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Abstract

The recently ratified new stétes in India have profound implications for understanding the
capability of federations globally to accommodate the increasing number of autonomy demands.
Granting state status to regions seeking autonomy seems to be one solution to achieving greater
stability and unity in a state. However, béfore fully embracing this as a solution to possible
fragmenting tendencies and ultimate cases of dis-unification, it becomes necessary to examine in
what context regions are given state status.  The political factors determining the fate of
statehood movements in India is the topic of this thesis.

In August 2000, the India parliament approved three new India states. The newly created
states in India were not unpredicted events. Many of these regions had been seeking separate
statehood since pre-independence. However what makes this an interesting topic is to consider
why now, why have the regions have been granted state status. This thesis looks at one case
study, the case of Uttarakhand, and attentively follows it journey to statehood. A region in the
northern Himalayas, the area cites lagging economic and social conditions, along with a separate
cultural lifestyle from its host state Uttar Pradesh.

This thesis begins to address this political event by first examining past attempts at
explaining why and how new states were created within a federal institutional design.
Ultimately, the thesis disregards a fully federal explanation as the real understanding for why
these movements occur. Instead, it looks to contemporary political conditions in which
statehood movements are likely to be determined. In particular, I argue that coalition politics
along with its by-products of leadership and institutional accommodation play a significant role
in determining the fate of these movements. Although I recognize that the ability of groups to

mobilize around given issues is imperative, [ argue that these are not primary considerations

when governments decide whether to grant or to not concede statehood demands.
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Chapter One
Introduction

In the fall of 1994, nearly 7,000 inhabitants of Uttarakhand, in India’s central Himalayan
region, began a journey from Garhwal to New Delhi for a planned rally to be held behind the
Indian capital’s Red Fort (National Herald (Lucknow).: 3 October, 1994). The rally, organized
by the Uttarakhand Samyukta Sangharsh Samiti (USSS), a coalition headed by the Uttarakhand
Kranti Dal (UKD), came in response to the Chief Minister Mulayam Singh Yadav’s decision to
approve of the requirements of the Reservation Bill for the state of Uttar Pradesh and thereby
extending quotas into the districts of Uttarakhand. The Reservation Bill mandated setting aside
27 percent of seats in education and the workforce for Other Backward Class (OBC) persons.
The thirteen districts in the Uttarakhand region contain less than two percent OBCs, thus the Bill
was perceived as threatening educational and public employment opportunities for residents of
the hills (Gupta 1995: 19). This renewed the Uttarakhandis’ past demand for a separate
Himalayan hill province to be called Uttarakhand. Thus on October 1, 1994, a peaceful rally was
organized to display the earnest desire of the hill people for a separate state. However, before
the protesters could make it to the capital, 150 kilometers (90 miles) from New Delhi police
began firing on them in Muzaffarnagar. The rallyists were stopped by police, who fired upon,
tear-gassed and lathi-charged the protesters and molested and raped several of the female
participants.' Several people were killed and injured.

Claims for separate statehood have emerged in nearly every corner of India. In the north,

Ladakh’s struggle for statehood continues to add to the unsettling political conflicts in India’s

! Initially the Muzaffarnagar police and UP State government refused to accept responsibility for the riots. It was
not until 1996, due to further probes by the CBI, that the state government apologized and promised to compensate
the victims of those killed and raped in the 1994 Uttarakhand riots at Muzzafarnagar. India Today: 30 June, 1995;
The Hindu: 3 October, 1997.
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northern-most frontier of Jammu and Kashmir; the Telengana movement has been agitating the

south since 1946; the east is plagued by insurgencies of several separatist demands including
Gorkhaland and Bodolands and at the center, there are pressures to create Vindhya Pradesh out
of Madhya Pradesh and Vidarbha out of Maharastra. These are a few of the most visible
demands for new statehood agitating India today. At least six regional autonomy demands dot

the map of India and are likely to permanently alter the political boundaries within the Indian

. 2
Union.

? The six likely new states to be created in India are: Ladakh, Gorkhaland, Telengana, Bodolands, Vindhya Pradesh,
and Vidarbha. See Figure 1.1.




Figure 1.1: Possible new states in the Indian Union
Source: “Uttarakhand: Indian Himalayas and a land of struggle”
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Regional autonomy demands are not new to India.’ India has been troubled with its state
boundaries since independence in 1947. At the time of independence, the constituent Assembly
struggled with combining both British and princely states into a unified India. Over 550 princely
states constituting more than a third of India’s area and more than a fourth of its population had
to be combined with British states accommodating both direct and indirect rule.* The two
systems of rule varied greatly. Princely India consisted of smaller regions governed by a “father
figure” like autocratic ruler. Through the use of deputies and Residents, the British were able to
facilitate communication between the Crown and Princes, extract resources from the state as
official British policy and influence the internal policies of local rulers when necessary (Fisher
1991: 123). Leaders who were typically strongmen linked to the politics of a larger India ruled
British India. These two systems of rule were dramatically different and created distinct polities
that had to be merged at the time of India’s independence. With the leadership of Sardar
Vallabhbhai Patel, combined with diplomatic skills of V.P. Menon, the princes were persuaded
to cede their territories and political authority in 1947— 1948, the time of India’s independence.’

The compromises made by the princes and India’s new political leaders, however, did not
succeed in satisfying India’s diverse communities. Soon after independence the artificially
designed provinces created to build a unified India, began to show signs of disintegration.
Fissures began to develop due to the combining of varied groups and polities. A national
ideology could not replace natural characteristics of regional identity of the past several

centuries. Where artificially created boundaries were delineated to form provinces, there were

* By regional autonomy demands I mean “demands that treat regions as coherent units politically, having a right to
reflect the constituents’ aspirations to manage their internal affairs, while making claims on national resources, in
competition with other regions. From Akhtar Majeed, “Maldevelopment and regional conflict: a general
framework,” In Akhtar Majeed (ed) Regionalism: Developmental Tensions in India. New Delhi: Cosmos
Publications, 1984.

* For a detailed comparison on British versus Princely types of rule and the problems of political integration see
John R. Wood, “British versus Princely legacies and the political integration of Gujarat,” Journal of Asian Studies,
(44)1, November 1984.
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deep feelings of resentment and animosity towards the national plan of assimilation that began to
manifest in the form of regional autonomy. In the 1950s in the southern region of India, the
Telugu-speaking portion of Madras Province displayed signs of discontent and demanded a
separate state of Andhra Pradesh from the larger province. This resulted in forming the States
Reorganization Commission (SRC) in 1953. The Commission was organized with the task to
seriously consider the possibility of forming new states out of old ones. This era of state
accommodation put into question the viability of India’s centralized federal structure and
whether or not it was the best governmental set up to accommodate India’s diverse population.
Although a strong central form of governance was assumed, the SRC recommended a need to
divide some of the states into small, more manageable ones and, a re-drawing of state boundaries
that would preserve the distinctiveness of India’s vast plural population. Their decision on
which states to break down into smaller units was based on language, history, geography,
economy and culture, and most importantly, on the condition that the redistribution should
promote nationalism (Report 1955: Section 93). Although the leaders of India were skeptical of
how a division of states would build unity through further fragmentation, in the end, they were
forced to give in to demands.

The guidelines used by the SRC to re-map India, then, remained as the guiding principles
to evaluate future demands for provincial status. Based on local and linguistic demands, other
states were claimed, conceived and eventually elevated to statehood. Thus, in 1960 Bombay was
divided again to create Maharashtra for Marathi speakers and Gujarat for Gujarati speakers.

Linguistic differences were cited as the reason to divide greater Punjab in 1966 into Punjab,

° For more on the integration of states see V.P. Menon, The story of the integration of the Indian states, New Delhi:
Orient Longmans Limited, 1961.
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Haryana and Himachal Pradesh.® During the years of 1969-1987 the northeastern region was

divided into six states: Assam, Meghalaya, Manipur, Tripura, Mizoram and Arunachal Pradesh
(DasGupta 1998; Baruah 1999). In May 1987, the former Union Territory of Goa was granted
state standing (Rubinoff 1992). And most recently, on August 1st, 2", and 3™, 2000, the three
new states of Chattisgarh, Uttaranchal and Jharkhand, respectively, passed a voice vote in the
Lok Sabha. Over a period of fifty years (1947-2000), several large provinces have been redrawn

into the existing twenty-eight states and seven Union Territories that constitute India today.

Past justifications for re-mapping were based primarily on local and linguistic demands.
However, the latest calls for statehood are profoundly different from those in the past and thus
warrant examination in light of the contemporary political changes in India. In the past, states
were formed primarily based on principles of distinctiveness and the preservation of plurality
within the federal structure of India. Thus, Andhra Pradesh was created to form a Telugu
speaking state, and many other states, based on this rationale, followed. However, contemporary
demands for statehood differ from the past in that although many of these claims are founded on
a sense of primordial distinctiveness, they are really struggles for greater control over local
resources (India Today: 15 October, 1996). As displayed by the demand for a separate
Uttarakhand, there has been an urgency to gain control of local resources before neglect by both
the centre and state governments seriously presents a situation where a perceived lack of
education, jobs and ultimately welfare for people of the region is threatened. Indigenous

identity matters but as these movements have developed, they actually become “an expression of

§ Paul Brass offers a comprehensive case story detailing the creation of the state of Punjab pointing out how
language differences were promoted in order to conceal the primary motivation of religion as reasons for a separate
state. See Paul Brass, Language, Religion and Politics in North India, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1974, pages 277-367.
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heightened political consciousness, expanding participation, and increasing competition for
scarce resources”’ (Hardgrave 1983: 1171).

Previous attempts to make sense of burgeoning regional autonomy demands attributed
these developments as a failure of India’s federal system of rule. Without a doubt, the federal
design of India was not elaborately set out in constitutional documents. Standard federal
provisions were devised “concerning the relations between the union government and the states,
indicating the distribution of legislative, executive, judicial and financial powers, and
administrative control during normal and extraordinary times” (DasGupta 1998: 206).
Concerning the issue of state units, the Constitution simply says that they can be altered and
reorganized by the federal government (Indian Constitution, Article Three). It was under this
provision the SRC was formed in 1953. However, because so little was said in the federal design
about why and when states are to be formed, it is futile to blame federal theory as having failed in
its attempts at state planning. Federal theory only goes so far as to point out the structural
constraints and processes of creating provinces but, leaves out any explanation for the more
pressing fundamental questioﬁs of why and when new states should be formed. Federalism is an
institutional blueprint, not an explanation for the conditions underlying state, central or center-
state politics. By studying India’s Constitution and other official documents we begin to
understand how states relate to the center yet, we learn very little about the conditions under
which the new administrative units originate. Thus, to use India’s highly centralized federal
structure as a reason for the prolific growth of statehood demands is to point the finger in the
wrong direction.

What has emerged in India is a dramatic change in centre-state relations and electoral
politics that explains when and why so many new state-seeking demands are now considered

likely to succeed. Since the historic decline of the once national political party, the Congress, the

contest to govern the country consists of a fierce battle of winning electoral votes at the state
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level.” Prior to the 1990s, governments were able to isolate themselves from the logic of the

traditional social order by ignoring the pressures of traditional society. However, the growth of
new localized political parties has meant a dramatic shift of attention from Centre politics to state
politics, making local interests of religion, caste and region crucial. Thus, although many of
today’s demands for distinct political units are not new, they have gained more viability in recent
years due to the lack of a national party.

Unlike during Congress rule, there is no one strong central political party dominating the
scene. As a result, demands for new state formation have gained feasibility due to the need for
grassroots support of political parties. In order to win the central government position, political
parties must carve out constituencies to gain loyal electoral votes. And once winning the
electoral support, they must compete strenuously to maintain that support. The limitations and
opportunities of coalition politics are then played out at the state level. The growing importance
of small parties at the national level in a coalition government has shaped the politics of local
demands. It is in this light that one can better understand demands for and the conditions
encouraging regional requests such as statehood.

The study of state politics in India deserves new attention. The recent change in political
control at the center has created a new focus of research in state politics. Over time, research
results are likely to change how we assess centre politics in India. Possible reasons why the
study of state politics has received little attention include: the framing of India’s Constitution
around the idea of the country as an organic whole requiring basic uniformity to the system, the
available use of President’s Rule allowing the center to interfere in state politics, the long
domination of a one-party system frustrating autonomous growth of state politics and, the fact
that India is a “segmented” polity where happenings in one state do not affect another state (Pai

1989: 94). This study takes state formation as its focal point. Through a study of local, state and

7 The eventual decline of the Congress began in 1984 and then reached its nadir in 1994.
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state-centre relations, it is hoped that an explanation can be achieved for why and when regional

autonomy demands are likely to emerge and succeed in their aim of gaining statehood.

II.

The state of Uttar Pradesh (Ui’) is the fourth largest state (294 thousand square miles) in
the union and has the largest state population (nearly 140 million) (Government of India
1991:Series 25, Paper 1). Nearly 72 percent of its inhabitants live in rural areas and the state
contains the highest number of poor people. For decades, the state was the launching pad for
political movements and set the political agenda for the remainder of the country. Unlike other
states in India, the politics of UP largely determined the politics of the nation. With its 85 Lok
Sabha seats, the state was crucial to the outcome of national elections. Except for the 1991 and
1996 elections, that party or alliance which won Uttar Pradesh controlled the Lok Sabha (Hasan
1998: 05).

Nestled in the northwestern cormer of UP are thirteen districts composing the region of

Uttarakhand.® Since 1991, these districts have been agitating to separate from UP and form their

¥ The new state that was recently ratified by the Indian parliament has been called “Uttaranchal.” This name was
given to the hill region of Uttar Pradesh by the BJP government in an effort to take credit for the new state
movement. However, the people of the UP hill region prefer the name “Uttarakhand.” I will therefore refer to this
region as “Uttarakhand.” In chapter four, though, when explaining the success of the new state movement I refer to
the UP hill districts as “Uttaranchal” because it is under this name that the parliament ratified the new state bill.
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own autonomous state within the Indian federation.” The Uttarakhand seats in the national
elections of 1991, 1996, 1998 and 1999 were highly contested by the parties that vied to control
UP and ultimately the Centre. All of these election periods mark the decline of the Congress
party and reveal how the politics of regionalism have permeated national politics. The study of
political happenings in Uttar Pradesh and the Uttarakhand region provides an opening into the
politics of state formation and a preview of the nature of state-center politics at the national level.
The decline of the highly centralized Congress party has resulted in a decentering of
politics and has shifted its locale from New Delhi to the states. Uttar Pradesh was traditionally a
Congress stronghold during the pre-independence and the early years of independent India. UP
was considered Congress territory and the four Lok Sabha seats of Uttarakhand had successively
been Congress dominated. In the early 1980s, the party system was still under the control of the
Congress in spite of the decay of its organization; by the end of the decade however, the
Bharatiya Janata Party (BJP), Samajwadi Party (SP) and Bahujan Samaj Party (BSP) emerged as
strong contenders for power.'” The BJP’s strategy emphasizing Hindutva and religious identity
allowed it to mobilize at the local levels and permanently alter state, and, eventually, national
politics (Pai 2000: 78) In addition to dominating the state, up until the 1991 elections, the
Congress had also always prevailed in the hill region. However in 1991, the BJP appealed to the
higher caste voters of the hills and promised them statehood, thereby winning all four seats
previously held by Congress. This marked a dramatic shift in Uttarakhand politics. First, the
region and its four Lok Sabha and twenty-two state assembly seats gained significance. Second,

it marked the increasing importance of local and regional interests over national issues.

® Prior to 1997 Uttarakhand consisted of eight districts: Pithoragarh, Almora, Nainital, Uttarkashi, Chamoli,
Dheradun, Tehri and Pauri. In 1997, under the state leadership of Chief Minister Mayawati, and additional five
districts (Rudraprayag, Bageshwar, Champawat, Udham Singh Nagar, and Haridwar) were created out of the
existing constituencies of Uttarakhand.

' The BJP emerged from the Janata party in the 1980s and was limited to the Bundelkhand area (see Figure 2.2).
By the 1990s it had mobilized a large proportion of upper caste Hindus across the state. The SP is a political party
whose membership consists primarily of OBCs. And the BSP is a largely Dalit composed political party.
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Since 1991, the electoral seats of Uttarakhand have been highly contested seats where the

politics of coalition formation, regionalism and grassroots politics are played out. In order to
garner electoral votes in the Himalayan hill districts, successive Prime Ministers have given their
parties a boost by voicing support for Uttarakhand, thus allowing their coalition governments to
secure UP parliamentary votes and thereby their position in New Delhi. In numerous
Independence Day speeches, newly elected Prime Ministers have declared their commitment to a
new hill state: in 1996, Prime Minister Deve Gowda (BBC: 5 October, 1996) in 1997, Prime
Minister Mr. Inder Gujaral (The Hindu: 26 August, 1997), and his successor, Prime Minister
Atal Behari Vajpayee, after winning the vote of confidence in the Lok Sabha made the same
pledge first in 1998 and then in 1999 (The Hindu: 7 April, 1998).!" The past national elections
of 1999 give evidence of the political factors affecting state making since the change in centre

politics that has taken place under a new leadership.

III.

This thesis attempts to illuminate the current political changes in India and understand the
likelihood for new state formation in the Indian Union.'> My method consists of examining a
specific case study, Uttarakhand. It is hoped that by studying in detail the specifics of one state
autonomy movement, conditions surrounding the growth of these types of movements will be
revealed. Although this project is limited to the specifics of India, it could very well be used to
explain similar phenomena in other federations globaﬂy. The recent increase in ethnic demands
for separation worldwide begs for an assessment of ways in which multicultural governments

can be more accommodating. Anyone concerned about the dangers of secession might consider

"' He made the same pledge in the 1999 Lok Sabha elections to ensure that the four Lok Sabha seats went to the
BJP.

12 Although the term “state formation™ is often times used in reference to setting up institutions in a nation, I will use
the term “state formation” to describe the sub-units of a federal nation. Other words that could be used in place of
“state” include provinces and sub-units.
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that a process granting more states might in fact strengthen national unity. This project looks at

ways of accommodating minority demands within the institutional set up as opposed to the
secession solution.

The project consists of two parts. Chapter Two looks at both the formal and informal
principles guiding state formation in India. This includes explaining precedents that historically
determined the fate of new state movements. This portion of the project will elaborate on past as
well as present principles and conditions that have motivated successful statehood demands.
Chapter Three then looks specifically at the Uttarakhand case and points out the salient features
guiding the movement for statehood and the role of the state ‘and central governments in
facilitating the movement. Chapter Four seeks to highlight the political conditions that were
present in granting Uttarakhand statehood and to provide an analysis of why and how regional
autonomy demands occur and to explain how a federation, in this political context, can

accommodate regional autonomy demands.
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Chapter Two
Precedents and concerns for the political mapping of India

A crucial feature of India’s federal system is its highly centralized power structure. It
was set up in this way in order to combine several vast and varied states into a unified India. Yet
its implementation did not come without problems. First, there was the challenge of combining
princely and British states. Then there was the problem of managing them administratively. A
centralized federal system seemed the best option for a whole India. This system of a highly
centralized Centre worked for a while, especially during the years that the Congress had little
opposition and was able to maintain its strong hold on politics. However, since 1991 when the
Congress began to show increasing signs of instability, and the growth of grassroots movements
in various states began to intensify, it has become unclear whether a centralized form of
federalism is what is needed to keep India together.

This chapter looks at past precedents that were instrumental in determining the outcome
of new state movements in India. After pointing to the inadequacy of these precedents as the
single explanation for contemporary statehood demands in India, I then turn to new political
factors that are more likely to predict the outcome of today’s regional autonomy movements. I
will argue that explanations focusing on the contemporary political climate of India provide a
better understanding for the conditions giving rise to new statehood demands. In particular, the
recent change from a one-party dominated political system to one of coalition politics has created
an environment that is more likely to influence the outcome of these movements.

I begin by briefly explaining why India opted for a highly centralized federal system and
point to the gaps in using a strictly federal theory as an explanation for regional autonomy
movements. This will then lead into an explanation of how states were created initially and then

later when state autonomy demands began to threaten the unity of India. A brief overview of
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India’s history will help clarify the past guidelines used in assessing newer regional autonomy
demands. At this point, I turn to Paul Brass’s (1974) explanation for the constraints and
parameters of creating new states. Brass states that determinations of provincial borders were
primarily based on earnest desires, language distinction, the desire not to secede and popular
support.  However, as this chapter seeks to show, these guidelines explain only part of the
narrative of state formation, not the entire story. I will elaborate on the shortcomings of only
considering past precedents and attempt to explain where new considerations, along with past
precedents, are key in understanding the possibility of new state boundaries being drawn within
the map of India. The overall aim of the chapter is to examine state autonomy demands within a
federal arrangement and to then test possible explanations for the political phenomenon of state

formation within the federal institutional set up.

2.1: The emergence of a federal India and problems with the federal design:

Federalism is designed to achieve some degree of political cohesion based on a
combination of self-rule and shared-rule. Moreover, it is a method of dividing powers so that the
general and regional governments are each, within a sphere, co-ordinated and independent.
Although federalism may not entail a direct form of political integration since it allows a
measure of autonomy for the various states and provinces, it holds these political bodies together
through central control. Federalism may be viewed as a political device or a strategy for
governance of large and/or complex plural societies. Its central significance lies in the wide
scope for innovative and flexible adjustments to cope with changing configurations of ethnic and
regional interests and cleavages (Puri 1998: 16). Thus it seemed an ideal political system for
India, a nation full of diversity.

It becomes evident, when explaining the functions of federalism, why the system works

for India. The physically large size of the nation, its multitude of cultural differences and, the
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need to put several pieces into a whole, are all reasons why the federal arrangement suits India.
The institutional structure was especially ideal at the time of India’s independence when over
550 princely states had to be combined with British provinces. When India was ruled by the
British Empire, a large part of the country never came under direct British rule. India was
controlled by the British through two different forms of rule that corresponded to the two types
of territorial divisions they allowed. First, the system of direct rule was utilized in the British
states of India. The leaders of these areas were typically strongmen that were linked to the
politics of a larger India. In contrast, princely states were small areas where local decisions were
made by the “father figure” like autocratic ruler. The princes promised loyalty and surrendered
all rights to conduct foreign or defense policy, while the British promised noninterference in
internal affairs (except in cases of gross misadministration and injustice) and protection from
external and internal enemies. Thus under indirect rule, the ‘Indian India’ remained under the
‘traditional’ governance of its native princes: maharajas, rajas, raos, sheikhs, rawuls, thakurs and
desais. Through the use of deputies and Residents, the British were able to facilitate
communication between the Crown and Princes, extract resources from the state and influence
the internal policies of local rulers when necessary (Fisher 1991: 123). By adopting indirect rule
and recognizing princely states in India, the British made the existing rulers of India major
players in their colonization project.

Uttar Pradesh experienced some unique merging conditions at independence.
Uttarakhand, being largely mountainous, had remained somewhat cut-off historically from the
plains. During the Mughal era, “Muslim rule” in the plains affected the hills in a different
manner. Many residents of the plains, who felt suffocated under the ‘alien’ rule for some reason
or the other, migrated to the hills which were generally considered to be inaccessible, helping
them to preserve their culture and religious rites. Most of those who migrated were of the higher

Kshatriya-Rajput classes, thus explaining the high percentage of upper castes in the hills. Most
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rulers of the plains, right since the days of the Mughals, who tried to extend their control over the
Garhwal and Kumaon hills, could do so only superficially. “The local rulers, who at times
accepted the suzerainty of the ‘emperor’ from the plains, enjoyed considerable freedom at the
regional level, his acceptance being only formal and confined to contributions to the treasury,
etc”’(Kumar 1999: 2462). The state was largely under British rule (see Figure 2.1). At the time
of independence, one of the major players in the soon to be formed United Provinces was the
Prince of Tehri who, eventually, after much debate conceded to joining the United Provinces.
However, the accession to a united India did not fully assimilate the hills people into the plains

of UP. There remained a sense of distinctiveness between the hills and the plains.
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Figure 2.1 Princely States of Uttatr Pradesh. Source: (Pandey 1978: 13)
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Following independence, the status of the princely states was one of the primary
problems of integration for India. There were approximately 550 princely states, constituting
more than a third of India’s area and more than a fourth of its population. As plans for

independence were underway, the status of the princely states was highly disputed. Through the
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British method of direct and indirect rule, the puzzle of putting India together under one method
of rule after independence became a challenge for the nation. With the firm leadership of Sardar
Vallabhbhai Patel combined with diplomatic skills of V.P. Menon, the princes Were persuaded to
cede their territories and political authority in 1947— 1948, the time of India’s independence.

However the problems of integration of the British and princely Indian states did not
dissolve with the willingness of princely states to cede to a united India. Where new territorial
lines would be drawn and who would govern them had much to do with politics as it did with
control of resources and regional power. Individual polities had to be merged into a larger
polity, India. In order to facilitate the integration of these units, a centralized federal system was
administered. This allowed there to be central rule in which provincial units could maintain their
uniqueness. However, this first phase of states reorganization cut across local ties that later
agitated the unity of India. In some instances, states were formed out of areas that consisted of
several princely states. Not only was it an administrative nightmare to merge several different
political entities into one but also, this then required combining units that were vastly different
and therefore forcing these entities and people to assimilate under one state setup.'

The éonsequences of combining resulted in creating states that were administratively
convenient for a planned independent India. The convenient boundaries within India, though,
did not last long. In 1952-3, the Telugu-speaking section of Madras Province began agitating for

a separate Andhra Pradesh. Dominated in a primarily Tamil-speaking state, the minority status

" In the former province of Rajputana, nineteen princely states and three local chieftains were amalgamated into the
state of Rajasthan. The combining of these different political polities created an obstacle in preparing them for a
modern version of politics at the time of independence. For more on the difficulties of changing from a primarily
indirectly ruled state to a directly ruled political entity see Susanne Hoeber Rudolph and Lloyd Rudolph, “Rajputana
under British paramountcy: the failure of indirect rule,” in Susanne Hoeber and Lloyd I. Rudolph (ed.) Essays on

Rajputana: reflections on history, culture, and administration, New Delhi: Concept, 1984.
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of the Telugu speaking population kept them grossly discontented and at bay. Because of these

centripetal tendencies in the very large Madras Province, the government was forced to
reco