does this suggest that Sindia wanted their total des
truction? Was this an expedient to save his territories from 
Pindari molestation? Or did he have some deeper political mo
tive?

drawing together in alarm at the British seizure of Kalinjar, 
Edmonstone, as has been seen, described such a union as impos
sible. But almost as he wrote, Amir Khan’s vakil was being des
patched to Sindia*s Oourt, and by July Strachy was reporting de
termined efforts by Yashvantrao Senapati ”to bring about a more 
friendly intercourse than now exists between His Highness and 
Ameer Khan", efforts which resulted in an invitation being sent 
by Sindia to the Pathan leader.1 Little positive seems to have 
been achieved by the interchange, but the peculiar nature of the 
Maratha-Pindari relationship is perhaps illustrated by the nego
tiations. Each side alternately saw the other as a necessary 
friend or potential enemy.

The pattern was constantly repeated. In August 1812,
Sindia*s general Jagu Bapu was reported as anxious to capture

2Namdar Khan, Karim Khan’s nephew and his fellow Pindaris. In 
October, Pindaris of ^ost Muhammad "fell in with two hundred of

1. ^trach^ to Minton 11 July, 1812, B.^.C. 31 July, 1612, No.6.
2. Strachy to Edmonstone, 29 Aug. 1812, B.P.S.C. 25 Sept. 1812, 

No.17.
3* Stracliy to G. Nugent, 12 Oct. 1812, B.P.S.C. 30 Oct. 1812,

’When Lock had suggested that Sindia and Amir Khan were

His Highess*s cavalry upon which an action commenced which ended 
in the entire defeat of the latter” [Sindia’s troops].^ In

No. 25
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December Strachy reported that the murder by one of Jagu Bapu*s 
troops cf a Pindari leader, and an attack on the Holkarshahi 
Pindaris, led uhitu Khan to prepare for a full scale attack on 
the Sinaia troops which was only narrowly averted by the diplo
macy of the Nagpur general $adiq Ali Khan.'1' Ten days later 
Wauchope reported that contingents of D0st Muhammad and Qadir 
Baksh were preparing for an expedition into Sindia1s territories,
and had only been restrained when Dost Muhammad was threatened

2by Sindia with the loss of his jagir of Bagrode. In February
1813 Sindia*s general Lai Khan suddenly attacked Dost Muhammad.^
The latter, reinforced by his brother promptly moved to counter

Lattack Lai Khan who fled, abandoning all his spoils. However 
in May, by which time a number of Dost Muhammad* s adherents had 
quitted him for Amir Khan, and had plundered Sindia*s lerritories 
Strachy reported ’’there appears to be an intention on the part 
of the Maharaja [Sindia] to engage Doast Mohamed to act against 
them, aswell as to employ him in aiding the present operations

5of Bapitiste”. In June 1813 Chitu Khan who had long accompanied
Jagu Bapu in the siege of Bhopal, withdrew. He had been offended
by the occupation of villages allotted to him by the Nagpur
Government, and recouped his loss, with Sample vengeance”, by

£
plundering Nagpur territory along the Narmada. ’ Next month
1. dtrachSr to Minto, T\. Dec. 1812, B".P.C. 26 Dec. 1812, No.10.
2. Wauchdpe to Adam, lh Dec. 1812, I.P.C. 26 Dec. 1812, No.9»
3. Strachjr to Minto, 18 Feb. 1813, B.F.c. 5 March, 1813, No.36.
U. Straciiy to Minto, 25 Feb. 1813, B.P.C. 12 March, 1813, No. 23*
5. Strader to Minto, 12 May 1813, B.F.C. k June 1813, No.2Sh

Those who had abandoned Dost Muhammad were of Karim’s party, 
under his son Kushal Kunar.6. Jenkins to Minto, 20 June 1813, B.P.C. 9 July, 1813, N0.2U.



Sindia1s general Baptiste, on orders from Gwalior, marched to 
take ChituTs jagir of the five Mahals, "the latter having enti
rely relinquished his obedience to the Mahara jah" • ̂ In October, 
Baptiste marched to expel ^mir Khan’s Pindaris from Sindia’s 
Malwa possessions, but was ordered to abandon his campaign 
against Chitu Khan and restore his jagir, "Sindiah having reason 
to apprehend an irruption from Oheetoo". Baptiste did not obey 
these orders - and Pindari vengeance followed. "The Pindarries 
have executed the threat which they held forth against the Maha
raja’s territory on his resumption of the grant which he had 
made to Oheetoo. Many of His Highness’s possessions to the 
southward of the Nerbudda have been laid waste, chiefly by Mie 
Pinaarah and hisi^adherents, a large body of whom are still car-r 
rying on their depredations in the Keckan. Poast Mohamed by 
the last accounts was near Seronje. On his march thither he
plundered and burnt about 30 villages of that district and the

o 3adjoining ones belonging to ^cindiah".
It would seem remarkable that after such inroads any 

cordial relations should exist between Sindia and the Pindaris. 
Nevertheless, Sydenham in November reported that the Pindaris 
intended "to establish a large portion of their force in the 
districts of His Highness Baulat Kao Sindia in the neighbourhood 
of Asseer and Boorhanpoor near which are ranges of hills that

1. Strach^ to -into, 6 July, 1813> B.P.C. 23 Juihy, 1813> N0.3U.
2. StracJgv to Minto, k Oct. 181J5, B.P.C. 29 Oct. 1813> No.l9«
3* Strachy to Moira, 15 Nov. 1813> B.P.S.C. 7 Jan. 181h, No.12.



would afford them secure positions froj-s cantoning their troops.11 ̂
Sydenham then made the general comment, very important for an
understanding of the Pindari attitudes to the established powers,
that "The Pindarries seldom establish their families where they
have no prospect of a permanent residence themselves, nor can
they fix them in places of security without the consent of the
power to whom the country in which they may be situated belongs1'.
An established ally was an essential for the roving Pindari banas

#

But what motives could lead Sindia to allow such a 
development as a Pindari base in Khandesh? This was a question 
which the British Political Agents had now to answer, for a Pin
dari base in the Asirgarh area would be a great threat: "Berar
will be exposed to constant danger and its northwestern frontier 
in particular would probably soon become desolate •••• They 
could enter the province in two marches and would be able to 
commence their operations after the rainy season much sooner 
...." ".... their neighbourhood will be equally prejudicial
to the Company’s territories in Gujerat and to the Nizam’s and 
the Peshv/a’s northern districts of Hyerabad" On 26 November 
1813 Strachy, at O-walior was ordered to put pressure on Sindia,a
"to use every effort to restrain the Pindarries from establi
shing themselves permanently in a new position". He might also
offer Sindia "the co-operation of the subsidiary force at Jaul-

5na and a portion of the troops of His Highness the Nizam",
1. Sydenham to Russell, 3 Nov. 1&13, B.P.S.C. 26 Nov. 1813* No.II,
2. Ibid.
3 • Ibid.
b* Russell to A^am, 9 Nov. 1813* B.P.S.C. 26 Nov. 1813* No.10.
5* Adam to Strachy, 26 Nov. 1813* B.P.S.C. 26 Nov. 1813* No.12.
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were he to show himself willing to act effectively against the 
Pindaris. (It may be noticed that at virtually the same time the 
Peshwa was complaining that Sindia had given Bagrode, Dhamnode 
and Terode to Post Muhammad who had been responsible for raiding 
the Peshwafs territories, and through the British agents was 
seeking to oblige -̂ ost Muhammad to restore territory he had occu
pied. )

Early in I81i+ Strachy raised the matter with Sindia!sA
ministers, pointing out "the danger which impended over the 
territories of our allies, th&rPdshwa^tthehNizamg the Guickwar, 
as well as our possessions under the Government of Bombay1', if 
the Pindaris moved from their present exhausted area to a new 
base near Asirgarh and Burhanpur. ~ Since such a move would also 
expose ^India’s own territory to their ravages, "it was reason
able to expect that His Highness would exert himself to expell
them from thence, and compel them to re cross* the Nerbudda to their

xformer stations".
The minister ^opal Purak agreed that the growth of Pin

dari power was a menace to all, and with indignation pointed out 
the complete devastation to which they had reduced those districts 
of Sindiafs which they had lately occupied. When asked to use 
troops to expel them from the south, the minister replied that the 
Government "was perfectly disposed to exert itself", but added 
that "it might be necessary for all the powers to unite, parti
cularly mentioning that of Holkar", and asked what the British
1. Strach^F~to Moira, 21 Nov. 1813 > 2.P.C. 10 Dec. l8l3, No.77*
2. Stracjayto Moira , 8 Jan. 181U, B.P.S.S. 28 Jan. I8lh, No.8.
3. Ibid.



Government proposed to do*'1' Strachy replied that thought 
they were ready for every contingency, in this case it was 
Sindia who should act: "it ought to be satisfactory to the Ma
harajah to relieve himself from the reputation of harboring them,

2were it in his power to do so”.
In a second interview Atmaram Pandit assured strachy 

that "the Maharajah was ready to do anything in his power for 
the suppression of this universal evil”. Eut he pointed out ”the 
difficulties of troops being enabled to bring them to action, 
and the consequent uncertainty of the success of any such direct 
measures against them”, and he revealed that letters had been 
despatched to the Pindari leaders, calling upon them to cease 
their depredations in the Deccan, and in effect holding out the 
expectation of grants of territory "on condition of their re
maining quiet”.̂

Thus though Sindia1s ministers recognised the dangers 
of allowing Pindari strength to grow, and in abstract agreed that 
they ought^forcibly to be suppressed, their actual policy was 
still one of temporizing with them, ^trachy remonstrated against 
any negotiations with the Pindaris, and pointed to the futility 
of past attempts to settle with them. Atmaram politely agreed, 
but when Strachy suggested that "it might perhaps be useful to 
threaten Cheetoo's favourite post at Sutwas, and possibly that
of Lost Muhammad at Bagrode”, he made it clear that Sindia was
17 Strachjy to Moira", 8' Jan. lolU, B.P.S.C. 28 Jan. 181U, No.8•
2. Ibid.
3. The leaders written to were Chitu Khan, Lost Muhammad and 

Namdar Khan.
k» Straclfy to Moira, 8 Jan. 181U* B.P.S.C. 28 Jan. l81i-i-> No.8.



determined first to try negotiations.'1'
It will be remembered that though Sindia had acted 

against Karim Khan in 1806, and imprisoned him, had attacked 
Chitu Khan in 1807 and ultimately captured him, and in 1811 had 
sent Jagu Bapu against Karim Khan and dispersed his followers, 
he had never finally destroyed any of them. He had on each oc
casion acted under the pressure of strong protests launched by 
the British Resident and the vakils of other Indian rulers, and 
he had proceeded only so far as was necessary to exert his con
trol. Sindiafs attitude throughout seemed to have been that 
the Pindaris might eventually be used by him as auxiliaries in 
some future crisis. The reduced state of his cavalry, gradually 
declining since the peace in 1805, may have encouraged him to 
believe that the increasing power of the Pindaris would be use
ful. Moreover, to the Marathas, the predatory forces still had 
much day to day utility. Thus the Pindaris especially Chitu Khan 
had rendered valuable services to Sindia first against Karim 
Khan and then against Bhopal. In fact, the Pindaris still con
stituted a part of Cindia!s military resources; he therefore pre« 
ferred to see his own revenues suffer from their incursions, 
rather than the extinction of such aid as the Pindaris might 
render to his cause. It must be added, however, that Cindia 
may well not have been able to destroy the Pindaris. His own 
troops were frequently mutinous for want of pay, and the skirmish
1. Strachy to Moira, 8 Jan,l8lK, B.P.S.C. 28 Jan. 181U, ^o.8.

A



of his general Lai Khan with the Pindaris shows that the latter
were a formidable foe, given the limited means possessed by
Sindia. As Strachy concluded, "A complete reduction of the
Pindarries by Daulft^ Rao Sindia, or by any native power, may be
regarded as impracticable".1 Nor, perhaps, should ^india be
blamed for his half-heartedness, when the Governor-General* s
reply to Strachyfs above-quoted despatch denounced Sindia1s
"supineness and indifference", urged strachy to press Sindia
to drive Chitu Khan north of the Narmada, but warned Strachy
not to raise any hope that the British Government would join

2in any wider measures for the destruction of the Pindaris.
The Government of India was still in essence standing on the 
defensive, as supine and indifferent as Sindia. So when Captain 
opharv\ reported the mustering of 10,000 horse, 2,000 matchlock- 

rnen and 5 guns for an attack on the town of Saugor, and appealed 
for permission to post a small British detachment there as an 
effective deterrent, pleading that otherwise fearful sufferings 
would be inflicted "on the numerous and comparatively helpless 
population of that city", he was firmly told that British po
licy warranted no such action.^

The situation occasioned by the incursion of the Pin
daris into the Mirzapur district, by their plans to form a new 
base near Burhanpur, and by Sindia*s half-heartedness in face 
of this new threat to the territories of the Company and its
1. Stracby to Moira, 8 Jan. 1814* B.P.s.C. 28 Jan. 1814, No.8.
2. Adam to Strachy, 28 Jan. 1814, B.P.S.C. 28 Jan. 1814, No.9*
3. Piphar/\to Wauchope, undated, B.P.S.C. 11 Feb. 1814, No.11.
4. V.'auchope to Pophan/} 29 Jan. 1814, B.P.S.C. 11 Feb. 1814, No. 

12. '



allies, was made yet more complex and alarming by a return of 
Amir Khan to the Nagpur side*

Throughout 1812 and 1813 Amir Khan had been busy in 
enhancing his own power and position at the court of the young 
Malharrao Holkar, at the expense of the prince’s nominal guardian 
Tulsibai and minister Balaram Seth. The completeness of the do
minance he exercised, either in person, or through his agent
GafurKhan, is well illustrated by an extract from a news-letter

(Lfrom Holkar*s camp,, which Strachy forwarded: "The Nawab Ameer
A

Khan desired that Toolsa Bye should have nothing to do with the 
transactions of military or civil matters, she should only con
cern herself with domestic affairs he also desired that
four or five Mehals should be set apart for jaidad to the Sil-
ladars ...... That a document be given in the name of the Nawab
Ameer Khan under the seal of Maharajah Seway Mulhar Rao Holkar 
Bahadur, constituting the Nawab Ameer Khan absolute manager on 
the part of the Holkar state of all concerns, whatever he may 
advise being approved of.1,1

The power so acquired he had used, throughout 1813, 
in Rajputana. *'or much of the year he was in Jaipur territory, 
with Lai Singh, awaiting a settlement by the Jaipur Government
of his claim upon them, and meanwhile continuing his harassing

2 3warfare. The Jodhpur Raja first tried his hand as mediator,
in March a group of Jaipur nobles sought to take the matter out
1. Newsletter dated 5 Jan. 1111. Enclo. in Strachy to Moira, 15 

Jan. 1814, B.P.C. 4 Feb. 1814, No.36.
2. Strachjr to Minto, 18 Jan. 1813, B.P.C. 11 Feb. 1813, No.27*
3. Strachy to Minto, 18 Feb. 1813, B.P.C. 5 March, 1813, No.36.



of the Raja's hands and made a conclusion with Amir Khan so as
to free the state,1 while the Raja, for his part even appealed
to Sindia for help. There was a moment's relief early in April
when Jean Baptiste's threat to Pindari positions near Sironj led

2Amir Khan eastwards to their support, but thereafter, with
/■

Muhammad bhah Kha, he was busy in Rajputana, putting pressure
upon Jaipur, until in July 1813 they agreed to pay him 12 lakhs
to go away. He thereupon entered the state of Bundi, and be-
siegoione of its principal places.̂4 In January 1614, however,
Metcalfe had to report that troops of Amir Khan and Muhammad
Shah Khan were still carrying on their depredations in Jaipur,
and that in consequence the Raja had renewed his pleas for Bri-

5tish Protection. Notwithstanding every discouragement these 
were renewed in February, and accompanied by offers to cede ter
ritory, or pay an annual subsidy in return for the aid of a body 
of British troops. A month later similar requests and offers w

7were made by the Rana of Udaipur, while less than a week later
1. Stracb&r to Minto, 23 March 1813, B.P.C. 9 April, 1813* No.18.
2. Wauchope to Martindell, 8 April, 1813,B.P.S.C. 23 April,

1813, No.11.
3. Strachjr to Minto 25 July, 1813, B.P.C. 13 Aug. 1813, No.12.

One interesting feature of Amir Khan's activities was connec
ted with the seizure from Jodhpur by the Amirs of Sind, of the 
desert fortress of Umarkot. In August 1813, Cornac, the Re
sident at Bo)?oda, reported that Amir Khan had Been placed in 
command of 'the Jodhpur force preparing to retake the town, 
and that he had threatened war, if it were not handed back by 
the Amirs. Se Cornac to Warden, 5 Aug. 1813, B.P.C. 1 Oct. 
1813, No.15.

4. Strachjp to Moira, 15 Nov. 1813, B.P.S.C. 7 Jan. 1814, No.12.
5. Metcalfe to Adam, 30 Jan. 1814, B.P.C. 18 Feb. 1811+, No.33*
6. Metcalfe to Adam, 25 Feb. 1814, B.P.C. 18 March 1814, No.25*
7* Metcalfe to Adam, 29 March, 1814, B.P.C. 15 April, 1814, No.

38.



the agent of the Kaja of Jodhpur asked that the alliance proposed 
by Lord Lake should now be given effect to*^ All these requests 
Metcalfe refused, Happily for Kajputana, Amir Khan, having at 
last come to terms with Jaipur, drove his fellow Pathans before 
him, returned to Holkar1 s camp, and prepared for new action 
against Nagpur.

In preparation for this new venture Amir Khan sought 
to co-Drdinate the whole power of the Pathans and Pindaris, and 
such other allies as Zalim Singh of Kotah." One of his first ojJs 
was to arrange for the release of Karim Khan, still a prisoner 
in Holkar^ camp. The proposal drew vigorous protest from the 
British Government,^ from Sindia, whose minister foresaw the
greatest difficulty "in effecting his reduction should he rejoin

1+ 5his horde", and from the Peshwa. Amir Khan also sent his vakil
to Chitu Khan's camp near Hindia to induce him to take part in
an expedition against Nagpur. (Chitu Khan had become a very
considerable figure, and in January 1811+ the Peshwa, Binhia an£
the Raja of Berar were all seeking his friendship, the Peshwa
with offers to restore his jagirs near Gwalior, the Raja with
the offer of a jagir worth two lakhs a year. Amir Khan also
1. Metcalfe to Adam, 3 April 1811±, B.P.C. 22 April, 1811+, No.11.
2. Strachy to Moira, 15 Jan. 1811+, B.P.G. 1+ Peb. 181U, No.36.
3. Metcalfe to Adam, 21 1'eb. 1814, B.P.C. n  March, 1811+, No. 19*
1+. CtrachJ^ to Moira, 12 Feb. 1811+, B.P.S.C. 1+ March, 1811+, No.17*
5. Elphinstone to Moira, 26 March, 18l4> B.P.C. 6 May, 1811+, No. 

25".
6. Jenkins to ^ussell, 10 Peb. 1811+, B.P.S.C. 1+ March, 18l4> No.

5*7. Sydenham to -^ussell, 31 Jan. 1811+, B.P.S.C. 25 Peb. 1811+, No. 
19.
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sought to compose the differences between Kushal Kunwar"^ and 
Chitu Khan, and so far succeeded that the former was induced 
to send his agent to Chitu*s camp and open negotiations for a 
composition of their past differences. At the same time the
Holkarshahi Pindaris under ^adir Baksh and Tuku were directed

2to join Amir Khan without delay. Chitu Khan for his part also
interviewed Post Muhammad at Bagrode, after both had suffered
at the hands of Nagpur forces, presumably to concert their ac- 

3tions. The total of all these chiefs* forces was extremely 
formidable, as a review by Sydenham, at Hyderabad reveals:
"I have received a letter from my principal Hurkurra mentioning 
the design of Meer Khan to invade the territory of the Raja of 
Berar with an army consisting of 2 Campoos or divisions of In
fantry, U0,000 horse and forty guns in concert with Wazeer Mo- 
hamed Khan [of Bhopal] and the Pindarries whose differences he 
is endeavouring to reconcile and that Meer Khan has sent a Vakeel 
to Cheetoo to persuade that chieftain to enter cordially into 
his views. He states the amount of Cheetoo1 s force to be ten 
thousand horse, one thousand infantry and four guns, and of 
Khooshal Koonwer and Mamdar Khanfs between four and five thousand 
horse"......... "Meer Khan if left free to exercise his com
manding influence with Holkar*s Government, the state of Bhopal
and the Pindarries will, there is little doubt, be able to
1. Strach^ reported to Jenkins on 15 January 181b, that Kushal 

Kunar had declared his intention of attacking Chitu, and was 
actively seeking allies. B.P.C. b Feb. 181i+, No.36.

2. Newswriter, 1 Feb. 181U, Bom. P.C. 9 March, 181i+, pp.1011/2, 
vol.bS*

3. Wauchope to Adam, 20 Feb. 1811+, B.P*S,C. b March, 18li-i-, No.25*



244.
effect the release of Kerreem Khan, reconcile the differences 
between the divisions of that leader and Gheetoo Khan, and with 
the aid of Wazeer Mohamed Khan, the parties of Dost Mohamed and 
other jemedars connected with him, be at the head of a formi
dable f o r c e . B y  late March, Amir Khan had moved off from
Holkar*s camp, taking Karim Khan with him, and his army had

2advanced several marches towards the South-East. *
All these events combined to raise the greatest alarm

£in the neighbouring states. Strachy reported that Sindia was 
busy "blocking up the route to the Deckan", and issuing orders 
to his officers at Asir and Burhanpur, while the Nagpur court 
discussed the rival advantages of raising more troops, enlisting

the aid of Sindia* s Commander Baptiste, or of appealing to
•5Holkar.' The Supreme Government, its Residents and Agents 

were likewise driven to look to their defensive arrangements.
No less important, the threat occasioned a wide revaluation of 
the policy hitherto adopted in Central India.

The first to consider the wider implications of the 
attempted Pathan-Pindari concentration was Jenkins, who drew 
the contrasts with 1809. He assumed that though Amir Khan!s
pretended object was "the prosecution of Holkar1s ancient claim
1. Sydenham to Russell, 28 Feb. 1814, B.P.S.C. 25 March, 1814.

No. 6.
2. Strach^r to Moira, 28 March 1814, Bom. P.C. 27 April 1814,

p.1880, vol. 51; B.P.S.C. 15April, 1814, No.5.
5. Jenkins .0 Moira, 25 March 1814, B.P.S.C. 15 April 1814 

No. 7. Jenkins at Nagpur pointed out, "the ravages of the 
Pindarries have been of late more frequent and destructive 
than ever, in these territories. Such is their confidence 
of not being molested by the Rajah’s troops, that they now 
carry off cattle and grain from the villages and they have 
distinguished the sack of some rich places, which endeavour
ed to repulse them, by massacres and by cruelties, the most 
brutal that their wanton vengeance could suggest." Jenkins 
to Moira, 25 March 1814. B.P.S.C. 15 April 1 S U  no. 7.
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on the state of Nagpore and the enforcement of the pecuniary 
engagement concluded by Suddeck Ally Khan in the Rajah’s name 
in 1809", yet his ulterior object was "the subjection of the 
Rajah and the conquest of his capital and dominions'1." Amir 
Khan’s forces in 1809 had consisted of about 21,000 horse,
7,3000 infantry and 1+6 guns (including Muhammad Shah’s infantry). 
But he then had only part of the Pindaris behind him, and he did 
not so undisputediby commanded the Holkar armies. lo-day he
could put 30,000 horse into the field, exclusive of Holkar’s

2forces. Moreover, Jenkins wrote, "for his allies Meer Khan
expects to have the Nabob of Bhopal and the chief of Gurrakota,
each looking up to him as their protector against the ambitions
of the court of Nagpur." Against this the Bhosle can assemble
9,71+0 horse, 3,500 infantry and 59 guns, and can perhaps hope
for Chitu Khan’s assistance, since he is enemy to Karim Khan.^
Any application for the services of Baptiste’s efficient forces
would involve the Bhosle in tedious and vexatious pecuniary ne-

<c
gotiations with ^india - who may wish to turn Baptiste against 
Raj put ana, now Amir is out of the way. Nagpur, apart from the

A
city, therefore lies at Amir Khan’s feet, unless the British Go-

kvernment chooses to intervene.
Presumably the arguments which in 1809 led the Govern

ment to come forward "as the protector of the balance of power
in India and of the tranquility of the Deccan" still apply.
T7 Jenkins to Adam, 3 March", I81I1, para.3 8.P.S.C. 25 March, 1811+ 

No.9.
2. Ibid.
3. Ibid. 
b. Ibid.
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The question then is, when should the Company act. In 1809 its 
aid had been freely given to Nagpur, and a Bii tish force on 
the Narmadd proposed to prevent any recurrence of the evil.
"But the Rajah for whose immediate benefit it was intended showed 
the greatest ingratitude and the most offensive jealousy and would 
not acceede to the m e a s u r e " T h e  Government thus finds itself 
in the same position as in 1809, but with this difference that 
now Amir Khan "is taking every means to prevent his proceedings 
from being disavowed as formerly by the Government of Holkar
and from being fettered by any other considerations than those

2of his own interests or ambition".
To delay until the Bhosle is driven by immediate dan

ger to accept a subsidiary force is an uncertain policy: in
decision will raise the insolence and confidence of Amir Khan, 
endanger the safety of British allies, and in any case the Bhosle
"has always been too much impressed with the idea that he may

3depend upon our assistance in the moment of need". Jenkins 
then made his own proposals, diplomatically couched as possible 
courses of action. They were for the Government to ignore the 
Bhosle, and the question of a subsidiary treaty, and to con
sider what measures were needed either to defeat Amir Khan, or 
to ensure his entire destruction and that of the Pindaris. For 
either end the Government should declare its intention of
"settling the countries on the north bank of the Nefrbudda", by
~  Jenkins to Adam, 3 March, l&lU, B. -̂ .8.c'. 25 March, 181U, No.9*
2. Ibid.
3. Ibid.



the conclusion of alliances with Bhopal and Saugor. These would 
be barriers against any future Pindari incursions, or ’'points 
of useful support” if the Government should proceed to a general 
campaign for their extermination.1 Jenkins proposition in es
sence, was thus to ignore any possible irritation in Nagpur and 
Gwalior, and to "declare Bhopal and Bagor under the British pro
tection, annex to those territories such lands as are at pre
sent held by the Pindarries on the north bank of the Nerbudda, 
and station in the most convenient position the force we destined 
for the Rajah”.2

To these reflections of Jenkins, the Supreme Govern
ment had already in part made answer in instructions given to 
Russell which had laid down that the safety of the Nizam’s ter
ritories must override any wish to put pressure upon the Bhosle 
by delaying the forward movement of troops in Eundelkhand•̂
The chief secretary now repeated to Jenkins that defensive ar
rangements had been made, to cover Berar and Bundelkhand, v/ith 
discretionary power to Russell and Elphinstone to move the 
forces at Jalna and $irur. In view of the lateness of the season 
no more comprehensive move was necessary, or would be undertaken. 
However, the Governor-General in Council was "not the less 
impressed with the importance of taking and enlarged and com
prehensive view of the question”, and deliberations would soon

. . U begin.
1. Jenkins to Adam, 3 March, 1615, B.P.S.C. 25 March, 16lB, No.9*
2. Ibid.
3* Adam to Russell, 26 *'eb. 181U, B.p.S.c. h. March, 1815-, No.8.
U. Adam to Jenkins, 23 March, 181U, ^.B.S.C. 25 March, 18lU> No.

10.
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™he first to express his views was hdmonstone, the
vice-President of' the Council, set out the wisdom of the
past policy of non-intervention and the need to hold east to it.
The expensive defensive measures adopted since the Mirzapur raid
had owed their success "rather to the terror of our military
power and activity than to the physical efficacy of the pro-

1tective arrangements". ODf would be very unwise therefore to 
put British power to the test by embarking hurriedly upon active 
offensive operations. Notf was it necessary to do so—Amir Khan’s 
heart was set on an attack on Nagpur, but not during the present 
season. So, though "the introduction of an authoritative in
fluence and control .... over all the substantive states of 
Hindostan by the establishment of new and extended political
relations", was the only permanent remedy to disorder in

2Central India, it was not practical politics now. It had been 
painful to witness the miseries and distresses caused by non
interference, and to resist the appeals of Jaipur, Jodhpur, 
Udaipur, Kotah and Bundi, but it would be folly, to believe the 
policy could be reversed v/ithout a major upheaval. War against 
Amiri Khan must involve control of the Holkar state, and the po
sition and relationships of Indore are such that control of that 
one state would surely lead to such difficulties, "probably even 
of extended warfare", as could issue only in the establishment

3of a "general system of paramount control and ascendancy."
T7 Minute of ^dmonstone, 31 March, IQTIl, L#P#s • 21 June, 1814 

No.l.
2. Ibid.



Moira replied to ^dmonstone in a long minute of 3 
April 1814. Ke accepted, as Edmonstone had done, the necessity 
of defending Nagpur. He accepted Jenkins’ view that even the 
na©r approach of danger would not make the Bhosle form a sub
sidiary alliance v/ith the Company: "The Rajah has just sagacity
enough to comprehend that we cannot see with indifference the 
spoliation of his territories made the means of consolidating 
a force already so constituted and disposed as to give us in
cessant jealousy."'1' But he did not accept the conclusion that 
all that the British Government could do was to advance an army 
to the Nagpur frontiers every time that Amir Khan chose to make 
a demonstration. Neither treaties nor policy barred an active 
policy against the Pindaris - "an association which professes 
that its hand is against every man, and which avows the prin- 
ciple of subsisting by plunder". In complete terms Moira de
clared, "I have no scruple in saying decidedly that we are even 
now at war, and legitimately so, with the Pindarries". That 
there has been no active campaign against them in earlier years 
had been "a mere matter of convenience", for except under the 
view that the Pindaris were a common enemy why should the past
campaign have been taken to save Nagpur, with which there was

3no other engagement than a simple treaty of peace?
The suppression of Pindaris being necessary for

British safety, the question is only v/hether the present time
TT Minute of Moira, 3 April, l8T4, B.p.G.C. 21 June, 1814, No. 4.
2. Ibid.
3. Ibid.



is propitious. "That the Governments of the Paishwah, Holkar 
and Scindiah have been in the habit of looking to the Pindarries 
as an eventual resource in certain contingencies, is well under
stood by us."1 But at the moment this feeling is at a low ebb, 
so that the expulsion of the Pindaris from their present posi
tions would be comparatively easy. It would also be possible 
to prevent the reorganisation of the Pindari forces by annexing 
to the dominions of Bhopal those Nagpur territories lying napth
of the Narmada in return for a treaty of subsidiary alliance

2and the obligation to oppose any Pindari incursions.
But, Moira argued, this would be to take the narrow 

view, and he proceeded to set out his own view of the very na
ture of the British presence in India, I’o defeat the Pindaris 
would involve the destruction of Amir Khan, and his defeat would 
mean the dissolution of Holkar*s government. "The Paishwah and 
Scindiah would each have pretensions to the territories so 
thrown at large. Are we determined on the policy of augmenting 
the power either of them? If we are not, what disposition can 
we made that shall not excite more than the jealousy of both of 
them". Since an alliance with Bhopal would also have made 
the bhosle an inveterate ©nemy, the result would be to create a 
circle of enemies only waiting for British involvement with some
major enemy "to seize the opportunity of striking at you with a

i. U-chance of success".
lT Minute ofnMoira, 3 April, lSlLi, B.P.S.C. 31 June^ 181U, No.5.
2. Ibid.
3. Ibid.
It-. Ibid.



The real problem was ''the want of definition in our 
relations with the powers around us", who are neither given 
"spontaneity of action as independent rulers" nor the duty of 
"obedience oas feudatories".1 That, in turn, flows from the un
premeditated expansion of British power in India. "The treaties 
which we made with different sovereigns in reference to our 
humbler fortunes, do not square with the interests of that ele
vation which we have since attained and fyxfrm which we cannot 
descend •••• We have negotiated and contracted with those prin
ces severally on the footing of equality. But we have multi-

2plied our engagements till they cross " The result is
involvement in every quarrel in India, authoritarian interven
tion to settle them, accusations of bad faith, and further inter
ference to prevent dissatisfaction expressing itself in hostile 
measures.^

How then to escape this dilemma? 7 "It should be our 
policy to bring the native states to acknowledge a sort of feu
dal duty to us". Is this impracticable? - not if tactfully don^" 

"Were we to tell them that they must become vassals, their pride
would revolt Should we on the contrary display to them the
plan of a confederacy of which we should only be the head from 
being acknowledged the principal power in the league, many ob
vious advantages to themselves in such an arrangement would in-

5cline them to concurrence ". As members they would owe only
1. Minute of Moira, 3 April, 18111, B.P.^.w. 21 June, 181U, No.U*
2. Ibid.
3. Ibid.
U. Ibid.
5. Ibid.



two duties: not to make war on each other, but rather to accept
the arbitration of the head of the confederacy, and to accept 
the right of that head to call for their military forces as exi
gency shall require.’*'

If the protected members of the confederacy still 
had the sovereign right to make war on those not in the confe
deracy, a state like Nagpur which under our present treaty “might
lose everything and could gain nothing” would soon apply for

2membership* Acceptance would depend upon willingness to sub
sidise a porSTtion of the general defence force. “None but 
Scindiah and Holkar, to whose mode of existence it could not be 
reconciliable would have the folly to remain out of the pale of 
security.

To Moira’s review h&monstone replied in the same month 
of Appii^ opposing both his practical proposals and his general 
philosophy. “The increase and consolidation of the dominion 
of the chief of Bhopal, the guarantee of his territory and for
mation of defensive arrangements with him are all no doubt ne
cessary,” he argued, but he did not hesitate to express ''con
siderable doubt both of the justice and policy of diminishing the 
dominion of the Najah of Nagpore”/ r He was at liberty to ac
cept or decline a subsidiary alliance, and surely not liable to
penalty for refusing a benefit which he did not demand. After
1 • Minute of Moira, 3 April, l8lU, .S.C . 21 June, lollT, NoTJi;
2. Ibid.
3. Ibid.
U. Minute of H&monstone, 29 April, I8I/4-, N#p#s.c. 21 June, 181k,

No.3.
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all "the defence of his territory is a part of the system which 
our own interests involve".^

Moreover the proposal for an alliance with Bhopal was 
based on the mistaken belief that the power of AmirtKhan and 
the state of Indore were one. But before Yashvantrao’s madness 
Amir Khan, feeling himself ill rewarded, had already separated 
himself from Holkar, "who indeed no longer required his services 
and felt him to be a burthen", Yashvantrao*s madness and Mal- 
harraoTs youth had allowed Amir Khan to achieve an ascendancy 
at that court, but, argued BcUnonstone, "secret overtures have 
more than once been made to the British Government for the inter

position of its power to relieve the Government of Holkar from
2this oppressive thraldom," In 1809-10 Holkar had gladly

seized the opportunity to disavow Amir Khan - and would do so
again. Edmonstone pointed out, <Jenkins rightly "regards the
destruction of his power only as a favourable opportunity for
the establishment of a subsidiary force of British troops for
the protection of Holkar*s Government". Sindia and the Peshwa
would not therefore oppose Amir KhanTs destruction, though they

■5might be jealous of British ascendancy at Indore,
As for the Governor-General1 s wider idea of a confe

deracy, that "appears to be founded on a presupposed analogy
between the states of India and the states in Europe". That
1. Minute of Edmonstone, 29 April, T5T5-, B.P.o.u. 21 June, l"8ill, 

No.5*
2. Ibid.
3. Ibid.
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analogy is false, there is no Indian concept of international 
law, of a balance of power.^ Such an idea demands that the states 
"should be willing to cultivate the arts of peace and to attend 
only to the intennal improvement and prosperity of their respec
tive dominions. 1hat a regular constitution and a system of 
administrative law should exist within their territories, that 
the subjects of each should form as it were a nation connected 
by mutual relations and actuated by a feeling of patriotism,
In short that civilized society and civilized dominion should 
already have been implanted within them •...” Not possessing
these attributes the Indian states could not discharge their

2functions as members of the league.
Edmonstone then proceeded to reinforce his argument 

which, as has been seen, was that also of Minto and the Home 
Government - by pointing to Wellesley1 s experiment, the subsidia
ry alliances with the Nizam, the Peshwa, the Paja of Mysore and 
the Gaikwad of Boroda, which Wellesley had planned to extend to 
all India, witness the former treaties with the Rajput states. 
Wellesley, too, had asked that these states recognise the two 
feudal duties set out by Moira. xhat experiment had been shown 
to work very inefficiently. So would its proposed extension, 
for success "requires a total change in the moral and political 
principles, character and habits, I might add the religious pre
tensions and prejudices of the nations of India." Holkar and
1. Minute of Rdmonstone, 29 April, l81h, B.P.'S.c. 21 June, 18lU, 

No. 5.
2. Ibid.
3. Ibid.



the Hajput states would welcome protection, "but the vital spi
rit of the projected league would be wanting in these states, 
as it was and is in the states of Hyderabad and Poona."1

Sindia could not be persuaded to enter such a le ague, 
for "it is not apparant in what way he could be in the slightest 
degree benefited by the arrangement." So, too, with the Hhosle, 
"we have nothing to offer or propose to him as an inducement 
into the league but the protection which he rejects." Satjher 
if a confederacy were established, a rupture with Sindia must 
follow "for it is expressly prohibited by our treaty with him", 
and he would not allow the net to be drawn round him without a

2 istruggle. Hence, -^dmonstone argued, the conclusion voiced in
the earlier minute, that to attack Amir Khan and the Pindaris
must involve a "great and complicated system of military and

3political arrangements".
The Governor-General replied to ^dmonstone on 15 May.

He began by denying that there was an essential difference in 
the principles upon which Indian or Hur-opean acted; the feelings 
involved are to be found in man "whatsoever be his state of 
society". He then restated his case that the need to suppress 
the Pindaris was urgent, the deterrent, the fear of a general 
war, that such a war would be the consequence of princely dis
satisfaction, and that dissatisfaction the result of ill-defined 
relations "we exacting submission to our influence in a degree
1. Minute of ^dmonstone, 29 April, 181U, B.P.S.C. glnjune, 18Hi, 

No.5.
2. Ibid.
3. Ib&fl.



deemed humiliating by them, whence irritating misunderstandings 
have continually arisen."1 It was over the proposal to reshape

Aj

British relations and so eliminate humiliation and misunder
standing that Edmonstone principally disagreed. But Moira asked, 
given the need to improve relations with the Princes, was there
any other instrument available than such a league as he had pro-

. 2 posed.
As for the injustice to Nagpur of ah alliance with an 

augmented Bhopal, if he upon the selfish and dishonest belief 
that the Company will shield him, seeks to burden the Company 
with all the expenses of protecting his dominion, "he is to that 
extent hostile", and deserving of penalty, ^he Company may 
rightly appeal to "the lav/ of self-preservation, out of which 
necessarily arises the right of forestalling danger by measures 
of precaution, altho* they may affect the convenience of another", 
the mere so as it is the Raja's inaction which puts the Company 
in peril.^

Edmonstone made his rejoinder a fortnight later, but 
confined his argument to a rebuttal of the Governor-General1s 
claim that Amir Khan and the Holkar state were so much one that 
the destruction of the former v/ould involve that of the latter, 
and that Tulsibai had herself said as much. In 1809 Amir Khan 
had been expressly disavowed, and he would be now but that "Tool-
1. Minute of Governor-Genera} 15 May, l8li|, B.P.S.C. 21 June, 181U 

N0.6.
2. Ibid.
3. Ibid.



see Bye is compelled to write what he dictates.” 1 Amir Khan's 
army may give him control of the Holkar £ourt but “it is still 
a Marhatta Government and Marhatta officers superintend all the 
districts.” “There cannot be any sympathy between an ancient 
Marhatta Government and an upstart iussalman adventurer.ft If 
that be the case, as Jenkins at Nagpur believes, then “the des
truction of Ameer KhanTs power would be, not the subversion,

2but the renovation of Holkar1s government".
Finally Seton, the other member of Council offered his 

judgement upon the opposed views expressed by Edmonstone and the 
Governor-General. On the v/hole he agreed with the former. With 
Edmonstone he believed that the time was not ripe for an attack
upon Amir Khan and the Pindaris -nfor that "the present exhausted

\ )
state of our treasure) would alone be sufficient to furnish an
irresistible argument”. Were the treasurg full, it would still
be necessary to improve the efficiency and cordiality of the
Company's alliances before engaging in hostilities of unknown

hduration and extent.
While he agreed with the uovernor-General that could a 

federal union be formed it would effectively preserve the general 
tranquility, he added, “I am, however, disposed to think with Mr. 
Edmonstone, that it would be found a measure of most difficult
execution”. With Edmonstone again, he believed, from experience
1. Minute of Edmonstone, 30 May, 18ll|, B.P.S.C“ 21 June, l&lU,

No.7.
2. Ibid.
3. Minute of Eeton, 21 June, 181U, ^.P.S.C. 21 June, 181U, No.10. 
U. Ibid.



as Resident at Delhi, that the Holkar court "longed for release 
from the galling thraldom of the Pathans," though now an army ^ 
would be required to effect such a liberation****

Seton therefore proposed for the present merely to con
tinue defensive measures against the Pindaris, meanwhile soli-i
citing the instructions of the court of Directors. For the
future the Company should seek th strengthen and extent its al-

2liances. Sindia should be induced “'to r<dji.nquish the right to
fetter our political relations with the Rajpoot states", the
Company guaranteeing to him and to Holkar the future payment 
of their tribute. Finally should the Ehosle continue unco
operative the Company should clearly announce to him its inten-

3tion to enter into a treaty with Ehopal.
With the Council thus agreed in wishing to see the 

Pindaris crushed and the Raja of Hagpur linked by a treaty of 
subsidiary alliance with the Company, but sharply divided as to 
the way of achieving these objects, the matter, for the moment, 
dropped.*4 Ey the end of March there were already signs of deep 
dissension among the Pindaris, in April this broke into open 
conflict, and by May all fear of any major attack on Nagpur was 
at an end, and with it the need for an immediate policy decision

by the Governor-General an(̂  Council.
This was a conclusion which proved to have the approval

of the Board of Control, whcse views on the policy conflict of
1. Minute of Ceton, 21 June, 1610, B.P.s.C. 21 June, 181U, No*10*
2. Ibid.
3. Ibid.
U. Lieutenant-General Nugent, though a member of the Council, 

produced no minute of his own upon the subject.



1814 were given in 1815. Buckinghamshire took very much the 
Bdmonstohe line. On the Bhosle!s attitude he v/rote, "the 
question of a subsidiary alliance with us was one upon which he 
was perfectly at liberty to judge for himself and however impo
litic and unwise we might think his rejection of that alliance, 
it afforded us no pretence whatever to deprive him of any part 
of his dominions."^- As for the contemplated operations against 
the Pindaris, the Board believed that it contained the germs of 
a general war with the Marathas, which made it unduly dangerous: 
"if we could entertain a hope that by any military or political 
operation on our part, the Pindarries could be expelled from 
Hindosthan without involving us with the Marathas, we should for 
the sake of the general tranquillity approve of such an opera
tion, but we are not willing to incur the risk of general war
for the uncertain prospect of reducing or removing these pre-

2datory bands.”
Ui CdVvr-t yii'

It remains briefly, why Amir Khan's plans to unite his 
forces and the Pindaris for an invasion of Nagpur did not come 
to fruition. Amir Khan seems to have seen in Karim Khan the 
key to a reunion of the different divisions of the Pindaris, 
and he ac cordinglyi: pleased him from his imprisonment in Holkar!s 
camp and took him with him on his march south. But the pro
tests against Karim Khan!s release were so bitter and universal

^ ___________ ____ ^      ̂ LU_ II I      - - - —

1. Board1s Braft of ^ec. despatch, 29 Sept. 1615* para.23, No. 
107, vol.5.

2. Ibid., para.30.
3. Sydenham to Bussell, 26 March, 1814, B.P.S.C, 15 April, 1814,

No.6 •



as has been seen, that unexpectedly ^mir Khan was forced to 
hand Karim Khan over, and return him to confinement. The hcpe 
of reconciling the party of Karim Khan, headed by Kushal Kunwar 
and ft/aradar Khan, with Chitu Khan, the betrayer of Karim Khan, 
thereupon faded. By the end of March Sydenham reported that 
the two groups were massing for a contest.’*' In April Straehy 
could give definite information of a series of heavy skirmishes 
and engagements between Ghitu Khan and KUshal Kunwar, ending
with a night attack by Kushal, in full force, upon the camp of

pChitu Khan who was forced, with considerable loss, to fly.*"
Dost Muhammad had also been invited in April to join Amir Khan

%with his forces, but he became deeply involved in a contest
with Appakanda Kao, a tributary chiê f of ^india, north of the 
Narmada, and he replied that until the quarrel was settled he 
could not spare troops for any other operation. Wauchope re
ported in May that the quarrel still continued, that Dost Muham
mad’s brother had been wounded, and that no accomodation seemed

5likely. By mid-April Jenkins concluded that "the disputes of 
the Pindarries amongst themselves, and with the petty chiefs 
in their neighbourhood" had made any extensive campaign un-

(T
likely." In May, the Governor-General thankfully concluded,
1. Sydenham to Russell, 25" March, 1616, B#P#s.C. 15 April, 1815, 

No.6. Sydenham, at his own request, had been transferred 
from Aurangabad to Sandurgaon, a place further north and near
er the Pindari settlements, so that he could obtain fuller anc 
quicker accounts of their doings. See M.S. Mehta, Lora Has» 
tings and the Indian States> P•33•

2. Enclo. from Strachjy-, 22 April, 1815, B.P.S.C. 6 May, 1815*No.17« 
3# Wauchope to Jenkins, 23 April, 1815* B.P.S.C.6 May,1815,No.22.
5. Wauchope to Major Stafford, 3 May, 1815, ^.P.S.C. 13 May,

1815, No.18.
5* Jenkins to Russell, 18 April, 1615, B.P.S.C. 6 May,l6l5*No.l5*



"the dissensions which have blazed forth and led to actual 
combat between the Pindarry hordes of Cheetoo and Kureem have 
extricated us most unexpectedly from an embarrassment.

To the difficulties created for Amir Khan by dissen
sion among his possible allies was added unanimity among his 
enemies in opposing him. He attempted to forestall British 
opposition by securing the most complete authorization for his 
actions from Holkar1 s Government in the form of a document under
Holkarfs seal '’constituting Babob Ameer Khan absolute manager on

2the part of the Holkar state of all concerns". Nevertheless
he saw the subsidiary force at Jalna, and that at Sirur set in
motion, and a field force directed to take position on the
frontier of Bundelkhand.^ He also heard, through HolkarTs vakil
at Nagpur, that the Bhosle showed an unusual anxiety to appear
"on the most cordial terms" with the representative of the
British Government. (Jenkins reported, "within the last month
I have been invited five or six times to partake v/ith His High-
ness in the amusements of his court and on every occasion he hasA
unusually civil and affable.")^1' Narayana Pandit, the Paja's
minister made it known, not only to Jenkins, but also to the
Peshwa, Sindia and Holkar, that "the question of applying to
the British Government for aid against Meer Khan was actually

5in agitation."
1. Minute of the Governor-General, 15 ^ay, lSlU, B.P.S.C. 21 

June, I8H 1, Ho.6.
2. Enclo. from Strachjr, 15 Jan. lSHi-, -S.P.O. [4. Feb. 181U, No.36.
3. Adam to Jaucnope, 25 March, 181K, B.P.S.C. 25 March, 181U, No.

17.
hm Jenkins to Moira, 23 March, 181K, B.P.S.C. 15 April, lfill+,No.7»
5. Jenkins to Moira, 13 May, lolli, B.P.S.C. 3 June, 181U, No. 5*



The Peshwa and Sindia, who had both protested vigorous
ly against the release of Karim Khan, also took active military

j
steps to curb any move south by Amir Khan anclhis augmented forces,
Sindia had already ordered the closing of the Asirgarh passes 

the ^
towards/Deccan, in April he informed Strachy that he was pre
paring an expedition against the Pindaris, to be commanded by 
Paptiste and a Maratha officer of rank. At the same time he 
called upon Zalim Singh of Kotah, whose troops were well paid 
and efficient, for an auxiliary force.'*' In May Klphinstone at 
Poona received a vakil from Holkar, sounding out the possibility 
of a joint campaign with Sindia, the Peshwa and the Company 
against Chitu Khanfs force." Two days later, Jenkins was re
porting from Nagpur that the Bhosle had been informed that the 
Peshwa had protested to Holkar against any move upon Nagpur.
"If in spite of the Peshwa*s remonstances, that chief should 
persist in his designs, His Highness may rely upon his being 
chastised by the united forces of the Peshwa and the British 
Government."^ Similar assurances had also been given by Sindia 
that Baptiste, who had been nominated to command against the Pin
daris !iwould co-operate with His Highness*s forces against Meer 
Kha^ should he dare to attempt anything against Nagpur." Yashvan- 
trao,,the Bhosle*s distinctly pro-British minister, accordingly 
told Jenkins that "the Rajah was now perfectly at his ease about
Meer Khan*s intentions." ^   ___
1. St racily To Moira, 17 April, 18ll+, S.P.S.U. ' 29 April, l6l!|, No. 2,
2. Elphinstone to Moira, 11 May, 1811+, B.P.C. 10 June, 1811+,No.25.
3. Jenkins to Moira, 13 ^ay, 181!+, B.P.S.C. 3 June, 1811+, No.5*
!+. Ibid.
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Chapter VI

Amir Khan in Rajputana and British policy 

towards him, 1811+-1816

In May 1811+ it might have seemed that two years of
Pindari alarms, and two years of British diplomatic and military

rid
efforts had led to/real advance towards a solution. But minor, 
significant, changes had occurred. In the military sphere pas
sive defence of British frontiers had been replaced, after the 
Mirzapur raid, by a doctrine of active if limited pursuit into 
neighbouring territories; in the political^Rewa, by treaties 
of June 1813 and March 1811*, had been placed in the category of
a protected state.'1' The advance of the British line in Rewa

s.
was a direct outcome of the needs of British defence as the 
Pindaris threatened to enlarge the area of their raiding, ^he 
move was also a pointer towards the much larger objective of 
including Nagpur in the British system. That had been the sub
ject of one British diplomatic effort in 1809-10, and of another 
from 1812 to 1811*• £ate in 1812 the KeSident Jenkins had such
high hopes of concluding a treaty of subsidiary alliance that

2a draft dreaty was prepared for his use. But, as lias been seen, 
by mid-1811* all hope of securing a treaty with Nagpur seemed at 
an end.
1. Aitchison, A Collection of Treaties, etc. Vol. V. pp.21*3-5;

21*6-9.
2. Jenkins to A^am, 1 Feb. 1813* 19 Feb. 1813> No.21*.
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Jenkins, therefore, turned the attention of the Supreme
Government to the alternative of an alliance with Bhopal and 

1Sa&gor, two territories close to the heart of Pindari activity
at that time. Moira readily took over Jenkins1 argument and

2hopes. , n July it was made clear that this Alternative also 
might fail, in view of negotiations between Sindia and the Bhosle 
for a renewal of their joint assault upon Bhopal. To prevent 
any second check to his plans for a forward British post against 
the Pindaris in ^alwa, Moira thereupon instructed Metcalfe at 
Delhi to take up a request he had just received from Wazir 
Muhammad of Bhopal for an alliance with the Company.̂ 1 Metcalfe 
wa\ to offer the Bhopal vakil a treaty of defence in return for 
permission for British troops to enter Bhopal and eventually

5form a permanent force there. At the same time, Wauchope in 
Bundelkhand was ordered to offer similar terms to Govind Bao of 
Saugor.^ Strach^r at Gwalior and ^enkins at Nagpur were war^red

A.

to be ready to break the news to Sindia and the Bhosle, as soon 
as the tftrhaties had been accepted."^ To forestall any counter
moves by the two Maratha rulers, British troops, and the
1 • Jenkins to Moira, 20 Jan.ldlV, B.P.S.O. 11 Feb• 1611;, No. 15.
2. Bee Ghopter V, p.
3. Strachy to Moira, 3 Guly 181B}-, Bom. P.O. 3 AUg. 1811+, vol.53, 

pp.3173-7* bindia offered to guarantee a part of Bhopal to 
Nagpur, in return for the ^hosle’s financial and military 
cooperation.

U. Metcalfe to Adam, 21 Oct. lBlU, E.P.S.C. 18 Nov.lSlU, No.2Bi.
5. M a m  to Metcalfe, 17 Oct. 181U, X'.P.3.0# L\. Nov. 181U, No.2.
6. Adam to Wauchope, 17 Oct. 181U, iJ.P.3.C. Bj. Nov. I8IB1-, No. 9*
7* Adam to Jenkins, 17 Oct. I8IB1-, Lj. Nov. 181U, ^o.U;

Adam to StrachS', 17 Oct. 181U, - .x • S. C # 10 Nov. 181U, No.5*
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Hyderabad subsidiary force were moved to positions of support.1
The military movements were significant, for they 

showed the degree to which, for Moira, the particular problem 
of the Pindaris and Pathans was seen as part of the wider problem 
of central India and of Maratha relations with the Company. 
Earlier chapters have shown the uncertain nature of the relation
ship between the Pindaris and the great Maratha chiefs, as auxi
liaries to whom they had commenced their plundering career. The 
opposition b£> Moira’s plans by Edmonstone and Bet on, discussed 
in detail in the previous cĥ ijter, had turned in part upon op
posed views of the closeness of the links between ^mir Khan and 
Karim Khan’s Pindaris and the Holkar darbar, and upon the honesty 
of dindia’s offers to check any Pindari move towards 
settlement in areas south of the Narmada. ^he veto on Moira’s 
plans imposed by the Home Authorities had likewise stemmed from 
their dislike of any move which might widen operations against 
the Pindaris into war with the Maratha states.

But both Kaye and Mehta have shown the considerable 
influence exercised upon Moira’s thinking by Metcalfe, the 
Resident at Delhi. Metcalfe’s view was that both the Pindaris 
and the Maratha states were enemies to be crushed: “With regard
to all the great military states, and all the predatory powers, 
it is clearly our interest to annihilate them, or to reduce them 
to a state of weakness, subjection and dependence". These views
1. Eagan to Adam, 26 Nov. 18lU> B.P.S.C. 28 E'eb. lol5> No.lti-.
2. J.W. Kaye, The Life and Correspondence of Charles, Lord 

Met calfe, vol. I, p TttfkE
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became Moira’s, and he convinced himself that war with Sindia 
and holkar was inevitable, even though he ostensibly based his 
hooe for a league or confederacy of states under the Company’s 
headship upon the possibilities of persuasion and evident self- 
interest. ̂

One result of such an attitude of mind was that Dau- 
latrao Sindia came to appear a much more fomidable and hostile 
figure than he ever was in reality. Moira, having decided that 
Sindia must be crushed, treated all his actions with an unjust 
and exaggerated suspicion. Moira, as ^ehta ha<S pointed out,
Sindia ’’more by his free position than by his actions” came to 
appear the chief obstacle to the establishment of British supre
macy in western India.'' It is not the rl^j^gose of this thesis 
oO examine Eritish attitude towards the Maratha state, for that 
would greatly extend its scope, but Moira’s linking of the

3Pindari problem with that of British-Maratha relationships 
makes it necessary to take some note of the line pursued with 
Sindia.

While military preparations to support Bhopal against 
Gwalior and Nagpur continued, Wauchope entered into direct ne
gotiations v/ith Wazir Muhammad. The latter expressed his general
17 Moira to Colebrooke,~ 12 Sept. 18 lU, Hastings Mss. Pur. B.ll|9, 

pp. U-5* Por an analysis of Moira’s thinking and Metcalfe’s 
inf 1 uence , see M.S. Mehta, Lord Hastings and the India States,
pp. 20-25*

2. M.S. Mehta, on.cit., p. 27*
3. Moira later called Sindia ’’the most powerful and the most 

decided supporter bf the Pindaris”. Moira to Court of Direc
tors, 1 March 1620, Home Misc. vol.5l6A, p.386.
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agreement with British proposals for an alliance, and Wauchope,
unduly optimistic of the outcome of the negotiations, reported 

eto otrachy that the treaty would be accepted by Wazir Muhammad, 
btrachy tereupon informed ^india that bhopal was now under

I
British protection and that Baptiste must cease his movement 
against Bhopal.'1'

At a conference on 29 November 161i* Sindia!s ministers 
made their anticipated protest in vigorously bitter terms, 
claiming that Bhopal was a dependency of Gwalior, and by the
terms of the treaty of 1805, therefore, outside the scope of

2British interference.' Arthur Wellesley, had certainly assumed
in 1805 that Sindia had claims over Bhopal, and probably over

3Saugor also, and Malcolm likewise recognised a special relation
ship between Gwalior and Bhopal.^

These claims the Governor-General rejected, and inten
sified the already extensive military preparations to protect 
Bhopal, despite the outbreak of a full scale conflict with Nepal.
Wauchope was asked to meet Vfazir Muhammad’s remaining objections 

5to a treaty, and a draft was sent for his use, complete with
secret articles by which the Company promised to recover for
Bhopal lands earlier lost to Sindia and the Pindaris. However 
1 • M• 3. "Mehta, op.'cit., p.l;2.
2. Stracb^r to Moira, 30 Nov. 18lh, B.P.S.C. 20 Dec. 18lh No.33*
3. Arthur Wellesley to Close, b March 1805, Wellington Despatches 

(1837, Ed. ^urwood,) vol.Ill,^p.665*
U. Sir John Malcolm, Memoir- of Central India, vol.I, pp. 387,389*
5. Adam to Wauchope, 6 pec. lSlU, B.P.s~C. 29 Dec. 181U, Bio. 11.
6. Adam to Wauchope, 6 Dec. 181i+, B.P.S.C. 29 Bee. 181U, No.12.
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oil the Governor-General*s diplomatic efforts, and military 
preparations ended in a fiasco. «*'azir Muhammad, having saved 
himself from the expected Maratha attack by his apparent readi
ness to enter into an alliance with the Company, saw no reason 
to abandon his independence by actually concluding a treaty.1 
Moreover by signing a document to Baptiste wherein he stated 
that "he had always faithfully discharged the military service 
which he owed to the Maharajah", he cut the legal ground from 
under Moira*s feet.' In March 1815* ^trachy, the Resident at 
Gwalior, was asked to inform Sindia that negotiations for al
liances with Bhopal and Saugor had been fiJandoned.^ Wazir Mu
hammad’s duplicity was blamed for the breakdown of the nego
tiations,^ and the supreme Government with a final touch of 
defiance, declared that it retained the right to re-open the 
negotiations and that it still did not admit any claim of

p;Sindia*s over Bhopal.
Eventually, however, Moira had to hbandon even this 

position, for the Home Government expressed much dissatisfaction 
with his Bhopal and Saugor negotiations. 'khe Secret Committee 
made it plain that they saw no reason to change the settlement 
established by Cornwallis and Barlow, under which "our posses
sions have for ten years continued in a state of tranquillity",
1. Adam to Yvauchope, 29 March, 1815* B.P.S.C. 2 May, 1615, No.57*
2. Ibid; M.S. Mehta, op.cit., p.5b-.
3. Adam to Strachy, 29 March, 1615, B.P.S.C. 2 May, 1815, No.60. 
U. Adam to Wauchope, 29 March, 1815, B.P.S.C. 2 May, 1815, No.57.
5. Adam to Jenkins, 29 March, 1815, B.P.S.C. 2 May, 1815, No.63*
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and they added, uwe desire that no further steps may be taken 
for the purpose of concluding the engagement”.1 Moira, upon 
receipt of these orders, instructed ^lose at Gwalior to assume 
henceforth that the Company would not interpose between Sindia,

por any other chief, and Bhopal."'
It is unnecessary to pursue the matter further for, 

as will be seen, the area of operations of Amir Khan and of the 
Pindaris shifted from Malwa to Rajputana and to the Decean res
pectively. Eut it is necessary to note one outcome of the Bhopal 
affair: British hostility led ^india to draw closer once again
to the Pindaris. The various measures to curb Pindari activi
ties, detailed in the previous chapter, taken by Sindia in co
operation with the other powers in Central India were not pur
sued. Rather Baptiste concluded written engagements with the 
Pindari leaders, who were given jagirs in return for a promise 
to respect SindiaTs possessions and to maintain bodies of ca
valry attached to 3indiafs army. Under these agreements Chitu 
Khan received five, Narndar Khan three, and Wasil Muhammad seven 
rnahals.

Prom his repeated failures in the territory of the Ra
ja of Nagpur ^mir Khan learnt that the Brj_tish Government though 
not in alliance with the Raja would not tolerate the subversion 
of the RajaTs territory or his ultimate settlement there. So
he decided to move once more towards Rajputana, as a safer place
1. BoardTs draft of Sec. ^espktch, 29 Sept. 1615, vol.5, N o 107.
2. Adam to Close, 5 April, 1816, B.P.S.C. 6 April, 1816, No.111.
3. Close to Moira, 20 May, 1815, B.P.S.C. 6 Jjane, 1815, No.6.
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for his enterprising career. V-ith authority from Holkar’s 
Government to collect tribute from Jaipur and strengthened by 
a body of ^olkar’s army he set off for Jaipur in August 18lU*^
On his way he had a secret conference at Ajmer with two of his

ogenerals, Muhammad ohah Khan and Lai $ingh, - an£ the Pindari 
leaders, Rajun Khan and ^ost Muhammad whom he had also invited

Ztoi meet him there. These two agreed to act in conjunction with 
him, and they moved with some 10,000 Pindaris to a camp ten 
miles north of Ratlam on their way to Ajmer.^ But Chitu Khan, 
when he too was invited to join Amir Khan, hesitated. The dif
ficulty was that Karim Khan’s division under Kushal Kunwar was 
already serving with Amir Khan, and the long standing enmity 
between the two groups, reinforced by the conflicts in the
summer of 18li+ made any cordial co-operation against Jaipur as

5impossible as it had been against Nagpur. By mid-February Amir 
Khan was on his way from Ajmer with his Pindari followers. When 
he arrived in Jaipur he ordered these to ravage the territories 
of the state and he threatened the Kaja that if he did not send 
his minister to negotiate with him on his monetary claims he 
would destroy the entire cultivation. Powerless to resist, 
the Raja despatched his minister Shivnarain to Amir Khan’s camp. 
There were long discussions, in which Shivnarain displayed much
firmness, and he so far convinced Amir Khan that his original
1. oydenham to Russell, 28 Aug. loll;, ^.P.C. 27 Sept^ loir, 

No.i-t-2c.
2. Metcalfe to Adam, 16 Nov.lSlK, k.P.S.C. 6 Bee. 181U, No.102.
3. Metcalfe to Adam, lh Feb.1815, B.P.S.C. 28 Feb.1815, No.22.
U* Carnac to Warden, 12 Feb. 1815, Bom.P.C. 19 Feb. 1815, p*780

vol.57, Range 383-
5. Metcalfe to Adam, lU Feb. 1815, B.P.S.C. 28 Feb.1815, No. 26.
6. Metcalfe to Adam, 8 March, 1815, B.P.C. 28 March 1815,No.26.
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demands were beyond the capacity of the state, that the latter
eventually agreed to be satisfied with one and a half lakhs
- 25,000 rupees to be paid immediately, and the remainder by|>
instalments in the course of a year.'1" Amir Khan made it clear
however, that the minister would have to pacify his Pindari
chiefs, some of whom were accordingly sent to him* Shivnarain
was able to persuade them also that there was little to be hoped

2for from Jaipur.
The moderation of the settlement seems to have owed

much to the rumours that the Raja was about to renew his appeal
for a British alliance. As Metcalfe reported, Shivnarain had
busily endeavoured 11 to establish a belief that the British
Government was willing to extend its protection to that state."

Amir Khan attempted to ascertain the truth of these
sassertions, and to ward off British intervention, by intigating 

Holkar’s Government to write to the Resident at Delhi, ad
dressing him to remain on his guard against "the mischievous 
disposition of the Court of Jaipur".^ A clear hint was also 
given to Metcalfe that British interference for the protection 
of Jaipur might be "attended with dissensions with the Court 
of Holkar". Metcalfe, believing it "neither necessary nor desi
rable" to reply to the letter, left -̂ mir Khan in suspense as to5the real intentions of the Company.
1 . Metcalfe to Adam," 28 March, 1615, £. P .0. 18nApril, 1815, N o• 56
2. Ibid.
3. Ibid. In fact the Secret Committee had issued instructions in 

1813 for the conclusion of a subsidiary alliance, (Board’s 
Draft of Sec. despatch, 23 Dec. 1813, No.90, vol.1+5, but this 
had been set aside during the long Council debates of 1811+ un
til a general settlement of Central India could be agreed.

1+. Metcalfe to Adam, 28 March, 1815, B.P.C. 18 April, 1815, No.56 
5. Tbid.
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It was almost certainly the threat of an appeal to
the Company, and the doubt about the Company’s attitude which 
saved Jaipur from utter desolation. It was equally the case 
that had the possibility of British interference not existed 
nothing could have prevented the Pathan leader from subverting 
the Raja’s authority and becoming master of Jaipur, had he so 
wished.

In mid-July, immediately after this settlement, Amir 
Khan had to march to Miruth where Muhammad ShahtKhan had serious
ly ill. Two days after his arrival Muhammad Shah Khan expired 
in his camp.1 Though Amir Khan lost one of his most able
friends in Muhammad Shah Khanfs death, the event seems to have

2had no effect on his military strength. Amir Khan placed his 
minor son Uzir Khan in nominal command of Muhammad Shah KhanTs 
army, under the guidance and actual command of Baq singh with 
the assistance of Kuzulla Khan and Kuhatab Khan. As a commander 
Lai Singh had already acquired a good reputation, and Metcalfe!s 
comment on Amir Khan's dispositions was that uthe union of the 
forces under the actual command of Lali Sing with the name of 
Meer Khan’s son seems to be the best arrangement that could 
have been made for Meer Khan’s interests.” ^

After thus settling Muhammad uhah Khan’s affairs,
Amir Khan announced his intention of marching his forces towrards

_ l •  c  o u  -‘■“ U . o u n ,  j l v j  ,  - l u j - . . ,  ,  •  -i. • w  •  y i \ u . < c 27.

2. Metcalfe to Aclam, 27 uly, 1815, para.l, B.P.C. 23 Aug. 1815
Ho.20.

3. Ibid.
1. ibid. para.3•
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tlie settlement of his monetary claims, consisting in part of 
arrears due to the late Muhammad Shah Khan, and in part of pay
ments for his own forces. He reached Jodhpur in mid-September 
and was warmly received.1 After only a short discussion it was 
agreed that the Raja would pay eighteen lakhs of rupees, in three 
instalments.

Whatever the reasons for Raja ^an Singh’s ready ac-
■Z

ceptance of Amir Khan s terms, his ministers did not approve 
of them. They found no justification for accepting Amir Khan’s 
claims in full, while his armies had been and were still plunder
ing Jodhpur and its people. They therefore suggested that the 
offer should be reduced to eight lakhs, on account of the ad
vances made to the late Muhammad Shah Khaji, and the damage 
caused by Amir Khan’s troops.^ They seemed quite ready to face 
the consequences and strongly advised the Raja to desire Amir 
Khan to leave Jodhpur. The crafty Pathan chief of course did
not refuse to do so, but demanded an immediate settlement of

5his monetary claims."
TT^etcaife^o"Ada'mJ "23 "Sept. 1815, B.p.'C. 20 Oct. 1815, No.fliT
2. Metcalfe to Adam, 3 Oct. 1815, B.P.C. 20 Oct. 1815, No.JLj-7.
3. Among the reasons may have been the wish to retain his good 

will in the Jodhpur-Sind struggle over Amark0t. In April 
18lh the Amirs of Sind had tried hard to secure the assistance 
of Amir Khan, or at least his neutrality. Knclo. in letter 
from Strachy 3 May l8lh, Bom. P.C. U June 181U, p.2501,
vol.52.
Col. Tod’s description of the conflict of Raja Man Singh and 
his leading nobles with his overmighty minister Induraj and 
Guru Beonath may also have a bearing. See Tod’s, Annals and 
Antiquities of Rajasthan, vol.II pp.827 and 1091 (1920 ed.) 

h. Sir John Malcolm, Memoir of Central India, .... vol.I, p.343-
5. Metcalfe to A£am, 21 Oct. 1815, B.p.'C. 10 Nov. 1815, No. 16.



At last, in mid-October, it was agreed tha t 
gutbud-din Khan and Muhammad Sayyid Khan, with an escort, 
of fifteen Pathans should meet Beonath and the minister Singi 
Induraj in the fort at Jodhpur finally to adjust Amir Khan’s
monetary claims,1 The meeting duly took place, but ended in

2the murder of Beonath and Induraj. The explanation given 
to I etcalfe was that "when the Patan commanders joined Buksfe.ee 
oingee Indpraj, the Bukshee opined that their money should be 
paid in 3 instalments, the first after one month, the 2nd 
after five months, the 3rd after eight months. The commanders 
replied that in this mode nine months would elapse before the 
payment of the whole, a delay which they could not agree to and 
proposed to allow some deductions on the condition of getting 
ready money. The Bukshee then said, he would go to the Maharajah 
and return immediately with his orders on the case. As he was 
rising to go, the Patans seized him by his garments; and both 
he and Beonath expressing their indignation at this insult a 
scuffle ensued in which words and firearms were used and the 
Bukshee and the (iooroo and some others were immediately put 
to death!*

Immediately after this event Amir Khan wrote to the 
Raja and his ministers in a palliative tone that "what has 
happened was unpremeditated and accidental". He stated his
1. Metcalfe to Adam, 21 Oct. 1815, B.P.C. 10 Nov. 1815* No.l6
2. Metcalfe to Adam, 27 Oct. 1615, B.P.C, 17 Nov. 1815, No.26; 

anclo. in a letter from Cornac, 31 Oct. 1815, Bom. P.C. 15 
Nov. 1815, p.3175, vol.I Range, 38U*

3. Metcalfe to Adam, 28 Oct. 1815, B.P.C. 17 Nov. 1815, No.29*
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readiness to administer extreme punishment to the culprits,
though pointing out that punishment would not restore the Guru
and Bakshi to life, while it would increase mutual hostility
The Raja for his part issued a declaration that “no good could
now be done by the death of the Pathans, and that he intended
to send them under guard to Amir Khan’s camp, thus foiling the
attempt to secure revenge by the sons of the dead Guru and mi

'snister.
Metcalfe, the Resident at Relhi, did not consider that 

the event was as simple as Am l r Khan wanted others to believe; 
neither "unpremeditated nor accidental".^ Subsequent intelligence 
from Amir Khan's camp suggested that the Pathan leader in all his 
meetings with the Raja had betrayed a personal fear, which to 
Metcalfe seemed the sign "of a man bent on some treacherous vil
lainy". More than once meetings were prevented or hastily broken

5off by his alarms or suspicions. Again, his enmity to the mi
nisters was publicly known, and Metcalfe noted that "the persons 
sent to camp with the ministers were fit for the murderous part
they performed, but not for the amicable conduct of a money ne- 

c
gotiations"•

However, if Amir Khan was suspect of complicity in the 
crime, so Metcalfe thought, was the Raja. The escape under safe
conduct of the murderers could only suggest "that they must have
1. Metcalfe to Adam, 28 Oct. 1815/ -k.P.C. 17 Nov. 1615, No.29»
2. Ibid.
3. Metcalfe to Adam, 2 Nov. 1815* B.P.^. 25 Nov. 1815* No.31«
km Metcalfe to Adam, 21 Oct. 1815* B.P.C. lOtfSov. 1815* No.l6.
5. Metcalfe to Adam, 27 Oct. 1815* B.P.C. 17 Nov. 1815* No.26.
6. Ibid.



27 6.

been protected by some powerful party in the fort."^ In November 
1815 the veil of darkness around the murder was lifted, and Met
calfe's supicions confirmed, when the Raja's vakil, visiting 
Delhi, confessed that his master had instigated the murder of
the minister Singi Induraj. He said that “the Rajah had for 

been
some time/displeased with Singee Induraj but that the latter was 
supported by the Raja's Gooroo, and the power of the Gooroo over 
the Raja from religious influence, was such as to prevent the 
Raja from offering any lesson to ^ingee Induraj. That if the 
minister had been confined, a threat from the Gooroo of con
sidering himself also in confinement, would have been sufficient

pto ensure the release of the minister." Therefore, the vaicil 
continued, "to get rid of Singee Induraj the Rajah made use of 
Meer Khan, who would not be under any apprehension from the reli
gious power of the Gooroo. That the Rajah did not mean to have 
the Gooroo murdered, but that he fell irithe scuffle from his 
zeal to support the minister".

It is difficult to say whether Amir Khan gained or lest 
in character by the revelations. He was freed from the charge of 
instigating murder, but acquired the infamy of acting as a hired 
assassin. Instead of being the villain of the drama, he became 
merely the second murderer. But murderer or not, he had acquiree 
a new dominance at the Jodhpur court. The new minister was ap
pointed under his influence and his demand for quick delivery
1. Metcalfe to Adam, 27 Oct. 1815, 17 Nov. 1815, No.26.
2. Metcalfe to Adam, 7 Nov. 1815, B.p.C. 8 Dec. 1815» No.15.
3. Ibid.
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of the money received more attention.1 It was settled that the
amount of 22 lakhs would be paid, of which 5 lakhs had already
been paidl, 2 lakhs more would be paid immediately and the re-

pmainder after the Rabi harvest.
V'hile events had been moving to this very satisfactory 

conclusion in Jodhpur, Amir Khan had already turned his atten
tion again towards Jaipur. His excuse was the Raja’s failure 
to fulfil his recent bargain, his aim to profit from the in
ternal disputes in the Jaipur court at a time when the Company 
was deeply involved in the Nepal war. -̂ arly in October there
fore he had directed the infantry under Lai ^ingh to march to

ilward Jaipur.
The feuds of which Amir Khan sought to take advantage 

were those which surrounded the chief minister Shivnarain. He 
had created many enemies at court, who opposed his intention of 
saving Jaipur by an alliance with the Company even at the cost 
of Rajput independence. In September 1815 his removal from of
fice by his enemies seemed certain, and to save himself from this

5disgrace and its consequences he committed suicide. However, 
after his death, his son, Ganeshnarain, waS appointed minister 
and continued his father’s policy. By mid-September the Resident 
at Delhi had already "received from him pressing applications
for the protection of the British Government."^
1. Metcalfe to A^am, 2 Nov. 1815, B.P.C. 25 Nov. 1815, No.31*
2. Wellesley to Adam, 28 Nov. 1815, Bom.P.C. 20 Dec. 1815, p* 

5676, vol.2, Range 38U.
3. Metcalfe to Adam, 30 Oct. 1815, B.P.S.C, 17 Nov.1815, No.3*
U. Wellesley to Adam, 28 Nov. 1815, para.6, Bom. P.C. 28 Dec.

1815, p. 5677, vol.2, Range, 38U.
5« Metcalfe to A^am, 9 Sept. 1815, B.P.C. 27 Sept.1815, No.29*
6. Metcalfe to Adam, 15 Sept. 1815, B.P.C. 7 Oct. 1815, No.59*
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The enemies of the father resumed their plotting agaliBt 
the son, with the indirect support of Amj.r Khan, who was obvious
ly anxious to prevent a British alliance* Rao Chaturbhuj, a 
former minister, for some time past living in exile at Brinda- 
ban, returned to Jaipur hoping for a restoration to power,^ and 
he was joined by Raja Lakshman Singh and Misir Lakshman Narain, 
the nephew of the late Shivnarain* On the other side Bakshi 
ManjitDas, Raja Ubhe Singh and others supported the cause of 
Ganeshnarain.2 That party which was led by Rao uhaturbhuj was 
in favour of negotiating with Amir Khan, thereby saving the
country from his molestation; the other, headed by Ganeshnarain

xwished to achieve the same end by an alliance with theBritish.
For some time the influence of the two parties over 

the Raja seemed equally balanced, but on 15 October 1815 Met
calfe reported the victory of Rao Chaturbhuj, who was restored 
to office, and the flight from Jaipur of Ganeshnarain with his 
allies and such of the Jaipur forces as would follow them.^ 
Nothing now seemed to stand in the way of Amir Khan's ambition 
in Jaipur. His influence at court was increased by the pre-

5dominance of Chaturbhuj. In the country side, "while dissen
sions occupied the court of Jaipur, the Patan chiefs introduced 
their thannas into several places within a few miles of the
1. Metcalfe to A&am, 2 Oct. 1815* B.P.C. 27 Oct. 1815* No.2U.
2. Metcalfe to Adam, 15 Oct. 1815* para.3* B.P.C. 10 Nov. 1815* 

No.13.
3. Ibid.
U. Ibid.
5. Metcalfe to Adam, 19 Oct. 1815* B.P.C. 10 Nov. 1815* No.15; 

Wellesley to Adam, 28 Nov. 1815* Bom. P.C. 20 Dec. 1815* 
p.5676, vol.2, Range 38U.
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city", and three of the armies under Amir Khan’s control were 
’’plundering and taking possessions of different districts, in 
the Jeypoor country, viz. one under Lai Sing, another under 
Muhatab Khan and a third under Jamshed Khan”. Metcalfe 
concluded that when on his arrival from Jodhpur Amir Khan 
applied his whole force, the Jaipur state must succumb to his 
’’unbridled ambition”.

While Amir Khan advanced towards Jaipur, the new 
ministry, under the influence of Chaturbhuj prepared to 
purchase peace. Rao Harnarain, the nephew of Chaturbhuj was
accordingly deputed to open negotiations with the Pathan

2leader.“ Wellesley, the acting Resident at ^walior, wrote 
d0jpairingly to Calcutta that the Raja’s only duty seemed to beA 
approve of the views of the new ministry. The Raja, he 
reported, "as if unconscious or callous to the derangement of 
his affairs, seems to consider that the most important business 
of his state consists in processions, entertainments, and such 
display, on the outside of the city gates? and almost within
their view, foreign bands established their posts, live on the

3resources of the country”.
Then, at the end of 1815, there occurred another

dramatic change in Jaipur's fortune. The new ministry had
despatched Chand Singh at the head of an army to attack the

<4; k Sr Q (c\
party of the ex-ministers, at that time engaged in the seige ^
-o-P Kandela. . ._____________________________________________
L. Metcalfe to Adam, 15 Oct. 1815, B.P.C. 10 Nov.1815, no.13.
2. Metcalfe to Adam, 7 Nov. 1815, B.P.C. 8 Dec. 1815, no.16.
3. Wellesley to Adam, 28 Nov. 1815, Bom P.C. 20 Dec. 1815,

P* 5677, vol 2, Range, 384.



280.

^Chand ^ingh instead of attacking opened secret negotiations
with Bakshi Mahju Das, and plotted with him to capture power
at court. At the head of a part of the Jaipur army and the
majority of the ^hekwati chiefs the new allies marched towards
the capital,^ and expelled Chaturbhuj and his party from office.
The chiefs connected with this new change were Bakshman Singh and
Thakur Megh Singh, besides Maju Das and Chand Singh. To this

2party Ganeshnarain and ^aja Ubhe Singh also belonged. Metcalfe 
delightedly reported, !,the present arrangement, however, has 
the appearance of a union of the most respectable chiefs of 
the state.” Immediately after regaining power, they directed 
their vakil at Delhi to ask the Resident for the protection of 
the British Government. Amir Rhan’s hopes of controlling the 
JaipurnGovernment and extorting the twenty-two lakhs of tribute 
seemed at an end.

This was not, of course, the first time that a Jaipur 
vakil had lamented to the British Resident at Belhi his master’s 
helplessness before the Pathans and Pindaris. Since 1807, as 
has been seen, the vakils of the three Rajput states had repeated 
ly protested their master’s desire to enter into alliance with 
the Company. But hitherto their overtures had been met with a 
refusal and a polite restatement of the British policy of non
interference. What was new, in 1316, was that the Governor-
1. Metcalfe to Adam, 7 Jan. 1816, para.3 B.P.C. 3 Feb. 1816, No. 

18.
2. Ibid. para.6.
3• Ibid.
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General welcomed the chance to curb the rapid growth of the 
Pindaris and Pathans by concluding a treaty with Jaipur.

Moira’s views, outlined in the Council debates of 
181U had been strengthened by his long conversations with Met
calfe, summoned to his camp from Delhi at the end of that year. 
Metcalfe’s minute of December 181J+ had painted an imperial pic
ture. "There is Meer Khan within a few marches of the Delhi 
and Agra frontiers. 'rhere are Scindiah and the Raja of Magpore 
settling whether they shall attack us or not, and thus virtually 
menacing our frontier from Agra down to Kuttack. There are the 
Pindarries ready to pour themselves into every defenceless 
country and there, by contrast are the "petty states ...
subject to the continual plunder and oppression of the two former 
classes”.1 He had prescribed an imperial remedy - the petty, 
plundered states must be taken under British protection, and 
the military and predatory powers driven back upon themselves. 
"They must then devour each other, or waste away, or attack us”. 
Such attack, when it came should be welcomed as the means of 
incorporating Central India in British territory, thereby lin
king the Presidencies and shortening the military frontier.
"So far, therefore, from contemplating an increase of territory
as an evil to be avoided, we ought to desire it, whenever it

2can be justly obtained, as the source of safety and power”.
Moira’s own long minute of 1 December 1813 written after Amir
1. Edward Thompson. $he Life of Charles. Lord Metcalfe. pp.!3h- 

160.
2. Ibid.



282/.

Khan had driven Jaipur once more to plead for British protec
tion, reflects much of Metcalfe*s attitude, which fitted so well 
with his own.

Bo, where earlier the Governor-General had acquiesced 
in Amir Khan's plundering of Jaipur, in the name of Holkar, 
using the tribute extorted merely for his own subsistence, Moira 
looked upon Amir Khan as the prospective builder of a new in
dependent power in India.1 "All Asiatic history from the earli
est era affords traces of similar predatory associations. Many 
of them have been crushed before they attained any considerable 
degree of strength by the sagacious Jiealousy of powerful neigh
bours, many of them have gradually been dissolved from internal 
feuds, from dislike to new hordes, or from the want of supplies 
of men to fill the chasms occasioned by times or service, many 
have been involved or extinguished in the defeat of some chiefs 
to whom they had hired their temporary aid or have been absorbed
into the population of territories gained with their assistance

2by some fortunate adventurer”. But many plundering hordes, 
the Governor-General continued, had been "the acknowledged ori
gin of powers which after having in the shape of vast armies 
overrun more ancient establishment now rank among the nations 
of the earth” - witness the Turks and the Marathas^.^

Already, Moira argued, the Pindaris could bring into
the field, ”at the lowest computation twenty thousand horse of
1. Minute of Moira, 1 -̂ ec. 1815* paraa21, B.P.S.C. 15 June, 1816, 

No. 1.
2. Ibid.
3. Ibid. para.22.
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good quality" and could attract many more. Recently they had 
built forts, held by cavalry, infantry and artillery# What they 
most needed if theybwere to embrace more ambitious projects 
was leadership.^ That ftmir Khan could supply. "Concerning his 
qualification as leader, I believe there is no difference of 
opinion. His courage, his address and his activity are gene
rally acknowledged, and favourable events might therefore readi-

2ly elevate him to power". He had already made attempts to 
acquire a territorial base, and as a result, Moira pointed out, 
"we have twice had to assemble armies for the purpose of op
posing the attempts of Meer Khan to subvert the state of Nagpore 
and to erect a predatory power on its ruins". Even if the 
Pindaris were exterminated, the problem would not be solved, 
for "the force of Amir Khan was itself competent to serious 
enterprize." ^

How then should this threat be met? The territories 
of the Company and its allies had been constantly exposed to the 
ravages of the Pindaris, but experience showed that "a mere de
fensive warfare against such an enemy is ruinous". The frontier 
defences of the British territories were too readily forced by 
such troops as the Pindaris and once passed, the open towns and 
villages of the interior were ill able to prbtect themselves.
Moreover their effective pursuit and punishment was no easy
1. Minute of Moira, 1 Bee. 1815> para.2U, B.P.S.C. 15 June, l6l6, 

No. 1.
2. Ibid.
3. Ibid. para.25«
1+. Ibid. para.26.
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task, for the Company’s infantry and cavalry were "ill adopted
to compete with the rapid movements of their enemies.” ^

Nor could any reliance be placed upon Cin^ia an&
Holkar, for many attempts had already been made without success
to induce them to act against the Pindaris and Amir Khan. But
far from opposing, they had showed an inclination to preserve 

2them. Moira argued that the secret of their dubious attitude 
was that they were aware of the importance of the predatory 
forces, Pathan and Pindari, for their eventual conflict with 
the British Government. r̂heir great errors, the Marathas "con
ceive to have been the abandonment of the usual system of Mara- 
thâ f warfare in their late contests with the British power and 
they are not without hopes that they may succeed better in fu
ture, by reverting to their hereditary habits”.^ It would be 
for the Company, then, to destroy the Pindaris, and even if 
this should involve war with the Marathas that would be better 
than a prolonged, expensive and ineffective defensive effort.^

But the war would not be against the Pindaris as 
individuals, but against the system under which they flourished. 
Moira argued that "the existence of any power acting on a pre
datory system was incompatible with the security which we re
quire. The Pindarries and the Patan forces therefore ought to
1. Minute of Moira, 1 £>ec. 1815> para.50, B.P.S.C. 15 June, 18169 

No.l.2. Ibid. para.
3. Ibid. para.56. This was a prejudiced view. Both in Minto’s 

day and in his own there had been effective action both by 
Holkar and by Sindia to curb the Pindaris, as in the attacks 
on Karim Khan and Chitu Khan, and to prevent Pindari settleneit 
near Burhanpur and to dissuade Amir Khan from attacking Nag
pur in 181U. Moira wilfully ignored what did not suit his 
argument•
Ibid. para.71*
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be extinguished as predatory associations but if these powers
can be converted into peaceable communities of settled under
the Governments of other powers, relinquishing entirely their
predatory habits and furnishing us with good security for their
inoffensive conduct, there would be nothing incompatiblei
with our views in such an arrangement. We should not war against
the individual but against the system.” ^

A first step towards the destruction of the existing
and imposition of a new political system would be to disavow
the treaty of 1805: 11 It would be a fundamental part of this
plan, that we should be liberated from those restrictions which

2now prevent our interference with some of the petty states”.
Thjs would permit an alliance with Jodhpur, Udaipur and the minor
Rajput states, "our natural allies and the natural enemies of

•5the Marathas”. To save them from the Pathans and Pindaris,
Moira argued, was not only lawful, but a bounden duty”. ”1 am 
almost convinced that we are guilty of dereliction of the duty 
imposed on us by the supremacy of our power in India in permit
ting the predatory system to devastate so many countries and 
oppress so many states which supplicate our protection and to 
which it ought to be extended”.^ Never before had the petty
states of India been so cruelly subjected to uncontrolled
1. Minute of Moira, 1 Dec. 1815> para 86, B.P.S.C. 15 June” 1&16,

No.l.
It will be recalled that two Pindari chiefs had applied to 
Browne for service under the British in 1812, but had been 
brusquely turned away. But Metcalfe, in his minute had sug
gested that Amir Khan and Muhammad ^hah Khan might be provided 
for if they would disband their troops. Sdward Thompson, op.
cit., p. 157* _2. Ibid. para. 115*

3» tbid. para. 8U.
U. Ibid. para.98.
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oppression of plunderers. "And to what is this dreadful
c -..lamity to he attributed, to the selfish policy of the British
Government which possessing the power has not the will to
protect the weak and defenceless, which can cooly look on and
see countries, at its dowr mercilessly laid waste."1

Here were combined moral duty and political need, and
another chance, like that unhappily lost in Nagpur, Bhopal and
Saugor, to protect the weak while strengthening the British
strategic bajse against Amir Khan and the Pindaris . He
concluded by urging that "we should comply with the pressing
application of the Rajah of Jeypoor, and conclude ai alliance

2with that court without further delay."

In March 1816 peace was concluded with the Government
3of Nepal, and on 13 April Moira pressed upon his Council that

the question of an alliance with Jaipur should now be treated
as urgent, requiring an immediate decision. "If we are to act
at all for the rescue of Jeypoor, we must act instantly for it
is on the brink of perdition. There is no time for asking
orders from home."1 His plea for action was reinforced by the
receipt of a further request from the Maharaja oh 15 March 1816,
and by the consideration that even if protection of Jaipur led 
_________________  to a
1. Minute of Moira, 1 Dec. 1815, para 98, B.P.S.C. 15 June 1816

no. 1.
2. Ibid. para, 549.
3. "Governor-General’s Minute, 6 March 1816, B.P.S.C. 16 March

1816, No. 1.
4. Minute of Moira, 13 April 1816, B.P.S.C. 20 April 1816, no.l.

Between 4 February 1816, when Buckinghamshire died from a falL
and 24 June 1816 when Canning was appointed President of the
Board of Control, there was an interregnum under an acting
President. Of this period C.H. Philips comments, "no business
of any importance was discussed; the machinery of home govern
-ment of the Bast India Company came almost to a standstill."

* (op.cit., p.208.)
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war with Amir Kha*L, it would be "a preferable branch of the 
alternative" to cope with him before he had mastered Jaipur 
and drawn other Indian chiefs under his standard.^ He argued 
that "the dissipation of the Pindarry association from any 
internal causes, after they had attained such extent and con
sistency, is quite out of the chances." Rather, the impunity 
with which they had conducted their recent enterprises, and 
the magnitude of the booty gained, would attract "multitudes 
of the loose spirits" recently discharged by Hyderabad, Kurnul 
and Poona, so that "the rank of the freebooters will be filled,

pthe quality improved and the character heightened." If Amir 
Khan were allowed his way in Jaipur, besides having Holkarfs 
army and resources at his disposal^he would not waste a moment 
in assembling these further forces under him. Sindia would 
also in that case find himself in a dilemma. Either he must 
let his troops go over to the more active and alluring service 
of the Pindaris, or crush them by force. The latter being 
impossible, it would seem "he will prefer yielding to their 
forward will andssiimilate himself to them."^ "The political 
interest which turns on the fate of Jeypoor" he declared " is 
very important." "It would be erroneous in the extreme to say 
what matters it whether fche present Rajah or Ameer Khan shall 
fill the Musnud of Jeypoor*", erroneous because Amj_r Khan would
1. Minute of Moira, 13 April, 1816, B.P.S.C. 30 April, 1816, No.l
2. Ibid.
3. Ibid.
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"as sovereign add to the native strength of Jeypoor an army 
better composed, higher disciplined, and more fashioned to 
service than is possessed by any other chieftain in India."  ̂
These arguments of the Governor-General initiated another se
ries of minutes from the members of the Council, both upon the 
particular issue of a treaty with Jaipur and upon its wider 
implication.

Edmonstone opened on the 16th April with a minute in 
which he admitted "the expediency and the obligation of under
taking at a proper season, measures calculated to suppress the 
evil of the predatory incursions of the Pindarries", but denied 
that protection of Jaipur had any "immediate connection with 
that object." His argument was that there existed a fundamental

pdifference between Amir Khan’s Pathans and the Pindaris. 
"Although the term predatory powers of Hindostan has frequently 
been employed to designate the organised troops of the Patan 
leaders as well as the Pindarries, yet they are in essential 
respects widely different. The former consists chiefly of in
fantry and artillery regularly formed and disciplined, to which 
are added cavalry such is usually found in the ranks of the na- 
tive armies." Some of the principal Pindari leaders might 
have "some small bodies of infantry and some guns", but for all 
that they were "mere mounted robbers without organisation or
discipline". Amir Khan’s troops had been constantly employed
1. Minute of Moira, 13 April, I8l6, B.P.S.C. 20 April, 1816,No*l
2. Minute of Edmonstone, 16 April, 1816, para.3> B.P.S.C. 20 

April, 1816, No.2.
3. Ibid.



28q.

in intimidation of and extortion from the states of Udaipur, 
Jodhpur and Jaipur, but exaction of tribute and outrages were 
systematically employed by all native forces.*1' Moreover in 
Udaipur and Jodhpur the troops of Amir Khan and of the late 
Muhammad ^hah Khan were regularly stationed in "the assumed 
character of subsidiary forces”, while in Jaipur Amir Khan’s 
forces extorted money from the state partly under the denomi
nation of tribute due to Holkar and partly on the plea of pro-

?viding for their own subsistence. Edmonstone allowed that 
there were Pindari leaders attached to Amir Khan and acting 
under him, and these might be termed "predatory troops” - but 
not the Pathans. '-Therefore an alliance with Jaipur which was 
calculated only to affect the interest of Amir Khan but not of 
the Pindaris, was not "a necessary step in an expedition against 
the latter”.̂

The other point that Edmonstone made was that the 
Governor-General*s minute revealed that what was really in 
contemplation was no mere check to Amir Khan in Jaipur but the 
imposition of his scheme for a confederacy. Such a political 
reorganisation was contrary to the orders of the Secret Committee 
of 29 September 1815, already referred to, which laid down that 
affairs were "to be maintained in the same relative state under 
which our possessions have now, for ten years, continued in a 
state of tranquility”.̂ -
1. Minute of Edmonstone, l6 April, lSib, para.3> B.P.S.C. 20 

April, 1816, No.2.
2. Ibid., para.U.
3. Ibid.
U. Tbld.



Edmonstone in declaring that an attack on Amir Khan 
by protecting Jaipur would have no connection with the suppres
sion of the Pindaris was on weak ground, as he was in believing 
that peace in India could be secured by the suppression of the

jC i
Pindaris alone. Amir^had too often taken lead in attempting to 
subvert existing governments, and had regularly enlisted Pin
dari support, as in his 1809 and 1814 attempts upon Nagpur. 
However Moira was scarcely sounder when on 2b April he agreed 
that the organisation of the Pathans and Pindaris was dissimi
lar, but argued that the fundamental principles of their asso
ciations and activities were the same.'*’ By suggesting in 
his minute of 1 December that Amir Khan might be offered a 
settlement, he had tacitly admitted that he was something more 
than a mere freebooter.

Edmonstone’s second ground for opposing Moira, that 
he was proposing a radical political rearrangement was, however 
unanswerable. It was taken up even more forcibly by Dowdeswell. 
He disagreed completely with the project of taking Jaipur under 
protection, because "this measure proposed must necessarily in-

2volve us in the first instance in hostilities with Ameer Khan", 
and then "eventually lead to an extended state of war" with the 
Marathas. That would be entirely at variance with the moderate 
and pacific course of policy hitherto pursued by the British 
Government, so wisely and judiciously.-^
1. Minute of Moira, t<2fee4pt*ilrpl§l5> IBiB,S .Ci*' 11 May, 1816 No.l.
2. Minute of Dowdeswell, 19 April, 1816, B.P.s.c. 20 April,

1816, No.5.
3. Minute of Dowdeswell, 8 May, 1816, B.P.S.C. 11 May, 1816,

No.2.
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The third member of the Council, Seton, had opposed 
the Jaipur alliance in 181U, but in his minute of 17 April 
1816 he showed that he had come round in the main to Moira’s 
view. His "decided opinion is that in conformity to the pro
position of the Governor-General, our alliance with Jaipur 
should be renewed and that in consideration of the present 
critical state of that country, it is extremely desirable that 
the preliminary measures necessarily connected with the arrange
ment, should be adopted with the least practicable delay".'1'
Since "sooner or later we must check the progress of Ameer Khan", 
the only problem is "whether we can oppose him with greater ef
fect before he becomes master of Jeypoor, or after he shall 
have established himself in that country, and possessed himself
of its resources, - a question which in my judgement, admits

2only of one answer." However he shared with Edmonstone and 
Doe/deswell the wish to avoid provoking a clash with the Mara
thas. He pointed out that Amir Khan, who still called himself 
a partisan of the House of Holkar, might in that capacity plead 
the right of Malharrao Holkar to exact tribute from Jaipur. ^
He recalled that while Resident at DelM he had discussed the 
subject with the vakils of Jaipur and Jodhpur. They had not 
denied the right of Sindia and Holkar to money payments as a 
species of tribute. Eut what they bitterly complained of and
with too much cause, was that under the pretext of levying
1. Minute of Seton, 17 April, 18l6>, B.P.S.C. 20 April, l8l6,No.3
2. Ibid.
3. Ibid.
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this tribute, armies were stationed in their master s’ 
dominions.1 He therefore suggested that the British Government 
should guarantee to Holkar and Sindia the payment of tribute, 
if admitted by the Maharaja. This would satisfy Jaipur, but

pavoid a rupture with either of the Maratha powers. The weak
ness of the argument lay in its estimation of Simla’s reactions. 
Sindia was as teen to maintain his claim on Jaipur as he was 
jealous of any British re-establishment of a subsidiary force.

Edmonstone, in a second minute, took up this point.
He believed that an alliance with Jaipur, a departure from 
established British policy, would cause a general alarm and 
combination against the Company# An alliance with Jaipur must
cause a rupture with Amj.r Khan and Sindia, and the Governor-

3General was wrong in thinking otherwise. Sindia, "who for
some time past has afforded unequivocal indications of the fear
which he entertains of our power and our designs, cannot but
contemplate with apprehension our deviation from the principles
of that policy which was observed by this Government during so
considerable a period of time subsequent to the close of the
Marhatta war, in the renewal of the alliance with Rajah Jugget
S i n g " H e  cannot but suppose the British Governments views

5to be still more extended, and naturally anticipate the
1. Minute of 6eton, 17 Apri1, 161o, B.P.S.C. 30 April, 1816,No.3.
2. Ibid.
3. Minute of Edmonstone, 22 April, 1816, para. 1+8 B.P.S.C. 15 

June, 1816, No.4.
4. Ibid.
5. In 1814 Sindia’s vakil had declared that the British alliance 

then proposed with Bhopal must be only a step to further ag
grandizement. Strachy to Moira, 2 Pec. 1814, B.P.S.C. 20 
Dec. 1814, No.34.
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“ultimate subjection of his own state to our progressive supre
macy”. Edmonstone also made the point that with the burden 
of expenses of the Nepal war still to be shouldered, the Compa
res finances, as well as policy, required that nothing ought 
to be done likely to provoke further war*'*'

To the objections of Edmonstone and Dowdeswell that 
an alliance with Jaipur would lead to wider conflict, Moira 
replied on 2k April. Dowdeswell, he said, argued that it 
would be impolitic to prevent Amir Khan’s subjugation of Jaipur 
because he would "resist by force our alliance with that state” 
But war with Amir Khan, now merely a matter of ”vague possibili 
ty”, would be certain if he were allowed to acquire Jaipur:
”He could not abandon his conquests and that struggle would be

2certain which is now at most problematical”* Moira than re
stated emphatically his belief that even war with Sindia and 
Amir Khan would be preferable to forbearance in the face of 
Pindari oppression of the defenceless inhabitants either of 
British or Indian territory* "I request Mr. Edmonstone and Mr. 
Dotfdeswell to ask themselves why we have not crushed the 
Pindarries long ago and precluded the enormous barbarities of 
their two last expeditions across the Nerbudda. Their answer 
would be that we should have done so had we not been convinced 
that the Pindarries would be supported by Scindiah and Holkar.

3Indeed I Why then are we not at war with Scindiah and Holkar?”^
1. Minute of Edmonstone, 22 April, 1816, para.U8, B.P.S.C. 15 

June, 1816, No.lw
2. Minute of Moira, 2k April, 1816, B.P.S.C. 11 May, 1816, No.l
3. Ibid.
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After these sharp arguments, Moira’s view was carried 
by a majority vote, and the decision taken to take up the Maha
raja of Jaippur’s request for a protective alliance.

Before seeing the outcome of this Council decision, 
it is necessary to see how far Moira’s proposals had the support 
of the Home Authorities. In December 1813 the Board of Control 
under Buckinghamshire had consented to Minto’s taking Jaipur 
under British protection. The Raja appeared to them "to have 
been reduced to a deplorable state of weakness, and to have 
been in danger of succumbing under the weight of his difficul
ties”.1 They also noted that "there are circumstances peculiar 
to the cause of this chieftain which dispose us to afford him 
the henefit of our interposition, 1st the proximity of the state 
of Jeynaghar to our frontier post of Rewaree and to the terri
tories of our allies, the Rajahs of Macherry and Bhurtpore; 
2ndly, a reference to our former connection with the Rajah and 
to the circumstances under which that connection was broken off 
and 3rdly, the competency of the British Government to renew the
connection without any breach of its subsisting treaties with

2other states”. However they were careful to advise Minto to 
secure Sindia’s co-operation in concluding the settlement, and 
if required ’’sacrifices ought to be made to obtain his con- 
currence. For this purpose they suggested that Minto might 
take up either of the two plans proposed to Seton, the
1. Board’s Draft of Sec. Bespatch, 23 Dec. 1813, para.5, No.90 

vol.U#
2. Ibid.
3. Ibid. para.8.
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Resident at Delhi by the Jaipur vakil in 1810, Ke had suggested 
that the Company should mediate a treaty between Jaipur and 
the Maratha states by which the Raja should pay an annual tri
bute to them through the hands of the Company in return for a
Marath agreement not to enter Jaipur. If that were not pos-

k
sible then the Maratha tribute should be done away with and
Jaipur given British protection in return for a similar tri-

2bute. The Board agreed to a settlement on either of these 
terms, with the important stipulation that the Raja "should 
constantly retain in his service a specified number of irregu
lar cavalry, to be employed when we may deem their co-operation 
necessary, for the defence of the frontier, and that he shall 
be further called upon to contribute by a small subsidy towards 
the expense of the force that may be stationed by us for affor
ding adequate protection to his territories." ^

It may be noted that in agreeing to Minto1 s proposal 
the Board were not aiming to diminish Amir Khan’s power and were 
unwilling to permit the measure if there were any risk of war 
with the Marathas. Moira, however, in view of the crisis oc
casioned by the Nepal war, and of his belief that a Jaipur al
liance would probably "produce the effects of embroiling us with 
Sindia", decided to postpone any negotiations.^ The Board
signified that it was prepared to "acquiesce In the postponement
1. Set on to Edmonst one, 10 *’eb. 1810, para.3 B.P.G. 6 "March, 

1810, No.15.
2. Ibid. para.U
3. Board’s Draft of Sec. Despatch, 23 ^ec. 1813, para.7, No.90, 

vol.U.Board’s Draft of Sec. Despatch, 19 May, 1815, para.3, No.l0l+, vol.5.
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of the negotiations with Jeynaghar", and, rendered cautious by 
the reverses of the Nepal war prohibited Moira "from making any 
change in the system of our political relations without special 
authority from home".'*' This despatch Moira interpreted, however, 
in the Council debates of April 1816, as permissive: "when they
expressed their acquiescence in the postponement of a treaty 
with Jeypoor under the then existing circumstances (the embar
rassment of the Goorkha war) they mean to imply their expecta
tion that their instruction will be resumed as early as an al-

2tered state of affairs will allow." With this interpreta
tion he felt justified in negotiating a treaty with Jaipur.

The Resident at Delhi was accordingly directed to uti
lise the renewed soli^icitation of the Jaipur court as 11 the most 
natural basis of the proposed negotiations", for a subsidiary 
alliance. The Raja should be reminded of the importance of this 
alliance "nay even its necessity for his existence as a Prince".
He should accept the treaty with a firm resolution to adhere to 
the advice of the British Government in all events, and be guided 
by it in all his political measures. In return he could depend 
on the British Government for his permanent security against 
those dangers which had nearly ruined his country and shaken

lihis Government to its foundation.
1. Board’s Draft of ^ec. despatch, 29 bept. lSl5# para.9, No.107, 

vol.5«2. Minute of Moira, 13 April, 1816, B.P.S.C. 20 April, 1816, No.l.
3. Adam to Metcalfe, 20 April, 1816, para.U* B.P.S.C. 20 April, 

1816, No.6.
Ibid.
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The Resident was further instructed that immediately 
after the conclusion of the treaty Amir Khan should be distinctly 
apprized of the alliance and the implied obligation of the Bri
tish Government to save Jaipur from any external danger. "As 
the British Government pledges itself not to suffer the conti
nuance of any foreign troops within the dominions of the Rajah 
of Jeypoor, he [Amir Khan] must necessarily withdrew his forces 
beyond those limits, within which he can have no claim to re
main either on his own account or on that of Holkar who renounced 
all pretensions to tribute from Jeypoor by the treaty of 1806."^ 
However, at a proper time the British Government would not be 
unwilling to listen to any reasonable claim which Holkar*s 
Government might produce. Again, in adverting to Holkar1s 
"supposed claim" it would be proper to avoid anything that could 
be construed into an admission of Amir Khan*s right to negotiate
on the part of Holkar, a right which had never been recognised

2by the British Government.
Evidently, the British Government was disposed to 

acquiesce in Holkar*s monetary claim upon the Raja and prepared 
to see the tribute regularly paid to Holkar*s Government. Its 
objection was to Amir Khan!s exploiting Jaipur in the name of 
Holkar, thereby increasing his own power. The Governor-General 
therefore instructed Ochterlony, commander of the force destined 
to enter Jaipur, that the meditated treaty had three main func
tions.^ Firstly, "the clearing the country of Ameer Khan and
1. Adam to Metcalfe, 20 April, 1816, para.26 B.P.G.O. 20 April, 

1816, No.6.
2. Ibid., para.29*3* Adam to Ochterlony, 20 April, 1816, para.2, B.P.S.C. 20 April, 1816, No.7#
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his Pindarries by whom it was now overrun; next the settling 
the Raja's Government and country and finally the establishing 
within his territory the subsidiary force".^ The ^overnor-Ge- 
neral did not think that Amir Khan would venture to oppose the 
British force, but if he or any of his chiefs persisted in op
posing the projected alliance, "they must be attacked, dispersed

2and driven from the country".
Close, the Resident with Sindia was directed to in

form him that the Government of Jaipur after many years of suf
fering from the ravages and extortions of predatory leaders had
renewed with increased earnestness its applications to the Bri-

■3tish Government for protection. The British Government mindful
of its former friendship and considering itself and the Jaipur
Government equally at liberty to make what arrangement they
might deem consistent with their respective interests, had
listened to the Raja's solicitations and resolved to extend its
protection to that Prince.^ The Resident should argue that as
the late treaty with Jaipur was concluded in 1803 - that is to
say, before the conclusion of the Peace with Sindia and Holkar
in 1805 - and as the British Government had of its own volition
dissolved that alliance in 1806, there could be no reasonable

5objection if it now chose to renew the former alliance. Moreover 
should the Jaipur Government agree to pay a fixed tribut to any
state, the British Government would "not only not obstruct the
1. Adam to Ochterlony, 20 April, I8l6, para.2. B.P.S.C. 20 April, 

1816, No. 7.
2. Ibid. para.6.
3. Adam to uiose, 20 April, 1816, para.7> B.P.S.C. 20 April, 1816 

No.9.
k .  Ibid.
5. Ibid.
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payment of such tribute but on the contrary render the performance
of the engagement more secure.11 Such a state would now have "the
security of the British Government for the punctual discharge
of their demands instead of being obliged to enforce them by

1the sword at much trouble and expense."
It is clear that in applying his plan Moira had taken 

due note both of the objections of members of his Council, and 
of the orders issued by the Board of Control, and that while 
curbing Amir Khan’s power the attempt was made to conciliate 
Sindia, and avoid any rupture with him. Yet Moira’s real hopes
- that a rupture might occure, and the chance of a final for-:
cible settlement of all central India thus arise - seem to be 
revealed by the very elaborate military measures which he ordered 
while Metcalfe was negotiating. In all some U0,000 infantry, 
12,000 cavalry with artillery and state troops support were 
ordered to assemble, with two strong forces at Rewari and Mut
tra, a reserve corps at Cawnpore, and the subsidiary forces of
Boona, Hyderabad, Boroda and Nagpur, and the troops of Bundel-

2khand all moving to forward positions. Moira clearly believed 
that Gindia, though he stood to gain from a check to the rival 
power of Amir Khan, would really resent the growth of British 
power in India still more.

In fact, for some years past Sindia seemed to have 
lost interest in the affair of Rajputana. While in 1810 and
1811 Amir Khan had been increasing his own strength at the cost
1. Adam to Giose, 20 April, 181(5, para.7« B.P.S.C. 20 April,

1816, No.9.2. Adam to Ochterlony, 20 April, 1816, B.P.S.C. 20 April, 1816, 
No.7.
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of Udaipur and Jaipur ^india had neither opposed him, nor laun
ched any protest with Holkar1 s court.'1' This may be ascribed to 
his preoccupation with the conquest of Bhopal or perhaps to con
sciousness of his inability to contest the united forces of Amir 
Khan and Holkar. In 1812 an attempt was made by Yashvantrao 
Senapati, the father-in-law of Sindia*s daughter, to effect a 
compromise between Amir Khan and Sindia. But this attempt 
failed to yield any positive result. Kather, Amir Khan*el de
clared intention to support the r,awab of ^hopal and to invade 
the territory of the Raja of Nagpur in 181U led to Sindia*s 
active opposition. But after British negotiations had brought 
Sindia*s operation in Bhopal to an end, and after Amir Khan had 
begun to intervene in Jaipur in 1815 Sindia*s attention was 
turned again to the Rajput states.

When Amir Khan began his march towards Jaipur, the 
Ma&araja not only addressed appeals to the Company; he also 
opened negotiations with Sindia, through his vakil at Gwalior, 
Ramkishen. The stage seemed set for a renewal of the Sindia- 
Holkar rivalry in Rajputana. Bapu Sindia with a small party of
horse moved to Ajmer, and assured the Maharaja of Sindia*s 

Lsupport.
Amir Khan, however, showed that he wished to avoid open 

hostilities with Sindia. When his general Jamshed Khan wrote to
him that Bapu Sindia had been dislodging his thanas in Udaipur
1. Strach^ to Hewett, 8 Nov. 1811, B.C. vol.393/10017, p*23.
2. Strachy to Minto, 11 July, 1812, B.P.C. 31 July, 1812, go. 8.
3. Metcalfe to Adam, 23 Sept. 1815, B.P.C. 20 Oct. 1815, No.U5*
U. Ibid.
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and installing his own and asked Amir* Khan to march to attack 
him, Amir Khan directed Jamshed Khan to remain entirely on the 
d e f e n s i v e A  few days later he wrote personallytto Sindia 
requesting him "to order his officers not to invade Meer Khan!s 
possessions, and promising that his dependants in that case

pshall not disturb the Maharajah’s territories".
For his part, though Sindia accepted the opportunity 

to pose as the protector of Jaipur, and so ultimately to exploit 
her, he was too prudent rashly to commit himself to an active 
struggle with Amj.r Khan. Bapu Sindia reported that the Raja 
of Jaipur and his minister Manju Das had expressed their deter- 
mination to resist Amir Khan and that "they are accordingly 
collecting their troops and have summoned their feudatories".
But when he declared that "if Meer Khan’s ruin is desired by the 
Maharajah, he must send him [Bapu Sindia] reinforcements with
out delay or the moment will be lost",^ he was cautioned by
Sindia to await "some solid proof of the Jeypoor spirit" before

5taking any part in the contest.
It was clear that neither Sindia nor Amir Khan wanted 

to be involved in open hostility with the other. Their main 
object was to exploit the resources of Jaipur, Amir Khan by 
means of threats, Sindia by posing as the protector of the Raja.

Their caution was only reinforced, when they learned
of the Company’s decision to take Jaipur under its protection.
1. Metcalfe to Adam, 15 Oct. 1815, para.13* B.P.O.10 Nov.1815,

No.13.
2. Metcalfe to Adam, 19 Oct. 1815, para.13, B.P.C. 10 Nov. 1815, 

No.15.3. Metcalfe to Adam, 23 Sept. 1815, B.P.C. 20 Oct.1815, No.i+5*^A. Wellesley to Adam, 1 Feb. 1816, para.8, B.P.C. 2 March, 1816,No.lib.
5. Ibid. para. 9.



3 0 ^

Amir Khan at once addressed a letter to Sindia couched in con
ciliatory terms and expressive of his anxiety at this undesirable 
development of the situation. He stated that his object was to 
find means to maintain his troops and not to excite Sindia1 s 
jealousy or push the Raja into an alliance with the British 
Government”."̂ Sindia, for his part, hastened to warn Bapu Sindia 
against pressing Jaipur and so driving the state to seek British 
protection. Bapu was directed to "conciliate the Rajputs by 
every means in his power and not to discourage them by any con
duct which may interrupt the harmony that Scindiah wishes to 
preserve with them”. Rajafs vakil at Sindia*s court was
strongly assured that in the event of the Raja*s actual hosti
lity with Amir Khan, Bapu Sindia would take the field against 
Amir Khan.^ To prove the reality ofihis promise Bapu Sindia

hwas directed to move towards Jaipur, to be ready to protect him. 
However, £lose was convinced that Sindia had no real wish to 
clash with Amir Khan, andthat Bapu Sindia*s advance had no 
other purpose than to dissuade the Jaipur Raja from accepting

5British protection out of fear of Amir Khan.
Amir Khan was no less earnest in his attempts to pre

vent a British alliance. In the middle of May he wrote to Zalim
Singh of Kotah to say that he would soon be reparing to Shirgarh,
1. Close to Moira, 9 May, 181(5, para.2 B.P.S.C. 25 May, 18l6,No. 

32.
2. Ibid., para.3*
3« Ibid., para.U.
h. By 22 May some 6,500 further troops had been sent to join Bapu 

Sindia*s original 3>000. Close to Moira, 22 May, 1816, B.P.SjC 
11 June, 1816, No.28.

5. Close to Moira, 9 May, 1816, para.5, B.P.S.C. 25 May, 1816,
No.32.

6. Close to Metcalfe, 19 May, 1816, B.P.S.C. 11 June, 1816,No.27*



and in the first days of June to the Jaipur Raja, assuring him 
that he had no intention of seizing Jaipur territory, "it was 
gar from being his wish,11 he v/rote, "to involve his Government 
in any serious distress.1'̂  Negotiations thereupon began for his 
restoration of the places he had occupied in Jaipur, and for 
his withdrawal. In return, as Metcalfe subsequently leannt,
"the Rajah of Jeypoor agreed in his negotiations with Meer Khan

2
to discontinue his negotiations with us [the British Government]” 

Amir Khan followed up these moves by directing Holkar*s 
vakil at Delhi to find out British intentions regarding Jaipur.
On 12 June Metcalfe reported to the Governor-General that he 
had informed the vakil that "no change had yet taken place in 
our relation with Jaipur. That if we should at any time deter
mine to protect that country, he should receive timely notice, 
and that with regards to the movements of troops, corps lately 
employed in the Nepal war, were moving to their proper stations

3and these movements gave rise to various reports.”-̂ Amir Khan 
#as not reassured, however, by Metcalfe*s bland lies, and he 
wrote to Balaram ^eth at Holkar*s court of his fears that the 
British troops moving from Relhi to Rewari would advance to at
tack him. He therefore asked Balaram to remonstrate with the 
Resident*s news-writer at Holkarfts court.^ Rulsibai did send 
for the news-v/riter and demanded information about the march
of the troops, while Balaram Seth declared that if the British
1. Close to Metcalfe, h June^ 1816, B.P.s.G. 22 June, 1816, No.

25.
2. Metcalfe to Adam, 7 Aug. 1816, para.71> B.P.S.C. 7 Sept.

1816, No.5.3. Metcalfe to Adam, 12 June 1816, B.P.S.C. 29 June, 1816, No.12 
U. Ibid.
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army advanced against Amir Khan, Holkar*s Government would re
lease Karim Khan to lay waste British territories and send 
troops for his safety.'1' After retiring from Jaipur Amir Khan 
himself addressed the Resident at Delhi, saying that the British 
Government was said to have intended to assist the Raja and
asserting that "by treaty with Holkar we [the British GovernmentI

2were bound not to do so." Ehe Resident replied that it was 
true that the Rajah of Jeypoor had applied for our assistance, 
but that nothing had yet been settled on that subject, that, 
however, we were perfectly at liberty to take Jaipur under our 
protection, whenever we might choose to do so, as the treaty, 
with Holkar so far from preventing it, left Jeypoor on our side.” 

Meanwhile, since June, Metcalfe had been busy in ne
gotiations with ^ankar Das, the vakil specially deputed by the 
Jaipur Raja for the purpose. The principal subject of contro
versy was the amount of the subsidy to be paid by Jaipur for the 
British protective force. Metcalfe began by asking for twenty 
five lakhs of rupees a year. Later he realised that this was 
too large a sum, and beyond the capacity of Jaipur either under 
the present circumstances or in f u t u r e S o  the Resident, having 
settled in his own mind that fifteen lakhs was a sum which the 
Government of Jaipur would be able to pay, when security and
prosperity should be established in the country, proposed that
~  Metcalfe to Adam, 12 June, lfilS, ^.P.^.G. 29 June, 1816, No. 12
2. Metcalfe to Adam, 7 Aug. 1816, para.91> B.P.S.C. 7 Sept.

1816, No.5.
3* Ibid. para. 92.

Ibid.
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sum to the vakil.1 For the first year nothing was to be paid in 
consequence of the ruined state of Jaipur, for the second and 
third years, five lakhs, for the fourth and fifth years ten

plakhs and fifteen lakhs annually thereafter. But then, when 
everything seemed decided, the vakil ‘'started a secret prepos
terous proposition" that the British Government should deliver
up Tonk and Rampura to them and urged it as a sine
sequently the entire situation was altered. The Resident

quanon. Con- 
was

not disposed to listen to this proposal and endeavoured to show
■3him the absurdity of it.

The Jaipur vakil had appeared to consider that the ne
gotiations had been brought to a successful termination and 
congratulated the Resident on the conclusion of a treaty, which 
by saving Jaipur from destruction and restoring that country to 
her ancient respectability, would bring immortal honour to him. 
He also expressed his belief that the treaty, though concluded 
with Jaipur only, would by natural consequences effect the pro
tection of other states also.^ But Metcalfe refused to accept 
the demand for Tonk and Rampura, both long in the possession of 
Holkar, and under him, of Amir Khan. He made it clear that if 
Holkar and Amiv. Khan agreed to the treaty there could be no 
question of their dispossesion, for the two areas had been

1. Metcalfe to A^am, 3 July, 1816, B.P.S.C. 3 Aug. 1816, No.3*
2. Ibid.
3. Metcalfe to A^am, 7 July, 1816, B.P.S.C. 3 Aug. 1816, No.!}-.
lw Metcalfe to Adam, 7 Aug. 1816, para.33* B.P.S.C. 7 Sept.

1816, No.5.
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restored to Holkar by the Company in 1806. When the vakil re-
fused to accept the Resident’s arguments and declined to sign
a treaty without a satisfactory promise with regard to Tonk and

2Rampura, Metcalfe broke off the negotiations.
Why had the negotiations broken down, ending as those 

with Bhopal had done, in a fiasco? The answer seems to be, as 
it had been in the case of Bhopal, that the mere knowledge that 
negotiations were taking place, had been sufficient to save the 
threatened state. Thoguh Metcalfe was directed to inform the 
Jaipur Raja that his delusive conduct entitled him to no con
sideration, and that wthe character and honour of the British 
Government require that he should be distinctly apprized of the 
impression which his conduct has made on the mind of the Governor 
- General in Council”,̂  it was clear that once Amir Khan had 
lifted his siege of Jaipur and marched away, the Jaipur Raja was 
no longer interested in surrendering his freedom by entering 
into a treaty of subsidiary, alliance.

As at Bhopal in 161U, so at Jaipur in 1SK, events had 
ended in a stalemate. Amir Khan and the Pindaris had been denied 
their prey, Moira his treaty, or perhaps his war. Yet the po
litical and military measures of the Company had served to save 
Jaipur from impending calamity. Amir Khan’s envoy on a sub
sequent visit to the Resident at Belhi admitted that “it was
1. Metcalfe to A^am, 7 ^ug. 1816, para.U5, B.P.S.C. 7 Sept.

1816, No.5.
2. Ibid.
3. Adam to Metcalfe, 18nJuly, 1816, B.P.S.C. 3 Aug. 1816, No.5*



the belief of the actual approach of our [British] troops which 
induced Ivieer Khan to patch up an agreement with Jeypoor, and re
tire, as he was aware that no one could cope with our [British] 
power, though if attacked he must of necessity do his best."'*'
He further informed the Resident that “the Rajah had sent Meer 
Khan, a Persian paper with an English signature said to be mine 
[Metcalfe’s], engaging that our [British] troops should speedily 
advance to Jeypoor11 • The Resident commented that this was either 
a "falsehood" on the part of the agent, or a “forgery" on that 
of the Raja, but, forgery or falsehood, it was clear that the 
British Government’s decision to take Jaipur under its protec
tion had alone been responsible for ^mir Khan’s voluntary re
treat from Jaipur#

It may also be argued, as Mehta has argued, that the 
successive failures of Moira’s efforts to bring Nagpur, Bhopal, 
Saugor and Jaipur within the Company’s orbit and so to drive the 
Pathans and Pindaris back upon themselves were not complete fail
ures. The very attempts marked a decisive break with the policy 
of absolute non-interference, and there had been a distinct shift 
in opinion both in London and within the Council at Calcutta. 
"After more than ten years of break and reaction following 
Wellesley’s period, Moira could not be expected to start building 
where his great predecessor had left off. The first two years 
and a half were naturally occupied with these attempts, which
1. Metcalfe to Adam, 25 Sept. 1816, B.P.S.C. 12 Oct. 1816, No.l6.
2. Ibid.
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certainly succeeded in preparing the ground for his measures, 
in warning the Indian Princes, in, trying to convert his 
employers in England and his colleagues at Calcutta, and in 
infusing a new spirit into the political outlook of the 
Bengal Government *" ^

1. M.S. Mehta, op.cit. p.65«



Chapter VII.

Reversal of British Policy, 1815 - 1817*

It was the threat in 1814 of an effective union 
between Amir Kh n and the various Pindari groups which led the 
British Government to make such strenuous efforts to bring first 
Nagpur and then Bhopal under its protection. In 1815 the dis
unity and conflict among the Pindaris removed that danger, so 
that with Amir Khan’s advance into Jaipur, British interest 
could be turned from central to western India. In 1816 and in 

1817, however* the Pindaris by a startling outbreak into the 
Deccan were to recall the full attention of the Company and pro
voke a radical change in its policy.

Prom 1812 onwards the successes the Pindaris had 
gained in both the Company’s territories and those of other 
Indian rulers had attracted "multitudes of the loose spirits" 
of India to their camps. But with the augmentation of their 
numbers, dissensions and quarrels became more frequent among 
them. Karim KhanJs imprisonment, Dost Muhammad’s death on 7 
February 1815 in his cantonment near Bhilsa, and Amir Khan’s 
return to Jaipur intensified their disunity while new leaders 
- Namdar Khan, Kushal Kunar and tfasil Muhammad - struggled to 

the f'ore.̂  Throughout most of 1815, therefore, their forces

1. Strachy to Moira, 14 Feb. 1815, B.P.S.C. 7 March, 1815, No.56.



were widely scattered. hile a part of Karim Khan's division 
was acting under Amir Khan in Rajputana, Namdar Khan and Wasil 
Muhammad had attached themselves to Yashvantrao Bhan, a re
volted chief of Sindia;^ Kadir Baksh and Tuku of the Holkar- 
shahi Pindaris were sometimes serving the zamindars of Ghandia
and Kawjira in Rewa and sometimes plundering the unprotected

2districts of the Rewa territory.
This Pindari disunity and dissension might be looked 

upon in some degree as a counteraction to the malignity of the 
evil supplied by the evil itself. They had tended more than 
anything else to cramp Pindari operations and clog their prog
ress towards the assumption of a more formidable character. 
Nevertheless the evil was neither diminished in its total size 
nor at a stand but increasing. All that was needed was someone 
to give it shape and purpose. By the end of 1815 the Pindari 
groups had recognised the need for unity, and Chitu Khan had 
emerged as the only leader possessed of the qualities required 
to organise their scattered forces. As Wellesley, the acting 

Resident with Sindia, observed, ,l If then Gheetoo entertained 
ambition to aspire to the post, he might very possibly consti
tute himself chief leader and director of the movements of the 
Pindarrahs, and as far as my me ms of observation enable me to 
judge, few men would be found better calculated for the office.
His name and character stand high in their estimation, he is
1. ""str̂ Sh$r̂ to Moira, 18 April, 1815, B.P.S.C. 9 May, 1815, No •
2. Higgott to Adam, 28 April, 1815, B.P.S.C. 2 May, 1815, No.

4A. '



enterprising in his projects, and cautious in the time and mode 
of executing them, and he is gifted with a considerable share 
of political sagacity and artifice’1.̂  Accordingly the agents 
of Namdar Khan and Wasil Muhammad visited Chitu Khan and pro- 
posed that he should lead a joint expedition to the Deccan im-

2 ' - i ?mediately after the Dassara festival. He agreed, and it was 
determined that on 14 October 1815 the three divisions under 
Chitu Khan, Wasil Muhammad and Namdar Khan amounting to 16,000 
men would cross the Narmada at Baglatir Ghat and raid the 
Nizam*s territory. They had already procured information from 

two fakirs that the country was clear of the Nizam *s troops 
as far as Bidar. The Pindaris, reunited under one leader, thus 
prepared to emerge from their spell of inactivity.

In October the Pindaris duly entered Berar, plundering
4the villages of Malkapur on their march towards Nagpur. They 

met with one early reverse, when Fraser of the Hyderabad sub
sidiary force, with two companies and five hundred Mysore sil-

5ladar horse fell upon them, inflicting considerable casualties, 
but their advance was not checked.0 They pressed on plundering

7dispersedly by Balkunda and Nirmal, to the Wardha river.
From there one detachment, smme five thousand strong,

made a dash to Ramtek, a place of Hindu devotion, jfewentyQfive
1. Wellesley to Adam", 28 Dec. 1815, para.11, B.P.C. 20 J an.

1816, No".45.
2. Ibid.
5. EncIs. in a letter from Elphinstone, 27 Oct. 1815, Bom.P.C.

8 Nov.1815, pp.4994-5, Range, 584, vol.}.; Bnclo. in a letter 
from Jenkins, 20 Oct. 1815, B.P.S.C. 10 Nov. 1815, No. 15.

4. Sydenham to Russell, 28 Oct. 1815, B.P.S.C.25 Nov.1815 No.56.
5. Doveton to Russell, 28 Oct. 1815, B.P.S.C.25 Nov.1815, No.54.
6. Sydenham to Russell, 28 Oct.1815, B.P.S.C. 25 Nov.1815,No .56,
7. Jenkins to Adam, 17 Nov. 1815, B.P.S.C. 8 Dec.,1815, No.4.
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miles south-fast from Nagpur, which they attacked and plundered.^
Thence they pushed on to Pauni and Hinganghat, two commercial
towns, still further south, both of which they plundered and 

2sacked. Another body of the Pindaris under W asil Muhammad 
came up the A junta Ghat, crossed the Godavari to the east of

uToka and plundered a great deal of the Nizam* s country and the
"5districts on the south-east of the Peshwa’s". They afterwards 

broke into three divisions, one of which advanced to Purbanpur 
on the upper Bhima and plundered the villages round that city, 
while another swept over the district of Ahmadnagjor to within 
a few miles of ’Hag Sirur, forty miles from Poona.^

This last division, after plundering the Peshwa's 
territory, marched rapidly south and by mid-February had 
reached and crossed the Krishna.' On 10 March 1816 they entered 
the British district of Guntur and plundered almost all the 
villages, committing acts of horrid violence against both men 
and women. All sorts of atrocities were committed, children 
were thrown into wells, womens1 breasts were cut off, in order 
to extort the villagers’ hidden wealth. The extent of the 
devastation they caused and the magnitude of their atrocities
is revealed by the returns of the collectors of the three
1. Jenkins to Adam", if Nov. lBlFT B.P.S.C. 8 Dec. 1815, No.4.
2. Jenkins to Adam, 21 Nov. 1815, B.P.S.C. 8 Dec. 1815, No.5.
3. Elphinstone to Moira, 10 Dec. 1815, B.P.S.C. 13 Jan. 1816, N o ®
4 . Ibid.
5. Russell to Doveton, 20 Feb.1816, B.P.S.C. 28 Sept.1816,No.9 •
6 . D.alzel to the Secy, to the Govt. Fort St. George, 13 March,

1816, M.P.C. 17 May, 1816, p.1777, Range, 317, vol.91; Oakes 
to the Secy, to the Govt. Fort. St. George, 13 March, 1816,
B.P.S.C. 20 April, 1816, No.25.
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districts affected, Guntur, Masulipatam and CSuddapah.^

Date villages Persons Persons Persons
or killed wounded tortured.

miles

10 March 23 — — --

11 it 72 29 128 731
12 ,13 " 54 ») 23 176 1241
14 It 49 >) 19 36 234

15 II 24 >) 36 10 107
16 II 34 12 23 111

17 II 25 ’) 9 18 93
18 It 23 >) 14 56 237
19 It 30 milgS 4 11 127
20 II 37 it 9 8 237
21 II 6 vil- 3 —  — 13

lages
  &  _

If the losses suffered by British territories at the
hands of the Pindaris were worse than ever before, so were
those of the Company's allies, the Peshwa, the Nizam and

o£ the Bhosle . "Their depredations in the Nizam* s
country", wrote Bussell from Hyderabad, "have this year been

2extensive and destructive beyond all former examples."
Hitherto their irruptions had generally been confined to Berar
and the Peshwa’s northern districts, but on this occasion they
1. Report from the Commission consisting of the Collectors of 

Guntur, Masulipatam and Cuddaph, 31 Jan. 1817, Home Mi see. 
vol. 516A, pp.50-56.

2. Russell to Adam, 21 Nov. 1815, para.l, B.P.S.C. 6 Jan.
1816, No.10.



314.

not only cessed the Godavari and ravaged the districts of 
Dharur and Bhir, but had even passed within a few miles of 
Lidar and penetrated to the south of the Krishna, to Guntur and 
Nellore.

No less important, on their sweep across the Deccan, 
though opposed by annies of the great states, and by the subsi
diary forces, they had eluded pursuit and escaped without loss. 
Russell in November had ordered Colonel Doveton, commander of 
the subsidiary force in Hyderabad to pursue the raiders, but 
his force could neveriovertake ,them in the "rugged, hilly, 
and unfavourable country" to bring them to action.^- The local 
authorities in Guntur were not only unprepared, but lacked the
means to oppose the Pindaris, except for a detachment of ir-

2regulars hurried up from Madras.' Even where troops were orcjer 
out, in Masulipatam, they could achieve little. Major Lushing- 
ton was there told, "your first object will be to prevent them 
from plundering either the Company’s or the Nizam’s terri
tories, your second object will be to make a signal example 
of them; and if you should be so fortunate as to come up with
any of their parties, I trust that you will inflict as severe

3a punishment upon them as you can." But in mid-March Russell 
had to report to Calcutta that "Major Lushington was not so
fortunate as to overtake the Pindarries with the main body of
1. Russell to Adam, 2l N0v. 1815, para.3, B.P.S.C#6 Jan.1816,

No.10.
2. Dalzell to Secy. Judicial Dept. Port. St. George, 12 March, 

1816, B.P.S.C. 28 Sept. 1816, No.29.
3. Russell to Lushington, 8riMarch, 1816, B.P.S.C. 30 March, 

1816, N0 .49.



his regiment, although the sharpness with which they were pur
sued probably defeated some of their designs and compelled 
them to retreat without having done so mucji mischief as they 
might otherwise have effected".' NPr was the pursuit of the 
Pindaris in the Peshwa’s territory more successful. Three 
detachments of the subsidiary force at Sirur were sent after

i

them, but, "although one party went 180 miles from Seroor and 
the two' others from 80 to 100 miles, they were not so fortunate 
as to meet any of the enemy. The Pindaris did not approach

2the Ghauts occupied by the troops from this subsidiary force".'
When the pursuit of the Pindaris proved unsuccess

ful, it was decided to try to check their return to their 
camps on the north bank of the Narmada. The body which 
plundered Guntur, recrossed the Krishna at Chittral, and was 
known to be moving precipitately northwards. To intercept
their retreat measures were immediately taken to occupy the

3ghats through which they were expected to pass: Elphinstone
had sent a battalion of infantry with one thousand of the 
Peshwafs force to occupy the Unki-Tunki Ghat and a similar 
force to occupy the Kasbari Ghat. Doveton was advised by 
Russell to post his soldiers covering the range of Ghats
east of Ajunta, while Raja Gobind Baksh, the Nizam1s officer
1. Russell to Adam, 18 March, 181b, B . P , S .C .15 Apri 1, 1816 ,

No.27.
2. Elphinstone to Moira, 21 April, 1816, B.P.S.C.18 May, 1816,

No". 18.
2. Russell to Aiam, 18 March, 1816, B.P.S.C. 15 April, 1816,

No.27.



occupied the ghats near Aurangabad. Major BusHington and Colo
nel Mariott were given orders to pursue, regulating their 
march according to the movements of the Pindaris."*"

Elphinstone and Russell had great hopes that these 
extensive dispositions would prevent the return of the Pinda
ris to their caontonments, and permit such an exemplary punish
ment to be inflicted as would deter them from any further at-

2 b/tempt upon the south eastern Deccan. But/early April 1816,
it was clear that the attempt at interception had failed. After
crossing the Krishna the Pindaris encamped between Mangral

3and Saligaon for a few days.' Then while Namdar Khan led his 

division by the Tumri Ghat to his camp at Shujalpur, Chitu 
Khan "crossing the Nizam*s territory over some rugged heights, 
had proceeded in a direct lftfe for the Ajunta Ghat." But , 
becoming aware of British soldiers there, they turned imme
diately, with great precipitation towards the Hindia Ghat, 
which they passed over safely to their camps at Nimawar/*' The 
division under Wasil Muhammad also successfully crossed the 
Narmada at Bharkas Ghat near Hindia and returned to camp at

5Bagrod e ."

1. Russell to Doveton, 19 March, 1816, B.P.S.C. 6 April, 1816,
N o. 6.

2. Russell to Doveton, 27 March, 1816, B.P.S.C.20 April, 1816,
No.65.

3. Doveton to Russell, 12 April, 1816, B.P.S.C. 11 May, 1816,
No.24.

4. News writer at Hindia, 24 April, 1816, B.P.S.C. 1 June, 
1816, No.7.

5. Jenkins to Doveton, 4 May, 1816, B.P.S.C. 18 May, 1816,
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The British officials attributed their failure to 
intercept the Pindaris to two main causes. One was the quite 
extraordinary speed and hardiness of the raiders. To Dalzell, 
the Magistrate of Guntur, a Pindari prisoner disclosed that 
their average march was forty miles in a day but "if occasion 
requires 100 miles’*." No regular cavalry could hope to match 
such speed - and as lushington discovered, no regular troops 
could tackle the wild and rugged hills which the light Pihd ari 
horse crossed. The other cause was political. When the 
retreating Pindaris found the passes they had intended to use 
on the way back across the Narmada held by British troops they 
were able to turn aside into Siri.dia*s territory and crass at 
Hindia and Bharkas Ghat. These the British could not and 
Sindia did not care to hold agains^t them, so that the Pinda
ris escaped with all their pluhder.

Sindia had been requested to act. Close had remon
strated strongly with his Government about the depredations of 
Pindaris who issued from his territories into the districts 
of the Company and its allies. The Minister, At mar am Pandit 
had been pressed to take vigorous measures for their suppres
sion: as Close said, the rulers whose territories were fre
quent victims of the Pindaris had "a right to demand from His 
Highness the utmost exertions of his Government to crush the

1. Examination of Mukum Pindari before Dalzell, 13 March, 1816, 
Home Misee, vol.601, p.320.



plunderers.
Sindia was confronted with, great conflicts of in

terest and feeling. If he were seriously to restrain the plun
dering incursions of the Pindaris, the effect must he to turn 
them loose on his own possessions. Again, should he confess 
his inability to act against them, not only would his pride 
be injured, but the probable consequences of such a confession 
were alarming. Should he honestly concur and co-operate with
the British Government in their extermination, he would lose

2the aid of a powerful body against his enemies . ’ On the other 
hand should he ignore the protests of the Resident, he would 
incur the displeasure of the neighbouring rulers and the 
British Government. Sindia1s reply, therefore, was to main
tain his usual countenance and declare that he was thinking 
to adopt some measures against them.

Afmaram accordingly visited the Hesident in April 
1816 and assured him that Sindia would take effectual steps
against the Pindaris; but he was reluctant to disclose the

3particular plan Sindia decided to adopt. Two months elapsed, 
and still Sindia had not moved against the Pindaris, though 
they had returned to their usual stations within Sindia!s 
territory. Since their return had "excited no kind of un-
easiness or concern" in Sindia1s mind, the Resident again____
1. Close to Adam , 19 March, 1816, B.P.S.C. b April, 1816 ,No. 11
2. Close to Koira, 3 April, 1816, B.P.S.C. 20 April,1816,No.21
3. Close to Adam, 25 April, 1816, B.P.S.C. 11 May, 1816, No.12



remonstrated with Sindia's court against its deliberate for
bearance. 1 In June 1816 he visited the court and had a long 
discussion with Atmaram Pandit, demanding to know the reason 
for Sindia's " .upineness in doing nothing to restrain them’1. 
Sindia should realise the wisdom of acting against the Pindar is
whose existence was equally injurious to the Company's and

2Sindia's territories. "All the neighbouring states looked 
towards Scindia", Close declared, "to suppress an evil that 
took its rise within his own territories". Atmaram replied 
that "the Maharajah had in his own mind formed the resolution 
of acting with effect against the Pindarries". He would take 

measures against their crossing the karmada to the Deccan 
through the ghats between Hindi a and Hoshangabad belonging to 
Sindia’s territory.y His other plan was "to resume all the 
grants held by the Pindarries and to seize their leaders", 
so that "the Pindarries would then be obliged to disperse and

Aretire from the field".
Thus Sindia under the pressure of the Resident's re

peated protests agreed to certain positive measures, though 
from past experience he doubtless knew that they would have 
little permanent effect. He cannot, indeed, have been very 
hopeful of carrying them through, for his best force had for
1. Close to Moira, 8 June, 1816, para.4. B.P.S.C. 22 June,

1816, Ho.26.
2. Ibid.
3 . i\ ; ., para. 5.
4. Ibid.
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months been employed in attempting to suppress the rebel Raja
of Raghugarh, and only the previous month Close had been writing
to Moira of "the pecuniary difficulties, the mutinies and the
numerous embarrassments to which this G-overnment [of Sindia]
continues to be subject".^" And if he did resume all the
lands held by the Pindaris and seize their leaders he would
only provoke them to plunder his own territory for their sub4)
sistence, while nothing was to hinder their appointing new
leaders if their old ones were seized.

Again twomnonths later, in mid-August, the Resident
met Atmaram Pandit and enquired whether Sindia had taken any

measures according to his promises. The minister replied that
Sindia had been waiting for the rainy seasoh, which was the
proper time to act against a body like the Pindaris, and since
the rains had just started Sindia would act within a few days.
These assurances the Resident opined as insincere, and only

2to "be considered as evasive of the subject."^ It may be noted
however, the British G-overnment was little more forthcoming.
In April Close had reported hints being thrown out by Sindia1s

3ministers about British co-operation against the Pindaris, and 
there was further discussion in August - but no positive Bri
tish response was given.^
1. Close to Moira, 9 -May, 18l6"j B.P.S.0. 2 5 May, 1816, If o'. 32~.
2* Close to Moira, 13 Aug.1816, B.P.S.C , 1816, No *92*
3. Close to Moira, 25 April, 1816, B.P.S.C. 11 May, 1816,No.12
4. Close to Moira, 13 Aug. 1816, B.P.S.C. 7 Sept. 1816, No.9*



With the approach of the campaigning season, inde
cision became less tolerable. Barly in September Jenkins 
heard and reported, "geetoo is meditating a new expedition 
after the Dass e.rah and he is collecting boats on the Nerbudda 
with a view to make an early irruption into the territories 
south of that ri1?er,f.̂  The threat was obviously to Nagpur and 
to the whole of the Deccan so successfully plundered the 
previous season.

There was, however, one important change in the si
tuation. On 22 March 1816 Raghuji Bhosle of Nagpur had died 
and had been succeeded by a son, Parsoji who was sic£, mental
ly and physically* After a struggle for power the young Ra
ja’s cousin, Mudhoji Bhosle, or Appa Saheb, had secured the 
regency, as the heir presumptive. To strengthen his position^ 
Appa Saheb had in great haste and secrecy opened negotiations 
through Jenkins for a subsidiary alliance wmth the Company, 
meanwhile deceiving the other ministers into thinking he would 
uphold the neutral policy of Raghuji. On 27 May 1816 the
treaty'was concluded and in June a Subsidiary Pocrce under Co-

2lonel Walker advanced to Nagpur. As a result any threat by 
Chitu Khan to Nagpur was much easier to counter. When the 
Raja asked the British Government to ensure the safety of his

3territories, Colonel Walker was ordered to advance the
1. J en kin s to Close, 6 Sept .1816, Bfp/JjT. 28 Sept.1816, No. 49 •
2. M.S* Mehta, op.cit., pp.78-82.
3. Jenkins to Russell, 15 Sept. 1816, B.P.C. 12 Oct. 1816,No.51



subsidia,iy force to Hoshangabad. Since Hoshangabad lies close 
to Hindia and the normal Pindari ford across the Narmada and 
opposite Nimawar Chitu * s cantonment, the British forces were 
at once in a stronger position to chetek Chitu Khan than before. 
At t&e saipe time an additional regiment of native cavalry with 
a light corx̂ s of infantry was ordered to keep watch on the
passes in the range of hills running along the ftaja's northern

2frontier. The subsidiary forces at Jalna and Sirur were also
ordered to remain alert against any impending Pindari incur-

3sions .
It remained to secure like action from Sindia. On 

news of Chitu’s plans Close sent for Atmaram Pandit, reported 
the Pindaris* intentions and urged that Sindia be persuaded of 
the necessity of preventing it. "This was expected of him as 
the Pindarries lived with their families in his dominions and 
always found refuge in them after their plundering expeditions, 
that the whole world therefore looked upon them as dependants 
of His Highness and that they themselves openly professed their 
obedience to Scindia and asked for and received, his orders'*
He reminded Atmaram that his repeated remonstrances had had no 
effect on Sindia's mind. On every occasion Sindia had made 

quick promises, but none had been fulfilled. Atmaram replied
that on account of "some pressing circumstances'* Sindia could
1. Jenkins to Adam, 16 Sept" 1816, B.P.C.12 Oct. 1816, No.50.
2. Jenkins to Russell, 15 Sept. 1816, B.P.C. 12 Oct.1816, No.51
3. IBid.
4. Close to Adam, 19 Sept. 1816, para.2 B.P.S.C. 12 Oct. 1816,

No.21.



not devote undivided attention to tiie question, and abandoning 
appearances, he confessed that "as to the subjugation of the 
Pindarries to Scindia's authority, it was well known to what 
degree it extended, and what little discrimination was shwn 
by them in their plunder, as they spared His Highness’s no more 
than others".^ Atmaram added that although the Pindaris were 
at one time servants of Sindia, given lands for their support, 
they had for some time past ceased to be so. "They had become 
goo powerful to pay ̂ obedience to anyone."^

The question may be asked whether the Pindaris had 
really thrown off their dependence. Thanks to the superla
tive British intelligence system much evidence to the contrary 
existed. Thus Close knew that a few months earlier Munna Lai, 
the vakil of the late Dost Muhammad, had visited Sindia and
presented a nazar, requesting that Sindia invest the son of

•3Dost Muhammad with a khilat of succession. Now, with Colonel 
Walker advancing on Hoshangabad and so threatening their en
campments Chitu Khan and other leaders were turning to Sindia 
for advice and protection. "They profess their readiness to 
obey His Highness in everything", Close reported, "either to 
ravage the Nagpore territories or to abstain from crossing the 
Nerbudda as he may desire."^ Chitu Khan in a letter to Sindia
regretted that "what concerns me, is to find that our master
1. Close to Adam, 19 Sept. 131o, para. 4 . S TP .S .C. "15" Oct.1816,

No.21.
2. Ibid.
3. Bnclo. from Close’s letter, 18 March, 1816, B.P.C. 30 March, 

1816, No.73.
4. Close to Adam, 16 Nov. 1816, para. 3, B.P.S.C. 30 Nov.1816, 

No.7.



is ready to assist in our destruction and has not consulted 
the advantage of his own dominions. All the Jemadars of the 
Pindarries in this quarter regard your Highness as their 
sovereign and master, and having now consulted together they 
have despatched several letters to the Presence, and they will 
devote themselves to the execution of whatever orders may be 
issued in consequence."'1' Chitu Khan, again, in a letter to 
Hindurao Chatge stated that British troops were advancing to 
attack the Pindaris. "I am ignorant whether all this is known 
to the Presence,  We are now without remedy, let his High
ness’s commands be made known to us that we may obey them." He
then requested that negotiations might be entered into with the

2English, so that the attack could be averted A' Namdar Khan
after stating that British troops accompanied by the Nizam’s
soldiers were advancing to attack them, represented to Sindia
that "if orders are given me, I will engage the enemy, or if
I am desired, I will .narch and lay waste and destroy their
country.......... Our troops are in your favour and exaltation,
because you are our master and we your servants are obedient
to your commands. On this subject whatever advice or orders
you may give, your slaves will carry execution." Chitu Khan,
writing again to Sindia said, "the troops of the Europeans as
yet remain at their former encampment, and from Hircarrahs_____
T. Extract of Cheetoo’s letter to TSindi'a”, 2 Nov. 1816 , Enc 1 o'. 

from Close’s letter undated, 1816, B.P.S.C.28 Dec.1816,No .1
2. Extract of Cheetoo’s letter to Hindoo RovJ , 2 Nov.1816, Enclo 

from Close’s letter, undated, 1816, B.P.S.C.28 Dec.1816,No.1.
3. Namdar Khan to Sindia, 8 N0v. 1816, B.P.S.C. 28nDec .1816,

No.2.
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who were sent to procure intelligence I learn that they are 
enquiring about the lhauts and the means of guarding them, and
that they are preparing to cross the river Your slave
too has not hitherto departed a moment from your commands or 
delayed to execute them, and my horse are now ready for plun
der and devastation..... If your Highness desires that they
shall not be molested, and if you will settle matters with them, 
it is well, or if your wish, we are ready to oppose them.” "̂
To Hindurao he wrote "that the present is by no means a fit 
season to break with the English is well. In whatever light 
the Huzzoor views this it must be correct ancjproper, but if 

such a favourable opportunity a§ the present is allowed to
slip out of hand it will not readily occur.......Please God,
in a very short time the English shall be reduced to such 
extremities that Sirkar shall learn it and will then be sensi
ble of the zeal of his slaves. But until a place of refuge 
for the families of your slaves is in our hands we are helpless,
but having this, it will then rest with me to carry to the en-

2virons of Calcutta rapine and devastation.”
This mass of intercepted correspondence might seem to 

implicate Sindia in the Pindari schemes, and show that they 
still were his dependents. To accept such a view unreservedly
would however be to confuse appearance with reality, as it
1. Chitu Khan to bindia*, 10 Kov. 1816, B.P.S.C. $8 Dec .1815,No*8
2. Cheetoo Khan to Hindoo How, 25 Pec. 1816, B.P.S.C. 11 Feb. 

1817, Ko.l.



would be to re ail political subordination into the Company's 
practice of striking rupees in the name of the iiughal emperor. 
Sindia may well have wished to preserve the Pindaris but he 
was not prepared to risk involving himself in an open clash 
with "Che British and their allies. In the past he had sought 
to curb Pindari depredations either by grants of land, or by 
despatching troops against them, but without intending to do 
more than was needed to placate the neighbouring rulers who had 
been their victims. But at this juncture such temporizing 
measures were not possible in the face of the Resident's pro
tests and the pressure of British military preparations. He 

had now to choose, either to take up the cause of the Pindaris 
openly and risk involving himself in a clash with the Company, 
which his position would hardly allow him, or to keep himself 
detached from the interest of the Pindaris, at least in ap
pearance. Sindia chose to expose his weakness and lower the 
Maratha pride and pirestige by abandoning the Pindaris . So he 
wrote to Chitu Khan, "your letter mentioning the approach of 
the English together with the troops of His Highness the Peshwa 
and those from Hyderabad and Nagpore and likewise your being 
prepared to oppose them, has reached the Presence", but re
fused to give him any orders <br advice. Instead he declared, 
"strictest friendship subsists between the Hon'ble Company and 
the Presence, all which must already be known to you. It is 
therefore written that you have no concern with the Presence



and that you are at full liberty to do whatever you please.
He replied in similar terms to Namdar Khan: "Did you not know
how strongly I was united in friendship with the English ....
It is therefore written that you may now do whatever you think

2proper. The Presence has absolutely no concern with you."
What the consequences of trying to detach himself 

from the Pindaris would be Sindia clearly recognised. In saving 
himself, he was condemning them; for once he admitted that 
they were not his servants, the Company was freed from any fear 
that in attacking the Pindaris they would provoke a Marat ha war. 
He admitted this to Chitu Khan, writing on 17 November, "If I w 
were now to take any part in your concerns, it would produce a 
quarrel! with the English, and again, if I abstain from doing

3so your Durrah would be ruined. All this gives me uneasiness"." 
But the only alternative would have been to accept the Pindaris1 
professions of obedience, to order them not to molest British 
and allied territory, and so invite them to plunder his own 
possessions, since as an association they could not subsist 
except by plundering others. Hitherto Sindia had been prepared 
to preserve them, even at some cost to himself, since though 
his own districts were looted, he could also expect some share 
in the booty taken from others, in the form of nazaranas to
their ’liege lord’. But as more states received British
T7 Sind ia to Cheetoo, 17 Nov. 1816', "B.P.S.C. 28 Dec. 1816, No ."5.
2. Sindia to Namdar Khan, 21 Nov. 1816, B.P.S.C. 28 Dec. 1816,

No. 6.
3. Sindia to Cheetoo, 17 Nov. 1816, B.P.S.C. 28 Dec. 1816, No.8.



protection, and the military preparations against the Pindaris 
were strengthened such an alternative policy became self de
feating. There existed a hope that somehow a solution might 
occur, and Sindia therefore refused to declare positively 
against the Pindaris. He therefore wrote to Chitu Khan, asking 
him to "continue to send me particular accounts of your situa
tion, but do not expect that I shall write to you. Hindoo Raw 
will, however, give you the news of this place. In a month or 
two you shall be written to as the state of affairs may re
quire.11 ̂ Nevertheless he feared the worst, and prepared to
abandon the Pindaris. As Close reported on 26 November, there 
was a common belief at Sindia’s court that "some strong mea
sures against the Pindarries were resolved in our [the British) 
councils, and it had been expected that some unpalatable pro
posals would be made to this Government (of Sindia] upon the 

2subject.'
In December 1816 Moira again raised the Pindari- 

question in his Council. Hitherto the British Government had 
been prevented by the Home Government from taking any drastic 
action against the Pindaris which "may give umrage to Doulat 
Row Scindia." But at this juncture Sindia seemed to be waver
ing, disinclined to &o desperate a step as to oppose the Bri
tish Government1 s decision for their extermination. The
Governor-General therefore pressed for "such a vigorous
T7 Sindia to Cheetoo, 17 Nov. 1316, B.P.S^c. 28 Dec. 181b, No • 8
2. Close to Adam, 26 Nov. 1816, B.P.S.C. 28 Dec. 1816, No.7*



resolution as may make Scindia see a safer policy in adhering
to us."^- Moira recalled the many occasions on which "invasions
of our territory, with circumstances of atrocious bounty, had
been perpetrated by armed bodies residing and marshalled within
the dominions of Scindia." On such occasions the Resident's
remonstrances at his court had produced no result beyond vague
promises. Now Sindia had been forced by circumstances to con-

2fess that ”he has no rule over these predatory hordes". Here
was the opportunity, Moira urged, "to claim his co-operation,
on the footing of the amity pledged between us, in the ex-
tirpation of the,̂ — which prostitute the appearance of his
protection and convert the privilege of his dominion into a

3source of desolation for our territories".
Moira requested his Council to consider how easily

ythe Pindaris had recently passed through an inteval of ninety 
miles between Colonel V/alker's two pasts, before any informa
tion could reach either, and how readily they had returned by 
another similar opening after having performed their work of 
devastation.'1 The Council must decide whether they were still 
prepared to continue with the same ineffective defensive mea
sures and to see their own subjects being plundered and ravaged 
by the Pindaris or whether they would act instantly for their
destruction. There was no middle course. His answer was to
adopt vigorous measures immediately against the Pindaris for

5their destruction.'________ __________________ __________________
1. Minute of the’ Go vern o r- Gene r al, 6 Pec . 1816 , B.P.S.C. 28 Dec. 

1816, No.9.
2. Ibid.
3. Ibid .
4. Ibid.
5 • Ibid .



Edmonstone fully agreed with the Governor-General 
about the ineffectiveness of past defensive measures and the 
necessity of adopting offensive measures against the Pindaris. 
But to him the problem was still not so urgent as to warrant 
any modification of the restrictive orders of the Home Govern
ment relative to the Pindaris.± He suggested that the whole 
question, with Sindia’s modified attitude, should be referred 
to the home authorities. One e apprised of the atrocities re
cently committed by the Pindaris on British subjects, they 
would surely "acknowledge the indispenscLble necessity of a 
vigorous effort for the suppression of the Pindarries", the
more so when "we have tried the experiment of defensive mea-

2sures and found them to be unavailing. He was therefore in
favour of adopting offensive measures against the Pindaris next
winter, by which time the sanction of the higher authorities

3would have reached India.''
Where Edmonstone really differed from Moira was in 

his attitude to Sindia, whose co-operation he wished to invite. 
Moira, in his minute of 6 December had declared, "it will not 
do to sound Sindia. I will not stain the character of my
country so muc£i as to try his dispositions .... "  ̂ Yet in
November Close had reported the despatch of a letter from Sindi
to Chitu Khan, forbidding him to molest any country, and
1. Minute of Edmonstone , 7 Dec . 1816, B.P.S.C* 28 llec •1816~TTo i. ~

10.
2. Minute of Edmonstone, 13 Dec .1816, B.P.S.C. 28 Dec .I8I6NN0. 

14.
3. Minute of Edmonstone, 7 Dec.1816, B.P.S.C.28 Dec.1816, No.10 
4* Minute of the Governor-General, 6 Dec. 1816, B.P.S.C. 28

Dec. 1816, No.9.



professing friendship for the Company - and Close had added
that the letter gave "a true and correct insight into His
Highness1 feelings’1.1 Again in a despatch of 26 November
Close had reported that Sindia’s minister had raised the ques-

2tion of co-operation against the Pindaris again, and Elphin-
stone reported that Close believed that if he were asked Sindia

3would at once agree to join in crushing the Pindaris. Knowing 
this,'1 Edmonstone pressed for negotiations with Sindia. ,!If 
we would not obtain his co-operation, we might at least secure 
the neutrality of Scindia.’1. At the same time every practi
cable means should be employed "to cause it to be understood 

and believed hut OFily by hilil but by all other native powers 
that our views had no^ object beyond our relief and the relief 
of our allies as well indeed as that of all establishedistates

5from the intolerable scour&ge of these organised plunderers."
*

Set on, on 8 December, not only supported the Governor 
-General’s plan of adopting vigorous offensive measures imme
diately, but sounded a warning that any further tolerance of 
their depredations would inspire "those freebooters to carry
havoc, desolation and murder into some of the fairest and most

— 6 "productive provinces of the Presidency of Bengal.11 Unless
1. Close to Moira, 4 Dec. 1816, B.P.S.C. 17 Dec.1816, No.4.
2. Close to Adam, 26 Nov. 1816, B.P.S.C. 28 Dec.1816, No.7*
3. Colebrooke, Life of Elphinstone, vol.I, p.341.
A* What Simons tone did not know was that Moira in his Private 

Journal hoped for war with Sindia. "It is far better if he 
be resolved to risk his existence for the support of the 
Pindaries11. Vol.II, p.154.

5. Minute of Edmonstone, 7 Dec.1816, B.P.S.C.28 Dec.1816,No.10.
6. Minute of Seton, 8 Dec. 1816, B.P.S.C. 28 Dec.. 1816, No.11*
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we seek the Pindarries they will again seek us, - will seek 
us in the very heart of our fairest and most productive pro
vinces. I say again, because we know to our cost that they 
have already sought us . We now no longer have the option of 
forbearance"." He argued that it v/ould be a crime if the Bri
tish Government remained blind to "those monsters having cut 
off breasts of women, immediately after having offered the 
most horrid violence to their persons, as if their brutal
appetite would have been but imperfectly satisfied, unless

2seated with the blood of their victims." If the lateness
of the season were to be considered as sufficient ground for
postponing offensive measures until the naxt winter, he urged
that at least "not a moment is to be lost in adopting those
vigorous measures of a preventive character."

Dowdesv/ell, on the tenth, showed himself to be in a
dilemma. He would deprecate ’’any measures likely to lead to an
extended state of War", yet he could not "but feel most sensibly
the urgency which exists both on grounds of policy and humanity

.. 4for the adoption of vigorous measures in the present season".
However, once he was convinced that Sindia was unlikely to
oppose the British Government’s decision by force, he felt
1. Minute of 6eton, 14 Dec. 1816, B.P.S.C. 28 $ec. 1816, No. 15.
22 Minute of Seton, 8 Dec. 1816, B.P.S.C. 28 Dec. 1816, No.11.
3. Ibid.
4. Minute of Dowdeswell, 10 Dec. 1816, B.P.S.C. 28 Dec. 1816,

No. 12.



little hesitation in expressing his "concurrence in the course 
proposed to be pursued for the suppression of this serious and 
growing evil."  ̂ Ke left to the discretion of the Governor-
General whether the measures should be adopted forthwith or

2in the next winter.
Thus in the long run the Council had come to accept 

the Governor-General’ s view of the urgency of the situation, 
and on 21 December unanimously resolved to arm him with the 
power to suppress the Pindaris at the earliest opportune moment# 
Before he had acted, however, further instructions reached him

3from the Board of Control.'
On B March 1816, a new President, George Canning, 

had taken office. However, since he was anxious to conciliate 
the Directors, much angered by his predecessor Buckinghamshire, 
his appointment did not lead to any change of the attitude to
wards the problem created by the Pindaris. Those whom he con
sulted, Company’s officials, the Secret Committee, and Wellesley 
and 'Wellington agreed in the main that though the Pindaris 
were a menace, Moira’s plans of crushing them and effecting a 
political rearrangement of Central India were dangerous.
1. Minute of Dowdeswell, 14 Dec. 1816, B.P.S.C. 28 Dec. 1816,

No. 16.
2* Minute of Dowdeswell, 10 Dec. 1816, B.P.S.C. 28 Dec. 1816,

No.12.
3. Minute of the Governor-General, 21 Feb. 1817, B.P.SfC. 8 
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Ganning accepted their views*
In February 1817, therefore, Moira received Canning’s

first despatch on the question, dated 5 September 1816, which,
while acknowledging the Company's duty to protect British and
allied subjects from Pindari aggression, prohibited him "from
undertaking extensive operations with the view of remodelling
our political relations” and repeated that "we areaunwilling
to incur the risk of a general war for the uncertain purpose

2of extirpating altogether the predatory bands." The new 
suggestion ^as chat the disunity of the Pindaris might be exp 
ploited: "You may from time to time obtain a partial co
operation from one or other of those chiefs according to the 
degree in which the peculiar interests of each may be affected 
by any incursion of the Pindarries, and that you may even de
rive from some of the Pindarry leaders themselves occasional 
aid against such of their associates as they appear to regard 
as rivals."

It can be seen that the Board had failed to recognise 
the inadequacy and ineffectiveness of purely defensive measures
or of reliance upon Cindia's readiness to act effectively 
against the Pindaris. Nor was their one positive proposal

1. C.H. Philips, op. cit., p.214.
2. Boards draft of p>ec. Despatch, 5 Sept. 1816, paras. 20, 21, 

N0.118, Vol.5.
3. Ibid., para. 22.
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very helpful, for though one party of Pindaris might con
ceivably have been employed to suppress another, the problem 
of how to provide for an essentially predatory ally would still 
remain to be solved: the Company would have found itself in
the same predicament as Sindia. The crux of the matter was 
that the Board had not only 11 overrated the strength of Maratha 
opposition,1,1 but firmly believed that there would be a war 
with the Marathas in the event of action against the Pindaris. 
What they failed to anticipate was that if a general war with 
the Marathas was certain, their defeat was also a foregone 
conclusion. That being so war was preferable because the 

Pindari problem would be solved permanently, and British sub
jects, and the subjects of their allies and other established 
Governments would be saved once for all from the cruelties
perpetrated by the Pindaris.

The Govern or-General ’ s Council proceeded to discuss 
the Board’s despatch - and all agreed that it could not be con
sidered to convey a prohibition of the measures recently de-

2termined upon against the Pindaris. Edmonstone argued that
the Board had only been unwilling to suppress the Pindaris
for fear of a general war. Their instructions "not only do not
1. C.H. Philips, op»cit., p.216.
2. Minute of the Governor-General, 21 Feb. 1817, B.P.S.C. 8

March, 1817, No.l; Minute of Edmonstone, 26 Feb. 1817, 
B.P.S.C. 8 March, 1817, No.2; Minute of Seton, 3 March, 
1817, B.P.S.C. 8 March, 1817, No.3; Minute of Dowdeswell
4 March, 1817, B.P.S.C. 8 March, 1817, No.4.



oppose but distinctly authorize the undertaking, provided only 
it be not likely to produce a general war." But apprehension 
of being entangled in a general war with the Marathas had been 
nullified by the latest information from Sindia's court, ̂  for 
Close, after a long discussion with atmaram, reported that Sindia 
was now "at least extremely anxious to preserve a good under
standing with. the British Government and impress upon the 
Governor-General 1 s mind a belief that he is serious in his
intention of co-operating with his Lordship against the Pindar-

2ries". Sindia was not only reluctant to be involved in a war 
with the British and their allies, but realising that the 

Pindaris could not be preserved wished to "take a share in ex
pelling those ruffians for the sake of securing to himself

3the lands they at present occupy*"
Any hesitation which the Council may still have felt 

was ended when they received a second despatch from the Board, 
dated 26 September 1816* This had been written after the 

news of the raid into Madras had reached London. It noted that 
the Pindari expedition of 1816 had been of "an infinitely more 
audacious character than any of whicjj we had previously been 
apprized. On former occasions parties of the Pindarries have 
extended their incursions with temporary success into British 
territory; but we have not before had notice of an invasion so

1. Minute of Edmonstone, 26 Feb. 1817, B.P.S.C. 8 March 1817,No.2
2. Close to Adam, 7 Feb. 1817, B.P.S.C. 1 March, 1817, No.l.
3. Minute of the Govemor-General, 21 Feb. 1817, B.P.S.C.

8 March, 1817, No.l.



systematically directed against our provinces, so disastrous 
in its effects, and perpetrated with such entire impunity."**' 
They admitted that the measures adopted for punishing the in
vaders had been "disappointed and ineffective", while the 
dreadful cruelties committed by the Pindaris had excited their 
"warmest indignation". No apprehension of inconvenience could
justify their leaving the duty of protecting those peaceful

2inhabitants against such outrages unperformed. So, while 
they reminded the Govern or-General of the distinction "be
tween a plan of policy essentially warlike, or directed to 
objects of remote and contingent advantage, and a vigorous 
exertion of military power in vindication of the honour of 
the British name, and in defence of the subjects who look up 
to us for protection", they assured him of their approbation

3for .any measures for "punishing and chastising the invaders."
It may be that the Board's directions about "puni

shing and chastising" the Pindaris still fell short of a deter 
mination to set about their complete ex(j/typation. If so, the 
Pindaris themselves prepared their complete destruction by re
newing their depredations after the Dassara festival. In 
October 1816, a body of four thousand Pindaris under Chitu 
Khan crossed the Narmada at Baglatir Ghat,^ and dividing into
1. Board's draft of Sec. Despatch, 2 6 Seft. 1816, para.2 No. 

119, vol.6; Despatches to Bengal, 2 6 Sept. 1816, para.2 
p. 867, vol.73 .

2. Ibid. para 22.
J. lb id. para.24.
4. Jenkins to Adam, 1 N0v. 1816, B.P.C. 16 Nov. 1816, No. 19*



small parties of from one to five hundred men proceeded by 
different routes towards Nagpur.1" Oolonel Walker, who was on 
the march to Hoshangabad, was timely informed of their movements 
by Jenkins, and with a light detachment immediately dashed to 
the Baglatir Ghat to surprise them. But the Pindaris had al
ready left the Baglatir Ghat, and passing by a different route

2they reached the southern districts of Nagpur. ' There they
encamped and plundered the surrounding villages till 4 December,
when Colonel Scott was sent to oppose them. Without giving
time for 3cott to come up with them they passed to Adilabad, a
town in the Nizam’s territory, some fifty miles to the north-
ward of the Godavari, which they plundered and burnt." While
returning to Nirmal, they were opposed by a small detachment
from Doveton’s camp at Jalna, but could not be prevented from
plundering the inhabitants^ of almost all the villages on their

4route to the Godavari.
Chitu Khan then penetrated into the Peshwa’s terri

tory and encamped at Sogaum, near Pandharpur. But they were 
surprised by a regiment under Lushington, and for once the 
success was proportionate to the troops’ exertions: l,the
Pindarries were on their horses, and flying in various direc
tions, 700 or 8j0 killed and wounded, together with a great
1. <alker to Jenkins, 5 Nov. 1816, >.?.C. 23 Nov. 1816, No. 15*
2. V alker to Jenkins, 6 Nov. 1816, B.P.C. 23 Nov. 1816, No.16.
3. Bussell to Adam, 14 Dec. 1816, B.P.C. 28 Dec. 1816, No.30.
4. Russell to Adam, 17 Dec. 1816, B.P.C. 11 Jan. 1817, No.37.
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number rendered incapable of pursuing their plundering excur
sions, by the loss of their horses."^ The scattered Pindaris 
while moving northwards through the Nizam’s territory were 
again intercepted by Macdowall of the subsidiary force at Jalna,
though Chitu Khan on this occasion successfully made his way

2to his camp at Nimawar, with only minor loss.
While Chitu Khan was plundering the Deccan, Wasil

Muhammad with his division had crossed the Narmada on 9 November
1816 and moved in an easterly direction."" They reached Gan jam
in Orissa and as Woodcock, the Magistrate reported, ’’with a
very few exception, all the villages between Gopalpoor to south,
Rambah to the north, and Askash to the west have been plundered”
and "by far the greater portion has been reduced to ashes’*.̂
The cruelties they committed at Ganjam surpassed any they had
previously committed. In the words of the Collector, ’’infants
were torn from the arms of their mothers and thrown into wells
or dashed to the ground, while there is one instance of a child
having been thrown into the air and nearly divided by a swords-
man while in the act of falling.11*' After leaving Ganjam, they
retired by way of Chattisgarh, Sohagpur and Chanda.

Moira’s letter of 21 December 1816 carrying the story
of these new cruelties inflicted on British subjects reached.
1. Lushinton to Elphinstone, 27 Dec. 1816, B.C. vol. 683/18879,

pp. 7-11
2« Macdowall to Russell, 15 Jan. 1817, B.C. vol. 683/18882, p.5*
3. Jenkins zo Adam, 15 Nov. 1816, No.22.
4. Woodcock to the Commanding Officer at Cuttuck, 29 Dec. 1816,

B.P.C. 11 Jan. 1817, No.135.
5. Collector to the Secy. Port St. George, 31 Jan.1817, B.P.C.

21 June 1817, No.40.
6. Clarke to Jenkins, 26 Jan. 1817, Bom.P.C. 19 Feb. 1817, p.700 

Range, 384, Vol.16; Wauchope to Adam, 10 Feb.1817, B.P.C.
1 March 1817, No.38.



the Board on 23 May 1817. Any lingering reluctance they may
and

have felt, vanished/in a despatch <Df 4 June 1817 they unequi
vocally declared, "we entirely approve of the resolution 
of 21 December 1816 which you have reported to us, and that 

we leave to your judgement and discretion, not only the defence 
of the territories under your charge against the aggressors, 
and the adoption of such measures aa may tend to the ultimate 
suppression of their power .... you should feel yourselves 
entirely unshackled in the pursuit of that course of pro
ceeding which you had resolved to pursue.” ^

1. Board’s Draft of Sec. Despatch, 4 June, 1817, para.4. No. 
121, vol.5; Despatches to Bengal, 4 June, 1817, para.4, 
p. 347, vol.76.
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CHAPTER VIII

Isolation and suppression of the Pindaris, 1817-1818.

By December 1816 the brutish authorities had resolved 
finally that the Pindaris must be eradicated as soon as oppor
tunity offered, 't’he need to crush the Pindaris was more than 
ever obvious. Nagpur had accepted an alliance, Amir Khan had 
again shown that he would not directly oppose the Company,, and 
Sindia had proclaimed his neutrality. Those in London or Cal
cutta, who had opposed Moira’s plans as likely to produce a 
general war, were now ready to support him in a campaign 
against the Pindaris.

Efforts were therefore concentrated upon clearly de
taching oindia from the Pindaris, and if possible, Amir Khan 
also. So, in January 1817 Close, the Resident at Gwalior was 
ordered to put Sindia’s proclaimed abandonment of the Pindaris 
to the test. On 27 January Close met Atmaram and apprized him 
of British territories again being plundered by the Pindaris and 
British subjects made victims of their atrocities. It was a mat
ter of grave concern, he said that ‘‘British territories had been 
invaded by a large force of the Pindarries collected and pre
pared for the purpose within Eis Higness’s dominions and under 
leaders who called themselves Eis Highness’s servants, that 
moreover the prisoners who had fallen into our hands uniformly
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declared that they were the Maharajah* s servants, and that they 
acted in obedience to his orders”." This circumstance, the 
Resident continued, "compelled the Governor-General to demand 
an explanation and that in His Lordship* s name I now requested
His Highness to state whether he had made war on the British

2Government” •
Bapu Chitnavis, ^india*s minister, listened silently 

to the Resident’s observations, and then asked, in tones of 
surprize, how the Governor-General could believe that Sindia 
wanted a rupture with the British Government. Nothing was far
ther from Sindia’s thought; he was now on terms of friendship 
with the Company, and had resolved to inflict "the severest 
chastisement on the Pindaris".^ Only a week later Atmaram visi
ted the Resident to give proof of sindia’s sincerity. A force 
consisting of five thousand horse and six battalions of infantry 
had been ordered to march under Balarao Ingle, who from his ex
perience in that kind of service seemed best qualified for the 
post/1 He further reported that Sindia*s officers in Burhanpur 
and other parts of his dominions would be simultaneously ordered 
to co-operate writh Balarao by attacking such Pindaris as might
come their way, and if the^ force should prove insufficient,

5Baptiste would also be ordered to join them. In addition, he
said, Sindia was determined "on sequestrating all the lands of
1. Close to Adam, 31 Jan. 1817» para.l, B*P.3.C. 15 Feb.1617, Noh 
2* Ibid. para.5«
3. Ibid. para.6.
h. Close to Adam, 7 Beb. 1817* para.l, B.P.S.C. l March,1817*No.l<
5. Ibid., para. 2.



the Pindaree leaders; not to allow a Pindaree to remain in 
his dominions, and of course neither to enter into any compro
mise with them nor to show them any sort of indulgence as former 
ly." 1

It seems clear from ^india's letters to the Pindaris 
of November 1816 and from intercepted letters of the Pindaris 
of the spring of 1817 that Daulatrao had determined to break 
with the Pindaris. His ministers, however, continued to hedge, 
either from a genuine difference of policy, or from a desire to 
maintain their own reputations with the Pindari leaders, i’hus 
in a letter of 31 March, Chitu Khan complained to Hindurao 
Ghatge that the mahals once bestowed on him by Sindia had sud
denly been given to Sindia’s general Jacob Saheb. He also ex
pressed his failure to understand why oindia had decided to 
employ Balarao against him: "if this is done entirely to please
the English ••••• Or to save appearances merely, it is well, 
the slave, is but the instrument of the wishes of the exalted. 
But if otherwise, recollect when we are extinguished, how long 
will you be saved? The slave only looks to the signal of
the Kuzoor, or otherwise in a short time, the whole country of

2the English would be given to fire and plunder11. Hindurao re
plied, acknowledging "your letter giving accounts of your wel
fare mixed with complaint to this effect, that Sununds of the

   / . ; •

1̂  Close to .Adam, 7 Peb. 1817* para.2, B.P.S.C. 1 March, lSl7> No 
1.

2. Cheetoo to Hindoo Row, 31 March, 1817* B.P.S.C. 10 May, 1817* 
Ko.i+5*



Mahals in your possession had been granted to Jacob Sahib. The
matter is this. At that time it was written in the Akhbars
that -nglish troops had crossed tie Nerbuddah, and had taken
possession of your Mahals which are certainly the property of
the Maharajah. For this reason the oununds have been granted
to Jacob ••••• Do you retain no fears whatever. By all means
consider the Huzoor as your friend in every way."1 He further
assured Chitu Khan that though Sindia was now displeased with
the Pindaris and had decided to employ Balarao Ingle, he should
not be worried, because "what is requisite to be said to the

2Huzoor on your account shall be done". Balarao also wrote in
similar, "certainly what you write concerning the English is
perfectly correct, and on this point Hindoo Row and other
Sirdars have urged the Huzoor but they fail in making any
impression on him. As for myself whatever may be resolved in
regarding you, shall have my kind consideration and at the time
of and previous to my departure to the extent of my power I

3shall interest the Maharajah in your favour."
The evidence does not permit it to be said with cer

tainty that in the spring of 1817 Sindia was deliberately 
playing a double game, deceiving the Company by his military 
measures and so trying to avert vigorous action on their part, 
and while publicly threatening the Pindaris, privately con
ciliating them. It may well be that Sindia!s court was divided
1. Hindoo Bow to Cheetoo, 17 April, 1817# B.P.S.C. 10 May,

1817, No.US.
2. Ibid.
3. Bala Row Inglia to Cheetoo, 10 April, 1817, B.P.S.C.

10 May, 1817, No.U7.
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- certainly the commanders of the forces he sent against the 
Pindaris quarrelled violently among themselves.1 By July 1817* 
however, ^india certainly seemed to have become more hostile 
to the British moves against the Pindaris. Close reported, "five 
months had now passed since the Maharajah expressed in warm 
terms his zeal for the destruction of the Pindarries. He sent 
in all haste for Bala Row Inglia and declared to me that a 
large force of horse and foot should immediately march under 
his orders, but I would beg to know what had yet been the ef
fect of it. His Highness seemed to have grown perfectly cold

2on the subject and had greatly shaken my confidence." The
explanation for this coldness is probably to be found in events
outside Central India, events tracing their origin to the rise
of Trimbakji Dengle as the favourite of the Peshwa Bajirao,
and to Trimbakji*s murder of Gangadhar Shastri in July 1815*
Trimbakji, imprisoned by the British, had escaped in September
1816, and with the Peshwa1 s connivance had been gathering forces

■3in the hills. In April 1817 Hastings made use of the Peshwa* s 
complicity to enforce upon him much harsher terms of subordina
tion, including renunciation of his headship of the Maratha 
Confederacy and of all his rights in Malwaj and Bundelkhand,
and the surrender of the fortress of Ahrnadnagar.^ The Peshwa

5signed the new treaty on 13 June 1617» But he was active in
1. Tod to Adam, 9 June, 18177 B.P.S.C. 28 June, 1817, No. 3*
2. Close to Hastings, 9 July, 1817* B.P.S.C. 25 July, 1817* No.^U
3. The Earl of Moira had been created Marquis of Hastings on

13 February 1817 in recognition of his services in the Nepal 
war. D.N.B. (1891) vol.25* p.H9«1+. Adam to Elphinstone, 7 April,1817, B.P.3.C.7 April,1817*No .10.

5. Elphinstone to Adam, 11+ June, 1817, B.P.S.C. 5 July, 1817,
No. 21+•
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seeking to stir and unite the Ivlaratha chiefs against the Compa
ny.'*' Appeals to Sindia to support a common Maratha front were

2also renewed from A.ppa Saheb, the ruler of Nagpur after Parsoji 
Bhosle!s assassination in February 1817# who by the summer of 
1817 was anxious to free himself fron the subordination he had 
sought in 1816 as the price of personal power.

One sign of Sindia*s wavering was his virtual abandon
ment of military measures against the Pindaris. Another was

-Zhis giving an audience to an agent of' Karim Khan. It appeared 
that the agent was sounding Sindia*s court about the possibility 
of assistance, and Close reported that he had secured the re
lease of Karim s brother Hiru Khan, and a promise that Sindia*s 
fort of Islamnagar would be available to the Pindaris in any 
crisis.^ "An unusual access’', he wrote, "has been lately al
lowed to the pindarries into that fort and it was certainly

5believed that Sindiah intended to resign it to the Pindarries." 
Atmaram, when confronted by Close’s intelligence reports flatly 
denied that ’'there was any foundation for my [the Resident’s] 
surmise respecting Islamnagar and said that His Highness would 
never be guilty of so gross a violation of his promises and of 
such a dereliction of his declared resol(^Lon to employ his force 
against the Pindarries. He said, he knew nothing of the Agent
I had alluded to but I expressed my firm convintion if he did noî

6 mthen His Highness assuredly must’.' The Resident no less flatly
1. Jenkins to Hastings,30 Hay,1817*B.P.3.C. 31 June,1817* No. 2.
2. Jenkins to Adam, 9 May, 1817* B.P.S.C. 2*4- May, 1817* No. 11.
3. Close to Adam, 30 July, 1817* B.P.S.C. 22 Aug.1817* No.3*4-.
*+. Close to Hastings, 29 Aug.1817* B.P.S.C.12 Sept.1817* No.l@.
3. Ibid.
6. Ibid.
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complained that no one instance of Sindia!s conduct could sup
port the assertion of his proposed intention against the Pinda
ris. On the contrary Sindia’s permission had been "tacitly al
lowed them of raising men herefrom amongst the Mewattees, some 
hundreds of whom have within the last few months left this pro
vince for the Pindarry camps and the similar permission allowed 
them on their agents to purchase up horses, especially those 
hand working ponies which abound in all Maratha camps and are 
so admirably suited for the purposes of the Pindarries•

By September 1617* however, Hasting1s military prepa
rations had been completed, and a force some 115,000-strong stood
ready on the borders of Central India and Hajputana to hunt

2dov/n the Pindaris.'" The time when Sindia could safely pre- 
varicate, abandoning the Pindaris in his avowals, but practicing 
his old forbearance to their taking shelter in his forts and 
territories, was at an end. It was not possible for Hastings to 
permit the Pindaris to split up and disperse themselves through 
Sindia's territories when they should have been defeated else
where, nor to allow them to enlist under Sindiafs officers, many 
of whom v/ere evidently favourable to their cause. Prom Cawnpore, 
therefore, Hastings sent a set of conditions, ou&ining the part 
Sindia was required to play in the Pindari campaign. This was
to be put to him for acceptance: if he refused he would be

3treated as hostile.
1. Close to Hastings, 27 Sept. 1817> B.iJ. C.c. 17 Oct. 1817> No.35
2. M.S. Mehta, op.cit., p.lOU.
3. Adam to Closed 28 sept. 1817* para.20 B.P.S.C. 28 Oct. 1817> 

No. 4.
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In giving these orders Hastings ignored the di
rections of the Home authorities that no new political arrange
ments should be made, as he had done in imposing a new treaty 
on che Peshwa.^ The belief that the Pindari problem could be 
handled as a single and isolated measure, thanks to Sindia1s 
neutrality, which had persuaded the waverers in the Calcutta 
Council to support Hastings, was also set aside. The reasons 
given for imposing a new treaty upon Daulatrao Sindia were 
those of military necessity, and these were supported by papers 
of intel ligence, one from Chitu Khan's camp which stated that
Sindia's officers secretly desired the Pindaris to realise

2their danger and to unite against their enemies, and another, 
a letter from a Pindari vakil at Sindia's camp, telling Chitu's 
agent that he had seen Lala Ram Baksh and Daji Deshmukh,
Sindia's ministers, who promised help: "The Sirkar had writ
ten to Jeswunt Rao about giving his assistance. Orders have 
been given to him. Let the Pindarries consider this. Commu- 
nicate this to Nabob Chitu Khan ". The unspoken reason 
was that Hastings saw the opportunity to complete his grand 

political design, and meant to take it.
Close was, therefore, ordered to tell Sindia of

HastLng's plans against the Pindaris - "All India demands their
1. 'ihe Board had not wholly ruled out the possibility of new 

political engagements arising unavoidably from the action 
against the Pindaris. Board's draft of Sec. Despatch, 4 
June, 1817, para.3, J5p.XMT¥9l. 5; Despatches to Bengal, 4 
June, 1817, para.3, pp.347-8, vol.76.

2. A Paper of Intelligence from Seetoo's camp. B.P.C. 4 Nov. 
1817, No.43.

3. Heera Lai to Jumeeyut Rai, 11 Sept. 1817, B.P.S.C. 14 Nov. 
1817, No.76.
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suppression, and all India will be put in motion to effect
it11 - and then set out the conditions he must accept.^ Sindia
must employ his troops against the Pindaris in such manner as
might be counselled by British officers. He must engage not
to permit Pindaris to be enrolled in his army or harbouhed and

2protected by his officers. He must raise no fresh troops 
without permission, and must hand over the forts of Asirgarh, 
Hindia, Nimawar and Chanderi for the duration of the campaign.
He must himself remian at Grwalior or such other place desigaa-l/ / 3ted by the British Government.

On 6 October 1817 the Resident accordingly met At- 

m-iram and formally acquainted him with the demands of the 
Governor-GeneralBut, in addition to the military measures 
already outlined, Olose went on to declare that Sindia*s con
duct "had been such as to dissolve the treaties subsisting 
between the two states.’* As the purpose of the treaty of 
1805 had been to establish peace; and as that peace had not 
been preserved with the British Government, the treaty there- 
fore fell to the ground. The Governor-General therefore 
felt, himself free to enter into treaty relations with those 
states west of the Chambal hitherto excluded by clause eight
1. Adam to Close, 28 Sept. 1817, para.21 B.P.S.C. 28 Oct.1817,

Ho.4.
2. Ibid. para.24.3. Ibid. para.49
4. Close to Adam, 11 Oct. 1817, para.3, B.P.S.C. 14 Nov. 1817,

No.56.
5. Ibid. para.6.



of the 1805 treaty."1"
To this ultimatum Atmaram replied by reporting his

earlier assurance of Sindia ’ s resolution to act according to
the Governor-General1 s wishes. ,rHe talked much of Scindia’s

2being determined himself to attack the Pindarries11. He argued 
that no charge of violating the existing treaty could be levelled 
against Sindia, though ’'he fully admitted the neglect of which

3His Highness had been guilty towards us." The Resident re
plied that the Governor-General had anxiously desired to see 
the Pindaris destroyed by Sindia and Holkar, but after waiting 
so long in vain for the realization of those expectations, he 
had now advanced to the frontier and "had incurred a heavy 
expense in collecting one army of nearly 50,000 men in the Dec
can, and another of about 50,000 men on the neighbouring 
frontier."  ̂ It was clear therefore that "His Highness's
assent or dissent was of little moment to the Governor-General* s

5designs which would at all events be carried into execution". 
Nevertheless Close pointed out, by concurring with the British 
Government Sindia would not lose an acre of land, on the con
trary he would recover what he had lost, while "by opposing us
1. On 10 October Hastings took upon himself fiunparticipated 

responsibility" for these wider political measures, declaring 
his "settled conviction that no .system of measures which did 
not comprehend the reform of the greater States of
India and the revision of our relations with them all would 
affect the extirpation of the predatory system." Minute of 
10 Oct. 1817, B.P.S.0. 28 Oct. 1817, No.l.

2. Close to Adam,11 Oct.1817, para.6, B.P.S.C.14 Nov.1817,N(5.56. 
5 * Ibid.
4. Ibid. para.7.
5. Close to Adam, 15 Oct. 1817, B.P.S.C. 14 Nov.1817, No.67.



the certain consequences would be the loss of all his rights 
over the western states, of the lands now in the occupation 
of the Pindarries and of the money he received from the British 
Government.

On 15 October Atmaram visited the Resident to report 
Sindia*s concurrence in all the articles of the proposed treaty 
except that for the surrender of Asirgarh, which was "very
much against his inclinatioh, as it would detract so much from

2his dignity*11 The Resident countered this plea for considera
tion by asking, "why His Highness should not himself be the 
first to declare to the world what his fixed resolution was in 

regard to the Pindarries. That to affect it he had joined the 
English and still further to forward our joint operations that 
he had willingly given up Asseergurh to serve as a depot for 
our troops engaged in the war".' A solution was found by al
lowing Sindia* s flag to be kept flying in the fort, and his 
kiladar to remain with a small guard, whilst British officers

4retained the actual command of the place.
Shortly afterwards the Governor-General *s ultimatum 

reached Gwalior in the form of a letter addressed to the Re
sident. "Having now crossed the Jumna it is necessary that I
should take my line decidedly. No further wavering or procrasti
1. Close"to Adam, 15 Oct.1817, B.P.S.C. 14 Nov.1817, No.67.
2. Close to Adam, 16 Oct. 1817, B.P.S.C. 14 Nov.1817, No.69.
3. Close to Adam, 24 Oct. 1817, para.2 B.P.S.C.14 Nov.1817,No.74
4. Close to Adam, 20 Oct. 1817, B.P.S.C. 14 Nov. 1817, Ho.72.



nation on the part of His Highness houlat Row Sindiah is admis
sible and I must learn at once whether he be a friend on whom 
I am to place reliance or whether I must resort to the proce
dure which his standing in the light of an enemy would impose
on me."1 This hastened the conclusion of the negotiations,

2and on 5 November 1817, Sindia signed the treaty.
Sindia' s detachment from the interest of the Pindaris 

was more necessary than his active support. A glance at the 
twelve articles shows how v/ell understood this was and what 
care the British Government took to ensure that saparation.
So Sindia "engages never to re-admit the Pindarries or any 
other predatory bodies into his territories, or in any manner 
to give them the smallest countenance or support, or to permit 
his officers to do so.? His role in the war was the negative 
one of abs Gaining from actions. The suppression of the Pin
daris was thus not the effect of the treaty of Gwalior, of 
5 November, but its cause.

If one result of the Pindari campaign was to deprive 
Paulatrao Sindia of his old auxiliaries and to put a stop to 
his campaigns against his neighbours, another, no less inevi
table result of the destruction of the Pindaris, and their 
entire predatory system, was the isolation and transformation
of Amir Khan. Amir Khan had not only maintained an intimate
1." Hastings to Close, "TTf Oct. 1817, B.P.S.C.14 Nov. 1817, No. 9• 

The Resident was asked to submit a translated copy of this 
letter to Sindia.

2. Prom Hastings, 6 Nov.1817, B.P.S.C. 21 Nov. 1817, No.13.
3o A copy of the treaty with Scindia, B.P.S.C. 21 Nov. 1817,

No.16.
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relation with the Pindaris throughout his career, but frequently 
had united the Pindaris under him to invade the territories of 
the Raja of Nagpur or the Rajput rulers, so that he looked 
upon them as a part and parcel of his military strength. It 
was natural therefore that he should have been j§aious of any 
British movement against the Pindaris, and that he should of
fer all possible assistance to them in their present crisis.
This was evident from the letters exchanged between him and 
the Pindari leaders early in 1817. Chitu Khan in a letter to 
Amir Khan sought his advice and assistance. "At present I am 
looking out for a place of strength and difficult access and 
being unsuccessful eiewhere, have addressed the Rajah Maun Sing 

of Jodhpur . I am confident that on this subject you will 
also address him to this effect, that the place which was 
formerly assigned for residence of the familjr of Maharajah 
Holkar should be appointed for us and that you will soon 
intimate to me its success, that from it my heart may be set 
at ease and that I may face the English with confidence. Then 
for once by the blessing of God .... to the environs of Cal
cutta the tumult shall be spread. The whole country shall be 
consigned to ashes, and to such distress shall they be reduced 
that the accounts will not fail to reach you. But at present 
this must be delayed for want of a place of refuge."1 Amir
Khan failed to secure a refuge for them in Jodhpur, instead
1. Cheetoo to Meer Khan, Enclo. in a letter from Close, 23 Jan.

1817, B.P.S.C. 11 Peb. 1817, No.2.



he advised Chitu Khan and Wasil Muhammad to build their can
tonments in his own territory of Sironj, as nthe tracts round 
Seronj are so intersected by rivers that no secret attack 
can be made, and the ground in the rains about is too much cut 
up to be practicable for the advance of guns. To his mana
ger at Sironj he wrrote, "the affairs of the Jemadar [wasil
Muhammad"] and my brother Cheetoo are mine, there is no point
of difference or separation of them. Whatever place they
may fix for a cantonment, do you make no objection, but on
the contrary on whatever business aid can be given by you, do

2so.” He then addressed Wasil Muhammad telling him to 
"canton in the district of Seronj at Lesree, and preserve the 
strictest vigilance. It is the intention of the British to 
attack you after the rains. You will then place your camp 
followers in a place of safety. In case you ascertain that 
the English are positively coming against you, you will then 
spread tumult and confusion on all sides. In prosperity or ad
versity I am your friend, make no hesitation about staying in 
this Ellakah [area and be vigilanj, I have proc.ured certain 
intelligence of the determination of the English, and it is 
their intention to make an attack upon you." Wasil Muhammad 
in reply expressed his gratitude to Amir Khan and acknowledged
him as his master. "We will move our place of retreat into
17 Meer Khan to the Manager or Seronge, En'cTo. in a letter from 

Close, 21 June 1817, B.P.S.C. 7 July, 1817, Ho.7.
2. Ibid.
3. Ameer Khan to Wasil Mohammad, undated, B.P.S.C.18nJuly, 1817

No.8.



your territories, and will issue from thence and commit de
predations in British territory....... The English army is
now on the opposite side of the Nerbuddah. I shall throw 
every obstacle in my power in their way to prevent their 
crossing to this dide of the river. If they succeed you must 
succour ine,’̂

Amir Khan’s relations with the Pindaris as late as
mid-1817 seemed close and sincere. But regard for their fate
could not J)lind him to his own. He had always been opportunistA
par excellence, ready to betray his allies if yesterday’s ene
mies seemed likely to-day to become useful friends. And he had 
always been a shrewd and cautious judge of what could and what 
could not be done. He had taken the maximum advantage of the 
British policy of non-intervention during the govemor-general- 
ships of Barlow and Minto, but he had early realised that 
Moira was determined to act in defence of Nagpur or Jaipur, 
and had abandoned his plans against them. The Pindaris had 

been his strength, Holkar and his tributary states his resource 
but he saw in 1817 that both were at an end.

Fortunately Amir Khan knew what was to be done under 
such circumstances. In March 1817 he despatched his agent 
Niranjan Lai to the Resident at Delhi with certain definite 
proposals. The agent stated that having arrived at the age of 
sixty five, his master’s objects were rest and a tranquil
1. Wasil Mohammad to Ameer Khan, undated, B.P.S.C. 18 July,

1817, No.8.
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settlement for the remainder of his days in order that he 
might prepare for the next world.1 He therefore wanted the 
guarantee of the British Government for territories he had al
ready required from Holkar and the Rajput states. In return 
he agreed not only to surrender his artillery "which he esti
mates at three hundred pieces'1, but also to co-operate against 

2the Pindaris. In addition, Metcalfe reported, "an offer has 
been made of the services of Meer Khan for the purpose of 
establishing our influence at the court of Holkar, with a 
subsidiary alliance on the same footing with our alliances 
with the Poona, Hyderabad and Nagpore courts”. Metcalfe did 

not put much faith in these offers of submission and aid. "To 
have Meer Khan as an instrument for the extension of British 
influence over India and the establishment of peace and pro
sperity in the room of anarchy and devastation,'1 he said,
''seems so improbable an event, that one cannot listen to such 
proposals without extreme distrust.”  ̂ However, though the 
Governor-General, too, was sceptical, he thought the proposed 
surrender of artillery "offers certainly the object which the
Governor-General in Council would consider the most desirable

5to be obtained to any arrangement with that chief." The 
Governor-General therefore suggested that it might be worth 
while to keep the discussion open without giving any positive
encouragement to the agent's overtures.Q __
1. Metcalfe to Adam, 2? March, 1817 ,para. 5 , B.C .vol. 689/8901 ,p.3l
2. Ibid, para.4 p.30.
3. Ibid ., para2, p.29.
4. Ibid ., para.3. p.29.
5. Adam to Metcalfe, 7 Apri 1,1817, B.C . vol. 689/8901, p.37.
6. Ibid.



While thus negotiating Amir Khan had no hesitation 
in maintaining his usual correspondence with the Maratha camps. 
He wrote in July to Khandu Pant, Holkar’s vakil at Poona. ’’This 
is the state to which the British Government has brought the 
Peshwa. /Saglrao had just signed the humiliating treaty of 13 
June. 7 Now let all chiefs unite. I have written to Maharajah 
Doulat Row Sindiah not to put any trust in the negotiations of 
the British Government, and to recommend that all unite and 
arrange matters in concert, as otherwise the fate of all will 
be like that of the Peshwa."1 This letter was seen by the 
Peshwa, who in reply sent his two agents, Govind Pandit and 
Ramkishen to Amir Khan’s ca&p. They proposed that Amir Khan 
should go to Poona with his force, the Peshwa paying his ex
pense. Amir Khan did not, however, accept, since he had re
ceived favourable accounts from his agent at Delhi of the pro-

2gress of his negotiations with the British Government. Yet 
again, a month later he reported to Holkar*s Government, "the 
Resident at Delhi has bribed my agent Nerunjun Lai and has 
sent him to me, with offers of a territory if I will separate 
myself from everyone else, and take service with the Bnglish,
I have replied that I have nc intention of taking service and 
that I have at my command fifty thousand horse and foot, three

3hundred guns and thirty thousand Pindarries." Such was
1. Metcalfe to Adain, 22 July, 1817, B.'x.C. 15 Aug.1817, No *4 •
2. Metcalfe to Adam, 10 Aug. 1817, B.P.O. 30 Aug.1817, No.35;

Metcalfe to Adam, 7 Sept. 1817, B.P.G. 26 Sept. 1817, No.35.
3. Metcalfe to Adam, 13 Aug. 1817, B.P.S.C. 5 Sept. 1817, No.39



Ainir Khan. He was sincere to nobody, but to his own interest. 
His conduct was mainly guided by the principle of selling him
self to whichever of the parties concerned would pay for his 
services at the highest rate. His established relation with 
the Pindaris and the Marathas might tempt him to join them in 
opposing the British Government, as might the offer of the 
Peshwa, butshis respect for British power ultimately drew 
him to seek British protection and support for what he had al
ready acquired.

In August, therefore Amir Khan, again sent his agent 
to the Resident at Delhi. In addition to the proposals al
ready placed before the Resident, the agent now stated that 
his master wished for”an estate in Rohilcund free from the 
operation of our /Ihe British/ courts of justice, ..... and 
expected pecuniary assistance to enable him to discharge super
fluous troops.11 ̂ As hostages for his fidelity in the intended 
engagement Amir Khan agreed to send his family to reside at 
Delhi. To the renewed negotiations the Resident was more re
ceptive and he sought fresh instructions from the Governor- 

2General. Early in October the instructions arrived autho
rizing the Resident to conclude a treaty with Amir Khan. The 
Governor-General did not find any objection to guaranteeing to
him and his family in perpetuity the places which he had already
T7 '"Metcalfe to Adam, 13 Aug. l8l'7, para. 4 , B.P.S.C. 5 Sept.

1817, No.39.
2. Ibid ., para. 13.
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acquired in Holkar1 s territories, upto the value of ten or 
twelve lakhs of rupees per annum. "Nothing can be more just 
than that the power which has raised him to the baneful emi
nence on which he stands should bear the expense of reclaiming 
him to quiet and inoffensive pursuits”.'1' But because of the 
intention of re-establishing peace in India and of restoring 
the "pacific states” as nearly as possible to their former 
efficiency, the Governor-General held the grant of an estate
in Rohilkhand to be "nearly impracticable and extremely un-

2desirable.” Otherwise if Amir Khan would disband his bat
talions and deliver their arms to the British Government at a 
fair valuation, maintain only a limited number of troops, se
parate himself from the Pindaris and do nothing to violate the
general peace of India, he might be gtanted a territorial

3settlement.
On these terms Metcalfe concluded a treaty with 

Amir Khan,^ who became the respectable Nawab of Tonk. The 
treaty was ratified by the Governor-General in Council on 15
November, and Amir Khan in a letter to the Resident virtually

£
ratified it also on 3 December 1817.^ If the treaty of Gwalior
1. Adam to Metcalfe, 1 Oct.1817, para.22, B.P.S.g. 28 Oct. 1817,

No.13 .
2. Ibid. para.25.
3. Ibid. para.29.
4. Metcalfe to Adam, 9 Nov. 1817, B.P.S.C. 28 Nov;1817, No.16.
5. Adam to Metcalfe, 15 Nov.1817, B.P.S.C. 5 Dec.1817, No.26.
6. Metcalfe to Adam, 3 Dec. 1817, B.P.S.C. 26 Dec.1817, No.73.



with Sindia had been a prerequisite for success in the opera
tions against the Pindaris, the treaty with Amir Khan was a 
major part in the destruction of their system. For Amir Khan 
to have renounced his predatory life was half the battle. **A11 
that we should require from Ameer Khan", the Governor-General 
declared, "would be his relinquishing his predatory life, and 
ranging himself on the side of civilized Government and tran
quillity. With this view he must be required to withdraw his 
forces from the territories of the Rajput states, and restore 
the forts and lands in them held by his officers, and to en
gage never to interfere with them again, to fix his residence 

at some principal town within his territory."1
It will be remembered that in March 1817 Amir Khan 

had offered to use his influence to bring Holkar1 s state into 
alliance with the Company. Since that offer was rejected it 
may be worth w'hile to note the ultimate fate of the state in 
which Amir Khan had played such a powerful role. By the autumn 
of 1817 with Amir Khan withdrawn from its affairs, the Indore 
state lacked any effective government, since Tulsibai was un
able to control the mutinous soldiery and the Pathan auxiliaries. 
On 1 October, however, Hastings demanded of the Holkar govern
ment that it restore order in the state and assist in the des
truction of the Pindaris. If it would not, it must be treated
as an enemy; if it could not then it must accept British pro-

2tection and control. It was also ordered to accept the
1. Adam to Metcalfe, 1 Oct.1817, para.29, B.P.S.C. 28 Oct.1817, 

No.13.
2. Ibid.



Company’s settlement with Amir Khan
2Tulsibai would have been glad to accept an alliance, 

but on 6 November the Peshwa and on 26 November Appa Saheb 
of Nagpur opened war upon the Company. The Peshwa1 s appeal 
for Holkar’s support was heard by the Pathan chiefs, headed by

3Gafur Khan,' who seized and murdered Tulsibai and declared war. 
Near Ujjain at Mahidpur on 21 December, Holkar's forces met 
the British army, and were destroyed.^1 Malharrao Holkar, 
then eleven years old, fell into Malcolm’s hands. He was made 
to pay heavily for the Pathan chiefs’ folly. By a treaty 
signed on 6 January 1818 he agreed to "the confirmation of 
Amir Khan’s independence and his engagement with the British^ 
the cession of Holkar’s claims on the Rajput states, the gift 
to Raj Rana of Kotah of the four districts which he had 
rented from Holkar, and lastly, the cession in perpetuity of 
the whole of Holkar’s possessions to the south of the Satpura

5Range, including Khandesh".
It remains to. consider the conduct of the campaign 

against the Pindaris themselves. For this an elaborate mili
tary preparation had been under way since May, with Hastings 
himself preparing to lead the centre division, and Sir Thomas
His lop, Commander-in-Chief of the Madras Army in charge of the
1. Metcalfe to Adam, 17 Oct.1817, B.P.S.C.14 Nov.1817, No.48.
2. Metcalfe to Tod, 21 Nov.1817, B.P.S.C.19 Dec. 1817, No.109.
3. Adam to Metcalfe, 3 Dec. 1817, B.P.S.C. 26 Dec.1817, No.4.
4. M.S. Mehta, op.cit., p.115.
5o Malcolm to Adam, 7 Jan.1818, B.P.S.C. 6 Feb.1818, No.94;

M.S.Mehta, op.cit., p.116.



Deccan army, with Malcolm as his political agent. Their aim was 
to make a concerted sweep against the Pindaris after the rains?* 

In the face of these massive preparations the Pin
daris made their own arrangements for a united stand. In 
June, taking advantage of a revolt of Holkar*s constantly 
starving forces, and consequent chaos and confusion in his
camp, Karim Khan effected his escape and rejoined his old di-

2vision. Holkar's vakil later reported to the Delhi Resident 
that Gafur Khan had received ,fa bribe from the Piddarrah chief, 
Kurreem Khan, and connived at his escape", Karim Khan's return 
emboldened the Pindaris, and also solved their problem of 
leadership. Their squabbles and dissensions had continued, 
Chitu Khan remaining irreconcilable, even in the face of 
British preparations.^- But in July, soon after his escape, 
Karim Khan invited Chitu Khan to visit him, called likewise 
upon /asil Muhammad and Namdar Khan to unite under his command.
He himself set about entertaining new infantry and cavalry, 
at the rate of a rupee a day per man, and attended to the 
organisation and discipline of his division. The Pindaris 
were further heartened in August when Karim Khan reported that
because of the rapidly worsening relations between the Peshwa
T. Minute of the''"GoVernor-General, 10 May , l8l7 , B.P.S.C. 10 May, 

1817, No.1.
2. Metcalfe to Adam, 22 June, 1817, B.P.C. 15 July, 1817,No.8.
3. Metcalfe to Adam, 24 June, 1817, B.P.C.15 July, 1817, No.10.
4. Close to Adam, 20 July, 1817, B.P.C.8 Aug. 1817, No.49*
5. A Paper of Intelligence, 18 July, 1817, B.P.C.15 Aug.1817,

No.16.
6. A Paper of Intelligence, 22 July, 1817, B.P.C. 5 Dept.1817,

No.43.
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and the British they could soon expect help from that quarter: 
Trimbakji had assured him that '’they need not be afraid of want 
of funds, as they will be supplied by the Sirkar.”  ̂ Karim 
Khan was also no less emboldened by Sindia1 s letter that he 
would conciliate all the principal zamindars in their favour,
set off his principal chief to join them and supply them with

2money.' In mid-September Karim Khan, Chitu Khan and Wasil 
Muhammad, the three topmost leaders of the Pindaris, met at 
Oyaraspur, between Bhopal and Saugor. They had by now recon- 
ciled their differences and after three days of earnest deli
berations they agfeed to organise "a joint and desperate 
stand” against the attacks they were now sure would be launched 
against them by the Company’s troops.' Aj the end of their 
consultations the three chiefs took an oath upon the Quran

5to preserve their unanimity.'
But with Sindia1 s and Amir Khan^s acceptance of the 

terms offered or imposed by the British Grovemment, and with 
the Peshwa*s defeat in November 1817, their confidence and 
plans for making a bold stand disappeared together. As the 
encircling British forces moved in upon them they abandoned 
their cantonments and set off to the hills nort-west of Bhopal

7with their families and everything of value they possessed.
1. Metcalfe to Adam, 10 Aug.1817, :.P.'C. 30 Aug. 1817, No. 35.
2. A Paper of Intelligence, 25 Sept.1817,B.P.C.7 Nov.1817,No.34•
3. Metcalfe to Adam, 11 Sept.1817, B.P.C. 3 Oct.1817, No.21.
4. Wauchope to Adam, 22 Sept.1817, B.P.C.10 Oct. 1817, No.35.
5. A Paper of Intelligence, 25 Sept.1817, B.P.C. 7 Nov.1817,No34
6. Hastings to Hislop, &1 Nov.1817, B.P. S .C .19-.iDec . 1817 , No.3.
7. Hastings to Hislop, 21 Nov.1817, B.P.S.C. 12 Dec.1817, No.2.
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The British plan had been for a simultaneous attack 

upon the three main Pindari positions, that of Wasil Muhammad 
at Gyaraspur, of Karim Khan at Berasia and Chitu Khan at Pa- 
perthun, all of them some twenty or thirty miles to the north 
of Bhopal.^ Malcolm was entrusted with the movement of the 
Deccan army across the Narmada in three columns, the right
under Adams, the centre under his own control, and the left

2under Marshall." Hislop remained with his headquarters and
3a reserve striking force, south of the river. The crossings 

took place on 14, 15 and 16 November, the right column moving 
on Raisen, the centre on Ashta and the left on Unchand, in a 
front extending roughly a hundred miles from the east of Bhopal 
amoist to Indore. Meanwhile, from the north, Major-General 
Donkin had taken his position on the Upper Chambal to close 
the ring around them.!

By 22 November Malcolm’s three columns had reached 
their front, the Pindaris retreating, much encumbered, before 
them. Prom Ashta Malcolm drove on towards Shujalpur to the 
northward, pausing only ta leave a detachment to surround the 
fort of Talem where Wasil Kunar, Chitu*s adopted son had taken 
shelter with a small party of horse. By the 26th they had

5surrendered. _____ Prom Shujalpur Malcolm pushed on after Chitu
1. Hislop to Hastings. 31 Oct. 1817, para 29, B.P.S.C. 19 Dec.

1817, no.68.
2o Hislop t) Hastings. 14 Nov 1817, para.12, B.P.S.C. 19 Dec.,

1817, no.76.
3. Hastings to Hislop. 25 Nov. 1817, para 7, B. .S.C. 19 Dec.,

1817, no.78.
4. Hislop to Hastings, 26 Nov. 1817, no.31. Hastings MSS. (EUR.D# 

463); Hislop to Hastings,14 Nov.1817, para.12, B.P.S.C.
19 Dec. 1817, No.76

5. Malcolm to Hislop, 26 Nov. 1817 B.P.S.C. 24 July 1818, no.229
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Khan’s division, said to be marching towards Jaipur.^-
Meanwhile Karim Khan and Wasil Muhammad with their

Pindaris had set off to take refuge in Harauti • But on
ascending the Lohari Ghat, ten miles north of Shahabad, they

2were driven back by a British force posted there. Unable
to cross the Chambal, held by General Donkin’s forces, and
hotly prusued by Adams they doubled back hurriedly towards

3the south-west by way of Shirgarh and Chapara, to join Holkar 
at Pratabgarh, just west of Manasaur, in the greatest alarm, 
and having thrown away every particle of baggage because of

4the rapidity of their flight. Kaiim Khan’s family and baggage 
with a guard of some 2 50 Pindaris, which had been left en
camped at Barode had meanwhile been surprised by Donkin’s 
fofces, and Lalki Be gam, the wife of Karim Khan had been 
captured.'

At the end of December Ghitu Khan also came in to
6join Karim Khan and Wasil Muhammad near Mandsaur. But theA

defeat of Holkar’s army at Mahidpur, and his acceptance of 
British terms, by the treaty of Mandsaur, on 6 January 1818A.

made any hope of a concerted stand there impossible. The
1. Tod to Adams, 7 Dec. 1817, B.P.S.C. 9 Jan.1818, No.53.
2if- Tod to Donkin, 13 Dec.1817, B.P.S.C. 23 Jan.1818, No.13.
3. Marshall to Brown, 22 Dec.1817, B.P.S.0.6 Feb.1818, No.43.
4. Tod to Adam, 2 Jan.1818, B.P.3.0. 6 Feb.1818, No.50.
5. Donkin to Hastings, 18 Dec. 1817, B.P^^7C>l6^J^n .1818 ,No .21.
6. Hislop to Hastings, 3 Jan. 1818, Hastings MSS. (Bur.D.463) 

No.47.
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combined. Pindaris therefore took the direct route to Sirur, 
only to be overtaken amd defeated by Donkin!s column on 2 Jan
uary 1818.  ̂ This was the begining of the end. Karim Khan 
entered Sindia’s territory of Jawad, reportedly vrith the con
nivance of Yashvantrao Bhau, Sindia's commander there. But
after encamping close to the town for three days he was driven
off by Yashvantrao, who was himself under the pressure from
Captain Caufield, posted there to keep watch on Yashvantrao1s

2division.1" Captain Caufield had immediately drawn up several 
manifestos in the name of Yashvantrao Bhau calling upon the 
inhabitants of Jawad to attack the Pindaris wherever they 
might appear. He warned the village headmen of the district
that any kind of help to the Pindaris would cause their own
destruction.

iDespairing of any help from Yashvantrao Karim Khan 
rapidly proceeded towards the thick jungle between Satola and 
Sadri, but on his way he was met and pursued by Major Clarke, 
who successfully surrounded his force then amounting to three

4thousand men, killing and wounding nearly a thousand of them. 
Karim Khan, Wasil Muhammad and Namdar Khan with a selected band 
of followers got through in secret to Rajgarh. Karim Khan there
1. Adam to Donkin, 4 Jan.1818, B.P.S.C.6 Feb.1818, Ho.29*
2. Caufield to Adam, 6 Jan.1818, B.P.S.C. 30 Jan.1818, No.46.
3. Caufield to Malcolm, 8 Jan.1818, B.P.S.C. 30 Jan.1818,No*51*
4. Clarke to Henley, 14 Jan.1818, B.P.S.C. 3 April, 1818, No.17



decided to surrender himself to the British G-overnment, as 
the only way of savin:; himself from complete annihilation.
He immediately despatched Sheikh Hussain with a letter to 
Malcolm stating his intention to submit, and his readiness to 
serve the British Government provided he were pardoned for his 
past conduct.1 In reply Stewart, Malcolm1s assistant, ad
dressed a note to Karim Khan, Namdar Khan and the other Pinda
ri chiefs stating that "the British Government have no occasion 
whatever for your services as soldiers. But if you will come 
and throw yourselves on the generosity of the Most Noble the 
Governor-General and engage to abandon your present mode of 
life and employ your influence with your followers to do the 
same, you will be well received and provided with the means 
of future subsistence. The Sirdars who may surrender will be
allowed to retain their horses and arms but all others must

2deliver them up." On 27 January, the Nawab, of Bhopal at
Stewart’s instance, also wrote to the Pindari chiefs, urging
them to submit to the British Government and saying that if
they were willing, they might come to him and then proceed to

3Stewart’s camp to settle their affairs.
On receipt of the letter Nizamuddin, Namdar Khan’s

father-in-law. visited the Nawab ofSfropal and informed him of 
T~. Stewart to Malcolm, 2 5 Jan.1818, B.P.2>.C .13 March, 18lS ,No .70
2. A note addressed by Stewart to Kureem, Namdar Khan and othes 

25 Jan.1818, B.P.S.C. 13 March, 1818, No.70.
3. Nabob of Bhopal to Kureem, Namdar Khan, 27 Jan.1818,

B.P.S.C. 13 March, 1818, No.70.



Namdar Khan’s desire to surrender to the British Government, 
provided he would not be sent to Europe. Inreply Stewart 
assured him that Namdar Khan would not be deported to Europe.1 
He then spoke of Namdar Khan’s followers who expected to be 
paid for their horses. This Stewart "distinctly declared to
be totally inadmissible ....  whatever might be given to them
to enable them to gain a subsistence would be the free gift
of the Governor-General and not the price of their arms or

2horses."' Shortly afterwards on 2 February Namdar Khan with 
a small party of hundred Pindaris surrendered to Colonel Adams? 
In Adams’s camp he was sympathetically received and assured 
that his past conduct would be forgotten; by his good beha
viour he was now to "promote the welfare of his adherents and 
at the same time advance his own character."^

Namdar Khan’s submission and the sympathetic recep
tion he received at Adams’s camp were a signal for others to
follow suit. Two days later a first group of Karim Khan’s

5division surrendered themselves to Adams, and after a few
days Shahmat Khan, Karim Khan’s son with two hundred Pindaris

6submitted to Zalim Singh of Kotah. Karim Khan himself was
1. Stewart to Malcolm, 1 Feb.1818, B.P.S.C.13 March,1818, No.71
2. Ibid.
3. Col. Adams to Adam, 2 Feb.1818, B.P.C. 6 March,1818, No.35; 

Col.Adams to Adam, 3 Feb.1818, B.P.S.C.13 March,1818, No.71.
4. Col.Adams to Adam, 3 Feb.1818, B.P.S.C.13 March,1818, No.71.
5. Col.Adams to Adara, 5 Feb;1818, B.P.S.C.13 March,1818, No.72.
6. Adam to Tod, 12 Feb.1813, B.P.S.C. 13 March, 1818, No. 78.
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still wavering, moving among the hills near Kotah, sick and in 
fear of being seized. He expressed his intention to submit to 
the British Government, but still he could not believe in the 
assurances that his past conduct would be pardoned, While res
ting, because of illness, in a poor villager1s house, Mirzafar 
Ali, Malcolm1 s agent met him and advised him to surrender."^
On 15 February 1818 Karim Khan, who was "poorly dressed, looked 
fatigued and depressed in spirits" reached Malcolm’s camp and
surrendered 11 on a general promise of pardon and future sub- 

2sistence."
Wasil Muhammad with his followers had left the other

leaders and proceeded to Sindia’s camp at Owalior. There he
surrendered himself, expressing the hope that he would be

■5protected by that Maratha chief. This was another problem for
Sindia: if he held sincerely to the treaty of Gwalior, he ought
to prevent Wasil Muhammad’s coining to his camp, and certainly
not offer his protection to the Pindari chief, on the other
hand he must feel some "disgrace in giving up this chief who had

hsought his protection."
However, information of Wasil Muhammad’s arrival at 

Sindia’s camp soon reached Stewart, the acting President, who 
immediately remonstrated with Sindia against his giving pro
tection to a Pindari leader. He observed that though it was
1. Malcolm to Hastings, 17 i'eb.1816, B.^.^.C.17 April, 1818,No.'SO.
2. Malcolm to Lushington, 17 Feb.1818,B.P.S.C.13 March, 1816,No.88
3. Stewart to Adam, 25 May, 1816, B.P.S.C. 12 June, 1818, No.39« 
k* Ibid.



far from his intention to subject Sindia to any unnecessary 
humiliation, yet he could not ignore the fact that when "the 
flames of the system of violence and rapine which had so long 
laid waste this country" had hardly yet been extinguished, the 
protection of a Pindari chief by Sindia would excite the hope 
of reviving that system in the minds of all the turbulent Pin- 
daris still hiding in the hills and jungles.1 Sindia realised 
the impossibility of protecting Wasil Muhammad and at last de
cided to deliver him up to the Resident. On 2k May at about
midnight the Pindari chief was brought a prisoner to the Residen-

2cy.
Chitu Khan‘s fate proved even WDrse than that of Karim 

Khan and Wasil Muhammad. In January 1618 being separated from 
the main body he turned towards Udaipur. At Dhara, he encamped 
for rest without realising that the Gujarat force under William 
Keir was closely following him. The surprise was complete and 
his defeat by the Gujarat force broke his power altogether.^- 
He was thenceforth a fugitive, his followers flying in all di
rections while he himself with a small party of the Pindaris

5turned back towards Bhopal. In March he informed the Nawab of 
Bhopal of his intention to submit to the British Government on 
condition that he would be allowed to retain all the horse he had
1. Btewart to Adam, 25 May, 1818, B.P.3.C. 12 June, 1616, No.39»
2. Ibid.
3. Caufield to A&am, 6 Jan. 1818, ^.P.o.C.30 Jan.1818, No.ij-6* 

Caufield to Close, 9 Jan. 1818, B.r.s.C. 30 Jan.1816, No.53*
5. Letter from Blacker, 4 Feb.1816, B#p#s#C,17 April, 181o, No.50



371.

wfrith him and further to have a Jagir near Hindia.1 The Nawab
was incensed at these extravagant conditions, and ordered the
seizure of their horses. However, the whole party mounted their
horses in an instant and started off towards their former haunts
near the ^armada. There Chitu Khan met Appa Saheb, the Raja 

3of Nagpur," who gave him confidence and hope of fighting their
kcommon enemies. This may explain Chitu's negative attitude 

to Malcolm^ offer of terms. Malcolm in a letter to Chitu 
Khan stated that "some time ago you had proceeded to Bhopal to 
deliver up yourselves to the British Government. I was extreme
ly gratified. I subsequently heard that you fled from Bhopal 
because you thought troops were moving against you.1' Malcolm 
then invited Chitu Khan to see him without fear, assuring that 
no attack would be made on him. ^If either this night or to
morrow you deliver yourselves up to me, your life shall be safe, 
and for the support of yourselves and families you shall have 
either a monthly sum of money of lands granted you in some of 
the towns, districts of provinces of Hindoostan that are subject 
to the British Government...... But if you will not come in,

£
troops from all quarters shall do their utmost to destroy you."

1. Henley to Adam, 25 March, l8lo, B.P.S.C. l May,1818, No.25.
2. Ibid.
3. Appa baheb was defeated in the battle of Sitabaldi on 26 

November 1817 and forced to accept terms on 16 Becember.
He was formally restored to his former position on 8 
January 1818. But he continued tormenting intrigues against 
the British Government, as a result he was again captured and 
on 3 May sent to Allahabad under strong guard, but on his way 
he managed to escape to the hills between Nagpur and the Nar
mada.

A. Malcolm to Henley,30 March, 1818,B.P.S.C.2k Ju3iy,1818, No.383*
5. Malcolm to Seetoo, Hnclo. in a letter from Malcolm, 5 April, 

1818, B.P.S.C. 2k July, 1818, No.390.
6. Ibid.



No response to this offer ever reached Malcolm.
The Governor-General directed Malcolm to renew his vigorous and 
active pursuit of Chitu Khan, and detached parties began to 
move all over the adjoining -Jungles of Asirgarh, though in

1  -nvain. At last, in -February 1819> his head and a part of his 
body together with his weapons were found near a tiger's den.
These were brougbb before his son, Muhammad Puna, who instantly

2identified them as those of his father. The last of the great 
Pindari leaders had been accounted for.

1. Adam to Malcolm, 11 April, 1818, B.P.S.C. 1 May, 1818, No.27*
2. Watson to Henley, 27 Feb. 1819* B.P.C. 3 April, 1819* No.59*
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CHAPTER IX

Settlement of the Pindaris ana Pathans, 1818.
Section I

By the beginning of 1618 the campaign against the 
Pindaris was virtually ended, their military system had been 
destroyed, their leaders had surrendered, and the individual 
troopers were accepting by the hundred the British assurance 
of pardon. The Pindari problem was dead and only awaited 
burial. Discussion within the Council, and with the political 
agents in the field, turned therefore upon the manner of inter
ment, and on how best to ensure that nothing should ever wake 
the dead.

One solution, that which individual rindari leaders 
had suggested as far back as 1612, would have been to employ the 
findaris as irregulars in the Company’s armies. That was rejec
ted. Their employment, as Adam warned Malcolm, would afford an 
example and a cloak to other states "who might still retain a 
secret disposition to support the predatory system for sheltering 
and protecting and even publicly upholding bodies of marauders”.  ̂
That had been the reason for compelling Sindia, by the treaty of 
Gwalior, to renounce the right of taking any Pindari into his
service, and why he had been compelled to surrender Wasil
1. Adam to Malcolm, 7" Jan. 1616, para. 2. 7.P. s'.C. £ Feb. 1818,No. 9* 

See Chap. VM-i-,
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Muhammad when he had sought refuge with him*1
What was required was that the Pindaris should be re- 

absorbed into civil life, the leaders as respectable zarnindars, 
their followers as industrious members of the settled population* 
It might have been feared that their reckless and predatory ha
bits wrould have destroyed those qualities required for leading

2a peaceful and inoffensive life. But in fact it was known that 
the lands occupied by the Pindaris themselves, before they had 
been driven from their haunts, had been in general well cultiva
ted, and that those who had abandoned their predatory habits 
and settled in Bhopal had become useful and industrious subjects 3" 
’’These circumstances”, it was argued, ’’afford reason to hope 
that with proper encouragement and management accompanied by a 
vigilant superintendance and prompt suppression of any symptom 
of recurrence to their former habits, a^considerabls portion of
their persons will ultimately betake themselves to industrious

hand peaceful pursuits”.
The question then became, where should the Pindaris

be settled? Two main principles were laid down. The first
was that the Pindari leaders must be removed altogether from
Central India, the second that for the mass of troopers it was
only necessary that the areas chosen should be accessible open
country, and that in no case should they be allowed to settle
T. See Chap. VIII, p.370
2. Adam to Stewart, Jan.1616, B.r.8.C. 13 March, 1818, No.70.
3. Adam to Colebrook, 7 Jan. 1818, B.P.3.C. 6 Feb.1818, No.10.
6-. Ibid.
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with their leaders. “ The size of the problem was uncertain, for
many Pindaris were still hiding in the hills and jungles in fear
of punishment, and when they would surrender, and in v/hat number
was unknown, but it., was anticipated that having been cut off

2from their leaders, they soon lose their former spirit, so that
they might "for the most part be suffered to mix with the mass
of the population with which they must gradually assimilate
when the means of pursuing their former predatory courses are 

3cut off.1' It was suggested to Malcolm, therefore, that the 
Pindaris might be settled in southern Malwa, and if the Nawab of 
Bhopal or Zalim °ingh of Kotah agreed, they might be assigned 
waste lands in those states, though subject there either to 
British official supervision or that of the ruler.^ But they 
must not be allowed in country of any natural strength or dif
ficult of access: "In this view their establishment in the
strong country between the Nerbudda and the Ghauts is decidedly

5objectionable. H
Further, more detailed instructions followed in Feb

ruary, by which it was laid down that land for the Pindaris 
should in the first instance be allotted rent free, but on the 
understanding that after a certain period it should become 
liable to assessment. Pecuniary assistance was also to be af
forded at the outset to enable them to buy cattle, ploughs and
1. Adam to otewart, Jan. 1816, B.P.6.C. 13 March, 1618, No.70.
2. Adam to Malcolm, 7 Jan.1616, B.P.S.C. 6 Feb. 1816, No.9.
3. Adam to Col. Adams, 12 Feb. 1616, B.P.b.C. 13 March, 1818,

No.77*
h. Adam to Malcolm, 7 Jan.1818, para.7> B.P.S.C. 6 Feb.1816, No.9
5. Ibid. para.8.
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other agricultural stock.1 It was also realised that immediately
after their surrender many Pindaris would be without any means
of subsistence. It was suggested by Colonel Adams that some
temporary relief would thus be "indispensably necessary in the
case of a considerable portion of the Pindarries who from various
accidents during their late flight have become entirely desti- 

2tute." Since, however, it would be necessary to identify Pin
daris, so as to prevent persons who had never been Pindaris 
claiming the allowance, it was proposed that except for re
cognized leaders no one coming in to surrender should receive

■3subsistence until the expiration of some two weeks. The daily
krate of subsistence proposed was as follows:

1. Horseman being; of the Pindari tribe by
birth or by long adherence ........... . • 2 annas

2. Thokdar of less than 100 horse............  A annas
3. Thokdar of less than 200 horse ..••••••••• 8 annas
A. Chief of each division....................  1 rupee 8 annas
These suggestions were accepted, and it was also laid down that
the temporary allowance should continue till the end of December

51818 when they would harvest their first Kharif crop.
At the same time arrangements for their permanent set-

Ptlement were made, ^ith the exception of the principal leaders, 
the Pindaris were divided into three classes and provision was
1. Adam to Col. Adams, 12 Feb.1816, para.16, B.P.S.C.13 March, 

1810, No.77.
2. Col. Adams to Adam, 15 Feb.1810, B.P*3.C. 13 March, 181o,No.81
3. Ibid.
A. Ibid.
5. Proposed arrangement submitted to the Nawab of Bhopal by Hen

ley, 11 March, 1818, B.P.S.C. 1 May, 1818, No.20.



made according to their rank, and influence. A Pindari horse
man received from 25 to 30 bighas of lands, and the two classes 
of Thokdar from 30 to 50 bighas and from 50 to 70 bighas res
pectively.1 Cash payments were made to each for the purchase 
of cattle, agricultural implements and seed corn. A Pindari 
horseman received an advance of 50 rupees, an inferior Thokdar

p125 rupees and a superior Thokdar 300 rupees. The extra al
lotment of land and cash allowances to the Thokdars or minor 
'Pindari chiefs was regarded as a useful means of getting them 
to give a lead. It was "a matter of policy to hold out to them 
an adequate encouragement", for with a body of such unprincipled
individuals as the Pindaris, a good example set by contented

■5leaders would be invaluable.
In the event the response to the measures was very en

couraging. In Bhopal for example the Nawab had charged Shahzada 
Mussia with the allotment of lands to the Pindaris, and it was 
decided to build some thirty Pindari villages. In July it was 
reported by Henley, agent for Pindari affairs, that they had 
been "furnished with the best lands in the country" and that 
twenty two of the villages had already been built and work 
upon the remaining eight commenced.^ By the end of 1818 he 
was able to tell the Governor-General of "the rapidly increasing
prosperity of the district of Shujalpoor, all the villages of
1. Proposed arrangement submitted to the Nawab of Bhopal by Hen

ley, 11 March, 1818, B.P.S.C. 1 May, 181b, No.20.
2. Henley to Adam, 13 March, 1818, B.P.S.C. 1 May, 1818, No.20.
3. Ibid.
h. Henley to Adam, 26 July, 1816, B.P.S.C. 29 Aug. 1816, No.89*



which are now reoccupied. The town is also becoming an emporium 
for trade of the surrounding country. Bankers and merchants are 
repairing to '■ft from all quarters."^"

The same principle of providing the means for resettle 
ment in civilian life was applied to the Pindari chiefs, their 
families and immediate dependants. But in their case it was 
thoughtessential to move them out of Central India, though
"without imposing any further restraint on their personal free-

2dom". In choosing the area to which they were to be removed 
it v/as necessary to avoid placing them among people whose 
character and nature were similar to their own. For this rea
son the districts west of the Jumna, as also Rohilkhand and 
Parukhabad were regarded as unsuitable. There was no objection 
to fixing their residence in populous cities, if they preferred 
a money pension, but in that case Benaras, "which was already 
too much the resort of persons standing nearly in the same re
lation to Government as the Pindarry chiefs will be", should be
excluded. Patna or Tirhut, where they would find little en-

/ 3cour-agement to thewoisual purauits, would be more suitable.-'
If, as the Government anticipated, the leaders preferred a lan
ded provision to a pension, then allotments of land could be 
conveniently made in Gorakhpur and the northern Doab, and of
ficers dealing with the Pindaris should encourage them to se

lllect those areas. ‘____________________ ___________ ____________
1. Henley to Adam, 23 Nov. 1816, B.P.S.~CT 26 Sec. 18lc, No. 105*
2. Adam to Col.Adams, 12 Peb.lSlo, para.5,B.P.S.C. 13 March, 

1818, No.77.
3. Ibid. para.9.
U. Ibi d. parapll
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There were three notable exceptions to this general

rule. The first was Amir Khan, Nawab of Tonk. It may be aigued
that he was exempted because with considerable shrewdness he
had avoided direct conflict with the Company. However that was
certainly not ‘true of the second case, that of his brother-in-
law, Gafur Khan who despite his part in Holkar’s resistance, was
created Nawab of Jaora. It would seem that in their cases the
very real difference between the Pathans and Pindaris, denied
by Hastings, was yet recognised. The third case, however, was
that of Namdar Khan, a true Pindari leader, who was allowed to
settle in Bhopal, The Nawab of Bhopal made the most earnest
request that Namdar Khan be allowed to settle in his territory,
and offered to be responsible for his conduct and such of his

2dependants as might remain attached to him. ' Henley pointed
out to the Nawab that it was a primary condition that the 
Pindari leaders were to be removed to a distance from their 
former haunts, and Namdar Khan ought certainly not to remain in 
Bhopal while the general mass of the Pindaris were settling 
there.' Nevertheless, since the Nawab was eager to stand 
security for him, and "in consideration of his early surrender 
thro’ the medium of the Nabob of Bhopal and of his former 
service to that state", Namdar Khan was allowed to reside in 
Bhopal as "a special indulgence" on the part of the British 
Government. jtiw  ixff7 tot - ŝ e-ciarl_______
1. M.S. Mehta, op.cit., p.220
2. Adam to Col.Adams, 2 March 1818, B.P.C. 21 March 1818, No.7.
3. Henley to Adams, 17 April 1818, B.P.S.C. 29 March 1818,No.61.
4. Statement regarding Namdar Khanfs settlement ; Bnclo. in a 

letter from Henley, 17 April 1818, B.P.S.C. 29 May 1818, No.61

I -
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favour shown was approved by the Governor-General, though he 
made it clear that such indulgence should not be extended to 
other chiefs.1

Henley therefore laid it down that while living at 
such place in the town of Bhopal as the Nawab might decide,
Namdar Khan was to be as much under the Nawab!s control as all 
his other subjects. He was granted a pension of 8,125 rupees 
per annum, commencing from 1 February 1818,,the date of his 
surrender. This was to be applied solely to the support of Nam
dar Khan himself and his family, consisting of his wife, 2 sons 
and 120 dependants; and no part of it might be disposed of in
any other way, either in presents to, or maintenance of any other

2person, of whatever description. Subsequently, the Nawab re
quested Henley to make provision for Shujabat Khan, Namdar Khan’s 
younger brother, aged 17 years, who had never been associated 
in any predatory excursion and who long ago had surrendered in 
Kotah. Since Hanley now thouglt Namdar Khan’s pension none too 
large, he proposed that a stipend of 2000 rupees per annum 
should be sanctioned to Shujabat Khan, commencing from the 
date of his arrival at Bhopal, and to be paid to Namdar Khan 
on his account. These arrangements were approved by the Go
vernor-General in Council/' and in October 1818 sanads were is
sued to Namdar Khan and his brother laying down that the nearest
T. Adam to Henley, 10 May, lFlo", B".P. 3 .  No.3•
2. Statement regarding Namdar Khan’s settlement, -onclo. in a 

letter from Henley, 17 April, 1818, B.P.S.C. 29 May, 1818,No. 
61.

3. Henley to Adam, 17 April,1618, B.P.S.C. 29 May, 1618,No.61.
B. Adam to Henley, 10 May, 1818, B.P.S.C. 29 May, 1818, No.3-
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political agent should pay the money in quarterly instalments
a f o l l o w s T o  Namdar Khan,

in February of each y e a r ........... 2,125 rupees
" May " "   2,000 "
" August " ,f "   2,000 "
" November " " u   2,000 ,f

2and to Shujabat Khan 500 rupees each quarter.
Both the wisdom and the expediency of the exceptional 

and generous treatment of Namdar Khan may perhaps be questioned. 
He had not been a major figure, and though nephew and adopted son 
of Karim Khan, had led only part of his division. He had been 
of assistance to the Nawab in defending Bhopal against the armies 
of Sindia and Kaghuji Bhosle, but his had been the mercenary 
role of a Pindari, seeking his own profit and ready to plunder 
friend and foe alike. Again his early surrender had been a 
useful example, but it was scarcely a positive merit in a de
feated man. There thus seemed little ground for permitting 
him to stay in Bhopal or for making a separate allowance to 
his brother - and, as soon appeared, there were many objections.

Karim Khan, on his surrender, had been told that he 
was to go to Sorakhpur. When he heard that Namdar Khan was 
permitted to stay in Bhopal, he at once declared that “though
he considered Namdar Khan as his son, no circumstance would
1. I-raft of Sunnund to Namdar Khan, Enclo. irTa letter from 

Henley, 15 Oct. 1818, B.P.S.C. 7 Nov. 1818, No.85.
2. Hnclo. in a letter from Henley, 15 Oct.1818, B.P.S.C.

7 Nov. 1816, No.86.
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reconcile him to the latter being treated with more liberality 
than was shown him."'*' He demanded justice from the British 
Government. Malcolm replied that such an expression of pride 
was quite out of place in his present condition: "He must re
collect that he was to receive his provision as a grant from the 
liberality not the justice of the British Government11 • It was
"not without some difficulty", however, that Malcolm made him 
sensible of the generosity of the proposal for sending him to 
Gorakhpur. Yet he was offered lands there equal in'value to 
Rs. 16,000 a year for the support of his family and immediate 
dependants, and an allowance of Rs. 1,000 a month until he was 
settled there, with an immediate advance of four months allowance 

for the expenses of his journey.J Moreover, at Karim Khan!s 
request Malcolm agreed that Kadir Baksh, a principal of the 
Holkarshahi Pindaris and a regular companion on his expeditions 
should be allowed to live with him in Gorakhpur. Kadir Baksh 
had commanded 2,000 horse, 800 infantry and four guns, virtual
ly a separate division, and he was accordingly granted an advance
of Rs. 1,200 for the journey, with a suggested provision of land

l±worth Rs.3,000 to Rs.i+,000a year for his permanent support.
Malcolm was upheld in the course he had taken. The 

Collector of Gorakhpur, Mcketts, was directed to secure land 
yielding between Rs.3*500 to i|-,000 annually for Kadir Baksh,
who was given a monthly allowance of Rs.300. Both in his case,
1. Malcolm to Adarn, 23 Marchp lBlo, B. . 24 0ul y , 1816,No.367
2. Ibid.
3. Ibid.
U. Ibid.



and that of Karin Khan, the cash allowances were to continue 
until the end of 1818 or until the first harvest after they 
came into possession of their lands,1 Malcolm felt that he 
had been generous, and also right: "this arrangement is conso
nant to the wish of the Governor-General and the best as far as 
I can judge in every view for the public interests. It carries 
this popular chief of freebooters and his immediate adherents 
to a great distance from Malwa, and consequently from those 
scenes and recollection which would keep them continually on
the feet and dispose them on the occurrence of any changes to

2revert to their former courses’'. Hastings agreed. "The 
Governor-General cannot allow the jealousies and unreasonable 
pretensions of Kurreem Khan to oppose the concession of a spe
cial indulgence in any other case that may on peculiar grounds 
be deemed to merit a more favourable consideration.

Nevertheless, shortly afterwards, Karim Khan made 
a further request for a provision either in land or in money 
for his sons. "As my sons, Shahmat Khan, Shumsher Behadur, 
Kooshaul Khan and Rustam Khan gave up their Jageers to throw 
themselves upon the protection of the British Government,” he 
wrote, "I hope that a Jaidad or provision will be assigned for 
them also, on which they may be enabled to maintain themselves

1. Adam to Ricketts, 10 April, 1818, B.P.C. l May, 1818, No.29*
2. Malcolm to Adam, 23 March, 1818, B.P.S.C. 2h July, 1818,

No.367.
3. .Adam to Malcolm, 10 May, 1818, B.P.S.C. 29 May, 1818, No. 2.



38i+.

living in submission and obedience to the Hon’ble Company"
2He then submitted a list of the jaidads that his sons had held.

Name I nc ome per annum Names of the rulers from 
whom they gained the 
Jaidads.

Shahmat Khan 26,000 rupees Zatim Singh of Kotah
Samshir Bahadur 10,000 tt Holkar
tv? 6,000 Zalim Singh

Kushal Khan 30,000 w Vizir Muhammad of Bhopal

Rustam Khan 12,000 u Sindia

In audition, besides the advance of Rs.4,000 that
halcolm had already made to him, Karim Khan asked for a further

3Rs.10,000 for his support during the rainy season.
The reply to Karim Khan's application for an advance 

of Rs. 10,000 was that an advance to that extent was inadmis- 
sable. But in order to enable him to complete the arrangements 
connected with his arrival and establishment in Gorakhpur and 
to bring his family and dependants there the British Government

k
agreed to a further advance of his Stipend to the extent of Rs.U/BD 
His request for a separate provision for his sons was denounced,
however, as "extravagant”, and based on "an entirely erroneous
1. Copy~of an Arzee from Karim Khan, B.I'.C. 10 July! 1818, No. 1+5•
2. Ibid.
3. Ibid.
h. Adam to Stoneham, 20 June, 1818, 10 July, 1818, No.46.



conception of the relation in which the submitted Pindarries 
stand towards the British Government.11 He was advised to re
collect the circumstances under which his sons had received the 
pardon and favour of the British Government.1 "The lands 
v/hich may have been heretofore held by them were not only volun
tarily relinquished by them but had been resumed and that they 
cannot on any consideration be resolved nor can their former
possession of them under very different circumstances be re-

2garded as giving them any title to an equivalent now." He was 
further reminded that the permanent provision of land v/orth 
Rs.16,000 a year fixed by Malcolm for his maintenance was dis
tinctly declared to be for the support of his whole family and

3their immediate dependants and had been so accepted by him.
It is clear what difficulties the generous treatment 

of Namdar Khan had caused, and clear too that Karim Khan had 
some reason for feeling aggrieved. While he was a prisoner in 
Holkar!s camp his three sons, Shahmat Khan, Shamshir Bahadur 
and Kushal Khan, better knov/n as Kushal ^unar, had led their 
father’s division jointly with his adopted son Namdar Khan, fet 
while the first three now received no separate allowance, not 
only Namdar Khan but his young brother both received generous 
pensions. This was the more galling when it was noted that
Karim Khan, with some five hundred and ninety souls dependant
1. Adam to ^toneham, 20 "June, 1816, B.P.C.* 10 July^ 18l6,No.K^.
2. Ibid.
3- Ibid.
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on him, received Rs. 16,000 a year, while Namdar Khan, with one
hundred and twnety three received Rs. 8,125'^

Aggrieved though they may have felt, in June 1818
Karim Khan and Kadir Baksh, with a portion of their families

2and dependants, quietly made their move to Gorakhpur. The
Collector had bought the taluns of Ganeshpur for Kadir Baksh and

3Buraipur for Karim Khan, and they were shortly put in possession 
the Magistrate being directed to provide police protection against 
any outrage by the ousted proprietors or villagers.^- There 
the Pindari chiefs, with their families and numerous dependants 
settled down, and built their houses, living seemingly contented 
under the care and supervision of Henry Cock,: who had been ap
pointed Superintendent of the Pindari chiefs. It was not until 
1826 that Karim Khan began voicing complaints about the incon
veniences and disadvantages of his estate, and begged repeatedly

5for permission to return to his own country. But the old chief 
had not long to live, for on 13 May 1827 he died at his house 
at origanga. On his death the estate of Buraipur valued at
Rs.12,000 was made over in perpetuity to his four sons, subject
1. Enclo. in a letter from Malcolm, 23 March, 1618, B.P.S.C. 2iP 

July, 1818, No.368.
2. Adam to otoneham, 10 June, 1816, B.P.S.C. 26 June, 1818,No.3k»
3. Colebrook to Adam, 5 June, 1818, B.C. vol.729/19772, p.7«

Lands proposed to be given to the chiefs, Gorackpore Coliector- 
ship, 8 May, 1818, B.C. vol.729/19772 p.2U.
Estates Value of lands 

in cultivation
Value of lands Value 
fit for cultiva- waste 
tion. lands

of Total

Ganeshpur 1,738 - 0 913- iC 1,281-6 3,933-h
Buraipur 5,ooU -13 ft,291- 2 6,029-2 15,325-1

i-U Ricketts to Adam, 25 June, 1818,B.C. vol.729^19772, p*77*5. Prom the Vice-President in Council,Ik Sept. 1626, B.R#C. 19 Oct. 1826, No.pp.
6. Cock to Swinton, 16- May, 1827, B.R.C. 31 May, 1827, No.^80.



to the payment of a quit rent of Rs, 600 per annum. The mone
tary allowance of Rs. k,000 paid to Karim Khan to make up his 
original grant of Ks. 16,000 ceased from the date of his death.1

i'he other leading Pindari for whom arrangements had to 
be made was Wasil Muhammad. He had failed to surrender himself
to the British in response to their offers of pardon, and in-

as
stead had sought refuge with Sindia, who handed him over/a pri
soner, under pressure from the Resident. The Governor-General 
held that by his actions 1/Vasil Muhammad had forfeited his right 
to any indulgence. But, in view of the known principle that 
the war had been against a system rather than the individual, 
and that the individual was to be rehabilitated to prevent any 
revival of that system, the Governor-General decided not to 
impose on Masil Muhammad wany further degree of personal res
traint than the restriction of his residence to a particular
place where he will receive an allowance sufficient for his

2maintenance in suitable comfort." Furthermore he was informed 
that when his family joined him and if his conduct hereafter 
should merit the indulgence, his case would be considered more 
favourably. But, as it was not thought advisable to settle
Vasil Muhammad near Karim Khan, the Governor-General chose 
Ghazipur as the place where “asil Muhammad should reside under 
the observation of the Magistrate.

With the offer of future favours and with Ghazipur,
Wasil Muhammad seemed dissatisfied: uhe expressed particular
1. Prinsep to Tilghman, 28 June, 1827> B.R.C. 2Sf June, 1827,No.5U
2. Adam to Jtewart, 1 June, 1818, B.P*3.C. 26 June, 1818, No.11.
3. Ibid.
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anxiety to know his future fate", obseiving that "no human being 
was exempt from sin, and that evil should not be returned for 
evil".1 However, in July 1818 he arrived at Ghazipur where the 
Magistrate settled his residence close to the principal thana 
in the town, and granted him a temporary monthly allowance of
Rs.200.‘ He was at the same time assured that "in order to en
courage him to enter on industrious pursuits and to collect his 
family and immediate adherents’' a jagir capable cf yielding an 
annual income of between Rs.I|,000 and 6,000 would be assigned to 
him as soon as a suitable estate could be obtained* But none 
of the measures seemed to cheer 'Vasil Muhammad, rather he 
"manifested a degree of restlessness and dissatisfaction", 
which made the Magistrate apprehensive of s orne attempt on his 
part to escapeAdditional precautions were therefore taken. 
The front door of his house was immediately opposite a police 
thana, and consequently secure, so a man was appointed secretly 
to watch the rear of the house at night. On 9 October the night
watchman saw the back door slowly opened and a person slip out;

5he was challenged, and hastily retreated into the house.-" The
Police Baroga was called, entered the house, and found Wasil 
Muhammad dead. His body was immediately examined by the civil 
surgeon who signified to the Magistrate his conviction that "the
death of the deceased has been caused by swallowing arsenic".^
1. i onekton to Adam, 29 June, 1816, B.P.O. 17 July7l818, ITo•2 k•
2. Bird to Adam, 23 July, 1818, B.P.O. Ik Aug. 1818, No.lU7.
3. Adam to Bird, Ik Rug. 1818, B.P.c. Ik fug. 1818, No.lU8.
k* Bird to Adam, 30 Oct. 1818, R.P.C. 7 Nov. 1818, No.5U»
3. Ibid.
6. Ibid.



It appears that Wasi-l Muhammad had never settled to a 
peaceful life, cut off from his old haunts and old associates 
and subject to supervision by the police. But what probably 
moved him to seek to escape was the false information which he 
somehow heard that "Ameer Khan had renounced the Jageer bestowed 
upon him by the British Government and had committed himself to 
the fortune of the field."'1' It was thus the mirage of the old 
predatory life, under the leadership of the Pathan chief, which 
led Wasil Muhammad to his death.



SECTION II

Had Wasil Muhammad made his escape, he would have 
found that his hope of resuming the old predatory life under 
Amir Khan was quite delusive. Once he had decided that his 
safety and best prospects lay in coming to terms with the Bri
tish, Amir Khan does not seem to have wavered. He took some 
time to ratify the treaty, but as General Donkin commented, "the 
delay on the part of Meer Khan does not imply treachery as a 
matter of course, although it would facilitate his practising 
it were he so disposed” . ̂ In fact since during the interval 
Amir Khan saw first the Peshwa and then the Bhosle take up arms 
against the Company, his eventual ratification was evidence
rather of a steadiness of purpose. Again, when called upon by

2Donkin to attack any Pindaris who crossed the Chambal, he promptc
ly expressed his thanks for ,ran opportunity of evincing his zeal
and

/attachment to the Company”, and despatched a force under Raja
3Bahadur and Akbar Muhammad to guard the passes. He also showed 

himself anxious to play his part in the affairs of Holkar. He 
blamed Gafur Khan, and declared that if he had been at Shirgarh 
he would have called Gafur Khan to him,^ and made him account 
for his share in the "ill-advised rupture of Holkar with the
British Government”, v/hich he thought would bring certain ruin
1. Donkin to Metcalfe, 30 Nov• 1817>B.P. o.C". 26 Bee. 1&17# NoTB2.
2. Donkin to Swinton, 28 Dec.l8l7> B.r.s.c. 6 Feb.1818, No.33*
3. Amir Khan’s letter, enclo. by Donkin, 28 Dec.1817# B.P.S.C.

6 Feb.1818, No.33.
D. Donkin to Swinton, 31 Bee. 1817# B.P.C. 6 Feb. 1818, No.7U#



on that prince. ̂ As Hastings said, "the best and conclusive 
test of his sincerity was afforded by the steadiness of his 
conduct when hostilities were on the point of breaking out with 
Mulhar Row Holkar".^

Once Amj.r Khan had signed the treaty and committed 
himself, it became a matter of urgency to provide for him and 
for his very considerable forces. Amir Khan early raised this 
issue, writing to Hastings, :'as the circumstances of my pecunia
ry embarrassment and distress are quite evident and without 
the means of discharging the amount of pay due to my troops, it 
will be difficult to make provision for the future. I beg 
respectfully to state to your Lordship that it will be worthy 
of your magnanimity and exalted station to enable me in some 
way or other to relieve myself from the demands of my army.
....... As soon as these sums shall be received by me my troops
shall be disbanded with the exception of such a suitable number 
as is to be retained"• The state of his troops, clamorous as 
usual for pay, was a principal obstacle to his execution of his 
engagements, and evidently involved "a question of extreme 
importance to the British Government as affecting a material 
branch of the measures for destroying the predatory system of 
which they have formed so large a part" The Governor-General
therefore thought it desirable to afford him every reasonable
T. Amir Khan to Donkin, Ij- Jan. Ibid, B.P.C. 6 Beb.lSlc, No.75.
2. Adam to Metcalfe, 8 Jan. 1818, para.2 B.C. vol.715/19521,p.2k»
3. £‘rom Amir Khan, received 6 Jan.1818, B.P.C. 20 Feb• 1818,No.6l. 
U. Adam to Metcalfe, 8:-Jan. 1818, para.3> B.C. vol.715/192521,

p.25.



indulgence in carrying into effect the stipulations of the
treaty,~ and he directed Metcalfe to advance him a loan suf-

2ficient to cover his commitments. ' he also authorised Ochter- 
lony to entertain a body of three thousand of his best hDE>se, 
at Amir Khanfs usual rates of pay, and to consider whether a 
few of his infantry battalions, together with their artillery, 
could be entertained in the same way. The infantry he hoped 
might some be employed with Ochterlony’s division, and some 
in the internal duties of the assigned territory.

This accommodating attitude of the Governor-General 
failed to satisfy Amir Khan to the extent expected. The reason 
however, was not far to seek: he had not been prepared for
the treaty of Mandsaur with Holkar which, in fact, took him by 
surprise. To his annoyance not only had the settlement been 
made with holkar*s court without his assistance, thus virtually 
extinguishing his influence there, but his former servant Gafur

. kKhan had secured to him a jagir and independence of him."
He particularly complained against the twelfth article of the
treaty of Mandsaur by which "the districts of Jaroa, Baroda etc.

5in all seven Mehals have been bestowed in hereditary posses-
£

sion on Gafur Khan in lieu of the services of 600 cavalry.*' He
argued that 'in compliance with the By^’s request, I deputed
T. Adam to Metcalfe, 8 Jan.Idle , para.3 B.C.vol.715/19521,p.25• 

Ibid. para.5, p. 27*
3. Ibid. para.7> P-29*
ii. Ietcalfe to Adam, 8 Feb.1818, para.22,B.P.O. b March,1818,

No.85.
5. The seven districts, with a total revenue of Ks.305,000 were 

Sunjit, Mulhargarh, Tal and Mundowai, Jaroa, Baroda and 
Piploda.

6. Amir Khan to Ochterlony, received, 2 Feb. 1818, B.P.c. 6 March 
1818, No.106.



Ghuffoor with artillery and everything requisite to remain with 
her and those he ha Is were in consequence settled by her on me."^ 
As an instance of a similar arrangement, he pointed out to Met
calfe that his jarir of Sironj had for many years been held in

2the name of the manager he appointed to that district.
The Governor-General did not think that Amir Khan’s

claim ought to be lightly rejected without enquiry from Holkar’s
Government, and on 7 February he directed Malcolm to investigate 

■5the claim. On Id February Malcolm submitted his report that
Amir Khan’s arguments were unfounded. He stated that the dis
tricts which now formed Gafur Khan’s jaidad had been given to 
him about nine years ago to maintain a thousand horse, at an 
average of Rs.22 each per month. He was to account to Holkar’s 
government for aiiy increase of revenue that he might receive from 
the assignment. Malcolm agreed that at this period Gafur Khan 
had been Amir Khan’s agent at Holkar’s court, but he had also 
been one of Holkar’s ”comrades’' J r "It was in the latter capa
city that he received the jaidad which is now granted to him 
and his heirs”. As final proof of the falseness of Amir Khan’s 
claim he said, 11 there can be no fact more certain than that he 
has no grants for the d^dftricts which form the Jaidad of Ghaf-

5
foor Khan, a fact which appears at once to settle the question.”

To this Amir Khan replied in a further arzi or petit iai
1. "mir Khan to Ochterlony, received, 2 Keb. 1816, B. £.0. 6 March, 

1818, No.106.
2. Metcalfe to Adam, lU feb.1818, B. .S.C. 13 March, 1818,No. 93*
3. Adam to Malcolm, 7 Feb.1816, B.P.S.C. 6 March,1816, No.13*
U. Adam to Malcolm, lh Peb.1818, B.P.S.C. 2b duly, 1818,No.3UU*
§. Ibid.



to Ochterlony. In this he made two principal points. Firstly 
he asserted that Gafur Khan had been his agent. Secondly he 
explained that though he himself could produce no written grant 
for the lands in question that was entirely understandable in 
view of the sincere friendship between him and the House of 
Iiolkar.1 In the existing degree of friendship between them, he 
never requested "a written grant in his own name, but even 
considered it as unbecoming his situation vr... he never de
manded grants in his own name, but obtained them in the name
of his officers, Jumshed Khan, Mohammad °hah Khan, Ghuffoor

2Khan and others".
Ochterlony vigorously supported these arguments 

against Malcolm1s. He admitted that Gafur Khan received those 
lands nine years ago, but argued that they were bestowed on him 
because he was Amir Khan s agent. "A reference to the state 
of that court at that period will shew that Ghuffoor Khan could 
not have obtained a village without the aid and influence of 
Ameer Khan, which was then at its height and I can easily con
ceive that he would prefer their being held nominally by Ghuf
foor Khan, which was a distinction without a difference to him, 
to the odium of seeming to grasp at all for himself."^ Gafur 
Khan, if- he spoise truly, would have to admit that though he had
held and collected the revenues in question, he considered them
TT Urzee of ^meer Khanrs vakee1, received 6 March, 1816, B.P.e.

10 April, 1818, No.55*
2. Ibid.
3. Ochterlony to Adam, 7 March, 1816, B.P.O.10 April, 1818, NoJp5 
U. Ibid.



as a part of the jagir of Amir Khan; for most of the nine 
years, he added, Gafur Khan could not have held them an hour

i

had he affected to consider them in any other light. !,It is 
notorious that it is only within three years, and since Ameer 
Khan has been distant that he has possessed a separate influence 
or pretended to a distinct interest from his principal"• ̂
Lastly, he agreed with Malcolm that Amir Khan had never obtained 
a grant of the possessions now guaranteed to Gafur Khan, but 
then, "were we to adhere strictly to the letter of the treaty 
Meer Khan would be left without a bighah of land, for he has not 
a grant to shew for a single place, tho! fortunately for him, 
it is notorious that he held many of them by unwritten gift of 
Holkar."

The Governor-General also examined the question and 
came to "a conviction of the insufficiency of the arguments ad
vanced by Ameer Khan in support of his right to the lands held 
by Ghuffoor Khan." He did not doubt that it was as AmirbKhanfs 
servant that Gafur Khan had attained the influence he now pos- 
sessed at Holkarfs court." "Although this was the ■===*=* ssfc r s  
origin of the grant, however, there seems abundant ground for 
believing that it was a grant bonafiae to Ghuffoor Khan and that 
he held it at least of late years". The Governor-General there
fore decided that the arrangements made under the treaty of

h.1 andsaur should remain unalterable. __________________
1. Ochterlony to Adam, 7 March,1818,L.P.O. 10 April, 1818,No. 1/5
2. Ibid.
3. /dam to Ochterlony, 30 June, 1818, B.P.C. 31 July, 1818,No.29
h* Ibid.
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The fact was that neither Amir Khan nor Gafur Khan 
had possessed any written grant for those lands which now formed 
their respective Jaidads; nor had the British Government had any 
legal right to recognise Amir Khan as the owner of territories 
given to him by HolkarTs Government in lieu of military service, 
before the Company had signed the treaty with Holkar*s govern
ment. The British government had justified its action by argu
ing that Holkar had been responsible for Amir Khan*s baneful 
activities, and that it was right therefore that Holkar*s ter
ritories should be utilised to reclaim him to a peaceful life. 
But, if Amir Khan could be recognised as the owner of Holkar* s 
lands in order to induce him to give up his predatory life, 
on the same principle Gafur Khan could also be granted a Jaidad, 
without entering into any controversy as to who was the actual 
owner of those lands.

Amir Khan’s claim to the lands of Gafur Khan*s jaidad 
was not his only grievance. When his agent Niramjan Lai had 
first discussed the terms of a settlement, in November 1817 he 
had asked that a compact territory might be settled on his mas
ter. Metcalfe had left him with some hope, by assuring him 
that once peace had been restored, the cuestion would be con
sidered by the Government.1 Hastings, indeed, thought it
"extremely desirable" to accomplish the object by a system of

2exchanges with the Governments of ^india, Holkar and Jaipur.^
17 Metca1fe to Adam, 11 Nov. 1817* para.10, B.f.3.C. 5 Lee•1818,

No.32.
2. Adam to Metcalfe, 8 Jan.1818, B.C. vol• 715/19521, p.33*



On 29 March 1818 Niranjan Lai raised the matter again, asking 
for a compact territory in place both of the scattered terri
tories granted by the treaty and of his claims to tribute from
Kotah, Jaipur and Jodhpur.'*' But again the Company’s reply was
that though a compact territory was desirable, it was not yet

2possible to arrange it.
The other demand, for the tribute Amir Khan had levied,

was rejected outright. To have accepted it would have been to
recreate the very system of interference in the Rajput states
which the late campaign had been designed to end. The agent
was therefore advised to remember his previous discussions with
Metcalfe when the same claim had been 11 distinctly rejected by
Mr. Metcalfe and relinquished by the agent1'. No argument for

3reviving it could be admitted. The agent was further told 
that ’'Holkar possessed no legitimate tributary claim on Jeypoor, 
ond if he had, they would have been precisely in the same si
tuation as the Kotah tribute, under the terms of the treaty of 
I aundissoor. His connection with Jodepoor was of the character 
of a subsidiary engagement, and Ameer Khan'e claim on that state 
ceased with the dissolution of that engagement.”^

In his memorandum the agent further requested that 
"the authority and control over the 3*000 horse and 8 battalions
of his master’s troops that had been entertained by the British
1. Memorandum on the part of Ameer Kha, 29 March, 1816*, B.P.C.

31 July, 1818, No.27.
2. Adam to Ochterlony, 30 June, 1818, B.P.C. 31 July, 1818,No.29»
3. Ibid.
Li. Ibid.
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Government in its service should remain in Amir Khan’s hands’* • 
These troops would be held ready to take the field on the re
quisition of the British Government,1 This request, too, was re
jected, because its acceptance would ‘defeat every purpose of 
the arrangement”. The agent was distinctly requested to re
member the terms of the treaty and the discussions v/ith Metcalfe
prior to the conclusion of that treaty, in which no hope was

2given that such a request would be accepted afterwards.
One further demand or grievance was raised by Niranjan 

Lai, which this time, after some hesitation was met. This was 
for a jagir in Rohilkhand to be settled on Vizir-ud-daula, Amir

X
Khan’s son, which he said, had been promised by Metcalfe.
The matter had been raised just before the conclusion of the 
treaty with Amir Khan, when Metcalfe, though not willing to 
meet the demand, had not thought it necessary "to crush the hope 
entirely for the future".^ V/hen this had been referred to the 
Governor-General, he had expressed grave doubt '‘as to the ex
pediency of establishing the son of Ameer Khan in Rohilkhand 
where if he could not be rendered an instrument in the hands of 
the Government for conciliating the minds of inhabitants of 
that province, which is not likely, he might be converted into 
a rallying point for disaffection.” x’he Governor-General,
however, was prepared to grant him a Jagir in some other part
1. Memorandum on the part of Ameer Khan, 29 March, 1618, B.P.C,

31 July, 1818, No.27.
2. Adam to Ochterlony, 30 June, 1818, B.P.C. 31 July, 1818,No. 29*
3. Memorandum on the part of Ameer Khan, 29 March, 1818,B.P.C.

31 July, 1818, No.27.
d. Metcalfe to Adam, 11 Nov.1817, para.10, B.P.S.C. 5 ^ec.181/, 

No.32.



of the British territories*
..hen in March 1618 the agent renewed the claim, Has- (

2tings maintained his objection to a jagir in Rohilkhand, ad
dressing Ochterlony to grand Vizir-ud-daula the district of 
Palwal instead, as a jagir for life.^ In the end, however, 
Ochterlony granted a monthly pension of Rs • 12,500 in lieu of 
the revenues of that district.'1

'f'he final Settlement with ^mir Khan thus consisted of 
the following districts, yielding a total revenue of Rs.570,000 
a year in 1817* and a monthly allowance of Rs.12,000 to his 
son: ̂

Pirawa ...........................  Rs. 70,000
Nimahera, near Chitor  ........    50,000
Gogul Ohapera, north-west of Raghugarh .... 50,000
Sironj ..............................      200,000
Tonk-Rampura ......................     200,000

Rs.570,000
With this the final pacification of Central India 

can be said to have been completed. The whole circle of sub
stantive states had been brought into treaty relationships with 
the British Government, which thus achieved that headship of
a system of subordinate states for which Hastings had always
1. Adam to Metcalfe, 8 Jan.161c, para.12,B.C. v ol.715/19521,p.32
2. Adam to Dchfeerolony, 30 June, 1818, B.P.C. 31 July,1818,No.29
3. Metcalfe to Ochterlony, undated, B.C. vol.715/19521, p.ll6.
6-. Ochterlony to Metcalfe, 8 Bept.1818, B.C. vol.715/19521,p.138 
5. Bnclo. in a letter from Malcolm, 3 March, 1818, I.P.B.C. 2h

July, 1818, No.351.
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worked. The claims of the Maratha states upon their neigh
bours had been extinguished, and their instruments, and later 
rivals in the collection of tribute, the Pathans and Pindaris 
had been swept away, as an organised predatbry force at least.
The Pindaris, both leaders and troopers had been granted the 
land and allowances to enable them to settle down as respectable 
landowners or inoffensive and industrious members of the civil 
population, though with every precaution to nrevent ’’the nymtnm

A
of recurrence to their former habit.”

The more highly organised Pathan^s had also been ren- 
dered harmless. With every precaution against a revision to

A
his old life, Amir Khan had been guaranteed a settled respecta
bility as Nawab of Tonk. Three thousand of his cavalry and 
eight infantry battalions had been absorbed into the Company’s 
army- no Pathans were individually provided for with land or 
allowances as the more loosely organised Pindaris had been - 
while others were maintained by Amir Ahan within his own territo
ry.

With such a mixture of generosity and of precaution 
had the settlement been made, that of the Pathans and Pindaris 
who for twenty years had been a terror from Rajputana to the 
eastern beccan, Malcolm could write in 1823, "other plunderers 
may arise from distempered times; but as a body, the Pindaris are 
so effectually destroyed, that their name is already almost for
gotten, though not five years are passed since it spread terror1and dismay over all India."_____________________________________
1. 8ir John Malcolm, Memoir of Central India. 2nd Ed.l82U, 

vol.I, p.A62.
J
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00MCLUSI0N.

  Prom 1784, when the India 4ct warned the servants
IkL

of Past India Company in India that further conquests would 
be "repugnant to the wish, the honour and the policy of the 
British nation", to 1818 when "the tyarathas had ceased to 
exist as a political force, and all the principal states of 
India had been brought into agreement with the Company, which 
thus became the paramount power in India", ̂ there occurred a 
series of dmmatic shfits in British policy in India. These 
sharp changes of British course were accompanied by much con
troversy. There were deep differences of opinion about the 
nature of the Indian states, the purpose of British power 
in India, and about the way in which the British interests 
there should be secured.

The basic issue was whether anything less than a 
British hegemony of the states in India would safeguard British 
commercial and political interests. After the conquest of 
Bengal Clive had declared that "it was his resolution and hope 
always to confine our possessions to these provinces", and
Verelst agreed that to carry conquest further would be to

2"exceed the bounds of good policy". Warren Hastings rejected 
their views. Instead he sought, through treaties with the

1. C.H. Philips, op.cit., p.218.
2. A.T. .Embree, Charles Grant and British rule in India, p.62.



neighbouring powers which offered protection in return for 
their maintenance of British subsidiary forces, to create a 
British power invulnerable to any Indian combination formed 
against it. The outcome of his endeavours was a desperate 
war with the Marathas, from 1776 to 1782. His search for 
security had provoked that combined hostility of the Indian 
powers which he had feared, had burdened the Company with debt, 
and prevented the peaceful exploitation of the rich commerce 
of Bengal.

There followed the directive in the India Act of 
1784, and Lord Cornwallis and Sir John Shore turned back to 
earlier views and pursued a policy of non-involvement. Spear 

has summed up the reasoning behind this policy: "It was believed
that the Indian powers were not in themselves aggressive and 
if left to themselves they would, as it were, sort them
selves out and thereafter strike a balance with the British
power in India.........Thus tranquillity of a sort would be
restored and trade would proceed. There was the further con
sideration that all danger from Prance or other European powers 
had now been removed. A trading company had no business to 
rule for the sake of ruling provided that it could make its 
profits without it".1 These were certainly the views of Sir
John Shore, who had denounced Hastings1 Marat ha war as "useless

2impolitic absurd", and the views of the Home Government, given 
T7 The Oxford History of India, Ed. g• 2pear, p.548.
2. Quoted ’in A.I. Embree, op.cit., p.64.



their most vigorous shape by the Director Charles Grant.
Nevertheless, from 1798 to 1805 Wellesley again 

chose to seek security for the Company not in self-contain
ment but in the reduction of all the major Indian powers to sub 
ordination. "The kingdom of Mysore was swept away; the Nizam1 
French-trained battalions were broken up; the Company took 
over the complete control of the Carnatic, Tanjore and Surat; 
Oudh was shorn of her v iluable north-western provinces; the 
Peshwa was bound by subsidiary alliance to the British power; 
Sindia and Berar were vanquished in brilliant campaigns and 
mulcted of important territories11.1 He gave various grounds 
for this sweeping disregard of instructions. He bel&aved that 
the French, locked in the Napoleonic conflict with Britain, 
would ally themselves with any major Indian power not brought 
into dependent relationship with the Company. He argued that
the "restless spirit of ambition and violence characteristic

2of every Asiatic government" was itself a threat to British 
possessions, as well as the source of anarchy which it was 

a humanitarian duty to quell. He even argued that conquest 
would prove economically profitable since trade would best 
expcand under a single Indian government.

But despite the brilliance of his achievement and 
the long run of his success, Wellesley was eventually driven to
resign by the opposition of the Court of Directors and the
T.~~P.E. Boberts, India under Wellesley, p .29 •
2. Quoted in A.I. Wmbree, op .~cit~. , p~.210 .



doubts of the Home Government. The main charge against Wel
lesley was that his external policy had been wrong, wilfully 
wrong. Phili Francis attacked its morality, pointing out 
that since the prohibitory Act of 1784 there had been nothing 
but wars and conquests, and that "almost all these wars are 
supposed to originate in acts of provocation and aggression 
committed by the weak against the strong.” - Of the treaty 
of Bassein Grant wrote indignantly, "we are chargeable with

all the guilt of it, the bloodshed, miseries and devastations
2which it has occasioned". Castlereagh denied the necessity 

for the alliance with the Peshwax "in no quarter can the ex
ertion of France be made with so little rational hope of suc
cess as in the Hast"; and he denied its utility: "the bene
fit as well as the necessity of a Maratha connection has for 
the last few years been in my conception always overrated".
There he went to the heart of the matter by challenging the
belief that a restless spirit of ambition and violence in the 
Marathas made them a danger. The Peshwa he believed to be 
militarily feeble, and he pointed out that the Marathas "have 
hitherto respected our territory" and "have never in any in-

4stance commenced hostilities against us." ftrant carried 
this further, arguing that it was the system of treaties which
provoked war. In June 1804 he denounced the treaty of Bassein
1. '̂uote'd”“in P.H. Roberts, op.cit., p.257
2. Quoted in A.T. Hmbree, op.cit., p.214.
5. Quoted in C.H. Philips, op.cit., p.138.
4. Quoted in P.E. Roberts, op.cit., p.197.
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as an act of hostility against Holkar, "Who had neither 
committed nor threatened any aggression against the British 
government;"1 in September news reached London that war 
with Holkar had broken out.

The argument about the nature of the Indian states 
system was at the heart of the dispute with Wellesley.
Lord Cornwallis, sent out to India in 1805 for a second term 
of office, was therefore charged with reversing the forward 
policies of Wellesley, disentangling the Company from 
alliances which involved British interference between and 
within states, and husbanding the Company’s resources by a 
peaceful cultivation of its territories. On arrival in

July he found the treasury empty, the army’s pay much in 
arrears, and an "almost universal frenzy for conquest and
victory, as opposite to the interests, as it is to the laws,

2of our country." Before his early death on 5th October 1805 
he had prepared to restore Gwalior and Gohad toSLndia, and to 
relinquish all territory west of the Jumna, Agra excepted.
This policy his successor 8ir George Barlow continued, for 
though he retained Delhi and the Doab, and maintained the 
subsidiary treaties with the Nizam and the Peshwa, he restored 
considerable territories to Holkar and Sindia, ended the 
treaty with the latter, and by declaration abandoned British 
protection of the states west and south of the river Chambal*

1. quoted in A,T, Bmbree, op.cit., p.214.
2. Ibid, p.252
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As Ghe Chairman of the Court of Directors put it, Mhe 
followed rigorously the steps of his excellent predecessor 
in prosecuting the great work of the pacification of India,
the retrenchment of expense and the restoration of the

1 0finanees." So whereas. Wellesley had added nearly £20,000,00,1
to the Indian debt, Barlow was able to show a surplus and carry
the Company safely through a most difficult phase of the war

2with Napoleon.
As has been seen, Barlow pursued his rigidly 

defensive policy of cutting clear of all entanglements 
against the active protest of General Lake and the Political 
A=̂ ye\ts, who appealed in particular for the continued protection 
of certain of the Rajput states. Barlow replied to such 
appeals by restating the Company1s policy of looking to the 
v/ell being of its own territories, and leaving all other 
states to settle their differences in their own way. The 
feasability of such a policy was to be tested by the emergence 
of the Pathans and the Pindaris as a distinct political force 

in Central India.
Their opportunity had been created by Wellesley1 s 

Maratha campaigns, which destroyed the regular forces of the 
Maratha chiefs, drastically curtailed their revenues, and
"broke down authority in central India without putting

■5anything in its place."" The importance of these freebooters 
increased as the Marath^chiefs sought to recoup their losses.

1. qucyted in A.T.Embree, op.cit., p.234
2. The. Berlin Decrees, by which Napoleon excluded British 

goods from Europe, seriously affected the Company’s sales. 
•See. C.H. Philips, op.cit., p. 155.

3. The Oxford History of India, Ed. P. Spear, p.557



by intensifying plunder, while the Company’s policy of non
interference gave them a free field in Malwa and Raj put ana.
By 1807 Amir Khan was able to interfere in the mutual disputes 
of Jodhpur and Jaipur, with his Pathans and the Pindaris, 
without needing either the sanction or the support of the 
Maratha chiefs whose nominal auxiliaries they were*

Pindari plunderers, and the homeless military state of Amir 
Khan was a purely negative one. The appeals of the Rajputs 
for protection against Amir Khan went unheeded, as did appeals 
for British arbitration in their reckless feuds. Similarly, 
when the Pindaris in 1807 and 1808 raided Berar, Hyderabad 
and Poona, the Company not only refused to advance its own 
troops from their defensive positions in British territory, 
it even avoided the employment of the subsidiary forces with

were instructed to encourage their Indian allies to undertake 
the defense of their territories with their own forces. In
this Minto was guided by three considerations, the first that 
the strength of the Pindaris did not yet seem formidable, the 
second that they were still the servants of Sindia and Holkar 
and so open to British pressure upon their masters, and the 
third that there was a continuing need for economy for the 
permanent restoration of the Company’s finances.

In 1809, however, the situation was given a new turn 
by Amir Khan’s invasion of Nagpur at the head of a large body 
of Pathans and Pindaris. His declared object was no more

The initial British reaction to the emergence of the

the Nizam and Peshwa. Poona

j
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than to realise Holkarfs monetary claims on the Raja of Nagpur, 
and he came in the guise of agent of Yashvantrao. But Minto’s 
government refused to believe his pretentions. Rather, taking 
his real purpose to be the overthrow of the Bhosle and the 
erection of his own independent power in Nagpur, they offered 
unconditional aid to the Raja, so compelling Amir Kan to come to 
terms and withdraw.

Why did they act so? When Amir Khan had earlier sounded 
out the British authorities through the British Agent in 
Bundelkhand, he had been assured that the Company was not 
concerned by his attack on states not in treaty relation with the 
Company. 3o, when gratuitous aid was given to Nagpur, a state 

without any treaty claim to protection, Amir Khan indignantly 
threw the treaties of 1805 and 1806 in the face of the British 
authorities and asked with what justification they prevented him 
from pressing Holkar*s just demands.

Minto's explanation took various forms. The technical 
one was that Amir Khan’s actions were in fact disavowed by Holkar’s 
government. The moral one was that the Bhosle had suffered very 
severely by the result of the war of 1805 and deserved gratuitous 
help from the British Government. The practical one was that 
with Amir Khan established in Nagpur, the Nizam’s territories 
and British Bundelkhand, then barely reduced to order, would be 
in danger. Two other arguments are perhaps of greater interest. 

The one was based upon the fact that Amir Khan was a Muslim, who
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once established an the border of Muslim Hyderabad, might
concert a Muslim bid to re-establish their power in India.^
The other argument was the political danger of allowing the
destruction of f,one of the substantive Powers of the Deccan.’*
Minto declared, this would alone "in my judgement demand

2an active interference." In defending Nagpur Minto
therefore acted to preserve the existing balance, and his 
reason for not permitting Colonel Close to complete the 
annihilation of Amir Khan was that it would involve political 
rearrangements destructive of that balance.

After Amir Khan’s retreat from Nagpur, the British 
Government reaffirmed its defensive policy of non-interference 
in the affairs of the independent states. Nevertheless the 
tone of its pronouncement and the manner in which the policy 
was pursued underwent a change. Instead of leaving the 
states to find their own level, and to strike a new balance 
of power, the Company seemed prepared to intervene to maintain 
the status quo. Amir Khan returned to Raj put ana in 1810, and

1. Edmonstone to Jenkins, 18 Oct, 1809, B,P.S.C. 14 Nov. 1809, 
No.7. Minto wrote, "the field of his fAkir Khan’sJ 
meditated achievements is contiguous to the territory of an 
ally of the British Government, whose fidelity is suspected, 
who is known at different period to have encouraged views
of a powerful faction in his dominions hostile to the 
alliance and with whom Meer Khan is believed to have 
commenced or at least to meditate intrigues directed to the 
subversion of that alliance."
Minto to Duncan, 25 Oct, 1809 B.P.S.C. 21 Nov. 1809, No.11. 
The Vellore Mutiny of 1806 had been attributed by some to 
Muslim plotting by the sons of Tipu Sultan.

2. Minto to Lumsden, 18 Oct, 1809, B.P.S.C. 3 Nov, 1809, No.l.
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his establishment of hat were in effect subsidiary forces in 
Jodhpur and Udaipur, and the establishment of his authority 
at the Darbar of the young Malharrao Holkar, made the 
creation of a new state system in that whole area seem likely. 
But^he took the precaution of consulting the Resident at Delhi, 
his vakil was refused any British guarantee of non-interference 
should Amir Khan invade states not in alliance with the Company^ 
and the Resident, with a veiled threat, made it clear that 
the possibility of British action to preserve the balance 
of power could not be ruled out.

At the same time the Company showed itself more active 
in assisting its allies against the growing strength of the 

Pindaris. In 1811 when Karim Khan led plundering raids into 
Nagpur, the Resident at Hyderabad was ordered to move the 
subsidiary force forward in support of the Nizam’s troops, 
while British forces were also alerted in Bundelkhand.

This change in British policy, which limited the 
areas open to plunder, coincided with a grwth in Pindari 
numbers. As a result in 1812 the Pindaris made their first 
attack upon British territories with a raid to Mirzapur.
The British response was to move from the defensive to the 
offensive. The officers commanding detachments were directed 
not merely to remain prepared to hold the British frontier, 
but also to pursue the Pindaris into independent states* 
territories, if che need arose. Two states, Rewa and Orchha 
were also at this time drawn, unwillingly, under British 
protection. Secondly British pressure was applied to Sindia
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:o controlthe Pindaris. He did take measurers to prevent a 
Pindari settlement south of the Narmada, near Asirgarh and 
Burhanpur, but he was otherwise half-hearted in his response.
His solution was to offer Jagirs to the Pindaris in areas north 
of the river. It should be noted that British indignation at
Bindia’s policy went with a clear recognition of his real 
military weakness by the Company's diplomats, with a refusal 
to act upon his hints that he would welcome British aid in 
dealing with the Pindaris, and with an indignant rejection of 
the appeals by two Pindari leaders of Amir Khan’s camp for 
settled employment under the Company.

Nevertheless while Minto was in office it remained 
the policy of the Home Authorities and of the Government of 
India that the Company should pursue a policy of self-contain
ment. The major change came with the arrival in india on 
4th October 1813 of a new Governor-General and Commander-in- 
Chief, the Earl of Moira. Soon after his arrival the threat 
again arose of an invasion of Nagpur by Amir Khan supported 
by some of the Pindaris. The question was thus again posed 
whether non-British India should be left to find its own 
balance, or whether the attempt should be made to ensure order 
by imposing British paramountey. Moira said, "we do not, in 
fact, at present, posses any complete system, but parts of two 
very incongruous systems and most of the inconveniences we 
experience are occasioned by the discordancy of the two".'*'

1. Minute of Moira, 1 Dec, 1815, para 36, B,P.8.C. 15 June. 

1816, No.1.
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His solution was soon decided upon, it was to complete 
Wellesley’s work and establish the Company’s hegemony.

Prom that moment onwards the problem of suppressing 
the Pindaris and Pathans was entangled with that of a wider 
political rearrangement. In Moira’s mind the need to 
suppress the Pindaris, on which all were agreed, became the 
excuse for destroying the Marathas, The interest of the years 
1814 to 1818 lies in observing the way in which Moira used the 
Pindari outrages to win over his Council and the Home 
Authority to his wider views.

The immediate danger to Nagpur in 1814 was averted by 
dissensions among the Pindaris, which kept them busy wTith their 

internal quarrels until 1815, and by Amir Khan's withdrawal in 
face of the threat of British intervention, and of the remonst
rances of Sindia and the Peshwa. The episode made it clear 
once again that Amir Khan would Hiot risk any clash with the 
Company, and that the Maratha powers themselves were anxious 
to keep the Pindaris within bounds. Nevertheless Moira 
persisted in actions which though nominally moves to curb the 
Pindaris could not but provoke fear and hostility in the 
Maratha powers. The first was a sustained attempt in 1814 
to persuade the Raja of Nagpur to enter into a subsidiary 
alliance with the Company, while he wras threatened by Amir 
Khan. The attempt failed. The Bhosle showed that he was 
prepared rather to risk fighting in his own defence or to 
appeal to Sindia than to be submerged in the British system. 

Moira then turned to Bhopal, currently threatened by Sindia
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and the Bhosle and by the Pindari leader Chitu Khan, and only 
rather inadequately supported by Amir Khan and certain 
Holkarshahi Pindaris. Again while the importance of Bhopal 
as a territory planted near the heart of the Pindaris' 
cantoning area was stressed, Moira also saw Bhopal as a key 
point against the Marathas, dividing and exposing them.
This diplomatic campaign also ended in failure* Moira had 
assembled massive forces for a blow at Sindia, could he be 
provoked by this interference with a state over which he had 
longstanding claims, but in the outcome Wazir Muhammad of 
Bhopal made a mockery of the preperations by refusing to 
conclude a treaty.

In 1815 Amir Khan moved to Rajpu'fena, plundering 
the territories of Jaipur and besieging the capital. Once 
again he appealed to the treaties of 1805 and 1806 as sanction 
for his actions, but on this occasion he was met not with 
hints of British displeasure, but by an active British effort 
in 1816 to conclude a subsidiary treaty with Jaipur. If 
the policy of non-interference had been murdered at Bhopal, 
it was now buried at Jaipur. But as in Nagpur and at Bhopal 
the announcement that a treaty was being negotiated was enough 
to lift the Pathan-Pindari threat, and, as in the previous 
cases, once that was removed the threatened ruler showed 
himself in no way willing to lose his independence by accepting 
the position of British client ruler.
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Moira had interfered in Jaipur arguing that if the

Pathans and Pindaris under their resourceful leader Ainir Khan
were allowed to increase their power further at the cost of
the Rajput states they might emerge as an independent power.

Should they then unite with the Marathas, British supremacy
in India would face a serious challenge. Yet he himself
knew that the danger he raised was in the militiary sense
u n r e a l . I t  was equally unreal in political terms. No real
union was possible between the Marathas and the Pindaris, for
the latter could only gain strength by preying, as they
constantly did, upon the former . Nor was any lasting
agreement likely between Amir Khan and Sindia, for the former

inherited the old rivalry of Holkar with the latter. It was
only in the face of a British threat that they were ready to
combine, as they didA1816 to persu .de Jaipur to refuse a
British alliance. Indeed, had Moira wished to enlist Sindia*s
help in rooting out the Pindaris, that help might have been
obtained, for even as late as December 1816 Close, the
Resident at Gwalior, reported that Sindia was anxious to
break the independent power of the Pindaris and was friendly

2disposed to the Company. ’ But as has been seen Moira refused 
to seek Sindia’s co-operation, though he was urged to do so
by the Board of Control and by Edmonstone. He hoped, instead
XT "Our means are ample against any combination’.’ Minute of 

Moira, 13 April,1816, B.P.S.C. 20 April, 1816, No.l.
2. Close to Moira, 4.Dec.1816, B.P.S.C. 17.Dec. 1816, No.4.
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to drive Sindia into the arms of the Pindaris and to destroy
both together: "It is far better',* he wrote in his Private
Journal, "if he be resolved to risk his existence for the
support of the Pindaries’.1 ^

Until 1816 Moira was unable to win either his Council
or the Horne Authorities to his view. Sdmonstone believed that 
in the prosperity of the Company's territories was to be found 
its true security; he believed that Sindia was genuine in his 
desire to break the Pindari power; he was opposed to any 
scheme which would involve conflict with Holkar and Sindia.
The Secret Committee was also clearly still committed to 
non-intervention: "V/e are unwilling to incur the risk of
a general war for the uncertain purpose of extirpating altogeth
er those predatory bands, extended political or military 
combinations, therefore, for that purpose we cannot at the 
present moment sanction or approve*.* 2.

If Hastings did finally secure approval for his plans 
it was because it became increasing difficult on humanitarian 
grounds to refrain from interference in oppressed Central 
India and Rajputana, and because from 1816 onwards the 
Pindaris turned with growing daring and savagery not only 
upon the territories of the Company's allies, but upon
British territory too. The failure of conventional military
1̂  The Private Journal of the Marquess of Hastings,vol 11,

23,Dec.,1816. p.154.
2. Board's Draft of Sec.Despatch,5 Sept,1816,Ho.118, Vol.5*
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defence against the light Pindari horse made counter-attack 
essential; a belief t .at Sindia would acquiesce in such 
counter-measures made them acceptable.

In 1817-1818 the Pindaris were accordingly crushed 
and Amir Khan's Pathans were rendered innocuous. But 
Hastings also had a part of his other wish, for the Bhosle 
and the Holkar government were provoked into war, defeated 
and reduced to impotence and the Peshwa was driven into 
exile and his territories annexed. Only Sindia escaped, 
for though the terms of the treaty of Surgi-Anjangaon were 
one-sidedly abrogated by Hastings and humiliating restraints 
were placed upon him for the durat on of the war, he chose 
to give no excuse for his destruction and emerged with his 
state intact.

VTere these the necess ry consequences of measures 
to destroy the acknowledged menace of the Pindaris? It 
would seem not. No genuine effort had been made to enlist 
the weakened M ratha powers' co-operation, upon terms agree
able to their pride. Again no effort had been made to 
induce the Pindaris and the more regular forces of Amir Khan 
to settle down, though there had been several hints that 
such an approach would have been welcome. Amir Khan at 
least h .d always shown himself keenly aware of the superior 
power of the Company, and he was easily induced, without 
a bio struck against him, to exchange his wandering career
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for a settled existence ax Tonk. The repeated attempts 
to bring the states of Central India into the British system 
had all been resisted, by Nagpur, b, Bhopal, by Saugor 
and Jaipur. as in Wellesley's day a treaty with the Peshwa 
designed to disaria the Maratha confederacy and establish a 
British peace served, together with the subsidiary alliance 
with Appa Saheb, to provoke war.

The history of the Pathans and the Pindaris of a 
state without a territory, and of armies without masters, 
forms in itself an extraordinary and exciting subject. Their 
relations with the hast India Company also form, however, 
an instructive chapter in the wider story of the expansion 

of British power in India.
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