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PREFACE

The purpose of this dissertation is to trace the evolution of

American official attitudes towards the Indian nationalist movement

between 1905 and 1929. Both these dates are great landmarks in the

history of the Indian nationalist movement, indicating a break ~~th

the past, giving Indian nationalism, at each stage, a new direc

tion and purpose. While the period \~hich followed the partition of

Bengal in 1905 inaugurated an era of active militancy in Indian

nationalism, the end of the year 1929, marked the maturing of the

national aspirations with the adoption of complete independence as

the goal of the Indian nationalist movement. This study makes ex

tensive use of the Records of the Department of State Relating to

Internal Affairs of India and Burma, 1910-1929 and the Records of

the Department of State Relating to Political Relations Between

India and Burma, 1910-1929, recently released by the National

Archives in Washington, D.C., which opened a new vista of research

in Indo-American relations prior to the Second World War. These

records, along with the despatches from U.S. Consular officials at

Bombay (1838-1906) and Calcut'ca (1794-'96 and 1843-1906), as well

as the despatches from the American Consul General at Calcutta,

William H. Michael, between 1906 and 1910 cover a wide range of

ii
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econo~c, political and social sUbjects.
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CHLPTER I

INTRCDUCTION

The bonds between America and India are numerous. History in-

deed linked the two great nations together with a golden chain of

coincidence. Had it not been for undiscovered Inoia, America would

not have been the same America from 1492 on, when Christopher Colum-

bus discovered the New World believing that he had reached "the

1islands of India beyond the Ganges."

Thus, although India, as Jean Lyons has so aptly suggested is

2
"just half a world away" from the United States, the -two countries

have had connections with and influences upon each other since Am-

erican Colonial times. The first definite result insofar as the

American colonists were concerned occurred at the termination of the

War of the Austrian Succession. In the general peace settlement

which reconstructed the European balance at Aix-La-Chappelle in

1748, "the diplomatists weighed the i:nglisb Conquest of Louisburg

against the French capture of !'!adras in India. They agreed on a

mutual restoration overseas of the status quo ante bellum. 1I3

lCristoforo Colombo, The Columbus Letter of 1493, With a new
English translation by Frank E. Robbins (Ann Arbor: The Clementes
Library Association, 1952), p. 7.

2Jean Lyons, Just Half the World Awa· Search For the New
India (New York: Thomas Y. Crowell Co., 195

3Samuel Flagg Bemis, A Diplomatic History of the United States
(New York: Henry Holt and Co., 1942), p. 8.
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England's choice of Madras changed the history of India, and pos-

sibly of America. The New Englanders did not appreciate the mother

country's choice of handing back to the French a naval base which

they had gone to some extent and trouble to capture. This action

was a source of rancor to them because "Louisburg as a threat to

New England's shipping was much nearer than Madras. ,,4 Later, Lord

Cornwallis came to India as Governor General in 1786. He was a man

with a background of the American Revolutionary War, and it was his

surrender at Yorktown on October 17, 1781, just four years after

Burgoyne's surrender at Saratoga, which"seemed publicly to confess

the end of the british domination in America, and proclaim the suc

cess of the 'rebel' revolution. 1I5 The shot that the"embattled

farmers" had first fired on the red-coat was "heard round the

6world," giving birth to a nation jndissolubly associated with a

theory of politics, a philosophy of human rights, valid not for the

former thirteen Colonies alone, but for all men.

But no sooner had the march of Empire ceased in the West, than

it was heard in the East. 7 Britain, which resigned a great part

4Walter Charles Mackett, "Some Aspects of the Development of
American Opinion on India, 1918-1947," (unpublished Ph.D. disserta
tion University of Southern California, 1957), p. 14.

5J • F • C• Fuller, Decisive Battles of the U.S.A. (New York:
Beechhurst Press, 1953), p. 89.

6Ralph W. Emerson, Emerson, Selected Writings (New York: Vik-
ing Press, 1946), p. 225.

l E•A• Benians, "Beginnings of the
The Cambrid e Histor of the British Em
Empire, 17 3-1 70., ed. J. Holland Rose
University Press, 1940), pp. 12-14, 33.

New Empire, 1783-'93,"
ire the Growth of the New

Cambridge, Great Britain:
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of America, embarked on a campaign of expansion in India. Corn

wallis,8 who had failed in the West, triumphed in the East. But

the ideas which had moved the Colonial world to revolution had per-

ennial appeal, and ultimately recoiled upon the expanded Pax

Britannica in the East, in Asia, and in India when the American de-

mand for self-government was "repeated seriatim from Toronto to

Colombo. ,,9 The revolutionary spirit of America, which had tri-

umphed over Co~nwallis at Yo~ktown in 1781, asserted itself later

in India and demolished his handiwork one hundred and seventy-one

years later.

India achieved her freedom by means of a "revolution"lO from

the same body politic, Great Britain. Although the actual trans-

fer of power took place by an Act of Parliament, India had its

8William H. Seward, American Secretary of State (1861-1869),
visited India in 1871. On February 14, 1871, with the Governor of
Madras, Lord Napier, he drove to Fort St. George, and in front of
the fort on the esplanade he discovered a statue of Lord Cornwallis.
He expressed his amazement at this sight: "It was a surprise to us
Americans to see so honorable a monument raised in these colonies to
the general who surrendered the last of the British armies at York
town, and so yielded the last resistance to the independence of the
American Colonies." America had to wait three-quarters of a century
to see the end of that surprise. See William H. Seward, Travels
Around the World (New York: Appleton and Co., 1873), pp. 334-335.

9Vincent T. Harlow, The Founding of the 3econd British Empire,
1763-1793, Vol. I (London: Longman's Green and Co., 1952), p. 10.

10Nehru said in a speech during his first visit to the United
States that "We have achieved our freedom through revolution."

See Jawaharlal Nehru, Speeches, a149-'53 (Delhi: Govern
ment of India, Ministry of Information and Broadcasting, 1954)
p. 123,
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comparable Declaration of Independence when Jawaharlal Nehru, as

the President of the Indian 1ational Congre5s in 1929 proclaimed

that the object of the Indian Nationalist Movement was to bring

about India's complete independence from British rule. Thus, the

nation took its Independence Pledge on Uanuary 26, 1930, and this

pledge continued to be repeated y~ar after year until independence

was achieved.

Like many ~uropean nations, j~erica tou established its first

direct contact with India in the sphere of trade. Merchantmen were

the first Americans to reach India. The pioneer American traders

d .1.h . t f· d f· t 11crosse ~.e s~as ~n ques 0 pr~zes an pro ~ s.

viewed Asia as a whole and called it the East Indies. This trade,

to which they gave the generic name of the East India Trade, in-

eluded all the commerce whose destination or origin lay in either

the Indian or ~estern Pacific Cceans. This trade was not confined

to any particular area; Calcutta, Sumatra, Northwest Coast, Canton

stood side by side and were all more or less related to each other,

interdependent, and in turn, were almost a part of the South Ameri

can, West Indian and European Commerce.
12 ~he early American trade

with India was therefore a part of this East India Trade, It was

not the outward cargoes but the incoming imports that were important.

IlSeward I'v. Livermore, "iarly Commercial and Consular Rela
tions With the East Indies," The racific Historical Review, Vol. XV,
No.1 (March, 1946), p. 31.

12Tyler Dennett, Americans in East .Asia (New York: The hac
millan Co., 1922), p. 3.
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The trade arose out of a desire "to secure for the United States

certain commodities such as Indian muslins and sfices, Chinese

1
teas and silks, for which there was a demand. II )

The first American vessel to arrive at India's coast was the

United States of PhiladelJhia, which appeared off Pondicherry on

the day after Christmas, 1784. In June, 1785, the Hydra became the

first American ship to sail up the Hoogly to Calcutta under Ameri

14can colors. It was followed by the Chesapeake of Baltimore which

arrived in Calcutta in the autumn of 1787. The treatment accorded

to American ships in India by the East India Company during the

period preceding the negotiation of the Jay Treaty was "one of

friendly toleration. II15

In respect to the importance of such an enterprise, Blias

Ha;;kett Derby of Salem found the American trade with Mauritius and

India more profitable than that with Canton.
16

Before 1790 the

total American tonnage in Indian ports exceeded that at Canton. It

was to explore the possibilities of the expansion of American trade

with India that !'!ajor Samuel Shaw, the first American Consul at

Canton, paid a visit to Bengal during March and April 1788.17

13Ibid., p. 18.

14 Holden Furber, liThe Beginnings of American Trade with India,"
New England Quarterly, Vol. XI, No.2 (June, 1938), p. 235.

l5Ibid • ,

16Dennett, Ope cit., p. 27.

17Samuel Shaw, The Journals of Ha ,; or Samuel Shaw (Boston: Wil
liam Crosby and h. P. Nicholas, 1847), p. 266.
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Major Shaw's visit to India was more than a mere private sojourn.

It was more or le~s an official mission that he was performing,

somewhat in the nature of the first official visit to India by an

.~erican citizen. Major Samuel Shaw was instructed by the Secre-

tary of State, John Jay, to inquire into the advantages of carrying

18on "circuitous tre.de in that part of the wor Id. "

By the time Jay went to England to negotiate his treaty, Am-

erican ships were engaged to a considerable degree in a "circuitous

trade" between India and Europe. 'l'hey were also engaged in the

transmission of Anglo-Indian wealth from India to Europe in foreign,

but chiefly American ships, a method wlrich became known as the

"clandestine trade.,,19 This and other complications which arose

because of the outbreak of war in Europe, Article XIII of Jay's

Treaty of 1794
20

tried to solve. Thus, while it guaranteed the

most favorable treatment for American vessels engaged in the East

India trade in British territories and possessions, it tried also to

prevent American bottoms from being used to promote the so-called

"clandestine circuitous and coastal trades." The enactment of Jef-

ferson's Embargo Act of 1807 "seriously crippled the American

18U•S •A., The Diplomatic correspondence4Vol. VII (Washing
ton, D.C.: Francis Preston Blair, 1834), p. 4 1.

19Northcote Parkinson, Trade in Eastern Seas (London: Cam-
bridge University Press, 1937), p. 358.

20Hunter Miller (ed.), Treaties and other International Acts
of the United States of America (Washington: U.S. Govt. l'rintillg Of
fice, 1931), pp. 245-265.
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"R"'st Indl'a Trade.,,21 It d'd t h "f th s t'o of_~ 1 no, owever, slgnl y e ces a 1 n

the period of activities which commenced in 1784, which ended only

"with the decline of the clipper ships and, especially with the de-

struction of the American merchant marine, during the American

Civil War.,,22

Among the measures taken by the new American Government for

the protection of its foreign trade was the establishment of a

Consular SerVlce in 1790. American trade activity was the "chief

motivation,,23 for the establishment of vonsular relations with

India. Trading delegations from coastal cities and merchantmen

presented memorials to the Continental Congress to establish Consu-

l t · Ch' d 1 h . A' 24 Ct' O'D 11ar pos s In lna an e sew ere In Sla. ap aJ.n onne on

June 20, 1786, wrote to the president and the members of Congress to

issue him necessary credentials to act as General Commissioner with

authority to negotiate trade agreements with "the principal inde-

pendent powers in Asia," which included "Tippo Saib, the son a.nd

successor of the famous Hyder Ally, and the Marathas, on the coast

of Maiabar.,,25 George Cabot of Boston in a letter to

21Furber, "The Beginning of American Trade vii th India,"
Ope cit., p. 263

22 Dennett, Ope cit., p. 26.

23Earl Robert Schmidt, "American Relations with South Asia,
1900-1940", (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, University of Pennsyl
vania, 1955), p. 5.

24 U•S . Continental Congress, Journals of the Continental Con
gressg 1774-1789 vol XXV (washington: Govt. Printing Office, 1922),
p. 81 •

25 U•S • Diplomatic Correspondence, vol. VII, op.cit., pp. 445-
450.
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President washington dated November 16, 1792, urged the importance

of appointing a Gonsul and mentioned the "very precious tenure" of

American rights in India. Cabot and many of the Massachusetts mer-

chants recommended the appointment of Benjamin Joy of Newburyport

and Boston. 26

Shortly after his arrival in Galcutta, Joy had an unsatisfac-

tory interview with ~ir John Shore, the Governor General of India.

Shore had no advice from his home government with respect to admit-

ting an iunerican Consul, "and it was his i3hore'~7 opinion that

they [the government of the East India Gompanl7 could not receive

him {Jol7 as such without some instructions from england. ,,27 The

~nglish merchants in India were jealous of the privileges already

accorded American commerce and were fearful that Americans, once

firmly established in South Asia, would cut lnto their Indian and

South Asian commerce and trade. The East India Company refused to

allow American agents or vice agents to be stationed at Madras and

28Bombay. Joy remained in Calcutta as a commercial agent subject to

jurisdiction of the local government. This curtailment of his Con-

sular privileges did not appeal to Joy, who returned to Newburyport

the following year and handed in his resignation on January 24, 1796,

26Dennett, Ope cit., p. 29.

27Calcutta, November 24, 1794, Record Group 59, General Records
of the Dept. of State in the National Archives, 1794-'96 and 1843
1906, hereinafter indicated by the post and the date of the dispatch.

28Ibid •
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alleging ill health and doctor's orders as his reason for not wish-

ing to return to India. William J. Miller of Philadelphia, an

American merchant then living in Calcutta was reco~nended by Secre-

tary of state Timothy Pickering to succeed Joy, but although his

nomination was confirmed by the Senate on February 22, 1796, Miller

never assumed office. For nearly forty years thereafter the United

states did not have any consular representation in Calcutta. 29

It was not until July, 1843 that James B. Higginson, a native

of Boston, an American merchant in Calcutta, acknowledged the re-

ceipt of his commission of appointment as Consul from Mr. Everett,

the American Minister in London. Higgir.son's cOLwission of appoint-

ment was published in the Government Gazette "by order of the Su

preme Government of India.,,30 Thlis Higginson was the first Ameri-

can Consul to receive official recognition. He was succeeded by

Charles E~ffnagle on September 27, 1847. The latter, while accept-

ing his appointment, expressed his proud satisfaction in having

raised "for the first time the American flag in the city of Calcutta.,,3l

He was later commissioned as the first United States Consul General

to British India (September 1855), which made all other Consular

29Livermore, "Early Commercial and Consular Relations with
the East," Ope cit., p. 36.

30Calcutta, July 12, 1843.

31Calcutta, December 20, 1847.
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officers subordinate to him. 32

The American Consuls and Consular agents in India constitute

"one important source of intelligence 1l un India. Their reports,

however, in the nineteenth century contain 1Ilarge gaps and scanty

stretches in the area of comments regarding politics, religion, and

Indian society." .Although there are some bright spots, the bulk of

their letters during this period concern 1I picayune matters."33

The nineteenth century American Consuls were primarily in-

tended to act as liason between the United States Government and

American interests in the areas they were stationed. Their princi-

pal duties consisted of keeping shipping records, adjusting merchant

marine problems, and writing despatches on Sundr..y matters 1I outside

32In 1850 Huffnagle had agents at Bombay, Nadras, Moulmein
(a port in lower Burma) and ~ingapore. They were all acting Con
sular agents as they never received Senate confirmation. By 1860's
the Calcutta Consul General had seven official posts and many unof
ficial posts in South Asia. In India unofficial posts were located
at Cochin, Bassein, Chittagong and Coconada. Bombay was already
raised to the Consulate and Madras had an official commercial agent.
By 1908 the official Consular posts under Calcutta Consul General
were Akyab (commercial agent), Rangoon (agent), Colombo (Consul),
Bassein (agent), Bombay (Consul), Madras (agent). By the Act of
Congress of May 11, 1908, Madras, Karachi, and Rangoon were created
as Consulates and Consular districts were reorganized. which re
sulted in the elimination of several agencies (Akyab, Bassein,
Chittagong, etc.)o

See Schmidt, Ope cit., pp. 8, 9, 12, 39, 40 and Appendix I;
based on American Consular despatches from India, Bombay, April 1,
1841, Calcutta, July 4, 1850 and June 2, 1855. Also see !~ack G.
Eckoff and Alex P. Mav.ro (compilers), S ecial List Number --List of
Service Records in the National Archives Washington: National
Archives, General Services Adm., 1952).

33Bernard Saul Stern, "American Views of India and Indians,
1857-190011 , (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, University of Penn
sUlvania, 1956), p. 1.
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the realm of India life and politics. 1I34 For example, from some--

like the American Consul at Bombay--even such a catastrophic event

as the Indian "Hutiny ll of 1857 did not evoke a line of comment. No

doubt, in most cases, they were lIill-informed on Indian af fairs r,35

during those days.

Nevertheless, there were exceptions and some of the Consuls

displayed keen intelligence and sharp perception. As early as 1849,

Huffnagle illformed the Secretary of State of the British War against

the Sikhs. 36 Similarly, in 1865 the Bombay Consul wrote to Secre-

tary of State William H. Seward about the f~vorable attitude of

the Indian nationals towards the cause of the Union and the North

during the American CiviliJar: III am happy to state that 60 far

my inte:course has extended amon[ the natives of India, I have found

them without an exception sympathetic to the cause of the North."

In "return ll he urged American participation in the proposed Inter-

national Exhibition of Arts and Industries to be held in Bombay in

1866. He found that because of the stimulus given to cotton cul-

tivation, in consequence of the war in the States (American Civil

War), the communi ty throug"hout had been enriched, creating the pros-

pect of the growth of lIa large and healthy commerce between the two

countries. 11
37

34Ibid., p. 5.

36Calcutta, January 27, 1849.

37Bombay, January 13, 1865, despatches from United States Con
sul in Bombay, 1838-1906. National Archives, Record Group-59, here
inafter indicated by the post and date of the despatch.
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The Bombay boom in cotton trade occasioned by the J~erican

Civil War had a far-reaching effect on Indian national development.

Bombay became a thriving port and great commercial center. Some of

the Indians who led the Indian nationalist struggle in early stages

made their wealth from cotton speculation during the American Civil

War. Dadabhai Naoroji, "the Grand Old Nan of India," as he became

known to the posterity, who played a prominent part in the estab-

lishment of the Indian National Congress in Bombay in 1885, and

raised the status of India as a nation in England, owed his fortune

38to the Bombay cotton boom. This demonstrated how happenings in

far off America shaped events in India.

But not until W. T. Fee assumed office as Bombay Consul in

1898 and engaged himself in famine relief work in India, did this

process of friendly intercourse which had begun between America and

India receive further impetus. Gn the whole, before the Indian

famine of 1899, American Consuls seldom went out of their way to

participate in Indian national events. The matters of salaries and

commercial agents fees remained their main concern. Practically

all of the American Consuls of this period were business men of

so~ts who intermixed business and politics to a high degree. This

intermixing of business and politics reached its height when Col-

onel Comfort (1896-1898) was at the same time Consul General at

Calcutta, Consul at Bombay, and head of the Standard Gil Company in

38
R • P. Masani, Dadabhai Naoroji; the Grand Old Man of India

(London: George Allen and Unwin Ltd., 1939), p. 92.
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South Asia. 39 But even during this period there were exceptions.

While Consul Kitteridge was the financier in back of Bombay's

Street Car System and some of the city dry docks, he is also

credited with

ciallJ' in its

having supported the Indian National Congress finan

40early years.

During the Indi~n famine of 1899-1900, the America-India Fam-

ine Relief Committee in India was organized at the instance of a

Civic Committee of prominent New York citizens, formed in April

1900.
41

The sponsors of the Committee intended to demonstrate

their IIfraternal interest" and their "desire to help suffering

fellow-menll and claimed to represent a "civic movement in America

embracing men and women of manifold faiths and without any dis-

t · t· f . 1 .. ,,42 I t th f th'~nc ~ons 0 rac~a or~g~n. n response 0 e request 0 ~s

Committee Bombay Consul W. T. Fee accepted the Chairmanship of the

America-India Famine Relief Committee in India, without waiting for

the approval of the Department of State, as he felt "it was a time

of action lf only. He described the Relief Committee which he headed

as entirely "non-Sectarian and international in its composition,"

39SChmidt, Ope cit., pp. 10-11.

4oIbid ., also see American Board File--R. Hume, note on The
Times of-rndia's editorial of September 17, 1917, on the late ---
George Kitteridge. Before he died in Boston after fifty years of
service in India he was credited with having contributed liberally
to Anerican and lncian \'ielfare institutions.

41
Bombay, June 22, 1900.

42
Bombay, July 17, 1900.
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its duties beine; to it distribute the funds sent by the people of

America among the famine-stricken for the purpose of saving life and

mitigating sUffering, guided by the spirit of broad humanity. 1I43

The Relief Committee under the Chairmanship of Consul Fee

rendered commendable service during the famine in India. In recog-

nition of his services both the Governor General, Lord Curzon, and

the Governor of Bombay Presidency, Sir Henry Stafford Northcote

thanked him for his splendid work and urged him to convey the deep

gratitude of the people of India to the people of the United States

for their conspicuous contributions in mitigating the suffering of

the famine.
44

Under these circumstances, Anlerican Consular relations with

India, from the beginning in Joy's time to the twenties of the

present century, cannot be characterized as one of "total indiffer

ence,11 reflecting rta superior versus inferior attitude, 11 45 as one

American scholar has maintained. This interpretation is not borne

out by the presence in the ,Hecords of the Department of State of

the despatches of American Consular officials on the political

situation and national developments, particularly since the latter

part of the first decade of the present century.

The functions and duties of the American Consuls in India

gradually expanded. By the end of the century they included (1)

protection of citizens, (2) assistance and protection of the

43Ibid •

45schmidt, Ope cit., p. 15.
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merchant marine and American seamen, (3) issuance of bills of

health, (4) certification of invoices, (5) administration of justice

in countries such as China and Turke:.', and (6) promotion of export

trade, the last responsibility being highly important.
46

By 1904,

the Department of State was also exploring the possibility of ob-

taining administrative and political information from Consular of-

ficers. In his report to the Department on September 8, 1904, the

American Consul in Bombay, Henry T. Dodge acknOWledged that an Em-

bassy had definitely greater advantages for this purpose and that

the capabilities of a Consul were limited by his IIlack of diplo-

matic status," but he stated that so far as the Bombay Consulate

was concerned, its relations with the Government of India had al-

ways been most friendly and cooperative. In his opinion the co-

operation of the Indian Government with th~ American Consular Serv-

ice in India was of the "best." He was also confident that even

information '!affecting the general administration and other interna-

t.ional relations of India ll could also be obtained. He reported that

during his tenure of office in Bombay, "no refusals have been met

with from the Indian Government, direct or otherwise, or proper re-

quests for data concerning trade or commercial, industrial or poli

47
tic<:~l questions. II

46William Barnes, et. al., The Foreign Service of
StateS l Origins, Development and Function (Washington:
State U.S. Govt. ~rinting Office, 1961), p. 1510

47Bombay, September 8, 1904. Italics mine.

the United
Dept •. of



Long before India attained self-governing status in the

16

The present century brought into existence a class of Ameri-

can Consuls General ~ho exercised regular supervisory jurisdiction

over a given territory, and also performed IIsemi-diplomaticll48

functions. For example, such Conguls General were stationed in

ettawa, Canada, Calcutta, India, Melbourne, Australia, and Cape

Town, South Africa, being "important capitals of self-governing

dominions in which there was no diplomatic mission of the United

States. 1I49

true sense of the term, the American Consul General in Calcutta was

accorded the rank held by American Consuls General at Ottawa and

Melbourne.

In theory, all despatches from American Consuls stationed in

India had to go through the Calcutta Consulate General and the Am-

erican Embassy in London, which had supervisory jurisdiction over

American representatives in India. In practice, "most of the des

patches went direct to Washington,,50 and the State Department re-

ceived direct reports "on social, political, and general economic

conditions.,,5 l Another feature of America's relations with India

until well after the outbreak of the Second World War, when direct

official relations between the two began, was that India's foreign

48Tracy Hollingworth Lay, The Foreign Service of the United
States (New York: Prentice Hall, Inc., 1925), p. 128.

49lli£.

50Schmidt, Ope cit., p. 39.

5 l w• Norman Brown, The United states and India and Pakistan
(Cambridge, Hass: Harvard University Press, 1953), p. 262.
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affairs were handled by the British Foreign effice. The State De-

partment received and transmitted most of its folitical communica-

tions concerning India through the British Foreign uffice in London

or the British Embassy in Washington. 52 This situation, however,

did not in any way lessen the importance of the part played by the

American Consular Service in India in the evolution of Indo-American

relations prior to 1941.

As early as June 21, 1917, the Department of State issued in-

structions to the Consular officers in regard to the preparation of

despatches and reports embodying information of a political na

ture.53 It was supplemented by a circular of November 27, 1925

which emphasized that much discrimination should be exercised in

selecting material for political reports.5L~ The Department's cir-

cular instruction of April 1, 1927 reaffirmed the important and very

definite role the Consul~teG were to play in political reporting.

In the most important dependencies, Consular officers ill the capi-

tals or elsewhere had preciselJ the same responsibility regarding

political reporting as that of the diplomatic missions. Thus Con-

sular officers stationed in areas where no ,.merican missions were

accredited were thus charged with a peculi2r responsibility in

53U•S • Department of State, Circular Instruction of June 21,
!2!1, G.I.C. No. 536 (Washington: U.S. Govt. Printing Uffice, 1917).

U.S. Govt. Printing Uffice, 1925).

Circular of Noveuilier 2 1 2
Reports, Diplomatic Serial No.6,

G.I.C. No. 991 (Washington:

54U•S • Dept. of State,
Rating of Consular Political
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respect to obtaining information on political matters, and were in

general the sole direct source of information for the Department

of State. 55

While the American Consular officers stationed in India were

engaged in the cultivation of Indo-American relations on the official

level, another group of Americans, the missionaries, was establish-

ing close contacts of an unofficial nature with Indians in many

parts of the sub-continent. The ideas transmitted by missionaries

had "a great deal of influence in moulding American opinion about

India before 1900.,,56 They formed an important element in influenc-

ing public opinion in America about India and Indians. Missionaries

were creatures of their own time--the nineteenth century, "a con-

ceited century"--and because of their limited knowledge of the past

of India lit heir observations and attitudes were colored by their own

egocentrisms.,,57 It was a time when ideas about the so-called in-

ferior culture of the East were dominant. Hence, the image of the

"very benighted heathen Hindu,,51) was perhaps the strongest of all

that came to F.merica from this rela tionshj.p. Al though it would not

be correct to say, as Harold Issacs states, that this image "retains

55U• S• Dept. of State, Circu~ar Instruction of April 1, 1927,
No. 1040 (Washington: U.~. Govt. Printing Office, 1927), pp. 1-3.

56Schmidt, Ope cit., p. 213.

57Stern, Ope cit., p. 244.

58
Harold R. Issacs, Scratches on our Minds, ~erican Images of

China and India (New York: John Day Co., 1958), p. 259.
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its full sharpness up to the present day,,,59 it is certaiEly taking

time to disappear.

American missionary views of emerging Indian nationalism, as

was to be expected at this time, "were pro_British.,,60 American

missionaries in India were foreigners in a foreign land, controlled

by a foreign power, who lived, worked and prospered under the Brit-

ish protection and, therefore, were hardly in a position to be

critical of the British regime in India. They were, moreover, ob-

liged to "mortgage their rights to free judgment" to the British be-

fore they were allowed to enter Inaia. All prospective American

missionaries to India had to give an undertaking lito do nothing to

or in diminution of, the lawfully cor.stituted authority of the

61country. II When the nationalist sentiment became powerful and also

hostile to their activities, the missionaries found that their "as-

sociation with the British proved to be a great advantage to them

62
and their work. II ffhe majority of American missionaries sincerely

felt that the British Government was the best colonial government

in the world. 63 They acknowledged that "Pax-Bri tannica 'l brought

59~.

60SChmidt, Ope cit., p. 196.

61Krishnalal Shridharani, My India, My America (New York:
Dunn Sloan and Pearce, 1941), p. 344.

62SChmidt, op~ cit., p. 116.

63Ibid., p. 196. There were sO::le mis.c:d.onaries who defied the
British restrictions. One of them was Frederick B. Fisher of Detroit
who sympathized with the nationalist cause. He was expelled from
India by the British Govt. See Shridharani, op. cit., p. 344.
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to India an almost universal peace and, after the overthrow of the

short-sighted policy of the East India Company, "an open door for

Christianity. ,,64 The British in India were needed, according to

them, for reforms. Sherwood Eddy expressed their sentiments when

he said: "Britain brought to India national advancement, education,

sanitation, medical relief, increased trade, and efficient govern

ment.,,65

But whatever might have been their views of British rule and

India and Indians--and that also underwent a change by the turn of

the century--American missionaries aided the process of change and

Westernization in India through their work in the fields of educa-

tion and social reform. Being the largest single group of Ameri-

cans who lived in India in the nineteenth century, they dominated

the field of Indo-American relations during this period and played

an important role, as an Indian scholar has aptly suggested, "in

the material and moral transformation of India" and in "bringing

India and America closer.,,66

Besides P~erican missionaries, some eminent American poets

64Julius Richter, A History of Hissions in India (Edinburgh:
Oliphant Anderson and Ferrier, 1908), p. 241.

65Sherwood Eddy, India Awakening (New York: Hissionary Edu
cation Movement of the United States and Canada, 1911), p. 75.

66 S . M. Pathak, "American Protestant Missionaries in India,
A Study of their Activities and Influence, 1813-1910" (unpublished
Ph.D. dissertation, University of Hawaii, 1964), p. 335.
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and philosophers also contributed towards forging links of under-

standing between India and America. The writings of Emerson,

Thoreau, Whitman and of the Sanskritists Hop~~ns, Lanman and

Whitney, "helped instill in nineteenth century Americans a respect

for India's cultural heritage.,,67 Emerson and Whitman, like

Wordsworth, transmuted into language of modern culture what was

uttered by sages of ancient India in the loftiest strains. 68 Raja

Ram Mohan Roy, founder of the Brahmo Samaj ~the Society of Go~7,

"the tribune and prophet of New India,,,69 both influenced and was

influenced by the nascent Unitarian movement in England and America

in the 1820's and 1830'5. 70 The poems of Emerson and wbitman struck

a responsive chord in the poetic heart of Rabindranath Tagore,

bard of modern Indian Renaissance. Gandhi also acknowledged in his

letter to President Franklin Delano Roosevelt that he "profited

greatly by the writings of Thoreau and Emerson." "I say this" wrote

Gandhi, "to tell you how much I am connected with your country.,,7l

67stephen N. Hay, "Rabindranath Tagore in America," American
Quarterly, Vol. XIV, No.3 (Fall, 1962), p. 439.

68Frederick I. Carpenter, Emerson and Asia (Cambridge: Harvard
University Press, 1930), p. 158.

69R• C. Majumdar, et. al., An Advanced History of India
(London: The Macmillan Co., 1946), p. 814.

70Hay , "Rabindranath Tagore in America,"
442.

.:;o.p~• ...:;,c.;;;.i~t., p.

71Forei n Relations of the United states
Vol. I (Washington: U.S. Govt. Printing Office,
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Two other events of the late nineteenth century, the founda-

tion of the Theosophical Society by ¥~dame H. P. Blavatsky and

Colonel H. S. Olcott, in the United States in 1875, and the conven-

ing of the World Parliament of Religions on the occasion of the

World's Columbian Exposition ir. Chicago in 1893, also helped widen

the contacts between India and America.

The Theosophical Society was organized in New York in 1875 "to

obtain knowledge of all the laws of nature ••• everything that

concerns mankind and his environment.,,72 The headquarters of the

society was later moved to Adyar (Madras) in India. The advent of

Theosophists like Colonel Ol~ott in India "gave a fresh impetus to

the revival of Hinduism and of India.,,73 One American scholar sug-

gests that this "small group of Americans actually abetted the

Indian nationalist movement.,,7 4 Colonel Olcott, although an Ameri-

can by birth, spoke like any great Hindu leader of the Indian

Renaissance. Olcott saw the vision of a resurrected India: "The

Soul of Aryavarta keeps vigil within the dormant body. Again will

72Henry S. Olcott, TheosophY and Occult Science (London:
George Redway, 1885), pp. 55-56.

73Yalentine Christ, Indian Unrest (London: Macmillan & Co.,
1910), p. 28.

74stern, Ope cit., p. 77. It is said that the idea for sum
moning the great national assemblage of 1885 which resulted in the
formation of the Indian National Congress, was conceived in a pri
vate meeting of seventeen men after The Theosophical Convention
held at Madras in December 1884. See Pattabhi Sitaramayya, ~
History of the Indian National Congress, Yolo I (Bombay: Padma
PUblications, 1946), p. 11.
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her splendour shine. • • • The youth of India will shake off their

sloth, and be worthy of their sires.,,75

The appearance of Swami Vivekanada at the World's ?arliament

of Religions in Chicago in 1893 created a new awareness in America

about India and her hoary past. Vivekananda was "eagerly heard by

many smaller groups interested in Indian religious thOught l176 in

America. Along with the Brahmo Samaj leader, P. C. Mazoomdar, who

had lectured in many American cities in 1883, and in 1893 was pres-

ent with him at the Parliament of Religions in Chicago, "Vivekananda

was the first Hindu who aroused any interest in India in the learned

circles of America.,,77 The charismatic effect of Vivekananda's

magnetic personality and message has been recognized by Wendell

Thomas in the following words:

Here was a man with a great heart who opened up new
vistas of expanding life and religion to thousands. In
him they (Americans) saw a symbol of international fel
lowship, specially with the lovely and loving land of
India. • • • Here was something savori~§ of ancient
oriental wisdom, yet refreshingly new.

75H• S. Olcott, A Collection of Lectures Delivered in India
and Ceylon (Madras: Madras Theosophical Society, 1883), p. 17.

76Hay , "Rabindranath Tagore in America," Ope cit., p. 439.

77Lajpat Rai, "Ourselves, The Indian Eome Rule League of i\.m
erica," Young India, Vol. I, No.1 (January, 1918), p. 3.

78wendell Thomas, Hinduism Invades America (New York: The
Beacon Press, 1930), p. 77. Swami Vivekananda was the first
among the Indians to discover what India could gain from her
contacts with the United States of America. Later by establishing
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Politically, too, India had ceased to be a vague dreamland

to Americans, that gorgeous East which as 11il ton expressed "show

ered pearl and gold on her barbaric Kings.,,79 The Indian Revolt

of 1857, known to the West as the Indian Mutiny or the Sepoy Revolt,

and to the Indians as the first war of Indian Independence, sig-

nalized the beginning of an ear of greater American awareness of

India. The portentous events of this great outbreak, not only rep-

resented a serious threat to the stability of the British position

in Asia, but also involved the lives and establishments of American

missionaries in India. "The struggle, its scene, the stake depend

ing on it,,80 was looked upon with intense interest in the

United states.

When the revolt of the Indian Army units commenced on May 10,

1857, the United States had two Consular officials in India, at

the branches of Ram Krishna Ashram in the various parts of the
United states he strengthened the cultural bonds between the two
countries. Vivekananda's disciple like Abhedananda who lived for
years in America, on his return to India impressed upon his
countrymen that America could impart to India that technical and
industrial knowledge which had made her so famous in the world.
Vivekananda and his disciples' examples induced Indian youths to
visit America in increasing numbers for scientific and industrial
education and to study the means by which the Swadeshi (home manu
factures) movement in India could be developed and advanced, which
had already been achieved in the United States. See Despatch from
American Consul General Calcutta, September 13, 1906.

79 11The Peoples of India," Appleton's Journals, Vol. XV, No.
377 (June 10, 1876), p. 737.

80William D. Whitney, "The British in Inc.lia," The New
Znglander, Vol. XVI, No. 61 (February, 1858), p. 101.
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Bombay and at Calcutta. The U.S. Consul General, Charles Huff-

nagle watched the developments during its first months. He later

left Calcutta for a rest cure in the United States. In his des-

patch, he commented in detail on the causes and character of the

revolt, which he described as a "very peculiar state of political

affairs in India.,,81 The American Consul in Bombay, however, did

not even mention the "Hutiny."

In the opinion of Consul General Huffnagle the British prac-

tice of preponderent reliance on the enlisted native mercenaries

should cease, as "confidence in a Sepoy Army was gone for ever."

India, being held by the sword, "must be reconquered by an army of

Europeans and when reconquered must be held by a large European

82
force. 1I The U.S. Democratic Review however, condemned the puni-

tive practices of the British against the rebels as assuming the

"instincts of the bloodhound.,,83 Similarly, an article in the

North American Review in April 1858, soon after the recapture of

Delhi by the English, vehemently criticized the course pursued by

them towards the sons and nephews of the King of Delhi, the last

Moghul Emperor Bahadur Shaha Jafar, who had surrendered on certain

81From American Consul General Charles Huffnagle on board
the ~ in the Red Sea to the Secretary of state. See Record Group
59, General Records of the Dept. of State, Despatches from U.S.
Consular officials at Calcutta, 1843-1906.

82Ibid •

83"Abuses of Victory--British Morals in India," U.S. Demo
cratic Review, Vol. XLII (1858), p. 515.



84conditions, as Ita disgrace on British rule."

By and large, however, American opinions regarding Britain's

role in India in the nineteenth century were "essentially sympa

thetic to the problems of the Empire.,,85 Eye witness accounts,

therefore, lectures by travelling missionaries, and travel accounts,

served often to reinforce old stereotypes or else to create new

ones. American press reports during this period were invariably

derived from the British press or very often from British corres

86pondents writing directly for American newspapers.

Two prominent Americans who visited India ~n the 1870's, Wil-

liam H. Seward and Ulysses S. Grant, found many things to admire

in India. Seward, former Secretary of state visited India in 187l~

He was the guest of the Governor of Madras, Lord Napier and Gover

nor General Earl and Lady Mayo.87 In regard to his impressions of

India and her civilization, Seward admitted that Hindus were not

intellectually inferior to the Western nations, that they gave to

Greece the science of notation and excelled in mathematics and

hydraulics. He saw the matrix of his own civilization in India, as

as she possessed law and ethicsl! equal to those of Confucius and

84"History of British in India," North American Review Vol.
LXXXVI No. 179 (April, 1858), p. 494.

85stern, 0p. cit., p. 56.

86Ibid ., pp. 237-238.

870live Risley Sew8rd (ed.), ~illiam H. Seward's Travels Around
the World (New York: D. Appleton Co., 1873), pp. 327-352.
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morals equal to that of Plato. 1I88

General Ulysses S. Grant, American Civil War hero and former

President was the most illustrious American to visit India during

the nineteenth century. When he landed at Bombay in February, 1878,

he was accorded an official welcome on behalf of the Governor of

Bombay.89 Grant interested himself in the problem of India--"the

problem of how to govern an ancient and vast civilization." He

found that "there is no despotism more absolute than the government

of India. Mighty, irresponsible, cruel, but with justice, and

after safety, mercy.,,90 But despite the firm grip o~ British rule

in India, in General Grant's opinion "the literature, the religion,

the customs of Hindoostan ll were as firmly planted as they were

twenty centuries ago. "There is a force here which is above the

sword, and that force is embodied in the laws and religion of

Hindoostan.,,9l

With the plethora of fundamentally favorable American opin-

ions of British suzerainty over India, one also comes across "a

significant minority of American opinion which had other views.,,9
2

88~., pp. 466-467.

89John Russell Young, Around the World With General Grant,
Vol. I (New York: The American News Co., 1879), p. 606.

90Ibid., p. 622.

91~., Vol. II, p. 109.

92stern, Ope cit., p. 59.
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In this connection the views of Brooks Adams, while perhaps not rep-

resentative, are of special interest. The philosophy of history

which Adams expounded in The Law of Civilization and Decay, which

Charles A. Beard considers "an outstanding document of intellectual

history in the United States, in a way in the ltJestern world,,93 con-

tained elements which resembled substantially the "drain theory" pro-

pounded by the Indian nationalist leaders of the nineteenth cen-

tury. Adams made a study of the fiscal condition of Britain before

the battle of Plassey, and on the basis of a report of a ~ommittee

of the House of Lords, found that in the early decades of the

eighteenth century there was a continuous drain of silver from England

to India, that England in 1717, through the agency of the

East India Company, exported nearly "three million ounces of sil

ver," far exceeding the imports of bullions in that year. 94

The battle of Plassey in 1757, however, changed the picture.

"On June 23, 1757," writes Brooks Adams, "one of the richest pro-

vinces of Asia lay before him ~Robert Cliv~7 ripe for plunder.

Eight hundred pounds were sent down the Hoogly to Calcutta, in one

shipment; ~live himself took between two and three hundred thousand

pounds. 1I95 After Plassey a "shower of wealth" began to fall in

England. Clive's departure was followed by "wholesale robbery and

93Brooks Adams, The Law of Civilization and Deca , with an
introduction by Charles A. Beard New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1945,
first pub. from London in 1895 and in the U.S. in 1896), p. 3.

94Ibid.

95Ibid •
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spoliation. • • • When Bengal was surrendered a helpless prey to

myriad of greedy officials.,,96

Adams' views on the British plunder of India were read with

interest in India. Adams and his wife travelled to India in the

winter of 1895, and Mrs. Adams recorded her pleasure in seeing

copies of her husband's book on sale in Calcutta and Hyderabad. 97

Toward the end of the nineteenth century, England and America

came closer together. "Manifold links embedded deep in the lives

of both peoples,,,98 helped to foster the bonds of unity. Henry

James looked upon the two nations as "a big Anglo-Saxon total.,,99

96Ibid., p. 294. Opinions with regard to drain of wealth from
India however, differs. While William Digby estimated an annual
average of ~ 17.2 millions per annum between the battles of Plassey
and Waterloo, Dr. Holden Furber, on the basis of figures of trade
for ten "trading seasons" (1783-1793) although accepting that there
had been drain, reckoned it as not exceeding t 1.9 millions annually.
An Indian scholar,Dr. Tarachand however states "If Digby's estimate
appears exaggerated, Furber's is surely an under-estimate. For as
he himself acknowledges, his conclusion lacks the basis of 'full
and accurate statistics of exports and imports for the entire
continent." On the basis of his studies Dr. Tarachand seems in
clined to affirm the conclusions reached by Brooks Adams. See Dr.
Tarachand, History of Freedom Movement in India (Delhi: The Pub
lication Division, Ministry of Information and Broadcasting, Govt.
of India, 1961), p. 388. Also see Dr. Holden Furber, John Company
At Work (Cambridge, Mass: Harvard University Press, 1948), pp. 305,
323.

97Arthur F. Beringause, Brooks Adams--A Biography (New York:
Alfred A. Knopf, 1955), pp. 188-189. Adams' views of the British
plunder of India, and the role the Indian wealth or "Plassey
plunder" played in stimUlating the industrial revolution in :England,
appealed to the educated Indians. "In course of time it ;Adams'
view of British plunder of India7 became a prominent point of attack
on British rule by Indian nationalists." See Tarachanci, op. cit.,
p. 387.

98Quoted in H. C. ~llen, Great Britain and the United States
(New York: St. Martin's Press, Inc., 1955), p. 18.

99Ibid. ,p. 19.
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This racial cultural affinity expressed itself in the pronouncements

of the American official representative in India at the time of

Ilbert Bill controversy in India. During the Viceroyalty of Lord

Ripon, when the famous Ilbert Bill was introduced toremove from the

criminal procedure "every judicial qualification • • • based merely

" 1 d" t" t" ,,100" I d"t h tl d bon rac~a ~s ~nc ~ons ~n n ~a, ~ was ve emen y oppose y

the Europeans in India. The whole controversy served to arouse'a

lamentable "animosity of race" in India. lOl

The American Consul General in Calcutta noted during this con-

troversy that "the spirit of racial bigotry had raised its ugly

presence again." He, however, joined the Europeans and Anglo-

Indians in opposing the proposed enactment, on the ground that "it

was specifically bad for Europeans and Americans to be brought to

the level of non-Christian civilizations, which, despite their ideas

of right or wrong, were so different from our own.,,102

The Spanish-American War of 1898 further served to cement the closer

relations between England and America. Sir Winston Churchill has rightly

observed that "the Spanish War helped to promote a new and warmer

friendship with Britain, for Britain, alone of European nations, sympa-

thized with the United States in the Conflict. This the Americans

appreciated, and as the nineteenth century drew to its end the

100Sir Verney Lovett, A History of Indian Nationalist Move
ment (London: John Murra~.. and Co., 1922) 1 p. 26.

101
Calcutta, Harch 1, 1883.

102Ibid •
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foundations were laid for a closer concert between the two peoples

10~

in facing the problems of the world." ;; The w·ar not only served

to create an interest in colonial expansion in the United States,

but also marked "the climax of American expansion,,,104 when the

republic, despite a great debate and opposition on the part of

anti-Imperialist Americans, consented on the ground of "contingent

necessity,,105 to the acquisition of the Philippines. This made

the United States a colonial power and served to bring about a

"recognized community of interests between the United States and

Great Britain. lIl06

The new role of the United States in world affairs, brought

about by the Spanish-American War, coupled with the friendship with

Great Britain, influenced the American official attitude towards

Indian nationalism. Both nations now appreciated, more than ever,

their common problems of governing an empire. President Theodore

Roosevelt, while referring to i~erican rule of the Philipnines, said

on December 6, 1904, in his message to the third session of the

58t!l Congress: "There are points of resemblance in our work, to the

103Sir Winston S. Churchill, A History of the English Speaking
Peoples, Vol. IV (New York: Dodd, Mead & Co., 1958), p. 332.

104B . 't 475em1S, OPe C1 ., p. •

105George F. Kennan, American Diplomacy, 1900-1950 (Chicago:
The University of Chicago Press, 1951), p. 16.

106
Hans J. Morgenthau, Politics Among Nations (New York:

Alfred A. Knopf, 1961), p. 9.
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work which is being done by the British in India and Egypt.,,107

It was natural, therefore, that American official attitude should

become sympathetic, as Chamberlain had hoped, to England's "world

work,,108 in India.

The American official representative~ (Consuls) in India did

their best to promote Anglo-l~erican friendship, through their ef-

forts to establish closer relations between the Americans in India

and the Englishmen residing there. They did not fail to reiterate

the identity and significance of the civilizing mission being per-

formed by Britain and America and, hence, expressed deep appredia-

tion of the problems of Pax ~ritannica in India. One such occasion

was provided by the birth anniversary celebration of the distin-

guished American poet and philosopher, Ralph Waldo Emerson, which

was observed on May 25, 1906.109 It was utilized by the United

States ~onsul General William H. Michael, to organize a Society

known as The Pilgrims. The object of the Society was the cultiva-

tion of acquaintance and friendship between the American, English,

S t h d th E 'd t of Calcutta. 110
co c an 0 er uropean res~ en s

It was under the auspices of The Pilgrims that on July 4, 1906,

107Theodore Roosevelt, Presidential Addresses and State Pa ers,
April 7, 1904 to May 9, 1905, Vol. III New York: Homeward Bound Edi
tion, The Review of Reviews Co. 1910), p. 186

108Howard K. Beale, Theodore Roosevelt and Rise of America to
World Power (New York: Collier Books, 1962), p. 140.

109Calcutta, May 31, 1906.

110Ibid.
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the American National Day was celebrated for the first time in Cal-

cutta. The Star Spangled Banner and the Union Jack fluttered side

by side in the hall of the Scotch Kirk, Dalhousie Square. Mr.

Allen, the Chairman of the Calcutta Municipal Corporation, de-

livered a "very happy address, full of kindly sentiments tO\Alards

• . 1.111
A1Iler~ca.

The central theme of the speech of the American Consul Gen-

eral, Michael, on that occasion \Alas defence of United States poli-

cies towards Cuba, Puerto Rico, and the Philippines. In Cuba the

application of the principles of the Declaration of Independence

"had made that island free, prosperous and happy." The Philippines,

he declared, "will be held for the good of mankind, and the

Filipinos will be granted independence as soon as they are well pre

112pared to govern themselves." These utterances of Consul General

Michael anticipated the keynote of the subsequent American policy

towards colonies and dependencies and also presaged the later Am-

erican official attitude towards the Indian nationalist movement.

The foundation of the Indian National Congress, which soon

became the "focus" and "the spearhead of the nationalist movement,"

because of its conservative disposition and the mild requests it

made from its English masters favoring the continuance of British

rule, evidently held "little portent" for the Americans. It was

IIICalcutta, July 5, 1906.

112Ibid •



not surprising, therefore, that "few notes of consequence were made

11-
of this event by the Americans." :; This indifference or apathy

towards political developments in India on the part of American

Consular representatives in India continued to be reflected in Am

114
erican Consular despatches for the next two decades. As soon as

boycott and Swadeshi movement commenced in India, however, as a pro-

test against the partition of Bengal which became an accomplished

fact in October, 1905, this indifference gave place to an abiding

interest in Indian nationalism.

l13stern, Ope cit., p. 77.

l14This was however, not true of sOlJle American journals and
individual Americans. The Nation highlighted certain aspects of
Indian nationalism in an article entitled "The Awakening of Hindu
stan," Nation, Vol. 58, No. 1502 (April 12, 1894), pp. 268-70.
American Sanskritist and orientalist, Yale Professor E. Washburn
Hopkins commented on the Indian National Congress in an article
"The Holy Mountain" published in the Nation, Vol. 63, No. 1643
(Dec. 31, 1896), 491-92. J. H. Barrows, the founder of the World
Parliament of Religions, during his visit to India attended the
Calcutta Session of the Indian ~ational Congress and attested to its
national character /See J. H. Barrows, A World Pilgrimage (~hicago:

1897)7. With the advent of Bal Gangadhar Tilak on the Indian poli
tica! scene as soon as the Indian nationalism took a more militant
tone and a pre-revolutionary situation began to develop in India,
uneasiness was felt in a powerful section of American opinion re
garding political developments in India.

While the Yale Professor and Sanskritist Hopkins wrote an
article entitled "India Convalescent," Nation, Vol. 68, No. 1751
(Jan. 19, 1899), 42-43, Theodore Roosevelt, who had long followed
British rule in India closely, on assuming office the Assistant
Secretary of the U.S. Navy, expressed his concern about political
developments and rise of extremism in India in his letter to his
British friend Sir Cecil Arthur Spring Rice. See Elting L. Morison
(ed.). The Letters of Theodore Roosevelt Vol. I 1868-18 8 (Cam
bridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1951), p.
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This dissertation is concerned with American official atti

tude towards the Indian nationalist movement during the quarter

century following 1905. Part I discusses the American attitudes

between 1905 and 1919. It outlines the American official views of

British rule and India's fitness for self-government and also

presents an evaluation of American official attitude towards the

efforts of Indian nationals to promote Indian freedom in the Un~ted

states. This section concludes with an appraisal of the impact of

Wilsonian self-determination upon the Indian nationalist movement.

The period following the close of the First World War saw a

gigantic upsurge of nationalism in India, which received a new di

rection and purpose from }Iahatma Gandhi. The steadily growing

American official interest in Indian nationalism, therefore, rose

to new heights in the immediate post-war years. Part II presents an

analysis and evaluation of the American official attitudes towards

the Indian nationalist movement from 1919 to 1929, covering both

the pre- and post- l~on-Co-operation periods of Indian politics up

to the Lahore Session of the Indian National Congress in 1929.



merged itself in,

CHAPTER II

AMERICAN OFFICIAL INTEREST IN NEW MANIFESTATIONS

OF NATIONALISM IN INDIA, 1905-1912

The year 1905 is a great landmark in the history of India's

struggle for freedom. In that year there commenced in India the

Swadeshi movement as a protest against the partition of Bengal.

From a purely local movement directed against a specific administra-

tive measure, within an incredibly short time it lad to, and
. 1

a national struggle of an all-India character.

The object of the movement was to encourage people to buy Indian

and boycott foreign goods and thus to promote Swadeshi. It was an

ideological threat to the concepts of free trade and the open door

and a practical threat to foreign government and to foreign mer-

chants interested in trade with India.

As the boycott of foreign goods also affected the American

manufactures in India, there was immediate response from the Ameri-

can official representatives in India. Beginning with it, American

official interest in the new manifestations of Indian nationalism

steadily grew.

The Swadeshi and boycott movement acquired an all-India and

lR. C. Majumdar, History of the Freedom Movement in India,
vol. II (Calcutta: Firma K. L. Mukhopadhyay, 1963), p. xiii o

36
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national character almost immediately after its birth. It had its

repercussions on Indian politics. It gave an additional fillip to

the extremist or nationalist party under Tilak, Aurobindo and Lala

Lajpat Rai. Similarly, militant nationalism, whose first symptoms

had appeared in the nineties of the last century, also gathered

momentum and developed a new aspect, generally referred to as ter-

rorism. As a powerful section of American opinion, which included

President Theodore Roosevelt, had felt great uneasiness over it

long before its full manifestations, the development of extremism

and terrorism in Indian political life was gradually viewed with

grave concern in American official circles. To them these mani-

festations contained an ominous threat to Britain's position in

India. All this also impelled the American official representatives

in India to abandon their indifference towards general political de-

velopment in India.

The first evidence of a change in their apathetic attitude to-

wards Indian nationalism was noticeable in August, 1906, when the

American Consul General in Calcutta took cognizance of the new poli-

tical storm which was sweeping Bengal:

The boycott of foreign manufactured goods, especially Eng
lish, which was inaugurated some months ago, d~es not seem
to be on the wane, but rather on the increase.

No doubt, as we have noted, the partition of Bengal had

2Calcutta, August 31, 1906, National Archives, hereinafter
NA, Records of the Department of State, hereinafter RDS, File -
1432.



furnished the immediate cause for launching the Swadheshi and boycott

movement, but partition alone had not been responsible for the great

revolutionary changes then taking place in India. Several factors,

external as well as internal, had wrought this change in India and

transformed the attitude of the foreigners living in India.

The year 1905 was a turning-point not only in the history of

India, but in that of Asia as a whole. Admiral Togo's victory in

the famous battle of Tsushima Straits not only marked the climax of

the Periclean Age of the Meiji and symbolized Japan's rise from

Perry to parity, but it also shattered the "vanity of the White

man's superiority, and generated new hopes of liberation from it in

different parts of Asia.,,3 Japan became a symbol of Asian resur-

gence. When Lord Minto came to India, he found a "new spirit, grow

ing and spreading over India.,,4 Later, he explicitly acknowledged:

When I took up the reins of government in the late au
tumn of 1905, all Asia was marvelling at the victories of
Japan over a European power •••• There was an awakening
of the Eastern world, and though to outward appearances
India was quiet, in the sense that there was at that
moment no visible acute political agitation, she had not
escaped the general political infection, and before I had
been in the country a year, I shared the view of my col
leagues that beneath a seemingly calm surface there existed
a mass of smothered p§litical discontent, much of which was
thoroughly justified.

3Dr • Kalikinkar Datta, History of the Freedom Movement in
Bihar, Vol. I (Patna: Sanjivan Press, 1959), po 13.

4Mary Countess Minto, India, Minto and Morley (London:
MacMillan and Co., 1934), p. 30.

5Ibid ., p. 371.



39
C. F. Andrews, who was also at tllc. I; tLue iii India, saw the

widespread aspiration for freedom in Asian minds and the hopes that

the event had engendered in India:

A stir of excitement passed over North India. Even
the remote villagers talked over the victories of
Japan••• one of the older men said to me, 'There has
been nothing like it since the Mutiny.' Asia was moved
from one end to the other, and the sleep of the cen
turies was finally broken. • • • The old-time glory and
greatness of Asia seemed to return. • • • Behind these
dreams and visions was the one exulting hope that the
days of servitude to the We~t were over and the days
of independence had dawned.

Within the country, Lord Curzon's system of "thorough," char-

acterized by rigorous administrative control, particularly his ill-

conceived measure of the partition of Bengal, intensely excited

national feeling and paved the way for the extremism in contemporary

Indian politics under the leadership of Bal-Lal-Pal (Bal Gangadhar

Tilak, Lala Lajpat Rai, Bepin Chandra Pal). In absolute defiance of

public opinion against partition, on the ostensible plea of adminis-

trative efficiency the partition became a settled fact on October

16, 1905. It shocked public feeling in Bengal and elsewhere and at

once evoked strong protest. What the people of Bengal felt found

expression in Surendranath Banerjea's words: "We felt that we have

been insulted, humiliated and tricked.,,7 But, "in the evolution of

6
C. F. Andrews, The Renai.ssance in India (London: Young

People's Missionary movement, 1912), p. 6.

7Sir Surendranath Banerjea, A Nation in the Making (London:
Oxford University Press, 1925), p. 187.
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political progress, bad rulers are often blessings in disguise,"

remarked Mr. Banerjea. "They help to stir a community into life, a

result that years of agitation would perhaps have failed to

achieve •••• Lord Lytton was a benefactor, without intending to

be onei and more recently, Lord Curzon was a benefactor in the same

8sense, but perhaps on a larger scale."

A radical change took place in the psychology of the leaders

and youth of Bengal. The partition drove Indian nationalism to

terrorism with ideas borrowed from "Asia and Europe •••• the

Bhagvad Gita, ••• the Russian revolutionary violence, military

manuals and books on explosives.,,9 The immediate effect was that

the boycott as well as the Swadeshi movements, which had already

been thought of, gathered great momentum. It was accompanied by ap-

peals to sentiment, with proposals of punitive boycott of foreign

goods and the adoption of Swadeshi. Another feature of the post-

1905 Indian nationalism was a profound religious idealism. Shri

Aurobindo was its prophet with the cult of the worship of Mother

India, of which the remarkable song Bande Mataram taken from Bankim

Chandra's Anandamath became the sacred mantra. The paper entitled

Bande Mataram, which Anrobindo edited served as its effective organ.

This radical transformation in the internal conditions of

8~., pp. 63-64.

9H. H. Do dwe11 (e d. ), .;;;T.;.;;h;.;;.e-..,;;C~a_m;.;;.b_r.;;;i~d~e~;';=;"';";;;.;;;.M....-;..;;....,;;;;I..;.;n;.;;d_i;.;;.a~...:.V..;:o_l;..:.~V..;l.
1858-1918 (London: The Macmillan Co., The Press, 1932
pp. 551-552.
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India had its impact upon Amer'ican commercial and trade interests

also, impelling thereby the American official representatives (con-

suls) to take cognizance of the stupendous political changes which

were taking place in India. The rr-nited States Consul General Wil-

liam H. Michael explained in the following words how his country

was affected by the boycott campaign which was in progress in India:

The United States is interested to the extent that the
boycott affects American manufactures. Probably the
article most affected is cotton cloth; and while boycott
is aimed at English cottons, it does not discriminate be
tween cottons made in the Uniti5 Kingdom and those manu
factured in the United States.

Michaels experienced the rise of a "fierce feeling ll among the

llBengalis ll then, lithe only part of the native element takine part

in the boycott,1I because of the public exhortations of its leader,

Mr. Surendranath Banerjea, to the people to follow him in the wor-

ship of the Common-Mother, urging them to "go about from town to

town, from village to village, from door to door preaching the mes

11sage of love for the mother country.1I In the opinion of Mr.

Michael, V~. Banerjea, through his Bengali language newspapers pub-

lished from Calcutta, was perhaps doing more than anybody else to

12incite "the natives against foreign manufactured goodso"

When Michael wrote, he reported that the boycott of "European

manufactured goods" which "did not distinguish between European and

10Calcutta, August 31, 1906, Ope cit.
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American merchandise, had taken on a strong religious character.,,13

Indeed, the boycott had a deeper political, economic and religious

significance than simply the punitive boycott of the English cot-

tons. The Consul-General further stated that the leaders of the

movement, in order to induce "the masses of Hindus to stand firm,"

had begun "to appeal to the superstitions, religious prejudices and

religious vows of the multitude." He felt that although it was "the

most effectual way of arousing the fanatical spirit of the natives,"

it was "perhaps, the most dangerous.,,14

It is indubitable that Swadeshism had evoked the fervor of a

religious movement in India. The Consul General's view that the

boycott had taken a "strong religious character" is corroborated by

the following statement of Mr. Surendranath Banerjea, who according

to Michael was the main spirit behind the campaign:

It had become part of our Dharma. Priests refused to of
ficiate at ceremonies where foreign goods found a place.
Foreign articles of clothing and of food, foreign sugar
and salt, we eschewed with almost religious scrupulous
ness •••• The ~~adeshi movement had thus come to assume
a religious hue.

But the Consul-General went to the extent of describing the

signatory of an appeal to this effect as a "Hindu Apostle" and a

"Calamity Howler," injecting a jingoistic note into the boycott and

Swadeshi, although in his despatch he stated that the said circular

appealed to both Hindus and Mussalmans "to combine and discontinue

13Calcutta, September 11, 1906, NA, RD~, File - 1432/1.

14Ibid •

15Sir Surendranath Banerjea, op. cit., p. 228.



16the use of foreign sugar at once."

While dealing with the economic philosophy behind the boycott,

Michaels referred to the speech of Mr. Surendranath Banerjea wherein

he asked the people to look towards the terrible famine infesting

Barisal, Faridpore, Noakhali and Camilla and several other districts,

once the "inexhaustible granaries of corn,1I17 which had supplied

the whole country with rice, but which because of the draining of

their resources through "foreign commerce,1I18 were suffering from

acute poverty and hunger. It was on this basis that Mr. Banerjea

used to ask the people to take the Swadeshi vow:

Invoking God Almighty to be our Witness, and standing
in the presence of after-generations, we take this
solemn vow that, so far as practicable, we shall use
home-made articles and absr9in from the use of foreign
articles. So help us God.

Mr. Michael states that this vow Mr. Banerjea's audience always re

cited with "acclaim.,,20 He also admits in his despatch that there

was "more or less suffering in consequence of high prices of rice,

and other causes" but that the "famine and scarcity were on the

21
wane." He also seemed to concur partly with the so-called doc-

trine of "drain of wealth" which attributes the wretched poverty of

16
Calcutta, September 11, 1906, Ope cit.

17Calcutta, August 31, 1906, opo cit.

18Ibid •

19Sir Surendranath Banerjea, Ope cit., p. 228.

20
Calcutta, August 31, 1906, Ope cit.

21Ibid •
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the Indian masses to the stripping of her movable wealth, the sur-

plus wealth produced "by Indian soil and by her factories going into

the coffers of English capitalists," the drain from India to Great

Britain. Michael's comment upon the foregoing analysis significantly

is in consonance with the Indian nationalist contention. He

remarked:

Anyone who has studied the subject on the spot and from
an impartial viewpoint, must admit that if the surplus,
or net profit of wealth produced by India was kept at

home, and employed for India's greater development, there
would be no serious question involv~~g India's poverty
before the world for consideration.

However, being not oblivious to the other side of the question,

Michael put forward the contrary argument as well: "English capital,

energy, intelligence and industry have developed the country and

made it capable of producing wealth, and therefore, should come in

for a large share of the benefit." "Nevertheless," he added, "India

groans under the 'drain' and will continue to groan on this account

for a century to come.,,23 William Jennings Bryan, who visited India

in 1906, also expressed similar opinion: "So great has been the

drain, the injustice to the people, and tax upon the resources of

the country, that famines have increased in frequency and se

verity.,,24 Similarly, in November 1908, the New York Bar Associa-

tion, some of whose members were taking a keen interest in recent

22
Calcutta, October 27, 1906, #184, NA, RDS, Minor File.

23Ibid.

24William Jennings Bryan, British Rule in India (Westminster,
London: British Committee of the Indian National Congress, 1906),
p. 90



political developments in India, heard a speech on the Indian prob-

lem from Charles Cuthbert Hall, President of the Union Theological

Seminary and Burrow's lecturer on the Orient. Referring to the

Swadeshi and boycott agitation, which he described as lithe present

initiative of the Indian people," Mr. Hall said: "We should seek to

nourish this. In this present generation there has sprang up the

Swadeshi movement, like the Irish Sinn Fein, like our Colonial boy-

cott; young men are sacrificing everything to get industrial educa-

tion and revive the ruined industries of their country and this is

where the Americans can help.,,25

Further in his report to the Assistant Secretary of State on

the growth of the boycott movement, Consul General Michael observed

that "there is little doubt in the minds of those who are observing

the progress of the 'Swadeshi movement', it is gaining strength day

by day.,,26 Hindus in his opinion were "in earnest in the boycott of

English made goods." The Consul General was assured by one of their

leaders with whom he had conversation that the boycott was not in-

tended against American manufactured goods, his reply being that

"the Hindus have no fight with the United States." However, he

found the said gentleman, if he had his way, in favor of "heavy im-

port duties on all imports." Michaels also found him inclined to

"follow the example set by the United States in revenue matters as

25The Public (New York: November 20, 1908). Quoted in
America On British Rule in India (Published by Indian National
Party), p. 11.

26Calcutta, September 29, 1906, #150, NA, RDS, Minor File.
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well as in respect to many other tiings affecting the welfare of the

people." This made him remark: "the American idea has found its

way to some extent into the minds of the more intelligent Hindus,

and the masses follow blindly.,,27 But to him, it appeared that the

movement was being carried out not "on the ground of principle in-

volved so much as to justify a deep-seated enmity towards the

Englishman and his government. rr
28

The Mohammedans, who in Michael's opinion had not thus far

taken an active part in the boycott, also seemed to him, "some of

them, however, in sympathy 1t1'i th it. 11
29 He found that they openly

believed in the doctrine of protection of home industries, in the

hope of raising their wages, and were opposed to sending raw mate-

rials away to England when there was every inducement to manufacture

cotton, woolen, and jute into everything needed at home and for ex-

port. But sometimes minor incidents worked against this harmony.

He referred to a case of forcible seizure of a piece of Manchester

cloth from a Hohamrnedan villager by lithe Hindu picketters," which

hurt the "religious feelings of the followers of the prophet" and

threatened a communal outbreak. 30

In consequence, some important Englishmen were demanding

stronger measures against the bo~rcott campaign. They felt that un-

less the government gave us its fear of "Hindu agitation" and took

strong measures to put down the lawlessness of the boycott, the

27Ibid •

29Ibid •

28Ibid •

30Ibid.
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agitation would assume a "serious aspect." Hichaels, however, did

not believe that the "serious aspect" meant an open rebellion of the

kind of 1857. In his judgment, open and forcible rebellion by all

or any part of the Indian peoples was inconceivable. The lesson

taught them in 1857 and the subsequent year had not been forgotten o

Great Britain had India completely within her power, and was in

creasing that power year by year. Therefore, Michaels suggested

that: "The only way the Indian can oppose the Briton is by protest

in words, by the boycott without violence, and lifting himself above

dependence as far as is possible. 31 Thus, "boycott without violence"

and "lifting himself above dependence" were considered by Michaels

to be the most efficacious and suitable course for the Indians in

opposing the British under the existing circumstances. His ideas

were based, to some extent, on the same premises, as those on which

Gandhi later built his philosophy of non-violent resistance and

economic self-dependence. And thus his assessment of the situation

and of the course suggested for the Indian nationalist movement

proved to be not only far-sighted, but also prophetic.

Later, the Consul General reported that a "big" meeting of

Pandits, San;yasis, and Rais (rich persons) and others" were held at

Lucknow on October 14, 1906 in support of the Swadeshi movement under

the presidentship of Sheo Kumar Shastri, the "leader of the ortho

dox Hindu community." Among other prominent persons present on the

31Ibid.
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occasion, Michaels named Hon. Pandit Madan Mohan Malaviya and Munshi

Jugdeo Prasad Gour, who addressed the meeting in Hindi. The people

composing the assemblage took a vow against the use of foreign sugar,

and a permanent committee was formed under the chairmanship of Babu

Motichand Rais of Azmutgarh to carry the matter further. 32

Michael later reported that on August 7, 1907, "the Hindus of

Bengal" celebrated the anniversary of the boycott against foreign

goods, especially English made goods. He stated that the boycott

inaugurated a year ago "has made substantial headway and that every

thing points to the fact that the boycott has come to stay.,,33

Michael sent a "rather a full and accurate" account of the "big

meeting" held in Calcutta. The meeting was held at Harish Park,

Bhowanipore and two "prominent' extremists", Babu Bipin Chandra Pal

and Liakhut Hossain, shared the platform as speakers. Since the

latter was a Muslim, Michael's statement that only "the Hindus of

Bengal" celebrated the boycott anniversary appears to be accurate.

But, he reiterated, "stripped of all froth" the fact was that the

boycott which had already made substantial headway would continue to

"make headway for some time to come.,,34 Positive proof of its con-

siderable advance he found in the increase in the hand-loom cotton

production allover India within the previous year, the establish-

ment and successful operation of jute mills, and other purely "Hindu

enterprises. l1 He also indicated that the l1Swadeshi manipulators"

32Calcutta, October 18, 1906, ~, RDS, Minor File.

33Calcutta, August 8, 1907, NA, RDS, File - 1432/2-3.

34Ibid.



were "about to start a strong bank in Calcutta.,,35 He found that

the funds for establishing hand-loom industry in communities were

being supplied by rich natives who, according to him, not only

"want to see the Swadeshi movement succeed as a matter of principle,

but who also see large profits in store for them.,,36 Everything

pointed to the fact that the boycott had come to stay.

Boycott, as the only legitimate and feasible method of putting

pressure on the British authority, again received Michael's endorse-

ment: lilt is really the only logical and potent argument the Hindus

can bring to bear on the English in their fight for large concern

in the Government." He further emphasized that "when the Briton's

trade is hit hard it dazes him and is likely to fetch him to terms

if there is no other way out of it. 1I37 And thus, pointing to the

hand-loom which he had no doubt was coming into very general use, he

observed, "Herein lies the danger to Hanchester." By installing the

looms gradually, he expected that enough cloth could be made to sup-

ply the demand of the natives who consumed "two-thirds of the im-

portations of this class of cotton goods (dhotis and coarse

cloths)." And so, he concluded, "If the boycott results in little

else than effecting this loss to Manchester, it will have struck a

very hard blow to Great Britain.,,38 One finds an element of keen

35Ibid •

36Calcutta, February 20, 1907, ~, ~, Minor File.

37Calcutta, August 8, 1907, 0E. cit.

38Calcutta, February 20, 1907.
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appreciation of the efforts of the promoters of the movement in the

following observation:

The Swadeshiites seem to have recognized this fact, and
are directing all of their energies to foster and further
the boycott spirit among the people. The Hindus are ab
solutely helpless in every other way, and it remains to be
seen whether they are wise enough and persevering en3~gh

to carry to a successful issue the boycott movement.

Thus, while hoping that the "Swadeshiites," whom he never failed to

identify with "the Hindus," would have wisdom and perseverance

enough to carry the movement to a successful issue, he left no doubt

that he considered the boycott a just and honest effort on the part

of the natives to secure a greater share in the government and to

get their grievances redressed. He formed this opinion of the boy-

cott probably because he saw the "boycotters are in earnest, and

they are working patiently in the accomplishment of their purpose.,,40

When Michael's attention was drawn to the claim of the Foreign

Bible Society that the sales of Bibles in India had been greatly in-

terferred with during the last year by the Swadeshi and boycott

movement, he commented that, while conceding the fact that to some

extent the boycott was aimed at every article which had the remotest

connection with the West, ,he did not expect that a boycott anywhere

would affect the sale of the Holy Bible. He thought that it could

apply only to those things that were used in everyday life of the

masses, such as cotton piece goods. But lithe finer varieties of

39Calcutta, August 8, 1907, Ope cit.

40Calcutta, February 20, 1907, Ope cit.
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foreign goods used by Raja, Maharaja, rich Pareee, the rich Babu and

foreigners will continue to be purchased by them without regard to

the Swadeshi boycott.,,41 Even for the masses, the question was not

so muc;l the Swadeshi as the cheapness of the articles, such as

cloth. And hence, this he said was one "strong influence at work

against the boycott of foreign goods • •• , the necessity of the

people to buy as cheaply as possible." He felt that had the people

been well off financially "the boycott would have spread faster and

42
stayed longer." But, despite this handicap, which was inherent

in the movement, it appeared to him that the boycott on the whole

was "spreading.,,43

Besides the inherent impediment of the inability of the native

hand loom industry to produce sufficient cheap cotton piece goods,

the main "opposition" to the boycott--"very strong"--came from the

"rich and titled classes of Indians.
44

Michael found that "several

well-educated and influential Indians" were against the Swadeshi

agitation. One of them was Debendra Nath Chukerberty, who in an

41Ibid •

42Ibid., the economic boycott of all foreign goods was a dif
ficult and perhaps impossible proposition at that stage of develop
ment, and the nationalists therefore proposed the boycott of certain
selected articles which the country could herself produce--foreign
textiles, foreign salt, foreign sugar, and foreign enamelled wares o

The nationalists did not propose the boycott of books or scientific
instruments or machinery. M. A. Buch, Rise & Growth of Indian
Militant Nationalism (Baroda: India, 1940), pp. 141-142.

43calcutta, October 18, 1906, Ope cito

44
Calcutta, October 22, 1906, NA,~, File - 2226.
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open letter to the press maintained that the boycott was in contra-

vention to the "open door" policy and that the movement was con-

ceived in a spirit of retaliation, in utter disregard of the rights

of those who believed in the freedom of action in legitimate busi-

ness, and the freedom of individuals. Mr. Chukerberty, reported

Michael, further remarked that there were "educated Indians who

having tested the sweet fruits of free trade have viewed the boy-

cott movement with great abhorrence." He was also reported to have

observed that "it was the principal cause of the split in the Con

4~
gress Camp at Surat." ~ Two other prominent opponents of the move-

ment were named by Michael as Kumar Khitendra Deb Rai and Maharaja

Mohindra Chandra Nandey.

Although, on the whole, "all Britons" were "opposed to the

boycott," Michael found a large majority of Englishmen living in

India were "in favor of Swadeshi" in the sense of building up and

enlarging home manufacture (Indian)o" They were in

India "for business, and the development of Indian manufacturing

enterprises was simply business.,,46 Michael further observed that

45Ibid •

46
Calcutta, September 3, 1908, NA, RDS, File - 1432/4.
A distinction is drawn in Indian nationalist literature be

tween economic and political Swadeshism. The so-called honest or
pure Swadeshism was Swadeshism without any political reference or
motive behind it. It was the use and encouragement of Indian goods,
consistently with the open door in trade and commerce. The English
opinion and the Indian Liberal opinion on the whole, favored only
this type of Swadeshism, except that as a temporary measure against
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they "did not consider this in any sense disloyalty to Englando"

But whatever might have been their attitude, the Consul General had

no doubt in his mind that the "Swadeshi movement had reduced the

sale of several lines of English made goods, and that English and

Scotch manufacturers were feeling it.,,47 Hichael's observation un-

questionably proves that in no small degree the boycott campaign

was successful in achieving its objectives.

Michael further noted that the Swadeshi movement with the pas-

sage of time was becoming inflammatory in character. There was a

growing tendency to uphold everything Indian at the cost of the for-

eign and a grim determination to achieve the liberty of India from

foreign control. There was also a gradual widening of its objec-

tive. Now its leaders, instead of urging the boycott of English

goods, were openly urging the people to abstain from the use of for-

eign goods in entirety. Michael wrote about a Swadeshi meeting held

at Serampore on October 1, 1908 where Mr. Surendranath Banerji, ac-

cording to reports, "urged unity of action and sympathy among the

Indians and complete boycott of foreign goods," and called upon all

patriotic and loyal "Hindus" to "buy Swadeshi goods and eschew

partition, the Liberals had supported even political Swadeshism.
Boycott was a daring and quite novel departure in Indian politics-
first practical parting of ways. With the boycott, politics in
India radically changed its character and transformed itself into
a practical movement with an open anti-British and anti-foreign
bias." The Swadeshi emphasizes the positive part of the industrial
movement, and the boycott represented the negative part. The
Swadeshi is for the production and use of Indian manufactured goods
by Indians; the boycott means the discontinuance of the consumption
of those articles not made in India." See M. A. Buch, OF. cit.,
pp. 127-147.

47Ibid.



foreign cloth which was tinged with Sushil Kumar Sen's blood.,,48

The mention of Suchil Kumar Sen's name and that of Chidambaram

Pillai was followed by loud and deafening shouts of "Bande Mataram. 1l

According to Consul General Michael, an appeal was also made to the

religious susceptibilities of the people by telling them that for-

eign sugar and salt were impure and contaminated with "bullocks'

blood mixed with pig's blood," which the Hindus and the Mohamme'dans

"do not touch." In the opinion of Michael, the mention of foreign

cloth as tinged with the blood of Sushil Kumar was made with the

intention of emphasizing the represcive character of British rule

and of limiting the boycott as far as practicable to British manu-

factured "foreign cloths", for no other country was associated "lith

shedding Sen's blood. But this qualifying statement made little

difference, since the "Swadeshi movement allowed the use of only

home-made goods, so far as that was practicable.,,49

In his subsequent account of the progress of the Swadeshi

movement, Michael stated that its leaders were trying to "associate

the movement with the anniversary of the partition of Bengal into

two provinces. ,,50 This however, simply s11o\'i's that Hichael in making

such a statement either overlooked the fact that the Swadeshi move-

ment from its very inception was associated with the partition of

Bengal or formed this impression because of the poor turn-out of the

people in the parades and demonstrations on the "partition day,"

48
Calcutta, September 3, 1908, Ope cit.

49Ibid •

50Calcutta, October 22, 1908, NA, RDS, File - 1432/5.
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which according to him was "insignificant" and did not "actually

represent the number of Indians boycotting English goods in and out

of Bengal." Swadeshi and boycott, in Michael's opinion, were far

more widespread in Bengal and outside than was apparent from the

demonstration on the partition day051 The feeling of that portion

of population in India which was "committed to extreme Swadeshi

ideas was growing stronger.,,52 Meanwhile, the scope of the movement

also seemed to be widening. Whereas in the beginning the boycott

was aimed at "English made goods," now it was being extended to

"all foreign goods.,,53 While Michael agreed that there was no pos

sibility of an "uprising", the attitude of the British authorities

towards the situation in India seemed to him to be one of too much

"complacency and assurance." Some of the agitators who were ar

rested were released when they undertook to refrain from agitational

activities. Mr. A. C. Banerji was freed after he had apologized and

promised in the court to keep away from the agitation. His action

was, however, condemned by two local nationalist dailies, Sandhya

and Hitbadi. A. C. Banerji's "cowardice" commented Sandhya and

Hitbadi, had "lowered the heads of Bengaliso" They went further

and stated: "All should pity, pardon, and bless Aswini Babu. Let

him rise by holding to the land of his birth. Let him give up the

dress of counterfeit feringhis (foreigners). He will become

51Ibid.

52Calcutta, October 17, 1907, NA, RDS, Flie - 6971/31-320

53Calcutta, October 22, 1908, ~, RDS, File - 1432/5.
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a man.,,54

Thus to Michael the unrest in India was still "not at an end";

rather of the opposition to English rule and the boycott of English

merchandise was being intensified. "Bitter feeling towards the gov-

ernment and England remains, and the boycott propaganda is more in

evidence now than ever before.,,55 Although efforts were being made

on the part of the Government to minimize the effect on English

goods, the fact was well known and was being commented upon that

"the warehouses of Calcutta a.nd Bombay were full of English made

goods for which there was no demand on account of the bOycott.,,56

The effect of the boycott against English made goods, especially

cotton piece goods, was beginning to be felt to such an extent that

an English importer told the American Consul General that "sedition

to the point of bloodshed was preferable to boycott." I1ichael,

moreover, realized that under the existing circumstances non-violent

boycott was the only feasible means in India to exert pressure on

Britain. He stated:

The truth is the Native generally, and the educated Ben
galis in particular, realize their utter helplessness in
every direction other than the boycott, and this they will
use without violence and without unnecessary noise to the
discomfo§7 and hurt of the Britons to the utmost of their
ability.

The troubles were not, however, confined to Bengal alone. The

54Calcutta,

55~.

56~.

November 13, 1907, NA, RDS, File - 6971/38.- --

57Ibid •
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nationalist movement made good progress in the Punjab as in some

other parts of India, and the same causes were in operation every

where. In particular, the Punjab was the stronghold of the Arya

Samaj, with its strong nationalist tendency. The stirring events

in Bengal since the partition and the Swadeshi movement had their

repercussion in the Punjab. Grave discontent and high excitement

prevailed throughout the province and there was a vigorous national

ist propaganda through the press and on the platform. The situation

grew very tense following the Rawalpindi riots in May, 1907. The

political conditions in India seemed to be taking a violent turn.

Consul General Michael received the news of the Rawalpindi

riot while he was in Simla, India's summer capital. The riot ac

cording to him, followed "a seditious meeting," consequent upon the

arrest of five members of the local bar, "Hindu pleaders," on ac

count of their participation in the meeting. He reported that when

the accused persons were brought before the magistrate in court, a

mob surrounded the place and interfered with the hearing, and later

attacked two Sergeants and partly burnt the bungalow of the District

Judge and damaged one room and the garden of the Deputy Commission

er's residence. The American Presbyterian Mission at Rawalpindi

aa.so "suffered considerable damage." In Michael's opinion, most

exasperating was the "spirit of bitter vandalism" displayed by the

mob which attacked the Mi.-osion and "ripped up clothing taken from

trunks and wardrobes, and then burnt the remnants." Although no

lives were lost, the mob according to Michael assaulted all



Europeans whom it encountered en route. 58

In a confidential report to the Secretary of State, Elihu Root,

Nichael referred to 1lHindu hatred of British rule in India. II He re-

ported that the "Hindus were showing their hatred of the Government

in many places. There was trouble in Eastern Bengal, in Calcutta, and

threats were made by the mouth, in posters and radical Swadeshi news

papers of the Bande Nataram class. 1J59

Being away from his headquarters, Michael's dispatch--the first

specific confidential report on India's political conditions by an of-

ficial American representative in India was sent in his own handwrit-

ing. Enclosed with his report were clippings from various contempo-

rary newspapers to enable the Secretary of State to have"full know-

ledge of the situation. 11 He considered the recent political develop-

ments so important that despite his realization of the fact that

"the letter will be stale" by the time it would have

58Simla, May 10, 1907 and Calcutta, May 16, 1907; see under
Calcutta Series, NA, RDS, File - 6971.

Michael's account is slightly in variance with the actual circum
stances of the disturbances and riots. Two meetings were held at Rawal
pindi in April1907 to proetst against the increase in land revenue and
irrigation rates in the canal colonies. The second meeting, which was
held on April 21, 1907 was addressed by Ajit Singh. The President of
the meeting was Lala Hans Raj. Two pleaders who were later asked to ap
pear in the court were Lala Amolak Ram and Lala Gurdas Ram. On May 2nd,
1907, the day of the riots, they were not personally present in the
court, but were represented by two young barristers, Hr. Aziz Ahmad
and Hr. Bodh Raj. The crowd which had gathered on the court ground to
watch the proceedings became unruly when the Deputy Commissioner on re
ceiving telegraphic instructions from the Lieutenant Governor announced
the postponement of the public inqUiry. The crowd 'thereupon broke into
violence, in course of which they "destroyed and burnt some furniture
from a mission house and church and damaged some gardens and houses of
Europeans, together with a Hindu workshop, where the men were on
strike." See Nevinson, The New Spirit in India (London: Harper & Sons,
1908), p.19; also see Gurmukh Nihal Singh, Landmarks in Indian Consti
tutional and National Development (Delhi: Atma Rama & Sons, 1950),
pp. 178-179.

59Simla, May 10, 19070
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reached the Secretary of State, "yet it will not be without inter-

est and value to him as showing the actual political conditions in

India." He emphasized as well the fact that it would also "enable

him to better understand any report he might have received through

less confidential channels.,,60

Despite theseriousness of the situation, Michael found that

the Government was unperturbed, and prepared to meet any eventual-

ity. "The wires are kept warm" he said, "between the General-in-

Chief and his army lieutenant in all parts of India, and the Vice-

roy is keeping himself constantly informed as to the situation."

The question before them, as he understood it, was "how far the

military shall be used and when'?" Still, the Government had been

anticipating "trouble of a serious nature." But he discounted it in

view of the fact that the Government was in a position to put down

any movement, however formidable it might be, organized by "the na-

tives, who had no arms, nor organizations." Moreover, according to

Michael, "the Mohammedans had taken no part in the disturbances, and

had shown their loyalty and love of peace and order by offering to

assist the authorities in case it should be needed.,,6:\..

Lala Lajpat Rai, one of the foremost radical leaders of the

Congress and later of the Nationalist group, was considered by

Michael to be the organizer and prime investigator of pretty much all

the seditious movements throughout the Punjab. On the basis of a

talk which he had with "an intelligent Mohammedan of wealth and
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social position," and from other undisclosed sources, Michael had

"no doubt that this traitor, Rai, was the originator, organizer,

financier, inspector and directing head of a complex and deep

rooted scheme of revolutiono,,62 Michael further stated that it was

under extremely dramatic circumstances63 that the arrest of Rai was

made. He, however, found that the news of his arrest "spread like

wild-fire" and created "great excitement among the natives through-

out the Punjab." He also reported that the Government was hunting

for Lajpat Rai's lieutenants and for Ajit Singh, who was in hiding

and whom Michael described as "the other notorious agitator." The

Government's detectives were said to be in hot pursuit of Ajit

Singh, as he was reported to be making his escape into Kabul in

disguise, from where it was suspected he would try to stir up

trouble along the frontiero
64

The extremely balanced and detached attitude which Michael had

displayed in his previous reports on the Swadeshi movement seems to

be lacking in this case. In his remarks on Lala Lajpat Rai's ar-

rest, Michael displayed arrogance and intense dislike for

62Calcutta, May 16, 1907, NA, ~' File - 6971/4-10.

63By dramatic circumstances, Michael meant that it was accom
plished in "a very quiet way." Two officials in disguise went to
Rai's residence and found the "notorious agitator" in front of his
house talking with a neighbor and then asked him to enter the car
riage and whisked him to a train and within ten minutes of his ar
rest, he was on his way to either Burma or the Andman Islands under
sentence of deportation. He was not even given a chance to see his
wife and children. See Calcutta, May 16, 1907, Ope cito
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Lajpat Rai for his alleged role in stirring up violent disturbances.

"Lajpat Rai," he observed, "was a pleader of the Lahore Chief Court,

and had amassed a snug fortune by his practice. He was ambitious

to become prominent in politics, and from his violent attacks on

government, he seemed to court conflict and martyrdom. He was the

representative of the Indian National Congress to England last year,

and the distinction and notoriety the visit brought him seemed to

have turned his head." But, it appears that Michael seemed to be-

lieve then that by Rai's arrest "his career as an agitator and sedi

tion monger had been cut short.,,65

Ajit Singh, "Lajpat Rai's right-hand man in his work of sedi-

tion," was described as "more dangerous than Rai." He was said to

possess a "venomous tongue" which he had used with effect against

the Government, breaking down the loyalty of native troops with whom

he came into contact by reason of his position as vernacular teacher

to young officers of the army. The fact was according to Michael,

that Ajit Singh was "simply playing the role of a traitor.,,66

From his despatches, Michael leaves no doubt that he endorsed

the Government's policy of ruthlessly suppressing the outward mani-

festation of so-called "sedition." He expressed the opinion, with

obvious satisfaction that "the prompt action of the government in ar-

resting Lajpat Rai" had apparently put his followers in a state of

"paralytic fear." Moreover, he was happy because the Government
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would permit "no more seditious meetings, no more rebellious

speeches," and while he considered that the "liberty of speech and

of the press" would be rigidly maintained, "license of speech will

be forbidden and prevented, and overt acts of sedition will be

promptly punished.,,67 He again reiterated his conviction that only

the Hindus were involved in this rebellious movement. ilThe Moham-

medans are loyal, and have offered their services to put down sedi

tion if they shall be required.,,68 To substantiate his statement in

a subsequent despatch he enclosed a clipping from The Englishman,

an Anglo-Indian newspaper, of a resolution adopted by Hoogly and

Chinsura Anjuman-I-Islamia (May 13, 1907), forwarded to the Govern-

ment of India through the Commissioner of Burdwan, which expressed

abhorrence of the organized lawlessness and crime in the Punjab and

Eastern Bengal and which fully approved the actions of the authori-

ties in adopting prompt and energetic measures to stop the sameo

The Secretary of the Islamia, while sending the resolution, was re-

ported to have written to the editor of The Englishman: "The Mus-

salman population of this district to a man was showing its great

dissatisfaction at the actions of agitators and I think the fact

should be made known to the authorities through your medium." Quot-

ing The Spectator, another Anglo-Indian newspaper, the Indian Daily

Telegraph, according to Michael, later attributed unrest to two

causes: (1) the growing dislike of Europeans in India; and (2) the

governing of India on a policy of "suicidal liberalism.,,69

67Ibid. 68Ibid •

69Calcutta, June 26, 1907, NA, ~, File - 6971/26-28.
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Thus, it appears that Consul General MichaelIs views to some

extent were based on the writings of the Anglo-Indian press, which

rere strongly against any progressive liberal scheme of reforms in

India, and supforted and worked to bring pressure on the Government

for a ruthless policy of suppression of any manifestation of dis-

content, and also encouraged the minorities to take a different

stand on political issues. Even Lord l!iorley, then Secretary of

state, for India, had to reckon with the workings of this pressure

group in England, in the House of Co~nons and in the press, against

any liberal measures which Horley and the supposedly liberal Vice-

roy, Lord Minto, contemplated in dealing with the occurrences in

Barisal and elsewhere in India. Morley once wrote to Lord Minto:

"you people have not supplied me with very full papers about the

doings of Barisal, etc., and I wish they would remember that it needs

some skill on my part to steer through the Anglo-Indians in the House

of Commons and in the Press, and it is impossible for me to keep my

head above water unless I am in possession of full, prompt, and

regular reports.,,70

Michael was impressed by the promptness of the Governor General

Lord Minto who had promulgated an ordinance prohibiting public meet-

ing in proclaimed areas. He felt that the Ordinance had "had a most

salutary and pronounced effect" on political conditions in India,

and that as a result of it, Bipin Chandra Pal, one among the Bal-

Pal-Lal trio, had "withdrawn into seclusion. II Pal, he said,

70John Morley, Recollections, Vol. II (New York: The Hacmillan
Co., 1917), p. 169.
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had been one of the ablest and most persevering agitators,1I mostly

active through his lectures, directed especially to Indian students.

Michael reported that "inspired by Pal's teaching and eloquence,"

students "had been most conspicuous in preaching sedition and dem-

onstrations against the Government." Bue, he reported, taking

notice of the new ordinance; Pal had cancelled all his numerous lec

turing appointments in Southern India. 71

Being himself at Simla when the Victroy resided there during

the summer, Michael had met Lord Minto and learnt from him that the

course adopted towards Lajpat Hai, "the seditious agitator, who had

been deported to Burma," had been decided upon after thorough con-
""-

sideration, when the Government seemed to have no other course to

pursue to "restore social and political peace and quiet," and he ob-

served that the action taken by the Government "had certainly had

that effect.,,72 In a personal note to the Secretary of State, he

conveyed the views of Lord Minto and General Kitchener that their

actions had "brought the responsible and thinking classes of Hindus

to their senses, and that for the present, at least, the disturb-

ances were at an end." Moreover, there could not be any repetition

of 1857, when the English were "wholly taken by surprise and were

unprepared for it. 1I Lord Kitchener's organization of the army in

India and his redistribution of the forces appeared to the Consul

General to be IIperfect ll and "opportune"; lithe effect of it was

71Calcutta, May 16, 1907, Ope cit o

72Ibid.
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most wholesome on sedition mongers.,,73

Meanwhile, Michael was also not completely oblivious to the

protests which Lajpat Rai's deportation to Mandalay (Burma) had

aroused in various parts of the country. The Council of the Bombay

Presidency Association, at its meeting on May 16, 1907 adopted a

resolution earnestly expressing that the Indian people were "in-

tensely grieved and concerned about the deportation of Lajpat Rai

under an Act nearly a century old," that such acts and methods were

capable of perpetuating gross injustice and inciting apprehensions

as to the liberty of the subjects in all classes of people, and

that in Lajapat Rai's case they were greatly apprehensive of the

probability of injustice. The resolution attributed the great ex-

citement, particularly in the Punjab to the local government's

policies. The resolution also stated that the unrest and excitement

had been further exacerbated because of the "violent utterances of

several of the Anglo-Indian organs." The Council of the Bombay

Presidency Association demanded a public inquiry into the charges

of sedition against Lala Lajpat Rai. 74

The contemporary political conditions in India were regarded

73Simla , May 23, 1907, see Calcutta Series, NA ~, File 
6971/11-17.

74Ibid. The discriminatory policy of the Government towards
the Indian and Anglo-Indian newspapers was shown in prosecuting the
Punjabee and not prosecuting the Lahom Civil and Military Gazette
although the latter was more violent in utterances. This is cor
roborated by Nevinson who says that the editor of the Punjabee was
sentenced to five years of imprisonment and the printer to two years
for "pUblishing a letter from America" which was branded seditious o

See Nevinson, Ope cit., p. 20.
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by Michael as of such vital importance that he had engaged a "con-

fidential informant" to obtain important official information re-

lating to these conditions. When Sir Dengil Ibbetson left for Eng-

land, ostensibly for medical consultation, Michael was informed by

his informant that the real purpose of Sir Dengil's visit was to

lay before the Secretary of State for India (John Morley), the facts

and documentary evidences of a "mutinous plot" in India. The most

serious aspect of the situation was the fact that a large sum of

money had been raised for the "corrupt fund," in which many well-

to-do Hindus and even "some Rajahs, Maharajahs and native Princes"

were also said to be involved. But the instigators of this "mu-

tinous plot" were aware that such a plot could never succeed, and

they were working simply to demonstrate to the Home Government the

misrule of a government by bureaucracy and to attract the attention

of the Liberal Government in Britain. The idea that the Indians

would rise up by force of arms and take possession of India and in-

stitute a government of their own, was inconceivable to Michael:

The truth is that the natives themselves are not a unit
in politics any more than they are in religion. They are
without organization, without arms, without coherence, and
without a common language. They hate and distrust each
other and are divided in castes. How can they cooperate
in any movement which is to t-hrow off British rule. • • •
The fact is that Great Britain has come to stay, and the
longer she7~tays, in my judgment, the better it will be
for India.

He was confirmed in this view as he believed that the Moham-

medans, who composed one-third of the population, had condemned the

75Simla, May 29, 1907, see Calcutta Series, NA, ~, File 
6971/8 0



67

political agitation and the spirit of lawlessness which led to the

riots in the Punjab and Eastern Bengal and had decided to remain

aloof from all sorts of seditious movements. He found their leaders

pledged to support the British rule and urging their community in

the future also "to fortify their policy of steadfast loyalty and

respectful obedience to the British under whom they enjoy peace,

prosperity and freedom. 1I On June 5, 1907, Michael wrote to the

Secretary of State, Mr. Elihu Root, urging him to distinguish be-

tween the Hindus and Mohammedans while considering the political

condition in India,

My dear Chief:
In considering the situation in India, it is neces

sary to correct understanding that the Hindus and
Mohammedans be kept absolutely distinct. The former are
the discontented and seditious class, while the latter
condemn the course of the Hindus and thank God for the
stable government given them by the Lnglish, and the
blessings of peace vouchsafed to them by that govern
ment. • •• The educated Hindus (and they lead the ig
norant) are dissatisfied with the present government,
and would like to rule India themselves. These Hindu
leaders are at the bottom of all the p~~itical troubles
that are affecting India at this time.

In his observation and assessments Michael reflected to a

great extent not only the British of:icial assessment of the situa

tion but also the Anglo-Indian press version of the whole issue. 77

76Simla, June 6, 1907, see Calcutta Series, NA, ~,File
6971/22.

77Referring to The Englishman, an organ of the Anglo-Indian
press, Michael said, lIit is worth reading by anyone desiring cor
rect information on the political situation in India," but which
according to his own statement reflected largely the IIsentiments
of Europeansof this country ~Indi~7, and meets with approval of the
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The Anglo-Indian press, wh~.ch had been extremely critical of the

new manifestations of nationalism in India, were hardly expected to

take an impartial and objective view of the situation. In the

opinion of an Indian scholar the "race-conscious, arrogant behavior

of Anglo-Indians towards the people of the country and the anti-

Indian attitude and propaganda on the part of the Anglo-Indian press

were responsible for the rise of new nationalism in India.,,78 This

attitude of the Anglo-Indian press is borne out by its reaction to

the publication of certain letters in the Indian owned press, which

were written not by an Indian, but by an American, Mr. Myron Ho

Phelps79 of the New York Bar Association.

Mr. Phelps had been in India for several monthso He had writ-

ten those letters in response to the request of some of his Moham-

medan friends, who had sought his opinion on British policy of

"divide and rule," which according to them had been one of

intelligent white citizens of any nationality." In view of the
fact that The Englishman was more or less the organ of the Anglo
Indian or European opinion in India his statement that it was "one
of the oldest and most representative newspapers published in
India" can hardly be regarded as correcto It might have been the
oldest and most representative newspaper of the European opinion,
but it was not representative of the Indian opinion. See Calcutta,
June 19, 1907, NA, RDS, File - 6971/24-250

78Gurmukh Nihal Singh, op. cit., p. 149.

79Mr • Myron H. Phelps was an important member of the New York
Bar Association. Later in February 1909, he was one of the signa
tories to an open letter addressed to President Theodore Roosevelt
in protest of his speech delivered at the Methodist Episcopal
Church in Washington in praise of the British rule in India.



misrepresentation and incitement to hostile religious feeling aimed

at preventing the Mohammedan and Hindu communities from continuing

the relation of close and cordi~~ friendship which had prevailed in

pre-British times. They had referred to the efforts of the British

India Government to purchase some "unprincipled Mohammedans, like

the Nawab of Dacca,,,30 and with their help "to arouse hostile feel-

ings and create disturbances among the Hindus and Mohammedans of

Eastern Bengal." They were desirous that their co-religionists

should not be thus duped and imposed upon by the bureaucracy, and

hence, they had expressed their eagerness to know Mr. Phelps' views,

wishing that their brethern (the Muslims) be fully informed with re

81gard to the matter o

Mr. Phelps first tried to dispell the notion or, as he called

it, "belief" which Englishmen had been carefully trying all the

time to cultivate among the Indians, that England was the leading

nation in the world. He expressed the view that America had already

surpassed Britain and the latter was struggling with Germany for the

second and might rather fall to the third position. In his opinion,

America could not be prevented from obtaining at some period during

the twentieth century the industrial leadership of the world:

800bvioUSly, reference is here to Nawab Salimulla of Dacca
who was won over by the government by a loan of ~ 100,000 on low
interest, which was regarded as a bribe to purchase his allegiance.
In the beginning he was a staunch opponent of partition which he
had described as a "beastly arrangement." See Gurmukh Niha1 Singh,
Ope cit., p. 164.

81
Calcutta, February 13, 1908.
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"America seemed destined to the inevitable attainment of a supremacy

in production as overwhelming as Niagara." In view of this, as well

as the fact ~hat England was already a broken reed, he had some ad-

vice for Indians in general and the Mohammedans in particular.

I request the attention of my Mohammedan friends. Rightly
or wrongly, the English rely very greatly upon your sup
port as against your Hindu brothers••••There is an
abundant evidence not only that the facts have been with
held from you as far as possible, by those in position to
control the sources of public information but that ~ersis

tent efforts have been made by them to mislead you. 2

The Anglo-Indian newspapers in India characterized Mr. Phelps'

observations on the British policy of "divide et impera" as "sedi

tion from America.,,83 Michael acquainted the Department of State

with the reaction which Mr. Phelps' writings had created in the

Anglo-Indian community. He refrained however, from making any com-

ment either on the extracts from Phelps' articles which he had ex-

tensively quoted or on the justification of the charges of sedition

emanating from America.

Michael's attempt to demarcate the Hindus as the seditionists

and the Muslims as the loyal subjects ignored the complexity of the

problem which the unrest in India presented. He subsequently re-

ferred to an appeal which was signed mostly by the Hindus as most

"sensible and loyal." It was an appeal issued by the British India

Association, and in his opinion was written in most careful and

excellent style and was "bold and statesmanlike.,,84 The appeal

84Calcutta, August 15, 1908, NA, RDS, File 1432/2-3.
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recognized that the political horizon was not free from dark clouds

but asserted that it was one of those crises which arise in every

country and stressed the need of "amity and good feeling" among

the various communities and whole hearted sympathy on the part of

the political rulers for the people under their charge. It, more-

over, urged the cooperation on the part of all who had the "real

interests of the country" towards the government and claimed that

"the hllk of the country were loyal and law-abiding. ,,85

Michael described the signatories of the appeal as "all high

class representative citizens, and their declarations and sugges-

tions" entitled to highest considerations. The occasion required

only intelligent patience on the part of the Government to bring

about "a complete adjustment of present disturbed political and

social conditions." The Appeal was, however, hailed by the Bande

Mataram as a "loyalist manifesto," as an evidence of a traitor in

the camp only proving the fact that the metal of the nation had all

this time been in crucible and had at last thrown up its "dross,"

that the scum of the society had come up to the surface. The com-

ment of Bande Mataram, 'edited by a Hindu who writes caustically and

seems to court trouble", in Michael's words, did not seem to rep-

resent the "high tone of character and breath of influence of the

Hindu gentlemen who signed the appeal.,,86

Thus Michael's categorical statement that the Hindus as a

community constituted a "discontented and seditious class" was



It was their education which made them, if not altogether

72

unjustifiable. Despite the fact that educationally, economically

and politically, the Hindus were on the ascendant in comparison to

the Mohammedan community, because of the unequal political develop-

ment of the two communities, there were loyalists and discontented

among both the communities. The Hindus had qUite early responded

to the British rule and English education more positively, and

were in the forefront of the national struggle from the very be-

ginning. The growth of political awakening and religious reformism

had imbued them with the ideas of liberty, equality and secular

ism. 87

disloyal and aeditious, at best discontented with the status-quo.

President Theodore Roosevelt, in one of his letters to the American

Ambassador to the Court of St. James, His Excellency Whitelaw Reid,

explained this aspect of the situation:

The Indian Babu, who is educated in English methods, re
ceives what is in many respects a peculiarly ba~ training.
He is fitted by his education only to hold public office
or to practice as a lawyer in the courts under English
control. But, a limited proportion can hold public of
fice, and remainder including almost all of the lawyers,
find the path of agitation against the government, almost
the only one open to them, and it is rendered congenial by
the bitterness they feel because of the aspirations which
their education has kindled and which cannot be gratified o

In some ways, the case of the Indian noble educated in Eng
land is even worse, because as soon as he gets back to
India he has to suffer the well-nigh intolerable humiliation
of discovering that he is not regarded as an Englishman but
as inferior, while his education has made him feel that the
one thing to be desired is to be accepted by ~~glisbmen as
an equal, as substantially one of themselves.

87See Ram Gopal, Indian Muslims, A Political History (Asia
PUblishing House, Bombay: 1959), pp. 61, 77.

88Elting E. Morison, The Letters of Theodore Roosevelt,
Vol. VI, p. 1206.
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During those decades of political consciousness, the rise of

the Wahabi movement and the Muslim opposition to the English educa-

tion, along with the English belief of their role in the Sepoy Re-

volt, however, had prevented the Muslims from simultaneously taking

advantage of the benefits of the British rule. There had been com-

paratively recent growth of education among them, under British

patronage and encouragement. With the growth of nationalism, there

was systematic effort by the British statesmen and bureaucrats to

wean them away from the Indian National Congress. When Curzon's

partition of Bengal Vias received by the "intelligentsia of Bengal-

as a subtle attack upon the growing solidarity of Bengali nation-

alism, Curzon linked the communal urgency with administrative neces-

sity. He had suggested that the partition "would invest the Moham-

medans of Eastern Bengal with a unity which they had not enjoyed

since the days of the old Mussalman Viceroys and Kings.,,89 Morley,

the Secretary of State, later warned the Vioeroy Lord Minto: "You

have got to deal with the Congress principles whatever you may

think of them. Be sure that before long the Muhammedans will throw

in their lot with the Congressmen against you.,,90 Lord Minto had

taken note of it and maneuvered in October 1906 a "command perform-

anceo" "In response to a hint conveyed throl.lgh the private Secre

tary to the Viceroy,,,91 a deputation of Muslims led by Agha Khan

89Ram Copal, opo cit., p. 91.

90Morley, Ope cit., Vol. II, pp. 173-174.

91Norman D. Palmer, Ope cit., p.47. Also see Gurmukh Nihal
Singh, Ope cit., pp. 205-6; and Mehta and Patwardham, The Communal
Triangle in India, p. 62.
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had met him and received his assurances on a separate electorate

for the Mohammedan community. The official world of Simla had

hailed this policy of Lord Minto as "a work of statesmanship that

will effect India and Indian history for many a long year • • •

nothing less than the pulling back of sixty-two millions from join

ing the ranks of the seditious opposition.,,92 The Lt. Governor of

East Bengal and Assam while referring to his relations with the

Hindus and Moslems remarked jocularly that "of his two wives the

Mohammedan was the favorite.,,93 A large portion of government posts

"were set aside for Mohammedans, and some were even kept vacant be

cause there was no Mohammedan qualified to fill them.,,94 The Mus-

salmans generally believed that the British authorities were ready

to forgive them all excesses. Mr. Nevinson, who toured East Bengal

shortly after, describes the results of riots which such a policy

led to: "A few lives were lost, temples were desecrated, images

broken, shops plundered and many Hindu widows carried off ••• the

crime known as 'group rape' increased, and throughout the country

districts, there reigned a general terror which still prevailed at

92Mary Countess of Minto, Ope cit., pp. 47-48.

93Gurmukh Nihal Singh, Ope cit., p. 1640

94Henry W. Nevinson, Ope cit., p. 792; C. Y. Chintamani says
that the Lt. Governor of Eastern Bengal Sir Bampfylde Fuller,
"openly announced a policy of preference for Muslims and prejudice
against Hindus and deliberately embarked upon a campaign of re
pression and humiliation of the Hindus."

C. Y. Chintamani, Indian Politics Since the Mutiny (Allahabad:
Kitabistan, 1947), p. 93.
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the time of my visita,,95

However, when the accounts of these riots, which were the out-

come of the deliberate religious and communal feud fostered by the

then British rulers and particularly the bureaucracy, were published

in the newspapers in England and the United States, Consul General

Michael condemned them in the following terms:

I have read quotations from newspapers printed in the
United States to the effect that the riots in Calcutta
and Eastern Bengal and Assam resulted in the shedding
of blood that ran deep in the streets and alleys. The
telegrams sent from India by irresponsible correspond
ents conveying such stuff are calculated to create un
necessary alarm among those who have friends in India,
and the leading papers of both England and the United
States should contradict such telegrams by saying that
the bloodshed thus far by the disturbances in India
would hardly upset the nerves of the most sensitive and
irres~onsible persona The §~aggerations referred to
were criminally mendacious.

Michael, who dismissed the accounts of riots as criminally mendacious

and emanating from some irresponsible Indian correspondents, neither

confirmed nor denied such occurrences in his despatches. He con-

tinued to be critical of newspaper accounts of Indian problems in

the United States and England. While claiming that he had kept the

Department fully advised as to the actual conditions in India and

especially in Bengal, where there was more unrest and "seditious

deviltry," he condemned the press coverage of events in both the

countries in no uncertain terms. "Some of the representations in

Parliament and the London press, and in the newspapers of the

95Ibid ., p. 1930

96Calcutta, November 7, 1907, #239, NA, RDS, File 
6971/36-37.



United States, respecting conditions in India," he said, "are exag-

gerated and misleading. In fact, they are scandalous in high de-

gree." He branded the reports appearing in London and the United

States as "false" and emanating from Indians living in London as

students, who were probably in sympathy with the Bengali agitators,

and had adopted this method of propaganda with a view to creating

sympathy abroad for this cause. 97 Again, in a subsequent despatch,

he characterized the reports as "false" and sensational. 98 He

suggested that the accounts of bloodshed resulting from the riots

were exaggerated, false and sensationalo He neither threw any

light on the causes, nor on the circumstances of it, but for his

accusations that the Hindus as a class were seditionists.

In one of his previous despatches, however, Michael had de-

clared that "all Indians are cunning, some more so than the

others" and that it was "the same cunning on the part of the agi-

tators" which had been undoubtedly "responsible for the troubles

in Eastern Bengal.,,99 In dealing with such a people, the Government

in India was engaged in an effort to rescue millions from the

thraldom of degradation, ignorance and superstitution. The

97Calcutta, December 10, 1908,-B!, EQ&, File - 6971/115.

98Calcutta, December 30, 1908, NA, RDS, File - 6971/126.

99Calcutta, June 12, 1907, NA, RDS, File - 6971/23. Similar
sentiments were expressed by the Viceroy Lord Curzon in his con
vocation address to Calcutta University in 1905. He had said that
"the highest ideal of truth is to a large extent a Western conception
••• truth took a high place in moral codes of the West before it
had been similarly honored in the East where craftiness and diplo
matic skill have always been held in much repute." M. A. Buch, Rise
and Growth of Indian Militant Nationalism (Baroda: India, 1940),---
po 33.
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average intelligence of the people needed to be raised to the point

where they would be moved "more by reason than impulse," but

Michael believed the English intelligence to be adequate to meet

the situation. "The problem of civilizing India,ll he said, "and

making it a great commercial empire, as it is indeed in area of

territory and in population, will be solved."lOO The trade and

commerce and the general mission of civilization in India had been

interrupted. He pointed particularly to the European Defense As-

sociation which had presented a memorial to the Governor that

"illegal intimidation" by Swadeshi-boycott agitators had interfered

with the normal trade. The Governor had acquainted them and the

Bengal Chamber of Commerce with the steps the Government had taken

to suppress the agitation and sought their cooperation by furnish-

ing the Government information of anticipated disturbances and acts

of terrorism. Hut the conditions which were trying the patience of

the British India Government would be smothered, believed Michael;

politics and business would be "placed on more solid basis than ever."lOl

His optimism depended on his belief that the "representative Hindus

to the point of unanimity and ninety-eight percent of the common

102people" were loyal to the Government. He appreciated extremely

a speech of Mr. R.C. Datta at Lucknow (February, 1908) eulogizing

the part being played by the then Secretary of State, John Morley,

and the Viceroy, Lord Minto, describing that India never had any

100Calcutta, June 12, 1907, Ope cit.

lOlIbid.

102
Calcutta, August 8, 1907, NA, RDS, File - 1432/2-3.
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better friends than them. Michael, in a despatch to the Department

of State, referred to Datta's speech as "a sensible and fearless

speech by a representative Hindu.,,103 The loyalist sentiments ex-

pressed by anyone used to receive unqualified commendation from

Consul General Michael. When Maharajah of Benares declared that

"substantial blessings conferred on us, should be a sufficient rea-

son for us to be thankful to the Almighty for having placed us under

the English Government," I'1ichael hailed the Maharajah I s statement

as not only representing "the sentiments of the Princes, Maharajahs,

Rajas, Zemindars," but in his judgment, "the sentiment of ninety-

. t f th t f I d· ,,104 H· t t tn~ne per cen 0 e proper y-owners 0 n ~a. ~s s a emen ,

however, only testifies to the fact that the aristocracy and the

propertied classes were against the agitation and were loyal to the

Government.

Meanwhile, the agitation against the partition had been con-

tinuing with unabated vigor. It had become an all-India affair, the

Congress in 1905 had sanctioned both the political boycott and the

economic Swadeshi, and had reiterated its sanctions in still stronger

terms in 1906. It was particularly very popular with the young men

in schools and colleges. The Government had not hesitated even in

interfering with peaceful meetings and picketings. One such inci-

dent Consul General Michael brought to the notice of the

103Calcutta, February 20, 1908, NA, RDS, File - 6971/47.

104Calcutta, September 17, 1908, NA, RDS, File 6971/102.
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Department of State. On October 2, 1907, a meeting in Beadon

Square, Calcutta, according to Michael, convened by the "Hindus"

was forcibly dispersed by the police. The police interference had

precipitated a riot, resulting in death of several persons and in-

jury to many others. There was so much uneasiness in the city

that the Governor had designated Mr. Collins to inquire into it.

But, when his investigation gave an indication to the fact that the

police had got out of hand and committed excesses, Sir Andrew

Fraser suppressed the report and characterized it as 'tincomplete

and perfunctory" and on his own qualified the police action and

dismissed all charges of excesses. l05

wbat is significant here is the unqualified endorsement of

Fraser's views by the United States Consul General. He said that

the Governor's statement "gives a fair analysis of the circum

stances of the disturbance.,,106 In this again, he seems to rely

upon the conclusions of his favorite newspaper, The Englishmen, and

another paper of the same class, The Statesmen, of October 31, 1907.

The accusations and condemnation of Calcutta police in the ver-

nacular and Anglo-vernacular press to which also he referred in

his despatch and was open to different interpretation, was brushed

aside by him in the same way Sir Andrew Fraser had dismissed the

accusations of police excesses.

On October 11, 1907, the Governor General in Council, at

105Calcutta, October 31, 1907, NA, RDS, File - 6971/33-35.

l06Ibid •
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Simla, published a Bill known as the Prevention of Seditious Meetings

Bill. It was intended to prohibit the holding of such meetings

which were likely to promote sedition. Objections were raised

against such legislation by Hon. Mr. Gokhale and Dr. Rash Bebari

Bose. In reply to Mr. Gokhale and Dr. Ghoshe's charges, the Viceroy

issued a statement defending the proposed enactment. Consul Gen-

eral Michael, while enclosing a newspaper copy of the Bill and the

Viceroy's statement in his despatch to the Department of State, came

to the defense of the Viceroy's speech. "The actual situation in

India," said he, "is fully and fairly presented by the speech of the

Viceroy on the Bill to suppress the public meetings calculated to

stir up disloyal feelings.,,107

In his subsequent despatch, Michael informed the Department of

State of the release of Lala Lajpat Rai and Ajit Singh, two Lahore

leaders, and specially mentioned the distingUished consideration

they received from the Government in the manner of transportation

from Mandalay to Rangoon and back home. He added: "Thus ends the

arrest, deportation, confinement of these two citizens of Lahore

who by reason of their seditious words and acts were arrested and

108deported." He claims that the news of their release was commu-

nicated to the Department before it was generally known in India.

In India, their release was hailed not as an isolated event, but as

107Calcutta, November 7, 1907, #239, NA, RDS, File 697/36-37.

108Calcutta, November 21, 1907, NA, RDS, File - 6971/41-42 0
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marking the beginning of a "policy of conciliation and cooperation

in place of mistrust and repression" which had kept a black pall

spread over the country during the last six months. In Michael's

opinion, however, it demonstrated the success of the policy of

"firmness and prompt action" and "judicious exercise" of adminis-

trative power. "No further trouble would be caused by these agita

tors, who were thoroughly subdued, as were also their co-adjutors

and sympathizers.,,109

Michael, however, could not conceal his bitter disappointment

when he found Lajpat Rai again "in evidence as platform speaker,"

although "careful not to cross the deadline,1I figuratively speaking

in flights of eloquence. He bitterly complained that Rai made a

long and grandiloquent address in College Square, Calcutta, on the

night of January 13, 1908, in which "he shed tears and beat his

breast in sorrow over the deplorable condition of the Indian people

and his 'unfortunate country,.,,110 In the course of his address,

Rai was said to have drawn the attention of his audience to the

glorious past of India when everyone born in India was proud of be

ing a son of India. This reference irked Michael very much and he

cau(--tically commented: "He did not tell his hearers when that time

was, but left them to guess, while he went off on kite-like wing

into the misty clouds of eloquence."lll

109Ibid •

110Calcutta, January 15, 1908, NA, RDS, File 2971/41-420

lllIbid.
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Lajpat Rai was said to have emphasized the need of a common

front on the part of the patriotic party in the struggle which was

to be long and unyielding. Summing up, Michael stated that the

central theme of Rails address was the political slavery of India,

the low state to which India had fallen under British rule, the

hopeless despair of the people in their political bondage, the

awful circumstances surrounding them, and the dreadful future be-

fore them, unless the Indians united and hurled themselves as a

solid phalanx on the common foe, the Britons, and thus won their

emancipation. But when it came to his personal opinion he remarked

that the speech was a "calamity howl" such as were commonly heard

from demagogues in America. Yet he noted that the audience re-

ceived Lajpat Rai's words with enthusiastic acclaim. The 'howlers',

112
however, did not represent "the responsible Hindus of Bengal."

The Hindus of education and property and real influence," said

Michael, "were not present in body or spirit. This class of Hindus

have no part in the College Square meetings, and look upon the

fiery speeches made there as altogether mischievous and positively

hurtful to the best interests of India.,,113

After a quiet period in Calcutta, "the Swaraj-boycott ex-

tremists" held another meeting on February 8!b in the celebrated

l12Ibid •

l13Ibid ., on the receipt of this despatch Mr. W. J. Carr of
the Department of State informed Michael that lithe Department had
received and read with interest his despatch of January last in re
gard to the political condition in India." See Washington, D.C.,
February 25, 1908.
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Beadon Square. It waS described as some more Bengali hot talk

against the British. The reference by a speaker that unless the

British learnt a lesson and ceased to disturb the Indians too much,

the whole hive of Indian bees would be in bustle was interpreted to

Hichael by SOtzle British officials as containing threats to murder

women and children of Europeans. But this he believed would result

in the utter extermination of the "cowardly miscreants," as the

Mutiny of 1857 had resulted in the complete annihilation of the

t ' S 114mu ~nous epoys.

Already he saw that the quick and effectual way in which the

British India Government had suppressed the Zakka Khels l15 up-

risings on the frontier and the promptness with which the politi-

cal agitation had been dealt with had produced respect for British

Indian authority. The Government had already demonstrated in

his view the ability to handle individuals and hostile forces

promptly. And "this is what inspires fear in the Oriental mind,"

observed Hichael. It was the qUick action with an element of

force which guarantees in an Indian "both awe and admiration and

a degree of respect" for authority. And so he commended the Brit-

ish theory of government: "The British have the right theory of

government in India, and they have reduced to practice to a degree

that assures for the future comparative social and

114Calcutta, February 13, 1908, NA, BQ2, File 6971/44.

115Zakka Khels were an Afridi Muslim tribe of the North
West Frontier o
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116
political tranquility and economic success." Britain had given

peace to India which she never knew before. Now, Michael opined,

was the time to temper justice with mercy: "Let her now win the

hearts of the three hundred millions of Indians by uniform sympathy

and kindness, and thus realize the hopes and prayers of the late

Empress Victoria.,,117

Soon, however, the United States Consul General found that

his calculations were wrong, and he was overwhelmed with the de-

terioration of the situation in Indiao There was war with the

118
Mohamands and at the same time "a most serious outbreak of an-

archism i.n India." Newspaper clippings on anarchism rampant in

Bengal alone covered seventeen pages, in a report which he sent

for the perusal of the Department of State, with this remark: "I

have endeavored to keep the Department advised rather fully on po-

Iitical and military conditions in India, and with this duty in

view is transmitting clippings from Indian newspapers giving full

particulars of the troubles in the North-West Frontier and with the

119anarchist bomb-makers and throwers of Bengal."

Reference has already been made to the growth of terrorism

116
Calcutta, April 9, 1908, NA, RDS, File-6971/48o

117Ibido

118Mohamands__The Mohamands were also North-West Frontier
tribesmen.

119Calcutta, May 7, 1908, NA, RDS, File - 6971/54-8.
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120and anarchism in India, particularly in Bengal. The first overt

act of terrorism took place on the 6lli of December, 1907, when there

was an attempt to blow up the Lieutenant Governor's train by a

bomb near Midnapore. On the 23rd of December, 1907, Mr. Allen,

formerly District 11agistrate at Dacca, was shot in the back, though

not fatall~, at a railway station in the district of Faridpur, be-

tween Dacca and Calcutta. And tllUS, with these two incidents, the

history of revolutionary crime had begun in Bengal.

However, the event that created a great stir both in India

and in England, and to which the United States Consul General took

120The revolutionary movement in India has been described
as terrorist and anarchical in official reports. The spearhead
of the revolutionary movement was formed by a band of young men
under the leadership of Barindra Kumar Ghosh, younger brother
of Aurobindo Ghosh and Shri Bhupendra Nath Datta, younger brother
of Swami Vivekanandra.

They worked through a secret revolutionary society in Bengal
named the Anusi1an Samiti, which aimed at the attainment of na
tional independence by effecting a revolution through underground
and secret activities. They believed in the use of violent methods
like bomb outrages and intimidation or murder of oppressive Govern
ment officers. This earned them the designation of terrorists.
Although the activities of this society came to light after 1905,
the genesis of revolutionary ideas and organizations in Bengal had
been laid earlier. Bhupendra Nath Datta mentions the origin of a
secret revolutionary society in Bengal in 1901. Two foreigners,
but friends of India, were associated with sllch activities. They
were Sister Nivedita, the famous Irish disciple of Swami
Vivekananda, and Professor Okakura of Japan, who was brought to
India by Miss Hace1eod, an American disciple of Swami Vivekananda.
Aurobindo refers to Sister Nivedita's connection with him "in
the revolutionary field." To propagate their ideas, the revolu
tionary group started the publication of a periodical named
Yugantar (New Era).

See Dr. K. K. Datta, History of Freedom ~lovement in Bihar,
Ope cit., pp. 111-112. Also see Dr. R. C. Hajumdar, op, cit.,
pp. 265-275.
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particular note, was the bomb outrage at Muzaffarpore, killing two

innocent ladies, Mrs. and Miss Kennedy, on April 30, 1908. 121 The

bomb was intended for Mr. Kingsford, formerly the Chief Presidency

Magistrate at Calcutta, where he was supposed to have administered

heavy punishments on young Swadeshi workers. The revolutionary

party had deputed Khudi Ram Bose and Prafulla Chaki, two young

Bengal revolutionaries, to carry out the mission of killing Kings

ford, who was then the Judge at Muzzafarpur in Bihar. They, how

ever, mistakenly threw the bomb into the carriage coming from the

direction of Kingsford's bungalow, with the result that the two

European ladies were killed.

Consul General Michael who had come to believe when Lajapat Rai

and Ajit Singh were released the agitators had been thoroughly sub

dued, realized that he was mistaken. The attempt to blow up the

special train of the Lieutenant Governor of Bengal, Sir Andrew

Fraser, to blow up the house of the Mayor of Pondicherry, and "the

dastardly outrage" which resulted in the death of Mrs. Kennedy and

her daughter, were in his opinion the culmination of the violent

propaganda being carried on by the agitators in the vernacular

press. "The agitators, however," he said, "were not squelched.

They began a more violent propaganda through all sorts of papers

printed in vernacular, which were distributed by hand. Secret as

sociations were organized for the purpose of supplying editorials

121
Calcutta, May 7, 1908, Ope cit o
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for the papers published in secret, to instruct young men in the

manufacture of bombs and explosives, and to keep alive the spirit

f d · t' ,,122o se ~ ~on.

It was to meet this "acute situation" then prevailing in

India that the Governor General in Council enacted the Press Act.

Michael transmitted the full report of the proceedings (newspaper

account, clippings from The Efiglishmen and other newspapers ran to

eight pages) of the Viceroy's Council. He defended the Act and

said that it was intended to suppress papers containing inflarnroa-

tory and seditious articles. Moreover, he commended the proceed-

ings of the Viceroy's Council "to anyone who desires to know, or

whose duty it is to know, the actual political conditions in

India. ,,
123 In his opinion, the Press Act would put the authorities

in a more advantageous position to deal with the main cause of the

murderous sedition then rampant in Bengal, and enable the govern-

ment to suppress the papers that were published for no other purpose

than to incite disorder, sedition and murder.

On June 25, 1908, Consul General Michael deemed it necessary

to send two despatches on the prevailing political condition in

India. He described the bomb-outrage of May 22nd at Kankinara as

the bomb propaganda in Bengal, and suggested that it was planned

and carried out by members of the Calcutt~ anarchists. He said

that the outrage had stirred up the European community. The

122Calcutta, June 11, 1908, NAt RDS t File - 6971/88-90.

123Ibid •
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feeling was that the anarchists and murderers must be put down even

if it should be necessary to declare martial law. When the Hindu

Patriot, a Calcutta vernacular paper condemned the bomb outrages

and pointed out that there was "sufficient evidence of an anti-

European" sentiment, particularly in the latest outrage, and alluded

to the existence of regular organization, the organ of which it de-

clared to be outrageous Yuganter (New Era, a revolutionary period

ical) and unambiguously declared that the bomb throwers were "more

really the enemies of their own country than of the government,"

the United States Consul General utilized the editorial comment as

the caption of his despatch: "The Bomb Throwers are the worst

enemies of India.,,124 "These are the words of sober wisdom,"

stated Michaelo He also alluded to the growing European sentiment

as a matter of self-protection which demanded that the anarchists

must be put down firmly, even if it required the use of musket and

bayonets. It seemed to him that the "lesson of 1857 had been for-

gotten by certain Bengalis," and that it would be "necessary for the

strong arm of the army to again be brought into play to re-impress

the lesson on the Indian mind.,,125

In July, 1908 Michael referred to several cases (trials and

convictions of certain important native leaders and newspaper edi-

tors) at some length in order to convey to the Department the actual

124Calcutta, June 25, 1908, ~, RDS, File - 6971/93

125Ibid •
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political situation in India and to show the course being pursued

by the British India government in its effort "to throttle anarchy

and put an end to seditiono,,126 Such trials were not confined to

One city or a particular region of India. The spirit of sedition

had become an all-India phenomenon.

The editor of a paper in the Tinnevelly district of Madras,

Chidambaram Pillay, was sentenced to transportation for life. An-

other accused in the same case was Subramania Siva, who was sen-

tenced to ten years imprisonmento Both of them had claimed that

what they had written was not sedition but merely the exercise of

a right every individual in India was entitled to as a matter of

principle. The judge in the latter case had decreed that the

apostle of industrial regeneration was in reality an apostle of

Swarajya, and that he preached boycott, Swadeshi, panchayat and

national education and some of the paths leading to that goal. He

was also alleged to have brought about strikes in mills and to have

raised subscription for mill hands. Large crowds of people as-

sembled near the Court and in the thoroughfares to hear their sen-

tences. Referring to Chidambaram Pillay, Michael observed that the

conviction and sentence of so distinguished a Hindu caused a good

deal of excitement and that the convict was sent out of town in

prison clothes, in a third class compartment to prevent any pos

sible uprising of the peopleo 127

126Calcutta, JUly 9, 1908, NA, RDS, File - 6971/94.

127Ibid •
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In Poona, the editor of a paper called Kal
128

was prosecuted

and sentenced. At Allahabad the editor, printer and publisher of

Swarajya, Shanti Narain, was found guilty of sedition and sentenced

t t . .. t 129o wo years r~gorous ~mprlsonmen •

But, the climax was reached when the most important of the

trials opened in Bombay on July 13, 1908 and ended with the convic-

tion of Lokamanya Bal Gangadhar Tilak on charges of sedition. The

verdict of guilty from the jury and the judge, however, drew from

him his famous statement: "In spite of the verdict of the jury I

maintain that I am innocent. There are higher powers that rule the

destiny of men and nations and it may be the will of Providence

that the cause I represent may prosper more by my suffering than by

130my remaining free."

Consul General Michael, wrote of Tilak's trial and conviction

as follows:

Tilak was convicted of uttering sedition, and after a
long drawn out trial he was convicted by a jury and was
sentenced to six years' rigorous imprisonment. The most
remarkable event of the tri~! was an exhaustive, schol
arly and brilliant address delivered by Tilak t~2his

own defence which occupied four days in delivery.

l28The Kal waS edited by Prof. S. M. Paranjpe. T. V.
Parvate, B.G. Tilak CAhmedabed: Navjivan Publ. Co., 1959), p. 2090

129Calcutta, JUly 9, 1908, opo cito

l30
T • V. Farvate, Ope cit., p. 218.

l31Tilak spoke in his defence for more than 21 hours and his
exposition of the rights of jury and freedom of the Press stands as
a monument of his scholarship and legal acuemen. This was to be his
last and longest incarceration, which he served at Mandalay. To V.
Farvate, B.G. Tilak, pp. 216-200

l32Calcutta, JUly 30, 1908, NA, RDS, File - 6971/95-96.
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He also remarked that the Hindus were trying to make a martyr of

Tilak but "the man because of his learning is held only the more

responsible for his seditious utterances.,,133

News of Tilak's conviction spread everywhere. Public expres-

sion of grief displayed itself in various ways. The markets were

closed and the workers in the textile mills of Bombay struck for

six days, because Tilak was sentenced to six years. The strike by

the workers in the mills was particularly disliked by the Govern-

ment and the Anglo-Indian papers. When the Government tried with

some Parsees, Jews or European owners to open the mills, there were

scuffles between the strikers and the blacklegs and hirelings, and

the police intervened. Rioting led to firing, arrests and prosecu-

tions. In those five or six days, some people were killed and a

d " d 134goo many were ~nJure •

Michael took full cognizance of these riots at Bombay. Writ-

ing on July 30, 1908, he said that during the last three days there

were collisons between mobs of mill hands and the police and the

military in which "the latter were more than once compelled to

fire." And, although he accepted that it was "touched off" because

of Tilak's conviction and there was "circumstantial evidence of a

widespread and deep rooted sympathy with Tilak and others convicted

of sedition" and "a spirit of violence" foreign to Bombay and con-

siderably stronger than that inspiring riots in Calcutta last

133Ibid •

134T. V. Parvate, Ope cit., pp. 220-2210
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October was noticeable, yet he felt that the disturbances were

"worked up by agitators." Moreover, he said that the situation had

not such a serious political aspect as was thought. And this was

his considered opinion despite his admission that Amrit Bazar

Patrika and other newspapera of similar tone had bitterly pointed

out that "this is what comes of trying to suppress sedition •••

even an ignorant factory worker is made desperate by the punishment

of Tilah." According to Michael few of the factory hands had sworn

not to work until Tilak was released. 135

When Khudiram Bose (convicted for killing Mrs. Kenndey and

her daughter in HU~z.~farpor) was executed on August 11, 1908,

Michael reported to the Department that "the Muzaffarpore bomb

thrower paid the penalty of his crime on the gallows. 1I136 The

case was appealed to the Viceroy and was rejected. Michael also

felt that there was no reason for interference by the Viceroy with

the regular course of law. The loyal newspapers referred to the ex-

ecution as fully in accordance with law and commended the prompt-

ness and firmness of the Court in disposing of the case. To

Michael, however, the comments of the Bande Mataram, "the boldest

of the vernacular newspapers," seemed qUite remarkable as this paper

had eulogized the conduct of young Khudiram before and on the scaf-

fold. Bande Mataram had editorially expressed the opinion that

Khudiram Bose was genuinely inspired to die for his country and

135Calcutta, JUly 30, 1908, Ope cit.

136
Calcutta, August 13, 1908, NA, RDS, File - 6971/97-980
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cause, "his ambition was perhaps to die for his country like the

Rajput women on funeral pyre •••. People can never forget how

the spirit got the better of the flesh in this young man. He had

not only read the 'Gita' but also acted it. We are really reminded

of the spiritual strength of yogi.,,137 Such a tribute to one who

was accused of murder appeared uncalled for to Consul General

Michael and he was bitter in his lengthy comment:

Thus it will be seen that the 'Gita' has the power in
India to prepare the spirit of a murderer for transport
into the beyond, and make him as resigned as the Rajput
women on funeral pyres. Same as the Bible and the Cross
in other lands. • • • This is almost as queer as that
the murderer in Christian lands can be brought to believe
his awful sin purged by the blood of the Savior, and that38
he is prepared to enter into the presence of a just God.

But to Michael the political conditions in India seemed to be

improving, with Tilak, the most influential of all the agitators,

condemned to six years of hard labor and other "lesser lights" in

the clutches of the law, with the vigilance of police and efficient

corps of detectives all seeming to indicate that sedition was near

l37Ibid •

l38Ibid. In contrast to Michael, Sir Valentine Chirol while
referring~the effects of the execution of Khudi Ram Bose has
written in similar vein, but with different import: "So, for the
Nationalists of Bengal, he became a hero. Students and many others
put on mourning for him and schools were closed for two or three
days as a tribute to his memory--his photographs had an immense
sale, and by and by the young bloods took to wearing dhotis with
Khudi Ram Bose's name woven into the borders of the garment.
See Valentine Chirol, Indian Unrest (London: Macmillan and
Co., 1910), p. 970



its end. To him, the most significant thing in the history of the

sedition in India during the preceding year was the attitude of the

Native Princes, Maharajahs, Rajahs and wealthy Indians towards the

Government which was that of a "declared loyalty." "The fact is,

he said, "sedition in India is narrowed down to a very few unin

fluential men, principally residing in Bengal.,,139 Sedition was

within the control of the Government, and it was not likely to give

much troubleo From the very beginning, it was a weak movement,

without a head, without organization and without sufficient finan-

cial means and hence destined to fail o

But, no sooner had Michael expressed this optimism than

Narendra Nath Gosain--an accused in the Alipore Conspiracy case

who turned approver and King's witness--was assassinated by two

companions in the jail hospital, who used smuggled arms. Another

attempt was made on the life of Sir Andrew Fraser, Lieutenant Gov

140
ernor of Bengal and later Sub-Inspector Nando Lal Banerji,

captor of Proffula Chaki who had committed suicide,was shot to

death.
141

139Calcutta, August 27, 1908, NA, RDS, File - 6971/100.

140It was during a meeting in the town hall, organized under
the auspices of Y.M.C.A. where Prof. Ernest D. W. H. Burton, D.D.
of the Chicago University was to speak on University Education in
the U.S. that a Bengali youth aimed and fired two shots, both mis
fired. Mr. B. R. Barber, an American, then Secretary of the Board
of Directors of the Y.M.C.A., overpowered the youth and saved the
life of Governor Fraser. Michael wrote to the Department of State
admiring his courage: "He had advanced his nationality and given
prestige to the American name and character." (Calcutta, Nov. 12,
1908).

141Calcutta, Sept. 3, 1908; Nov. 12, 1908, NA, RDS, File 
1432/4 and 16415/31-32.
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Not since the Mutiny had India witnessed the violence that

broke out in the last months of 1908. It even worried President

Roosevelt. "I am concerned," he wrote to Whitelaw Reid, who was

then his Ambassador in London, "about what I see as to unrest in

India•••• I don't like what I hear about India. It looks to me

as if very ugly feeling was growing up there. How do the British

authorities feel about it? Are they confident that they can hold

142
down any revolt?" The President wrote personally to Lord Mor-

ley, the Secretary of State for India: "Do tell me simply for my

private information, what the situation in India really is. You

will be telling it to a well wisher.,,143

The spirit of unrest and the feeling of sedition continued to

be nurtured in India for long. This feeling showed itself oc-

casionally in bold efforts of violence towards public officials, in

the throwing of bombs at passing railroad trains, and, in derailing

trains. And although pUblication of seditious articles and the

holding of public meetings to incite violence ostensibly seemed to

have abated, Michael, as late as October 12, 1911, wrote: "Yet,

it must be conceded that there is a feeling of sedition in Bengal

and' in other places in India. ,,144 Meanwhile, the

l42Elting E. Morison, The Letters of Theodore Roosevelt, Vol.
VI, pp. 1383-1384.

l43Ibid ., p. 1402; the writer has however, not come across
Morley's reply to President Theodore Roosevelt.

144
Calcutta, October 12, 1911. From June 1910, all American

Consular dispatches from various posts in India which deal with
Poli tical Affairs are filed under Index 845-00/139-. They have beel~



United States Consul at Madras, Mr. Jose de Olivares, had brought

to the notice of the Secretary of State the "atrocious assassina-

tion" of Mr. Ashe, I.C.S., Acting Collector and District Magistrate

of Tinnevelly, "by a high caste Brahmin Vakil," Vanchi Iyer of

Shencottah Travancore. He viewed the tragedy "as the result of a

deliberate plot, fomented by political enemies of Great Britain who

are imbued with anarchic tenderJcies. ,,145 The Ashe assassination

was but an addition to a long series of murderous attacks perpe-

trated through "political motives" upon British officials and sub-

jects by native Indians, which to him indicated "the existence of

conditions seriously menacing to human life as well as to the prin

ciples of law and order, throughout the Empire.,,146 For the more

complete information of the Department, Consul Olivares enclosed a

number of clippings on the Ashe murder and anarchism in India from

the Madras Mail, the Madras Times and the Advocate of India.

The Madras Mail in one of its editorials expressed the view

that assassination of officials was not the mere outcome of impulse

on the part of a very few criminal degenerates, but a definite part

of the disloyal campaign. It referred to the shooting of

released by the National Archives, Records Service in microfilm
under the designation--The Records of the Dept. of State Relating
to Internal Affairs of India and Burma 1910-1929 (Microcopy No.
335). Being listed in the same file, all entries from India in
this work from June 1910 will hereinafter give only the name of the
post and the date of the despatch.

145Madras, June 11, 1911.
146Ibid •
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Asutosh Biswas, who had acted as Public Prosecutor in the Alipore

and the Goasin murder cases, the assassination of the Deputy Super-

intendent of Police, Shams-ul-Alam, and the murder of Sir Curzon

Wylie, Political A.D.C. by an Indian student named Dhingra,147 the

killing of Mr. B. M. T. Jackson, the collector of Nasik, and above

all the attempt on the life of Lord Minto at Ahmedabad. In Malabar,

Tom Connolly was hacked to pieces in the presence of his wife and

in Bellary, Ralph Horsly was shot at, out of revenge for suppressing

sedition. Both the newspapers asserted that there existed exten-

sive conspiracies to assassinate officials and equally extensive

literature in almost every part of India.

The Madras Times had no doubt that the crime was of a poli-

tical nature and pointed to the fact that there existed at

Pondicherry "the nest of anarchism" where lived "the notorious

Aurobindo Ghosh.,,148

147In a despatch of February 11, 1909, Michael had also
drawn the attention of the Department of State to the assasination
of Public Prosecutor Babu Asntosh Biswas. Subsequently, on JUly 8,
1909, he enclosed clippings from various Indian newspapers, viz.
The Indian Mirror, The Hindu Patriot, The Bengalee, The Pioneer,
and The Indian Daily News indicating the effect of the London as
sassination of Sir Curzon Wylie and Dr. Lal Cuca by Madhu Lal
Dhingra on the political situation in India. He recorded that all
the aforesaid newspapers were unanimous in condemning the acto
Michael further felt from this reaction that the "backbone of sedi
tion has been completely broken" and that the tragedy, while it was
to be deplored, had beneficial effects in India (particularly through
its effect on the masses), verifying the old saw that "it is an ill
wind that blows no body good." Calcutta: July 8, 1909, NA, RDS,
File - 6971/136-137. -- ----

148
Madras, June 21, 1911. Enclosed clippings from the Madras

Times, June 19, 1911, June 20, 1911 and Madras Mail June 19, 19110



Madras Consul Olivares informed the Department of State of the

existence of an organized society "the prime object of which was the

obtaining of Swarajya, which term signifies the driving of the Brit

ish out of India by means of murder and kindred measures, and the

rUling of the country by its natives." He held that the program of

the society included the kindling of a revolution along the lines

of the "Sepoy Mutiny" of 1857, the uprising being planned to burst

forth throughout India on a given day, whereupon all the English in

the land were to be exterminated.149

Towards the end of this period of the violent unrest in India,

the American official representatives came to believe that while

there was a spirit of unrest, there was no danger of an uprising.

Michael, furnished to the Department of State a list of the outrages

perpetrated in India during the past four years (covering the period

from December, 1907 to October 2, 1911), and remarked that "the

number is not so large as to suggest either widespread sedition or

very successful activity on the part of the Indians, who have

neither the fear of God nor respect for law before them. 1I150

Twenty-nine outrages in a country containing three hundred millions

of people, distributed over four years, could hardly be considered

a very great cause of alarm to government. Yet it seemed to him

that the number of assassinations, and other attempted acts of

149Madras, September 4, 19110

150Calcutta, October 12, 19110
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violence, furnished sufficient foundation for the energetic steps

that had been taken by the government for the suppression of

d.t' 151se l lone

Michael had consistently endeavored to show to the Department

that the situation was never in any sense alarming. As early as

December, 1908, he had expressed the view that the situation was

"not even as serious as Lord Morley seems inclined to admit. 1I152

As a matter of fact, he found that "the Indian Princes and Mahara-

jah class without exception had been and were loyal to the Govern-

mento" Moreover, he claimed that it had been his effort in his

despatches to the Department to show how "the baboos, the rich 1and-

holding class, the rich Marwaris, the rich Armenians, and the

Eurasians, rich and poor" were loyal to the Government and were mak

ing no troub1e. 153 The Government had the situation thoroughly

under control and the prospects were always good for a complete

pacification. "My despatches on this subject during the last four

years were all optimistic and consistent with the facts as they ac

tually eXisted.,,154 As early as June 23, 1910, the Consul General

had endorsed the circular of Sir Harold Stuart, Secretary to the

Government of India, Home Department, to the Chief Secretary to the

Government of Bengal, issued on March 14, 1910, on the sedition in

India and the duty of officers, as "one of the clearest and most

151Ca1cutta, December 23, 1908, NA, Rl)S, File - 6971/119-1200

152Ibid.

154Ca1cutta, January 26, 1911.

153~.
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reliable analysis of all the analyses I have read from any source

on the political situation in India," and had commended it to the

Department of State as worthy of consideration for knowing the exact

condition of political affairs in India. 155 The circular was a re

view of the nature and extent of the spirit of disaffection towards

the British government which, it said, "now undoubtedly existed in

many parts of India." It Qlaimed that the unrest was confined with

a few negligible exceptions to the literate middle classes, with

slight economic basis, and was in the main an intellectual senti

ment, and not founded on any material grievances. It admitted, how

ever, that although the agitators were small in numbers, they had

considerable influence and were inspired by convictions strongly

and even fanatically held and were opposed to the continuance of

British rule. This party, it said, was divided into two classes.

The first worked through passive resistance and was engaged in the

continued sapping of the foundations of loyalty by means of attack

in the press, and the second class was comprised of those who ad

vocated and practiced terrorism. Many of the advocates of the first

class secretly sympathized with the latter group, and a close con

nection between the two for the persistent preaching of sedition

had a marked effect upon the youth of the country, thus creating a

favorable ground for the party of revolutionary violence. The

circular attributed the seditious movement in the main to ignorance

and misapprehension of British rule. Because of this it conceded

155Calcutta, June 23, 1910.
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that all branches of administration had to pay greater attention to

the task of uprooting the sedition. It however, emphasized that

the Education Department by virtue of its position was better and

especially qualified to combat sedition. The circular gave a blue-

print of sedition was to be fought in the schools and colleges

which were the main recruiting ground of the seditionists. In

pursuance of the circular, the Government of Bengal issued a six-

point circular to all gazetted officers in Bengal to combat sedition

by persuasion, tact, and if necessary by force. 156

In contrast to the views referred to by the United States Con-

sul General in both the circulars, which in a way attributed the

unrest to an intellectual ferment as a result of English education

and tried to explain the policy of blending of repression and con-

cession adopted by Lord Morley and Lord Minto, the American Consul

at Madras brought to the notice of the Department of State the

sentiments expressed in two editorials of the Madras Times (August

13~ and 18~), as of possible interest to the Department. The editor

of the Madras Times was possibly "a bit over-apprehensive judging

from his expressions, but his views are shared by a large percentage

of the Anglo-Indian public." The editorials were written in sup-

port of articles which had appeared in the London Times, which in

Consul Olivares' opinion also gave "a very lucid explanation of

the whole movement,1I157 and dealt with "Hindu Revivalism" and on

156Calcutta, June 23, 1910. Enclosed clippings from The
Englishman, Calcutta, June 13, 1910.

157Madras, August 18, 1910.
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"India in England."

The Madras Times viewed the latest series of articles appear-

ing in The Times, London, to have opened a new line of thought on

unrest in India, that it was not an outcome of English education

alone, but rather represented the resurgen~ lvrces of Hinduism,

forces which went to the very roots of a social and religious sys-

tern arrayed against the Western innovations of an alien civilization.

The dislike of English rule existed long before there was any

contact with Western democracy. The object of the leaders was not

to establish colonial self government under British control but to

purge the country of all british taint. In the opinion of the

Madras Times, of all the influences at work in England lately, di-

recting attention to Indian affairs, the series of articles by the

special correspondent of The Times, drawing attention of the people

at home to the fact that the policy of conciliation would lead to a

great racial upheaval in India, had been by far the most

158
salutary.

wnile the American Consul in Madras, Mr. Clivares, observed that

the situation "was growing more serious instead of improving as was

often claimed,,,159 Consul General Michael expressed the view that

158Ibid • Reference is here to Valentine Chirol's articles
who had visited India as a special correspondent of The Times,
London. His articles appeared in another form published as Indian
Unrest.

159Ibid • Also see enclosed clippings from The Madras Times,
August 13lli and 18~ of 1910.



103

160"the day of the sedition monger was over," and that there was

abundant evidence of the determination of those Indians who were at

all representative completely to support every form of agitation

that led to distraction of the public mind, and which would bring

about ruin to the prospects that were plainly of great and lasting

benefit to all. The proceedings of the United Bengal Congress,

which held its session in Calcutta in September, 1910, had demon-

strated to him that there was firstly, a want of enthusiastic at-

tendance, both by delegates and interested outsiders as compared

with the previous Congress; secondly, that there was a very notice-

able want of positive expression which could in any way he consid-

ered as inimical to the government; and thirdly, that the resolu-

tions introduced and the speeches made during the session showed

161that the spirit of sedition had completely broken down.

Michael further transmitted to the Department of the report of

the Durbar held at the Government House, Calcutta, to bid farewell

to the retiring Vic troy, Lord Minto, where addresses were presented

by all of the prominent political, social and economic bodies "com-

posed of Princes, Maharajahs, and other landowners, representing

really the great majority of the Indians of the Empire." While en-

closing the clippings of newspaper accounts of the event, Michael

expressed the view that they would convey to the Department the

160Calcutta, September 22, 1910.

161Calcutta, September 22, 1910.
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actual feeling prevailing not only toward the Viceroy, but also to-

ward the Crown. He also expected that they would show the feeling

that "existed in the minds of the wealthy and influential Indians

throughout India toward anarchism in any and all forms." Eight

addresses were presented to the Viceroy in one day on behalf of the

British India Association headed by the Maharajah of Darbhanga,

the Bengal Landholders Association with Maharajah of Cassimbazar as

its head, the Bihar Landholders Association also led by the Mahara-

jah of Darbhanga, the Imperial League led by the Maharajah of

Burdwan, the Mohammedan Literary Society, Central National Mohamme

dan Association, Oudh Taluqidars and by the Punjab Ruling Chiefs.162

With these bodies and individuals with the Government, it

seemed inconceivable to Michael that anarchism had any prospect in

India. Added to this, was the fact that all of the manufacturing

interests, railroad interests and telegraph interests were fully

committed to the Governmento "There was left," he went on, "but a

handful of persons without wealth and without influence to create

sentiment against the government, or to carryon anarchistic propa

1 63ganda. •• The moral influences were all in favor of peace and

162Calcutta, November 17, 1910.

l6~
~In a subsequent despatch of March 2, 1911, Michael said

that the political agitators from the beginning of the seditious
movement with few exceptions have been persons with no employment
at all •• 0 would-be leaders in the movement of sedition relied
largely on the unemployed class--the students, briefless lawyers,
and the army of loafers generally. The peasant class with which
the seditionists hoped to effect their revolution proved unre
sponsive. This he believed was because of the Cooperative Credit
Society being established in every village by the government



105

prosperity for the entire country.,,164 The new Viceroy, Lord

Hardinge (who was to enter upon his office on November 23, 1910),

would find conditions in India very different from what they were

five years ago. From an impartial point of view, it would seem,

remarked Michael, "no Viceroy ever entered upon his term of office

in India with so much to encourage him as the one who is about to

assume office. ,,165

Thus the events of the period 1905-12 in India had its impact

on the American official attitude in general and on the views and

attitudes of the American diplomatic personnel in India in particu-

laro With the political unrest slowly sweeping India since the

latter half of 1905, the indifference of the American official

representatives in India towards general political developments

extricating the peasantry from the clutches of heartless moneylend
ers and ridding them of indebtedness. But, there was hardly any
effort worth th~ name except on paper in this direction. It was
not that the peasantry had a stake in the continuance of the British
rule, but rather the fact that neither was there any education
among them, nor any effective mass political movement as yet which
would have roused them to political consciousness and action.

164
Calcutta, November 17, 1910.

165Ibid • still, when the Seditious Meetings Act was re-enacted
and extended for another year in March, 1911 by the Imperial Council,
Michael justified this extension on the ground that there has been
recrudescence of political crimes, and that the spirit of evil was
not yet exorcised. The seditious orator was as dangerous as the
seditious journalist. In view of the conditions existing in India,
the Imperial Council was fully justified in making the modifica
tions in the Act, and in extending the Act for another year. The
decision of the Council to keep such a law on the Statute Book "is
the correct one." Calcutta, Harch 30, 1911.
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came to an end. No doubt, the ground for this change had been al-

ready prepared and the American diplomatic personnel (Consular

officers) in India were ready to undertake the new responsibility

of political observation. The American official attitude towards

Indian nationalism had been taking shape since the closing decade

of the nineteenth century. There had been uneasiness in the Ameri-

can mind, both official and unofficial because of apparent ex-

tremist tendencies visible in Indian politics. From 1905 onward,

the full manifestations of new nationalism in India brought America

ever closer to its effects.

It was the Swadeshi movement and boycott campaign which first

directly affected the United States. It had tangible effects on

the sale of American manufactures in India. Later the eruption of

violence as in the case of the Rawalpindi riots threatened American

lives and actually damaged American property. With the growth of

terrorism, the American misgivings were further enhanced. In Am-

erican official circles, the happenings in India also posed a threat

to Britain's world work, "the problem of civilizing India and mak-

. . t t . 1 . ,,166 Th f 1 t th~ng ~ a grea commerc~a emp~re. ere was a ear es e

trade and commerce and the general mission of civilization in India

should be interrupted.

But beyond this general concern, American official reaction

to developments in India varied from event to event. The Swadeshi

166
Calcutta, June 12, 1907, op. cit.



107

and boycott, which were being preached in India with religious

fervor, did not excite that concern and anxiety which were shown

later towards the manifestations of extremism and terrorism. This

was so despite the fact that it adversely affected American manufac-

tures, as it did the sale of other foreign goods in India. There is

in this respect, noticeable a note of sympathetic understanding of

this phase of Indian nationalist protest to British adminis-

trative policies. American Consul General Michael reported to the

Department of State that the only way India could oppose the

British was by protest of words and "by the boycott without vio

167lence." Although recognizing that .l:Jnglish capital, energy and

intelligence had developed India industrially and thus deserved a

fair share of benefit, it was also acknowledged that India would

continue to groan as long as India's movable and surplus wealth

produced by "India's soil and her factories was going into the cof

fers of English capitalists.,,168 This attitude, however, changed

with the Rawalpindi riots and manifestations of widespread violence

and bomb-outrages in and outside Bengal.

These untoward events, which took place in the various parts

of the country, were attributed solely to the Hindus as a class.

In the opinion of American Consul General Michael there prevailed

" a Hindu hatred of British rule in India.,,169 This was neither

167Calcutta, September 29, 1906, Ope cit.

l68Calcutta, October 27, 1906, Ope cit.

l69Simla, May 10, 1907, Ope cit.
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confined to Bengal or the Punjab but in some respects was spread

over the entire length and breadth of India. Michael was so much

concerned that he paid frequent visits to Simla during the summer

of 1907 and met the Viceroy Lord Minto and discussed with him the

political condition in the country and the various measures which

the Government was contemplating for the sUP1;ression of seditious

movement in India. In his appraisal of the situation and particu

larly in assessing the role of the two major communities, the

Hindus and Muslims. Michael placed entire responsibility for the

political unrest and what he called the spread of sedition in India

on the Hindus and exonerated the Muslims. The greater political

awakening among the Hindus, however, ~as not so much because of

their communal consciousness as because of their greater political

awareness, resulting from their higher level of education in com

parison to the Muslims. In this connection President Theodore

Roosevelt correctly observed that it was the English education of

the Indiand which had kindled among them the natior:al aspirations of

liberty and a sense of equality with the Englishmen.

Michael, however, took note of the great Indian nationalist

triumvirate of Bipin Chandra Pal, Lala Lajpat Bai, and Bal Gangadher

Tilak, who dominated the political scene during this period. He

found that the influence of Pal's teaching and eloquence had been

most pronounced on the students and the youth of Bengal. Lajpat

Rai was described by him as the originator, organizer, financier,

inspector and directing head of a complex and deep-rooted scheme of

revolution in India. Although he had endorsed the Government's
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deportation of Rai to Mandalay, he conceded the popular excitement

and indignation which Rai's deportation to Mandalay roused in the

country in general and in the Punjab in particular. Similarly,

Michael took note of Ti1ak's historic trial of 1908, and of the

surge of sympathy, widespread and deep-rooted which pervaded the

country after Tilak's conviction to a long term of imprisonmento

A great concern was however, expressed at the spate of bomb

outrages, political assassinations and other forms of intimidation

which swept Bengal and other parts of India from 1908. Not since

the Mutiny had India witnessed the violence that broke out during

the second half of 1908. This was said to be the fruit of the dis

loyal campaign which was being carried on in the country. It was

suspected that the tentacles of revolutionary conspiracy to over

throw the British Government in India spread in all the four corners

of India, North, South, East and West. American Consul in Madras

reported that the revolutionary society aimed at kindling a revolu

tion along the lines of the "Sepoy Ivlutiny" of 1857, the uprising

being planned to burst forth throughout India on a given day.

To Michael, however, there never appeared any possibility of

an open uprising or rebellion. The utmost he feared was the con

tinuance of unrest. But he felt that the British Government was

fUlly prepared to meet any eventuality and endorsed its policy of

firmness and judic~owexercise of power. Moreover, with a few

negligible exceptions among the literate middle classes, the social

ly and politically powerful aristocracy and the propertied classes
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were loyal to the British. In his opinion, new manifestations of

nationalism had been the outcome more of an intellectual sentiment

than of grave material grievances. And although as late as 1911,

Michael and the American Consul in Madras, Olivares, conceded that

there existed a feeling of sedition in Bengal and other parts of

India, the overall situation, in Michael's opinion, seemed to have

improved ~reatly. Thus by the end of 1910, when the new Viceroy,

Lord Hardinge, was to enter upon his term of office, Michael could

foresee all moral and material influences in India working in favor

of peace and prosperity. To him the political horizon looked

very encouraging.

On the whole, during this period of more than half a decade

of stormy political upheavals in India, with the exception of a very

favorable response to the Swadeshi and boycott moveuents, the Ameri

can official attitude as reflected in the political reportings from

India was appreciative of the British official standpoint and of

the Anglo-Indian press version of the situation in India. In nar

rowing down the political unrest or at least its leadership to the

literate or the educated middle class, recognition seems to have

been given to the fact that it was essentially a political phenom

enon arising out of the intellectual ferment resulting from English

education and not the siGn of any communal or religious revivalism.

That the extremist as~ects of these nationalist manifestations were

not approved of is understandable, since even moderate Indian

opinion viewed these developments in Indian politics with a



111

critical eye and serious apprehension. Thus, with them, American

official circles were also disposed to take an exalted view of the

British rule in India and regarded the violent outburst of Indian

nationalist aspirations as a little too premature, because of

India's unpreparedness to take over the burdens of self-government.

To British rule and the examination of what exactly were .~erican

official views of India's fitness.



CHAPTER III

EXPRESSIONS OF AHERICAN OFFICIAL VIEWS ON BRITISH RULE

AND INDIA'S FITNESS FOR SELF-GOVERN}~NT, 1905-1912

The issue of the British rule in India and India's fitness

for self-government posed the same fundamental question which had

been hotly debated over and over again in the United States since

its decision for the acquisition of the Philippines. Indian na

tionalism vs. British rule impinged on the same issue of colon

ialism vs. anti-colonialism or national revolution. In the minds

of those Americans who had unsuccessfully resisted the champions

of the "large policy" in 1898, British rule in India raised the

same doubts which they had expressed before, regarding the justi

fiability of the rule of an alien people over others. But the

cementing of the Anglo-American rapproachment and the triumph of

the exponents of the "large policy" in the closing decade of the

nineteenth century had already laid the foundations for the closer

concert between the United States and Britain in facing the prob

lems of the world--one of the foremost of which was then considered

to be the general mission of civilization in the Asian lands.

President Theodore Roosevelt in his message to the third session of

the 58th Congress on December 6, 1904, emphasized the "points of

resemblance" in the work of America in the Philippines "to the

112
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work, which was being done by the British in India."l Thus this

common consciousness of a mission of civilization in the backward

areas of the world accounted for increasing American official in-

terest in British rule and England's colonial system in India. The

high esteem and admiration for Pax Britannica in American official

quarters extended to such an extent that when it came under attack

in the United States by many Americans themselves, President Theo-

dore Roosevelt came to its open defense.

It was in 1906, however, that the debate over the British

rule in India assumed some public prominence in the United States,

2largely as a result of the visit of William Jennings Bryan to

India and his open support to the Indian nationalist cause. Bryan

had long been an arch-opponent of the "large policy" in his own

country. He had also been a sharp critic of British imperialism.

His interest in British rule in India had begun when he was still a

law student and had read the speech ofSheri&an at the trial of

Warren Has~ings. Early in 1906, he decided to visit India, "to

study at close range England's colonial system," which he said had

become "a question of vital importance to his country." Many

lTheodore Roosevelt, Presidential Address and State Papers,
April 7, 1904 to May 9, 1905, Vol. III (New York: Homeward Bound
edition, The Review of Reviews Co., MXMX), p. 186.

Also see, U.S. Congressional Record, Vol. 39, p. 20.

2William Jennings Bryan was the Democratic Party's Presiden
tial candidate in the elections of 1896 and 1900 against the Repub
lican nominee Mackinley, and in 1908 against William Howard Taft.
He lost all three elections. However, he served as the Secretary
of State from March, 1913 to June 6, 1915 under President
Woodrow Wilson.
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Americans during the last few years had spoken admiringly of it, and

it was in quest of "what was truth" that Mr. Bryan had undertaken

the trip to India. 3 Bryan's increased interest in India had been

definitely due to the beginning of a colonial policy in the United

States after the taking of Manila.

While in India Bryan met some of the leading English officials

as well as those in subordinate positions. He had talks with edu-

cated Indians--Hindus, Muslims, Parsis. He saw people, rich and

poor, in the cities and in the country. He examined official sta-

tistics, reports, petitions and other literature that did not find

its way to the United St~tes, and came to this conclusion:

British rule in India is far worse, far more burdensome
to the people, and far more unjust--if I unde4stand
the meaning of the word--than I had supposed.

Mr. Bryan became personally acquainted with Lord Minto, the then

Viceroy and Governor-General of India, and with Lieutenant Governor

Sir Andrew Fraser of the Presidency of Bengal, Lieutenant Governor

La Touche of the United Provinces of Agra and Oudh, and Governor

Lamington of the Presidency of Bombay. He had no doubt that these

men represented the highest type of their countrymen, but so far as

India was concerned they would be just only to the extent "they

understand justice," and would do right "as they see right," for the

fact was "England acquired India for England's advantage, not for

3William Jennings Bryan, British Rule in India (Westminster:
Reprinted from "India" of July 20, 1906, British Committee of the
Indian National Congress, 1906), p. 1.

4Ibid ., po 2.
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India's. She administers with an eye to England's interests, not

India's, and she passes judgment upon every question as a judge

would, were he permitted to decide his own case.,,5 The government

of India appeared to him as "arbitrary" and "despotic" as the gov-

ernment of Russia ever was, and in two respects "it is worse.

First, it is administered by an alien people, whereas the officials

of Russia are Russians. Secondly, it drains a large part of the

taxes of this country, whereas the Russian government spends at

6
home the money which it collects from the people."

The foregoing observations of Mr. William Jennings Bryan,

however, did not represent American official views towards British

Rule in India, although as an individual Mr. Bryan was a disting-

uished American and, moreover, the virtual leader of the Democratic

Party. He had already twice been thwarted in his bid for Presi-

deney and was out of office. The administration at Washington,

which was headed by President Theodore Roosevelt and his representa-

tives abroad, held fundamentally different views on Anglo-American

relations and particularly on British rule in India.

William H. Michael, the United States Consul General at Cal-

cutta, in contrast to Mr. Bryan who had condemned the British Rule

5~., p. 3.

6Ibido, pp. 6-8. Regarding the drain, Mr. Bryan pointed to
the hom~arges, as they were called, which practically absorbed
one-third of the entire revenue. "About $100,000,000 goes out of
India to England every year; more than $15,000,000 is paid to the
British officials in the Civil employ. What nation could stand
such a drain without impoverishment?" He further remarked that "the
economic wrong done to the people of India explains the political
wrong done to them."
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in India as "worse than Russian despotism," spoke in quite differ-

ent language. To him, the British government in India was based on

the one idea of scrupulous impartiality and so he wrote to the De-

partment of State:

If ever God commissioned an intelligent and just people
to take charge of and civilize another people who had
wholly demonstrated their incapacity for self-government,
and was rapidly losing their grip on civilization, that
nation is the British and the undone people committed to
their charge are the races and tribes that go to make up
the people of India. Great Britain in this work sh~uld

have the sympathy and support of civilized nations.

Michael's observation reflected more than his personal opinions on

British Rule in India. Himself a staunch Republican,8 he was giv-

ing expression to the views on this subject which was in the as-

cendence in the Republican quarters in the United States. His

chief of State, President Theodore Roosevelt, held similar views

on Britain's role in India. To Sydney Brooks,9 Roosevelt declared

that British rule in India and Egypt meant "a great advance for

humanity." "English rule in India," he insisted, "has been one of

of

the mighty feats to the credit of the White race during the past

expansion and dominance."lOfour centuries •

7Calcutta, May 8, 1907, NA, RDS, File - 6863.
8William H. Michael was a Republican from Ohio, one of the last

of the American Civil War officers working in the Dept. of state at
the time of his appointment as United States Consul General to India
at Calcutta. He had applied for overseas appointment when his
friend, IvlcKinle:y, was Presiden t. Schmidt, "American Relations with
South Asia," p. 218.

9Sydney Brooks was then editor of the British Saturday Review
and Sperling Journal. Educated in England, he lived from 1896 to
1900 in the United States. Thereafter, he frequently visited this
country and contributed regularly to both American and British
journals.

10Elting E. Morison, The Letters of Theodore Roosevelt, Vol o

VI (Cambridge: Harvard Univers1ty Press, 1954), p. 1370.
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During the period 1907-1908, a section of American newspapers

were publishing articles which were critical of British rule in

India. Consul General Michael in several of his despatches had

advised the Department of State that these newspaper accounts of

conditions in India and criticism of the British rule were false

and exaggerated. He had characterized them as "misleading" and

11
"scandalous in high degree." On receiving a copy of the news-

paper published in Washington, D.C. with the report that the condi-

tions in Bengal were so bad that the British India government was

about to proclaim martial law, Consul General Michael had written

to the Department of State that such reports which appeared in the

Washington paper and other newspapers in the United States were "ut-

12
terly groundless." He had also pointed to the publication of cer-

tain pamphlets in the United States by "the enemies of the British

government in India" for "creating sentiment against the British

King. ,,13 The coverage which the unsettled political conditions and

turmoil in India had been receiving in the United States and parti-

cUlarly the criticism of British rule in India, alarmed loyal

British journalists and even the Secretary of State for India, Lord

Morley.

In November, 1908, Sydney Brooks, who was very close to Lord

Morley, drew the attention of President Theodore Roosevelt to this

11
1908, NA, RDS, File - 6971/115.Calcutta, December 10,

12
December 30, 1908, NA, RDS, File - 6971/126.Calcutta,

13Calcutta, December 10, 1908, Ope cit.
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criticism of British rule which was still being carried on in the

American press. The President replied: "Now as to what you say

about India, I did not realize that any considerable number of our

papers had been attacking England on the subject of India, and I

am sorry to learn of it.,,14 "I do not want to force a speech on

the subject," Roosevelt further stated to his friend, "but if I get

the chance I shall certainly speak very stronglyo I could not lay

my hands on the allusions at the moment but I am certain that

since I have been President I have, on several occasions spoken

with the heartiest praise of England's work in Egypt and I think

in India.,,15

President Theodore Roosevelt was profuse in his appreciation

of an article of Sydney Brooks on "Fifty Years of British Rule in

India" which was published in Harper's Weekly (52:22, December 19,

1908). "I like your article," he wrote Brooks, "and am pleased

that you are to write another.,,16 Sydney Brooks had conveyed to

Roosevelt his own as well as Lord Morley's desire that the Presi-

dent should make a public statement supporting British rule in

India. Roosevelt enthusiastically responded to this su~gestion and

expressed: "I was impressed by what you said as to Horley's evi-

dent desire that I should say something to put the British attitude

17
in India in proper light before the people of this country."

l4Elting E. Morison, The Letters of Theodore Roosevelt, Vol.
III, p. 1370.

l5Ibid.

16Ibid., pp. l443-l44Lj·. Sydney Brook's next article was on
"Briton and Native in India," Harper's Weekly (53:16, Jan. 16, 1909).

l7Ibid.
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He also admitted that he had "received a verbal message to the same

effect from an Englishman, who ••• came to Washington for the pur-

f .. . t ,,18pose 0 glvlng l •

President Theodore Roosevelt accordingly asked the British

Ambassador to the United States, James Bryce, to come down to the

White House and discuss the matter with him. He found Bryce "very

anxious" that he should speak "along the lines you mention." Thus,

evidently, there had been "a good deal of discussion as to just

how it would be possible to get published here what they wanted

Gaid." The President confided to Sydney Brooks that Bryce entirely

agreed with him that it would not be proper to make a statement

confined to Indic:. alone, and that it must come in the course of

some other speech. Accordingly, he (Theodore Roosevelt) suggested,

"I shall bring in the subject when I speak at Methodist Missionary

meetings some weeks hence." President Roosevelt went over what he

had written with Bryce, "','Iho had no suggestions to make and seemed

pleased, so I trust it will be satisfactory." The President also

told Brooks, "It certainly represents exactly what I believe.,,19

Thus, it was in pursuance of what had transpired between the

Whitehall and the White House and between Roosevelt and Sydney

Brooks that Roosevelt paid his tribute to Britain for her work in

India in the course of his long-awaited speech at the diamond jubi-

lee celebration of the African Methodist Episcopal Church in

l8Ibid. Probably it was Earl of Warwick who came to Washing
ton, D.C~ deliver Lord Morley's (Secretary of State for India)
message to the President with a request to that effect.

19Ibid.
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Washington, D.C. on January 18, 1909. "In India," Roosevelt said,

"we encounter the most colossal example history affords of the suc

cessful administration by men of European blood of a thickly popu

lated region in another continent. It is the greatest feat of the

kind that has been performed since the break up of the Roman Empire.

Indeed, it is a greater feat than was performed under the Roman

Empire.,,20 He reiterated what he had earlier written to Sydney

Brooks that the successful administration of the Indian Empire by

the English had been "the most notable and most admirable achieve

ments of the White race" and that on the whole, "it has been for

the immeasurable benefit of the nations of India.,,21 There had

been, according to him, far more resolute effort to secure the

fair treatment for the humble and oppressed during the days of

English rule in India than during any other period of recorded

Indian history. He further remarked: "England does not draw a

penny from India for English purposes. She spends for India the

revenues raised in India, and they are spent for the benefit of the

Indians themselves. The mass of the people has been and are

far better off than ever before, and far better off than would now

be if English control were now withdrawn from India. 1l22

The British press was delighted. The London Times declared

that on the whole the movement of civilization had been fraught

with lasting blessings to the majority of the races dwelling in

20The New York Times, January 19, 1909.

21Ibid •
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those regions in which "White expansion" has occurred. The Times

further commented: "The remarks of Mr. Roosevelt upon the govern-

ment of India by the British will have a special interest in Eng-

land because they show that he has no sympathy with the anti-

British campaign conducted for years in America against British

rule in India." They also indicated Roosevelt's friendliness to

England, the Times concluded. Mr. Roosevelt's inqtinct for time-

liness, the London~ expressed, lured him into his eulogy just

when India was threatening Great Britain with a crisis un~aralleled

since the Mutinyo The London Mail, always prone to see in Theodore

Roosevelt an imperialist of exalted genius, commented Current

Literature, was "staggered at the man's miraculous soundness of

judgment." The London Standard received his outburst of praise

with this comment: "We are grateful for this generous panegyric

from a statesman who has studied history as well as made it. Nor

need any false modesty induce us to disclaim the presidential

laudation.,,23

24
Roosevelt's old friend, John Morley, in charge of the India

office, wrote to tell him how powerfully his "splendid vindication"

2311Theodore Roosevelt on India," Current Literature, Vol.
46, pp. 376-8 (April 1909)0

24In 1904 when Theodore Roosevelt won his famous landslide
victory in the Presidential election, John Morley was the guest of
the conquering hero at the White House, whom he described as "that
rare and most attractive personality." Undoubtedly, "the President,
and the Niagara Rapids" impressed Horle;y during his American visit.
Morley, Recollections, Vol. II, pp. 106-107.
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had abated misgivings about India. 25 Morley referred with something

like emotion in the House of Lords to Theodore Roosevelt's recent

words on India. He quoted with satisfaction some portions of Mr.

Roosevelt's address in the House of Lords and commended the language

of President's speech to the attention of that deputation from the

All-India Muslim League which had been waiting upon him then in

26
London.

Sydney Brooks, who had especially urged Roosevelt on his be-

half and on behalf of the Secretary of State to speak favorably

upon British rule in India, later wrote in The North American

Review:

It was with emotions of the keenest pleasure that English
men read last January the magnificent eulogy pronounced
upon British rule in India by Mr. Roosevelt. Friendlier
words have never been spoken by any American in connection
with British achievements, and that such warm and generous
testimony should have been borne by Mr. Roosevelt, the
head of the Co~nonwealth and the most powerful, popular
and representative American of his day and generation,
filled the c~~ of British satisfaction almost to
overflowing.

To Sydney Brooks, it seemed entirely natural that events which

during the last year or two, had drawn the attention of the whole

world upon British rule in India should have aroused a peculiar

25Howard K. Beal, Theodore Roosevelt and Rise of America to
World Power, p. 152.

26Current Literature, 46:376-8, April 1909.

27Sydney Brooks, "American Opinion and British Rule in India,"
North American Review, 190:773-84, December 1909.
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interest among the Americans. "It is impossible for us in Great

Britain to feel or affect indifference to America~ opinion upon

our work and r;olicies in any part of the globe," said Brooks. II Am-

erican approval and sympathy are frankly valued; American hostility

or criticism is as frankly deplored•••• There could, therefore,

be no question of England's not caring to know what Americans were

saying and thinking about the arresting incidents which have seemed,

in some sort, to place British rule in India upon its trial. Eng

land did care and does care. Her hold over India is the keystone

of her Imperial structure and the pivot, so far as there can be

any single pivot, of her whole scheme of foreign POlicy.,,28

But, it was not only because India was of inestimable, and,

indeed of vital consequence to her that England felt that she had

a claim upon the interest of Americans in the state and fortunes of

the great dependency. She believed that her work the~e constituted

an unsurpassed record of constructive beneficence and was the ulti-

mate touchstone of her Imperial greatness and that it was entitled

not only to the interest, but of the sympathy, admiration and "en

hanced pride in the achievements of the stock.,,29 Moreover, as

the Americans within the past ten years had been brought for the

first time into personal touch with the problems and difficulties

of Oriental rulership, England felt that her experiment in India-

the most arduous and by far the greatest that any Western nation
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had yet essayed--"should be judged in the United States with some

thing of a professional appreciation and understanding.,,3
0

"Mr o

Roosevelt's panegyric," further observed Sydney Brooks, "though the

weightiest and the most welcome, is far from being the only tribute

paid by Americans to the spirit, aims and accomplishments of British

rule in India." He believed that it would be easy to fill twenty

pages of the Review with extracts from the eulogies of American

travellers, special correspondents, and, above all, of American

missionaries. But Roosevelt's speech was intended to silence the

"organized movement" that had sprung up within the last year or two

in the United States "for the purpose of persuading the American

people that British rule in India deserves condemnation rather than

praise.,,3
1

Brooks' observation shows the great importance which

the British government and the people and press there attached to

the speech of President Roosevelt. The British Foreign Secretary,

Sir Edward Grey, and the Secretary of State for India, Lord Morley,

expressed their deep gratitude and thanks to the President through

British Ambassador James Bryce. On receipt of the note of thanks,

Roosevelt wrote to Bryce:

Many thanks for your note. I am very glad that Grey and
Morley liked what I said. But, my dear Mr. Ambassador,
nobody owes me any credit or appreciation in the matter.
I felt that it ought to be said, and particularly at this
time, when there was the agitation in India, and when
there were foolish people here, and worse than foolish
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people in other countries, who look with mischievous
pleasure on that agitation. If I have been of least
use in the matter, I am more than pleased.32

Thus, it is apparent from Roosevelt's letter to Bryce that his

speech was aimed at the critics of British rule in India,in the

United States as well as abroad,whom he considered "foolish" and

"worse than foolish." It might have been a re !)ly to the pamphlet

on British rule in India by Bryan whom Roosevelt had disdained and

always considered "a pupil of that most dangerous political school

in which Hurat and Robespierre were the teachers.,,33 Bryanism

had appeared to him as standing for "anarchy, license and vio

lence,,,34 and hence, his extolling of the British Empire as equal

to the Roman Empire and even surpassing it was designed to contra-

d:i.et what Bryan had s~id: "he, the Englishman has conferred some

benefits upon India, but he has extorted a tremendous price for

them. While he has boasted of bringing peace to the living, he has

led miolions to the peace of the grave; while he has dwelt upon

order established between warring tribes, he has impoverished the

country by legalized pillage. Pillage is a strong word, but no re

finement of language can purge the present system of its inequality.,,35

Bryan, however, was not alone in speaking critically of British

in India

32Elting E. Morison, The Letters of Theodore Roosevelt, Vol.
VI,p. 1478.

33Howard. K. ~eale, op.cit. p. 76.

34Ibid.

35William Jennings Bryan, British Rule in India, p. 16.
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The noted American writer, Mark Twain, had said as early as October,

1901 that Great Britain ruled India through Tammany and Croker.

That old time Tammany was trle East India Company's government and

the first and second bosses were Clive and Warren Hastings respec

tively.3
6

Andrew Carnegie, who visited India in the first half of

the first decade of the present centur~, had declared that the

problem in India was internal, not external, that "it is within,

not without India that the wolf lurks." He had dismissed the bogey

of so-called Russian invasion of India being raised by the British

militarists as unreal. In his opinion, if the British feared any-

thing, it was not Russian or any other foreign attack, but rather

"it is the growing home-rule sentiment they consider dangerous to

British rule." It was against the people of India, not against the

foreigner, that the legions were to be moved. 37

Thus, it is also probable that President Roosevelt intended

through his speech to efface the impressions which the statements

of several Americans might have created in the United States. But

his speech did not go unanswered, and all Americans did not accept

what he said. An open letter was addressed to the President pro-

testing his address. Among the prominent signatories were Jenkin

Lloyd Jones of Chicago, Professor Charles R. Lanman of Harvard,

36Mark Twain, et aI, America on British Rule in
lished by the Indian National Party, undated, p. 15.
speech delivered in New York, October 7, 1906.

37AndreVi Carnegia, "The Cry of Wolf," The Nineteenth Century
& After, Vol. 60 (August, 1906), pp. 224-233--0---
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Dr. Charles F. Aked, ~loorfield Story of Boston, Louis F. Post of

Washington, William Lloyd Garrison and Hyron Ho Phelps of New York

and several others. The memorandum to the President drew his at-

tention to the fact that the Indian people were not allowed any

part in shaping the destiny of their own country. Even freedom

of speech and assembly were permitted under severest limitations,

nearly one hundred editors and other influential public leaders

were serving terms of imprisonment from one to ten years. Several

prominent persons had been deported without trial and if one "aD;i-

tates for redress" of any wrong, then it was declared "sedition."

There was no home in India that was not liable at any hour of day

or night to be forcibly entered and no individual gentleman who

could not be arrested and deported for trumped-up charges. The

open letter asked: "ls this method of governing a people, one which

the President of a Republic should praise?,,38 The signatories as-

serted that Bnglishmen went to India not for benevolent purposes but

lured by India's wealth and that the stream of wealth ever since its

military conquest had continued to flow steadily in growing vol-

ume, which had resulted in the enormous enrichment of England and

the corresponding impoverishment of India. They quoted extracts

from Brooks Adams' Law of Civilization and Decay in support of their

statement and condluded with the remark: "Hr. President, will you

have the goodness to take these fac~6 and figures and place them

38America on British Rule ill India (Published by the Indian
National Party, 1911), p. 11.
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beside your astonishing statement that England does not draw a

penny from India for English purposes?,,39

Sydney Brooks took to task the signatories of the protest

manifesto. He called their action of refuting Mr. Roosevelt's

40
speech of January last as "rash enough. 1I To Brooks, they seemed

incapable of understanding nature and mental characteristics and

social conditions so far removed from their own experience. He

felt that they were brandishing the formulae and maxims and shib-

boleth of modern western democracy without the ghost of suspi-

cion that what was good for Oklahoma might not be equally good for

India. He further asserted that to prescribe for India those prin-

ciples which had proved workable only in the peculiar conditions of

the West, was as "foolish, to adopt one of Morley's similies, as

it would be to wear a fur coat in the Deccan because one has found

it a convenient garment in Canada." To him, it precisely displayed

th ' l' t' f'" and . . d' t ,,41elr qua ~ ~es 0 myop~a, narrowness r~g~ ~ y.

However, Theodore Roosevelt, who had written long ago in his

Winning of the West, that it mattered little how the Whites had

won the land "so long as the land was won," as it was all important

"for the benefit of civilization and in the interests of mankind,"

39Ibid ., p. 15.

40
Sydney Brooks, "American Opinion & Britisn Rule in India,"

North American Review, 190:773-84 (December 1909). Also see:
IITheodore Roosevelt in India," Current Literature, Vol. 46 (April
1909), p. 378.

41Ibid •
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reconciled his imperialism with his own civilized background. And

thus, according to him, the views which he expressed in defense of

the frontiersmen's treatment of the American Indian "underlay his

attitude toward imperial rule of backward peoples, whether in the

Philippines, China, Africa, or India." Moreover, he was one of

the chief architects of the Anglo-American entente which had as

one of the main purposes lithe promotion of an Anglo-American con-

trol of colonial areas." This objective Roosevelt promoted pri-

vately as well as officially, out of office as well as during the

Presidency. He had sympathized, as Chamberlain had hoped he would,

with England's " wor ldwork," as the British imperialists called

. t 42 I . d
~ • ndeed, it was his sense of a common task of Brita~n an

America in ruling "colonial peoples" with the ultimate purpose of

civilizing them that provided the basis of Roosevelt's policy con-

cerning Britain and his unequivocal appreciation of British rule

in India.

Whatever fear Roosevelt had entertained of the "little Eng-

landers" when the Liberals had come into power in Britain was re-

moved when he found that the British Foreign Secretary Grey and a

faction of Liberals in Britain, like Progressives in America to

which group he, himself, belonged, left their liberalism at home

when they went overseas. Theodore Roosevelt had special liking

for Sir Edward Grey and, although he distrusted the British Liberals

42Howard K. Beale, Theodore Roosevelt, pp_ 148-149_
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in general, he maintained cordial relationships with Grey.43 Si-

milarly, he continued to maintain friendly and personally intimate

relations with Morley, although he did not like some of his

ideas.
44

Roosevelt liked Morley as a writer and was delighted to

read his Miscellanies. He had not failed, however, to express his

concern about events in India to him: "I realize the immensity of

the burden which England has to bear in India," he had written to

Morley, "a burden that is now on your shoulders." He had further

expressed the view that on the whole the English rule in India had

marked one of the signal triumphs of civilization. "I do not sup

pose," he said, "there is any serious menace to it.,,45

On the eve of his retirement from the Presidency,

43Roosevelt told the whole story of his relations with the
Kaiser to Grey and the latter wrote to him in most familiar and 'un
buttoned' style. "The two men had a natural affinity, and Grey's
first principle of Foreign Policy was Anglo-American friendship,
based on a fundamental oneness of outlook which he believed to ex
ist." Roosevelt reciprocated the sentiment, as shown above. See:
George Macaulay Trevelyan, Gre~ of Fallodon (Boston: Houghton Mif
flin Company, 1937), pp. 162-1 3.

44Theodore Roosevelt wrote to Arthur Hamilton Lee in June,
1915 about his impressions of 1VI0rley and Asquith thus: "Messrs.
Asquith and Morley, while able men, impressed me as being 'able'
only in the sense that Wilson and Taft are able. Five years ago,
I felt that they were both doctrinaires; that they were both utterly
unfit to deal with the Imperial interests; and that their real con
cern was, in the case of Morley, with literary work, setting forth
lofty and humane ideals which could not be reduced to practice •
• • • I did not believe that either of them was fit to care for
the future interests of the Empire. I do not think so now. On the
other hand, I liked Edward Grey and believed in him thoroughly."
Elting E. Morison, T~e Letters of Theodore Roosevelt, Vol. VIII,
p. 938.

45Ib~d., V 1 VI 1402.... o. ,p. 0
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Theodore Roosevelt had accepted an invitation from Lord Curzon to

deliver the Romanes lecture at Oxford in the Spring of 1910, on

his way back from his African hunting expedition. He had hoped to

see Morley and "to talk over these Indian matters" during his stay

. L d 46 lOP~n on on. n June, 191 , the ex- resident paid his long-

expected visit to England and delivered the Romanes lecture at the

Guildhall in praise of what he had seen of British work in Africa

and particUlarly in Egypt. While in Egypt, he had admonished both

the anti-British nationalists and the weak-kneed Government in Eng-

land about affairs in Egypt. At an official dinner., he had told the

British officials that he would have a "drumhead court martial"

execute the Egyptian murderer and then tell superiors in England

when they protested that he was already dead. He felt a "contempt"

for the "flabby" English attitude in Egypt. And so, as a well-

wisher of the British Empire who had a deep concern for the future

of civilization, at the Guildhall he told his distinguished British

audience: "you are not only the guardians of your own interests;

you are also the guardians of the interests of civilization; and

the present condition of affairs in Egypt is a grave menace to both

your Empire and the entire civilized world •.. it is necessary for

all of us who have to do with uncivilized peoples ••• to remember

that in such a situation •.• weakness, timidity, and sentimental-

ity may cause even more far-reaching harm than violence and

46Ibid ., p. 1206.
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injustice." Then, he defined the alternatives: "Either you have

the right to be in Egypt, or you have not; either it is, or it is

not your duty to establish and keep order if you do not wish

to establish and to keep order there, why then, by all means get

47out of Egypt."

Lord Charles Beresford, British Admiral, Lord Curzon, former

Viceroy of India, Field Marshall Lord Kitchener, hero of Khartoum

and former Commander-in-Chief of India, the poet Rudyard Ilipling,

Arthur Lee, Conservative member of Parliament, Lord Roberts, former

Commander-in-Chief of India and others, wrote enthusiastic letters

of thanks, as was to be expected. "Roosevelt has come and gone

and done our state great service," wrote Kipling48 So, the im-

perialists in Britain and America were drawn closer together. How-

ever, John Morley, liberal statesman of an older order, had a deeper

consciousness of the implications of the Roosevelt speech, and al-

though having borne the onerous responsibility of administering the

greatest of the British imperial possessions, wrote solemnly to

Andrew Carngeig: "The guildhall speech was a grievous mistake, in

spite of Grey being an accomplice. 49 It gave powder and shot to

47Quoted in Howard K. Beale, Ope cit., pp. 153-1550 Also
see: Elting E. Morison, op. cit., Vol. VII, p. 65, Note 2.

48
Howard K. Beale, Ope cit., p.156.

49Sir Edward Gre;) in his letter to the British Ambassador to
Washington, Bryce, disclosed that as soon as Roosevelt came to
London he told him what he wished to say in his Guildhall speech
which "struck him as a great compliment to our work." He antici
pated a 'row' about what he proposed to say both in the United
States and in the British press. Roosevelt had also confessed that
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our war men, and heaven knows they have plenty of ammunition

already. ,,50

Hoosevelt's Guildhall speech, however, also became a target

of attack in the House of Commons. J. M. Robertson from Tyneside

suggested in the Commons that Roosevelt's speech was an insult to

the policy of his country. But, Earl Balfour, who was then leader

of the conservative opposition in the House, defended Roosevelt:

"No man acquainted with the difficulties with which we have got to

deal, whether it be in Egypt, or other parts of Africa, or whether

it be in India, no man acquainted with these difficulties could

ask from anybody, not himself a member of our nation, a kindlier,

more appreciative and more sympathetic treatment of the problem

with which we have had long to deal and of which America in her

turn is now feeling the pinch." The British Foreign Secretary, Sir

Edward Grey from the Treasury side also came to the rescue of Theo-

dore Roosevelt and emphatically declared that taken as a whole, the

Roosevelt speech was "the greatest compliment to the work of one

country in the world ever paid by a citizen of another.,,5
1

As anticipated, Theodore Roosevelt was assailed by

leading articles would appear in the United States press, de
nouncing him and that despite it, he gave out what he intended to
say. "I am very glad that the speech has been made ••• it is a
tribute to our work ••• which it is good to have on record." G.
M. Trevelyan, Grey of Fallodon, pp. 181-182.

50Howard K. Beale, Ope cit., p. 156.

51Elting E. Morison, Ope cit., Vol. VII, pp. 403-404.



William Randolph Hearst for his Guildhall speech. Characteristic-

ally, Hearst pointed to EnGland's sword of blood: "India, Ireland,

Egypt, and South Africa are broken with a rod of iron, and their

soil is wet from the sword of blood." America alone successfully

resisted and yet, "a representative of the United States of America

dares to rise in an English assemblage and advocate more of force

in England's governmental method.,,52 India, Mr. Hearst went on to

suggest, had been held for centuries by England with one mailed

hand and plundered with the other. With reference to Roosevelt's

concern for civilization, Hearst rwote, "Roosevelt prates like Kip-

ling of the White man's burden and the higher duty of civilization,

well-worn words often used to conceal the seams of selfish purpose

and scars of brutal methods." "What is there of higher civiliza-

tion and noble ambition in governing subject peoples against their

will and against their interests,,,53 inquired Hearst. When the

whole world was awakening to the practical advantages of a govern-

ment by the people in their own interests, "this self-appointed

representative of our Reupblican Government" was advocating an in-

creased imperialism and advising "force and popular repression."

Why should ~~. Roosevelt, Hearst felt, if he was the representative

of America, depart from Washington's injunction and America's estab-

lished custom of non-interference in affairs which did not concern

5
2

The New York Evening Journal, June 2, 1910. Also quoted
in America on British Rule in India, ppo 29-30, a pamphlet pub
lished by the Indian National Party.

53Ibid •
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her? Why should he, in the first place, advise English people in

their own business, and in the second place, urge them to further

force and repression and advocate unAmerican imperialism? Why

should he deny the accepted American idea of the right of self-

government and contradict the statement "of our Declaration of In-

dependence, that a just government is based upon the consent of the

governed?,,5
4

He went on to comment:

If Roosevelt is right, then Washington was wrong and
Jefferson was wrong. If Roosevelt is right, then our
Revolutionary War was a mistake, the Boston Tea Party a
treasonable act, and Lexington and Bunker Hill murderous
violence of revolutionists.

If Roosevelt's speech expresses Americanism, then Patrick
Henry's patriotic words should be torn from the First
Readers of the young Americans and Roosevelt's twaddle sub
stituted. Let our sons no longer be taught to declaim, 'Give
us liberty or give us death,' but let them be taught to plead
for imperialism and oppression. If Patrick Henry's speech
was treason to t~5 throne, then Roosevelt's speech is treason
to the Republic.

William Howard Taft succeeded Theodore Roosevelt as President

of the United States in 19090 In the Presidential election the

previous year, Taft defeated William Jennings Bryan, long an Ang10-

phobe and baiter of Britain and particularly a hostile critic of

British rule in India. It was Bryan's third and last bid to secure

the Presidency as a candidate of the Democratic Party. Because of

his anti-British utterances and expressions of sympathy towards

Indian nationalism, Bryan's defeat was received by the
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Anglo-Indian and the English business community of Calcutta as a

matter of great satisfaction.

In Calcutta, on receipt of the news of the election of Taft,

the Board of Trade sent Consul General Michael a message of con

gratulations upon the result of the Presidential election, re

questing Michael to lend the Board a United States flag, which was

later hoisted alongside the British flag, where it waved all day.

Michael in his despatch to the Department of State remarked: "This

is the first instance of the kind in the history of India.,,56 The

President of the Chamber of Commerce, Mr. Ho A. Brown, and other

officers of that body, in cooperation with Mr. James Luke, the edi

tor and manager of The Capital, then a leading trade and finance

journal in India, on receiving the news of Taft's victory on Novem

ber 4, 1908, as an indication of satisfaction caused the American

national ensign to be raised over the Chamber of Commerce building

alongside of the British flag. "The election of Mr. Taft in the

judgment of the businessmen of Calcutta," wrote Consul General

Michael to the Department of State, "was more in the interest of in

ternational trade, as affecting India, th"n would have been the elec

tion of Mr. Bryano,,57 Michael, in appreciation of the good gesture

of the President of the Chamber of Commerce, Mr. H. A. Brown, for

unfurling on the Chamber building "the Stars and Stripes, the

56Ca1cutta, December 10, 1908, NA, RDS, File - 16415/36.

57Ibid •
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glorious ensign of the United States, alongside the glorious banner

of Great Britain," thanked the latter in the following words:

The act was a gracious one, and evinced the spirit of good
fellowship entertained by all true Britons towards the
sons and daughters of America, and also the appreciation
on your part of the fact that the American people by elect
ing President William Howard Taft, President of the United
States of America, proclaimed to the world that they are
in favor of sound business principles and economic theories
that make for the widening of the spirit of brotherhog~,

the peace of the world, and the enlargement of trade.

T1ichael's exuberance on the occasion is shown by his three simul-

taneous despatches on a single day covering that event. A news story

appearing in The Capital provided a caption to one of his despatches:

"'rwo Flags, Side by Side," and quoting another newspaper article, he

commented that "the election of Mr. Taft inspires hones of better

trade in Calcutta.,,59

The Republican victory in the election of 1908 was warmly re-

ceived in England, particularly by those elements who wanted con-

tinuance of favorable f~erican official attitude towards the prob-

lerns of the British Empire in general and British rule in India in

particular. Sydney Brooks, Roosevelt's friend, sent his compliments

to Roosevelt at the Republican victory in November, 1908. Roose-

velt, in turn, assured Brooks that Taft would carryon his policies:

"Taft stood for the policies that he (Roosevelt) stood for, and that

his victory meant the continuation of his policies." Theodore Roose-

vel t had campaigned vigorously for ltlilliam Howard Taft in the Presi-

dential election. While, as we have seen, Roosevelt had expressed
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regret that a considerable number of American papers had been at-

tacking England on the subject of India, he further reassured his

friend, Brooks, that "Taft in that matter feels precisely as I do,"

that English rule in India meant "a great advance for humanity. ,,60

Unlike Theodore Roosevelt, however, Taft never came out pub-

licly while he was in office in support of either British imperialism

or British rule in India. Long after his retirement from office, he

admitted that his involvement with the administration of the Philip-

pines and his experience there "forced him to study the British col-

onial system and the marvellous accomplishment of the Imperial Gov-

ernment in spreading civilization over the world and in promoting

61the happiness of 400,000,000 people." He felt that "but for Eng-

lish enterprise, English courage, English sense of responsibility in

governing other races, human civilization would have been greatly re-

tarded." Be further told the Toronto Empire Club, "When I think of

what England has done in India for the happiness of those people,

how she found those many millions torn by internecine strife, dis-

rupted with constant war, unable to continue agriculture or the

arts of peace, with inferior roads, tyranny and oppression, and when

I think what the government of Great Britain is doing for those

60Elting E. Morison, The Letters of Theodore Roosevelt, Vol.
VI, p. 1370.

61 Some American 0 inions on the Indian Em ire (London: T.
Fisher Unwin Ltd., 191 ,pp. 3- -. From The Times, London, Jan.
30, 1914). The pamphlet was issued to counteract the pamphlet which
was issued by the Indian National Party earlier entitled, America
on British Rule in India.
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alien races, the debt the world owess England ought to be acknow-

ledged in no grudging manner.. Today impartial historians must

look at the British Empire from the standpoint of benevolent, use

ful, elevating government.,,62 No one could encircle the globe, or

live in the Orient or go into the tropics without seeing the stand-

ard of England floating over the soil of her Empire, which had been

a factor in the progress of mankind. 63

The attitudes and views of the President and ex-Presidents,

however, which were as much the outcome of their personalIredilec-

tions and private convictions as they were the product of the com-

pulsions and considerations of State policies towards Britain, did

not represent the entire American spectrum. There was a host of in-

dividual Americans, some of them eminent and quite important in Am-

erican public life, who held diametrically opposite views on the

problems of Empire in India. They not only evinced their interest

and expressed sympathy for the Indian nationalist cause, but even

went to the extent of openly criticizing Britain for her policies in

India and also openly supported Indian nationalist aspirations for

reform and greater participation in government and ultimate self-

government for them.

Dr. Paul S. Reinsch, former head of the Department of Political

Science in the University of Wisconsin and later the United States

Minister to China, also acknowledged that the situation in India
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"illustrates some of the unfortunate results of the political de-

pendence of a civilized people." "Not only politically, but also in

economic matters," he said, "India is kept in a state of dependence

on the metropole ••.• The most helpless feature of the situation

is that men who would naturally be leaders in government and enter-

prise find themselves excluded from opportunities for exercising

legitimate power in their own country. Such a decapitation of an

entire people is a creat sacrifice to impose, even in return for the

blessings of peace." He, therefore, further predicted that "the con-

tinuance of this policy would mean either the total destruction and

degradation of Indian national life, or the end of the British

R . ,,64
aJ.

Similarly, the progressive United States Senator from Wiscon-

sin, Robert M. La Follette, commented on the Delhi-Durbar of December,

1911: "One hundred million dollars spent for glitter1 Two million

fleshless bodies dead of starvation. One hundred million dollars

paid for dazzling pagents. Two hundred million hungry people. The

one hundred million dollars represent the cost of India's great

durbar. The two hundred million peo1lle are those sUbjects of the

King of England and Emperor of India who go to sleep every night

hungry with the money that is taken every year by India's ab-

solute ruler for pomp, pride and pageantry. There you have the

64Dr • Paul S. Reinsch, Intellectual and Political Currents
in the Far East (Boston & New York: Houghton Mifflin Company,
1911), pp. 114-1150
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problem in India. Not all of it, but the heart. of it." Senator La

Follette explained the prevailing unrest in India in the following

words: "Poverty spells unrest. Empty stomachs cry out revolution

••• India is disturbed. They, undoubtedly, the majority of them

look upon English rule as a government of exploitation. So they

6-
are demanding education, home industries and self government." ::>

As on the question of British rule in India, so also there

was difference of opinion on the question of India's fitness for

66
self-government in the American official and unofficial opinions.

During his visit to India Andrew carnegic,67 representing American

65
La Follette's Weekly, December 30, 1911.

66As yet, the conception of self-government had not travelled
farther than the formulation of certain reforms comprising simul
taneous examinations, expanded Legislative Councils with effective
popular representation, and the appointment of Indians to the Council
of the Secretary of State as well as the Executive Councils in India.
This was all the national aspiration in 1906. The same year,
Dadabhai Naoroji put the object of the Congress in a nutshell with
one word, "Self-Government or Swaraj like that of the United Kingdom
or the Colonies." The Hoderate Convention after the Surat split on
December 28, 1907 put the Congress creed as "the attainment by the
people of India of a system of government similar to that enjoyed by
self-governing members of the British Empire." From the "colonial
type of self-government" accepted in 1907, "Swaraj by all peaceful
and legitimate means" was approved in 1920, and "complete Independ
ence" demanded in 1929. Thus, before 1919 the demand for se1f
government had a very modest and limited connotation and the American
official views should be examined in this context.

67Andrew Carnegie visited India sometime in 1905-06 and he
writes: "The writer travelled through India and was introduced to
educated natives by American officials, who without exception, were
upon terms of closest intimacy with the people. To the Briton, his
master, the Indian is naturally reserved, to the American he is
drawn by sympathetic bonds. Conversation was quite free and
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unofficial opinion, found that there was a strong and growing desire

on the part of educated Indians Ultimately to govern themselves.

This was a natural outcome in Carnegie's view, of their education,

as "education makes rebels against the invaders." In the case of

India, the English, although invaders, had conferred great material

benefits upon the Indians, but Carnegie realized that it counted

for little against the spirit of national independence. Indians, he

said, "know the long and glorious struggle of the people against ab-

solute monarchs. Their heroes are those of the English-speaking

race. They have the story of Washington and American Revolution."

Thus, although no violent revolution need be feared, if India was

properly guided, Carnegie had absolutely no doubt that the movement

for independence, even if orderly and slow, waS bound to be "irre

sistible.,,68 In the same way, William Jennings Bryan saw the intel-

lectual leaders of all the sects and elements of the Indian popula-

tion already mingling in Congresses, conferences and public meetings

and also a "national spirit ••• growing." It was like the national

spirit in England and America transcending religious lines and em-

phasizing more and more the broad social needs common to all. The

increase in general education, in Mr. Bryan's opinion, was inevitably

to bring more unity and national sentiment. 69

and unrestrained, and the writer believes that he thus obtained an
insight into the situation in India which few Britons can secure."
Carnegie, "The Cry of Wolf," The Nineteenth Century (August, 1906),
Vol. 60, p. 225.

68Ibido, pp. 225-266.

69Bryan, opo cit., pp. 10-12.



Both Carnegie and Bryan had visited India during the most tu

multuous days of political developments. Their access to the Eng

lish ruling circle and their readiness to meet non-official edu

cated Indians eminently fitted them to obtain personal insight into

the actual situation prevailing in India. And so, their impressions

about India, although containing an element of personal prejudices,

cannot be dismissed as altogether an exaggeration. In no way can

their account be regarded as less faithful than the official des

patches of American Consuls, although in case of the latter one may

find some indication of the attitude of home authorities whom they

represented, which in a way signifies a handicap from which Car

negie and Bryan were free.

On this point, however, one finds a singular unanimity in

the unofficial account and in the official views of Consul General

Michael that among educated Indians there was a growing desire for

a larger measure of self-government in India. Consul-General

Michael suggested that a "class of Hindus" whom he described as

very well educated and well-to-do was demanding for itself a larger

independence and a more positive voice in the government. He went

one step farthEr and said that the qualifications of these Hindus

too had been recognized by the government and thousands of them oc

cupied positions of responsibility and importance in the executive

and judicial branches of administration, so much so that many well

informed Britishers, whose interests were tied up with India, be

lieved that the British government had gone too far in this
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direction, a belief which to Hichael seemed, however, "for the

best.,,70 Michael felt that the same so-called leaders who claimed

for themselves self-government were absolutely out of touch with

the masses of India. "The high castes who are loudly clamouring for

independence," he said, "are aristocrats of the most oppressive

sort. They are willing to recognize the millions of Hindus as

Hindus, but if they are of lower class they are not recognized in

any sense by these gaudy and haughty aristocrats as equals." In

other words, the aristocrats who wanted to run the government in

India, and especially in Bengal, were responsible for permanently

and incurably subjugating the lower castes to inferior position in

the society by imposing several odious disabilities upon them. "In

some localities," said Michael, "the children of the lower castes

are excluded from the village school.,,7l Under the circumstances,

it was impossible for them to rise to any respectable position or to

attain to even moderate wealth. Their social status, save for the

equal rights they enjoyed under British law and rule, in Michael's

opinioL., would be "worse than that of the Jews of Russia.,,7
2

No doubt, Michael's account of the social disabilities of the

lower castes contained a great amount of truth, but it was not

solely a religious problem, as he believed. It had strong economic

70
Calcutta, May 8, 1907 NA, RDS, File - 6863. Confidential

to the Asst. Secretary of State.

72~.



foundations as much as the socio-religious bias. In most of the

cases, the alien government was a partner of those gaudy and haughty

aristocrats, whom Michael represented as the so-called leaders of

the self-government movement. The aristocracy during the British

rule, as during other periods of history, was an aristocracy of

wealth and they, in most cases, co-operated with the government and

bureaucracy in suppressing political agitation of all sorts.

Consul-General Michael, himself, reported that the attitude of Native

Princes, Maharajahs, Rajahs, and wealthy Indians towards the govern

ment was one of "declared loyalty.,,73 Not only the Extremists, in

Michael's opinion, even the Moderates within the Indian National

Congress, did not "represent the property woning class and solid

body of Indians." Thus, according to him, the members of the aris-

tocracy had declared themselves "against political agitation, and in

favor of complete loyalty to, and cooperation with the British Indian

Government.,,73a The same aristocrats who had thus declared their

73In another instance, Michael had quoted Maharajah of Benares
who on behalf of the Princes, Rajahs, Zemindars and according to
Consul General, "ninety-nine hundreds of the property owners of all
India" had pledged loyalty to the British India government, against
the utterances of Mr. Keir Hardee and a certain prominent American
citizen," who in letters he wrote home for publication from India
criticizing the British rule and claiming that self-government
should be extended to the Indian people. Their statements din not
comport with Maharajah of Benares's pledge. Thus, Michael had com
mented: "The property owning classes, and really responsible people
of India do not want independent self-government, which they know the
country is not prepared for, but they would like a larger representa
tion in the administration of the present government, which by the
way they are getting year by year." Calcutta, September 17, 1908,
NA, RDS, File - 6971/102.

73aCalcutta, January 2, 1908, NA, RDS, File - 6971/41.
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loyalty to British rule could not have been the leaders of political

agitation for self-government.

Then again, Michael's claim that British rule guaranteed equal

rights and better social status for the lower castes is question-

able, since he himself suggests that they were being excluded from

the village schools by the aristocrats or the high caste people.

It appears that the British guarantees of equal rights were at best

on the statute book. Moreover, the aristocracy did not invariably

belong to the high caste Hindus. It signified more of an economic

status than caste hierarchy. Both the terms, the aristocrats and

.
the high caste people could not be regarded as interchangeable.

The fact was that the British Government in India either failed to

provide protection to the depressed classes or was deliberately apa-

thetic to their interests, save and except as a political leverage

to prolong the existence of British rule in India or to prove its

indispensability. Under these circumst&rcer, ~ichael's statement

that "there could be no such thing as Indian or Hindu rule or self

government in India until the caste system was wiped out,,,74 al-

though apparently sound in principle, was either based on his mis-

conception that self-government in India meant Hindu rule or his

apprehension that it would result in the extension of large poli-

tical powers in the hands of the higher castes and in perpetuating

the social disabilities of the lower castes. His concern for the

74Calcutta, May 8, 1907, Ope cit.
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welfare of the lower castes was appreciable, but in arriving at his

conclusion Michael failed to comprehend that all the leaders of

the movement for self-government in India did not come from the

higher castes. Even those leaders who came from the higher castes,

like Ranade, Gokhale, were also committed to the social uplift of

the lower-castes. The Arya Samaj leader, one of the Bal-Pal-1al

trio, 1ala 1ajpat Rai, was not a high caste Hindu and he worked

for the amelioration of the interests of the depressed classes and

their educational elevation. Even the Chitpavan Brahman,

Tilak, was extremely popular among the Bombay labouring classes and

the depressed masses of Maharashtra and elsewhere in India.

On the other hand Michael himself advocated cooperation be-

tween "the wisest Indians with fixed material interests, and Brit

ons.,,75 His fears that the lower castes would be subjected to so-

cial and political exploitation by the high caste Hindus, if not

unfounded, were too much magnified. He himself acknowledged that

India was undergoing a social revolution as a result of its contact

with the West and the principle of equality before law, introduced

and enforced in India, had its "effect on the Indian mind, even the

high caste mind and had caused some change in the social system of

the countryo,,7
6

Equally untenable was his statement on the status

of the Mohammedans in the society: "The Mohammedans are not

75Calcutta, January 2, 1908, Ope cit.

76Calcutta, May 8, 1907, Ope cit.
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recognized at all. They are kept as far as possible in a position

of social inferiority that absolutely prohibits them from taking

part in public life.,,77 Even if it is accepted that the high-caste

Hindus were the dominant class, they were hardly in a position to

preclude Mohammedans, who had remained for centuries their rulers,

from public life, and more so when the government was not only

sympathetic, but had been doing its utmost to secure their alle-

giance and support.

But presumably because of the foreoing reasons Consul-General

Michael came to the conclusion:

If the British hand was removed from India for even a
day, internecine strife would at once begin that would
end in utter ruin of all improvements, all educational
institutions and religious ad~8ncements which British
rule has vouchsafed to India.

The want of unity among the Indian people as a whole "must for-

ever bar them from self-government." Great Britain, in l'1ichael's

opinion, held the balance between many races, many creeds and many

stages of development. It was abso~utely necessary that Britain con-

tinue to hold that balance if India's progress was to continue.

Most of the would-be-reformers belonged to a strictly limited class

with strong and uncompromising social and religious prejudices

against men of humbler races and classes.

In Michael's opinion, they wanted to reduce the humbler classes

"to a condition worse than human slavery ever was in America."



149

Moreover, another danger was that disagreements among the aristo-

crats would quickly follow and that the whole land would soon be

involved in anarchy, bloodshed and the devastation of ruin. 79

The break-up of the Surat Congress in the Christmas season

of 1907 engaged Consul-General Michael's attention, and he wrote to

the Department of state on "the Indian Congress and India's Fu-

ture." It showed to him that the Congress which had been main

tained, as he said, by the "Hindu population of India1l80 for the

last twenty-three years, had so far been a "stupendous fiasco,,,81

and completely demonstrated "the utter unpreparedness of the best

educated Indians for independent government." The breaking up of

the Congress "amidst riotous and most regrettable scenes of dis

order on December 27, 1907,,82 proved to him that the Congress was

a great fiasco:

80Mahatma Gandhi, however, in his speech before the Federal
structure Committee of the Second Round 'l'able Conference, said that
in fifty years of political life the Indian National Congress "is
what it means--National. It represents no particular community, no
particular class, no particular interest. It claims to represent
all Indian interests and all classes ••• it was first conceived
in an English brain•••• It was nursed by two great Parsees••••
From the very commencement the Congress had Mussalmans, Christians,
Anglo-Indians, I might say all religions, sects, creeds, represented
upon ito" Quoted in Dr. Pattabhi Sitaramayya, The History of the
Indian National Congress, Vol. I, p. 20.

81Calcutta, January 2, 1908, NA, RDS, File - 6971/41-42.

820n December 27~, when the Congress session opened and the
President, Dr. Ghose, after his formal election took his chair,
Mr. Tilak stood up to move an adjournment motion for which notice
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The Congress opened in confusion and suddenly closed in
riot. There was nothing said or done in the Congress
before it broke up that lent any strength or practical
direction to Swadeshi or Swaraj or Indian betterment.
The meeting was a large one and contained the most
prominent politicians of India. The fact that it was
large and made up of delegates from all parts of India
only emphasized the fact of its complete failure, and
proves that the only salvation for India is the continua
tion of the wise an~3strong rule of Great Britain over
the entire country.

Being himself an "outsider," (l,S Michael confessed, and quite unaware

of the vital differences between the two wings of the Congress, the

Moderates and the Extremists, it was natural for him to take this

pessimistic view of the situation. And thUS, what he apparently

saw convinced him that India could never become self-governing un-

til she became "united in thought, speaks one language and educates

all her sons and daughters alike in common schools of practical in-

struction." But, while he rightly emphasized the need of educat-

ing the people irrespective of considerations of sex, he predicted

that this process of transforming India into a self-governing

country would take "five hundred years of well-directed effort on

modern lines.,,84 Noreover, in a country where the castes exceeded

in number all the religions of the world, no political organization

could properly be called national. He believed that the Indian Con-

gress "has been repudiated by the Hohammedans and the Sikhs." And

had been given the previous day. Leave was refused by the Chair,
but Mr. Tilak did not leave the platform. Youn~ moderates stood
up to pull him down by force. The extremists retaliated with the
fiercest fury and everything ended in pandemonium. See Gurumukh
Nihal Singh, p. 154; Nevinson, The New Spirit in India, pp. 256-259.

83calcutta, January 2, 1908, op. cit.

84~.
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thus, on the publication of an article in the National Review on

conditions in India by Sir Charles Roe, Michael expressed his grati-

fication in his note to the Department of State: "The recent article

of Sir Charles Roe ••• on conditions in India corresponds so per-

fect1y with despatches I have sent to the Department. ~~~re are

more than three hundred millions of people," he said, "and the na-

tions into which they are divided are as numerous, and differ as

greatly in race, language, religion, and modes of thought, as those

of Europe. 1I85 Notwithstanding the fact, however, that India was not

a nation when Hichael came to envison her future, he stated: "No

province or section can become free and independent apart from the

whole of India.,,86

Consul-General Michael, moreover, also acquainted the Depart~

ment of State with the diverse reactions which the unfortunate Surat

split had created in the country. The Indian Mirror commented that

the old National Congress was dead after 23 years of strenuous

service to the motherland, death being not due to decay nor disease

but to violence. It expressed the view that there was no exaggera-

tion in the statement that Tilak "plunged the dagger into the breast

of motherland. 1I Michael, however, also included in his despatch

the editorial comments of the Bande Hataram reflecting the ex-

tremist standpoint on the issue. Bande Mataram claimed that the

85Ca1cutta,

86
Calcutta,

February 11, 1909, NA, RDS, File - 6971/127-130.- -
January 2, 1908, OE. cit.
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nationalists (extremists) were not in the 'microscopic minority' as

the Moderates and their leader, Dr. Rash Behari Ghose, claimed,

and that they were of greater importance than the latter, whom it

described as "half a dozen of grasshoppers" and "armchair poli-

ticians" who, in their ignorant self-confidence, considered that

they could "carry the country in their waistcoat pockets." The

Bande Mataram asserted that the country would no longer tolerate

the Moderates, who had demonstrated that they had no faith in the

country, but whose "only ambition is to please Anglo-Saxon offi

cialdom and England.,,86a

Michael, however, commended for consideration the editorial

comments of The Englishmen, which urged the Moderates to.. dis-

sociate themselves from the party of violence i.e., the Congress,

and to allJr themselves with the British race to uphold the prestige

of the British Empire and save it from dissolution. "From my point

of view," he said, "the only solution of the whole question lies in

complete understanding and cooperation between the wisest Indians

with fixed interests, and Britons who also have a fixed interest and

a genuine desire to see India redeemed in the highest and fullest

sense of the word, and who expect to remain in India as long as they

live, and to have children to take their places in the business and

political activities of the country after they are gone." For

India was "no longer a yellow man's country. He is onl;y a factor.

The white man has come to stay, and he is here to help give

86aIbid •



153

direction to the future of India, and sooner the unity of action

between the two races is brought about the better it will be for

all. lI87

Hichael, who, as Dr. Schmidt says, "felt that Britain must

save South Asia for civilization," and "went along with President

McKinley when the President stated that the gUiding hand of Christ

ian America would civilize the Philippines,1I88 reflected to some

extent American official attitude towards the Indian problem, but

he certainly did not represent the entire American opinion, al-

though he might have represented "many Americans, as well as most

89Europeans."

We have evidence that Americans like Bryan and Carnegie viewed

India's ability and fitness for self-government differently. Bryan

thought that the real motive behind Britain's refusal in conceding

local self-government in India sprang from the fact that such a gov-

ernment, composed of natives, selected by the people, "would pro-

test against so large an army, reduce the taxes, and put Indians at

lower salaries into places now held by Europeans.,,90 As regards

the arguments that there were not enough Indians to man the admin-

istration, he expressed the opinion that "there are enough informed,

college trained men in India, not to speak of those who, like our

87Ibid •

88Schmidt, American Relations with South Asia, pp. 219-220.

89Ibid., p. 220.

90Bryan, British Rule in India, pp. 10-11.



own ancestors a few centuries ago, have practical sense and good

judgment without book learning, to guide public opinion." He also

pointed to some of the Native States which vied with those areas

controlled by European officials in education and material advance

ment and which to him proved conclusively that in all the states

government could be administered without the aid of so large a

number of Europeans. A second argumen~ that the Indians would neces

sarily fight among themselves, appeared to him "unsound" and one

which ignored the progress of the world. "There was a time when

Europe was the scene of bloody religious wars," said Bryan, "and

our country is indebted to the persecution of the Pilgrims in Eng-

land for some of its best pioneers. There has been a growth in re

ligious tolerance during the last century, and this is as noticeable

in India as elsewhere.,,91

However, unlike William Jennings Bryan, who envisabed a bright

prospect for the successful institution of limited, or as he said,

modified representative government in India ithen being demanded by

the National Congre~~] Consul-General Michael had serious doubts

about this and viewed with grave forebodings the introduction of any

such scheme in the near future in India. The social and political

conditions prevailing there and the want of unity among the Indian

people, made them unprepared for such an experiment. But his pes

simism did not prevent him fro!;] drawing the attention of the

91~., pp. 11-12.
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Department of State to many hopeful aspects of political developments

in India. In March, 1907, he commented upon the role of India at

the forthcoming Colonial Conference, which was to be held in London

in April of the same year. The Colonial Conference had come into

existence in 1887 in connection with the Jubilee Celebrations of

Queen Victoris. In 1907 its name was changed to Imperial Conference.

Its periodical meetings were devoted to the "discussion of matters

of common interests between his Majesty's government and His

governments of the Self-Governing Dominions beyond the Seas.,,92

The admissio~ of India on terms of formal equality with the self-

governing members of the Empire at the Colonial Conference was an

event of considerable constitutional importance for India, paving

the way for her future participation in the Imperial Conference,

the Imperial War Cabinet, and the British Empire delegation at the

Peace Conference. But, India, which was on a different footing

from self-governing colonies, was to be represented by Lord Morley,

the Secretary of State, or someone delegated by him. A section of

the Indian press, while conceding that India's representation by a

Cabinet Minister symbolized the dignity of the Indian Empire, urged

that India should have been represented by one who had practical and

intimate knowledge of India. Consul-General Michael commended the

comment of the newspaper which re0d: "No conference can arrive at

a l~sting solution of Imperial question which ignores the paramount

92Mukherjee, Indian Constitutional Documents, Vol. I,
p. 609.
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importance of India" and regretted that "no very obvious effort has

been made to see that India's representative possessed every pos

sible qualification to speak in her name.,,93

Whilst the government of India was following a policy of

repression and was trying its best to suppress the extremists of

both the constitutional and revolutionary schools, it was also, at

the same time, evolving proposals to rally the moderates, the

Mohammedans, the landlords and the princes to his side. The Lib-

eral Secretary of State for India, Lord Morley, and the Viceroy,

Lord Minto, were engaged in drawing up a scheme of reform making a

modest beginning in the direction of ushering in a modified form of

constitutional government in India. It is significant to note that

the contemplated constitutional and administrative changes in India

also interested the United States President, Theodore Roosevelt.

1,'I1:en Horley explained to the American Ambassador, '-'ihi telaw Reid,

the significance of the proposed reforms for India, and Reid

acquainted Roosevelt with what l'iorley had said to him, the Presi-

dent wrote to his Ambassador: "1 am also much interested in what

Earley said to you about India. 1I94 Roosevelt as well expressed his

keen desire, if the opportunity favored him, some time or other to

visit India. "I should like to visit both the Philippines and

India, stopping perhaps at the Dutch colonies on the way." He

93Calcutta,

94Elting E.

March 2U, 1907, NA, RDS, File - 5839/4.- -
Morison, £E.~.' Vol. VI, p. 1206.
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realized that the problem of the control of thickly populated

tropical regions by self-governing northern democracies was very

intricate. "A legislative body," he said, "most of the members of

which are elected by constitutencies that ir. the nature of things

can know nothing whatever of the totally different conditions of

India, or the Philippines, or Egypt, or Cuba, does not offer the

best material for making a success of such government.,,95 Hore-

over, he also realized that the moral responsibility of administer-

ing those territories not in the interest of the conquering coun-

tries but of the conquered made that task all the more difficult.

Roosevelt was conscious of that moral obligation which the con-

quering countries owed to the conquered: "Vie have passed the pe-

riod when a nation with even an imperfectly developed conscience is

content simply to exploit for its own benefit a country that it has

conquered; and the effort to govern such a country in its own inter-

est without falling into mawkish sentimentality implies some mighty

difficult steerings.,,96 Similarly, when President Roosevelt wrote

to his friend, Lord Morley, expressing his concern over the de-

teriorating conditions in India, he did not rule out the necessity

or desirability of undertaking cautious reform measures to meet the

situation. RaJ.;her, he stated, "I am sure that you will be able to

work reform where reform is needed, without permitting yourself to

be overwhelmed by any reform movement gone crazy.,,97

95Ibid •

97Ibid ., p. 1402.



Consul-General Michael, who had kept the Department of State in-

formed as far as it was practicable with new manifestations of na-

tionalism and other related political developments in India, also

did not fail to bring to the notice of the Department the construc-

tive reformist policies of the government of India. On November 2,

1908, the 50th anniversary of Queen Victoria's famous Proclamation,

King Edward sent a Royal Message to the Princes and People of India,

foreshadowing political reforms. Michael transmitted to the Depart

ment of state a copy of the Message of the Y~ng Emperor to his

Indian subjects which was read by the Viceroy in a great Durbar at

Jodhpur. The Proclamation, after affirming the principles of

1858, when the British government took over India from the East

India Company, fifty years ago, and narrating the attempts made to

carry them out, declared: "From the first, the principle of repre

sentative institutions began to be gradually introduced, and the

time has come when • • • that principle may be prudently extended.

• • • I will not speak of the measures that are now being diligently

framed for these objects. They will speedily be made known to

you. 1198

Michael reported to the Department that the Message of the King

Emperor was received by the Europeans and the "better class of

Indians" in the spirit in which it was issued i.e., one of "esteem,"

but on the other hand, he noticed "severe criticism" from certain

98Calcutta, November 12, 1908, NA, ~, File - 6971/103-104.
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Indian newspapers and individuals "who have never anything good to

say of the government." The Consul General quoted from the "more

conservative and better editorials," such as those of The Hindu,

which had welcomed "the reaffirmation of the principles contained

in Queen Victoria's Proclamation of 1858" and had commented that the

Royal 1-'lessage "heralds the dawn of an era of realization of the

noble aims and purposes of a beneficent government." The Advocate

of India also welcomed the Message, but went on to suggest that if

"on this auspicious day it had contained a definite announcement of

the measures which have been drawn up for liberalizing the political

institutions of the country," the importance of the announcement

would have all the more increased. 99

Early in December, 1908, however, Consul-General Hichael wrot.e

to the Department that very soon the release of the proposed reforms

would strengthen the government in its effort to suppress the

Bengali agitators and the spirit of anarchism. Thus, it appears

that while Michael had approved the government's policy of promptly

and ruthlessly suppressing the sedition in the country, he was not

disinclined to favor constructive doses of reforms to quell the

spirit of terrorism and anarchism. He knew that such a measure,

instead of weakening the government, would strengthen its hands.

While he had no doubt that the government was fully able to main

tain itself and uphold peace in India, he envisaged such a measure



160

as a part of the work of "developing the material resources of the

country and in lifting the Indian people educationally and

100
morally."

On December 17, 1908 the reform proposals of the government

were explained in a long speech by Lord Morley to the House of Lords

and the two despatches--those of October 1, 1908 and November 27,

1908--were placed before the Parliament. The Consul-General ~uchae1

in his despatch of December 23, 1908 to the Department transmitted

the full text of the scheme of constitutional reform which was pUb

lished in India on December 18, 1908 by the authorization of the

government of India and which was later embodied in the Indian

Councils Act of 1909, better known as the Hor1ey-Hinto Reforms of

1909.

Michael commended the statement of the Secretary of State for

India, Lord Morley, in unfolding the British policy in India of not

abandoning the policy of reform despite the seriousness of the situa

tion still continuing in the country in the shape of murders and

several outrages. Michael said that Lord Morley's speech to the

House of Lords "must be regarded as worthy of serious consideration."

He felt that the reforms which were soon to be introduced would give

the Indian people a "larger voice in making the laws and in their

administration and in the government." He was impressed by the

fact that the British India government, fully supported by the

100Calcutta, December 10, 1908, NA, EQ&, File - 6971/115.
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British government, had shown itself capable not only of handling

sedition in India, but also right in the face of the "serious con-

dition" had the "broad statesmanship" to put aside all feelings of

resentment and to introduce a scheme of reform. He regarded the

said reforms quite "on the line of the spirit of the sympathetic

proclamation of the late Queen Victoria," and one which went !Ifar

beyond all that the Indians under the circumstances could have hoped

f ,,101or. In addition to the text itself of the scheme of reforms,

Michael transmitted extracts from the editorial corr~ents from the

various newspapers of the country and commented: "From all •

it will be perceived that it has been well-received by practically

the whole of India.,,102

The next important event which drew the attention of Am-

erican official representatives in India was the Imperial Dur-

bar, held in Delhi, where the King Emperor announced the revoca-

tion of the hated partition of Bengal and the

101
Calcutta, December 23, 1908, NA, RDS, File - 6971-119-120.

102Ibid • The Indian ~ational Congress--shorn of its left
wing--which met at Madras at the end of the month of December 1908,
gave a hearty welcome to the Horley-Hinto scheme. But soon, when
the Act of 1909 introduced separate electorate on the basis of re
ligion, it expressed its disapproval and passed four resolutions
pointing out the unjust, invidious and humiliating distinctions
made between Muslim and non-Muslin subjects of His Majesty in the
matter of electorates, the franchise and the qualifications of
candidates, and the unsatisfactory composition of the non-official
majorities in the Provincial Councils. Consul-General Michael re
ferred only generally to the contemplated reforms and did not point
out its specific features, merits and demerits except th~t it went
beyond what was expected. See ~attabhi Sitaramayya, Ope cit.,
p. 27.
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transfer of the capital from Calcutta to Delhi. Michael's despatch

to the Department of State discussed in detail the reasons for the

transfer of the capital to Delhi, the creation of the new province

of Bhiar and Orissa, and the undoing of the partition of Bengal.

"The reuniting of the two Bengals," he said, "has proved highly

gratifying to the Bengalis." Apparently expressing satisfaction

over the Government's decision, Michael stated that the announce-

ment to reunite the five Bengali-speaking divisions had been warmly

welcomed and that the henceforward "Bengal would be as strictly

1 1 th " P"d i I d" ,,103oya as any 0 er prOV1nce or reS1 ency n n 1a.

Hichael found th&t the transfer of the capital from Calcutta

to Delhi was received with bitter comments from the Europeans of

Calcutta who denounced the Government announcement in the severest

104terms. The American Consul in Karachi, ~tr. Stewart K. Lupton

saw in the transfer of the capital to Delhi a "consequent increase

in the importance of the port of Karachi," and also suggested the

apparent enhancement of the political importance of the ~egion.105

103calcutta, December 21, 1911; indeed the undoing of parti
tion had brought joy allover India. The Congress met that year
at Calcutta and the President, Pandit Bishan Narayan Dar expressed:
"Not only Bengal but the whole of India is most deeply grateful
to His Majesty for it; the cause of Bengal is the cause of all
India and its triumph marks the triumph of the claims of justice
over those of prestige and will go far to strengthen our faith in
the efficacy of Constitutional agitation carried on in a loyal and
law-abiding spirit under British rule. See C. Y. Chintamani,
Indian Politics Since the Mutiny (Allahabad: Kitabistan, 1947), p. 101.

104Calcutta, December 21, 1911.

105Karachi, December 14, 1911.
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In Michael's opinion, however, the transfer of the capital was not

going to have any appreciable effect on the commercial importance

of the metropolis, although it would lessen its political import-

ance. "Calcutta as a commercial city," he said, "will continue to

be the principal port of entry and export in India • • the gen-

eral effect will not alter the importance of Calcutta as a commer

cial city.,,106 Indicating the political effect of the transfer of

the capital, Michael suggested that the communication between the

Consulate General and the British India Government would hence-

forth become "more difficult" and it would be "desirable for the

head of the office to spend a portion of the year at least at

Delhi. ,,107

The post-Durbar period of the political life in India was

temporarily brought to a standstill by the twin policy of repression

and reforms followed by the Government of India. In Bengal where

agitation was most intense and where repression was also at its

height, the popular movement was driven underground and resulted in

a heavy crop of revolutionary crime. Elsewhere the national or-

ganization withered for lack of proper inspiration, with Tilak's

imprisonment and the voluntary exile of Aurobindo Ghosh. The Na

tional Congress and the j'·iuslim League were busy working the Horley

Minto Reforms and passing the usual resolutions for the re-

dress of certain long-standing grievances. Except for this, there

106Calcutta, December 21, 1911.

107Ibid •
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was no sign of much public activity.

However, it was a lull before the storm. While in the United

States there was a change in the administration of the country and

an exponent of New Freedom came to power, the Indian nationalist

movement also braced and prepared for the era of Home Rule at home

and of total war from within and without. 108

The official American attitude during the period under review

invariably remained extremely appreciative of the British rule in

India. While to a few distinguished Americans, like William Jen-

nings Bryan, the system of Government in India in certain respects

l08The nationalist movements in Islamic countries, especially
in Turkey and Persia, influenced the younger generation of educated
Muslims who realized the essential identity of their interests with
the interests of the rest of the countrymen and took steps to ef
fect a rapproachment with them. The Muslim League at its annual ses
sion of 1913 adopted a new Constitution accepting "the national ideal
embodied in the Congress creed "which was warmly appreciated by the
Indian National Congress session at Karachi later the same year.
This spirit of reciprocity received further impetus at Bombay in De
cember, 1915, with the simultaneous annual sessions of the Congress
and League ultimately leading to the Congress-League Concordat of
1916, better known as the Congress-League scheme of post-war re
forms for India. While, on the one hand, the Congress under the com
plete control of the Moderates obtained one of the greatest achieve
ments of "national unity and the formulation of a joint scheme of
political reforms" acceptable to the two great political organiza
tions in the country, on the other hand, since his release in June,
1914, Lokmanya Tilak--and from 1915, Mrs. Annie Besant--utilized
the advent of the first Great War to press further India's claim for
self-government and Dominionhood on equal terms within the British
Empire. To Tilak and Mrs. Besant goes the credit for arousing the
Indian people from political torpor and preparing them again for
political action. But while these preparations were afoot from
within to obtain national ideals, a band of Indian nationalists and
revolutionaries who had chosen a life of exile, far away from their
motherland and spread the tentacles of Indian nationalist acti
vities, across the seas, in distant parts of Asia, Europe and



appeared worse than the Russian despotism, to President Theodore

Roosevelt it meant a great advance for humanity and one of the

mighty feats of civilization. To silence the growing criticism of

the British rule in a section of American press and by some Am-

erican publie men and to create in America a favorable image of the

British rule in India, President Theodore Roosevelt, on the urging

of the Chief of the India Office (Lord Morley) and some of his

British friends, went to the extent of making public pronouncements.

In Roosevelt's opinion, British rule in India was the greatest feat

of the kind performed since the break-up of the Roman Empire, ra-

ther "a greater feat than was performed under the Roman Empire."

Theodore Roosevelt thus did his best to efface from the American

minds tarnished impressions of British rule which had been left by

William Jennings Bryan, }~rk Twain, and lesser American lights.

For paying magnanimous tributes to Pax Britannica Roosevelt received

the warm applause and sincere gratitude of Britain's Imperial

pro-Consuls.

England "frankly valued" American official views on British

rule in India. England felt that she had a claim upon the interest

of Americans in the state and fortunes of her great dependency.

She felt that her experiment in India--by far the greatest that any

America WaS also rendering yeomen's service to the cause of India's
freedom by propagating true facts about the nature of British rule
in India to people hitherto kep in ignorance or misled by the false
propaganda of the British.
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Western nation had essayed "should be jUdged in the United States

with something of a professional appreciation and understanding."

Thus President Roosevelt's "panegyric" was considered in Britain

by far the "weightiest" and "the most welcome." Roosevelt's ad

miration for British rule in India continued even after his retire

ment and he reiterated his glowing tributes to Pax Britannica in

his controversial Guildhall Speech of 1910.

In Imperial Britain and the loyalist circles of India, the

victory of William Howard Taft and the defeat of William Jennings

Bryan in the Presidential election of 1908 occasioned great satis

faction and jubiliation. Theodore Roosevelt, on the eve of his

retirement from the Presidency, assured his English friends that

Taft felt precisely the same way he felt, that "English rule in

India was a great advance for humanity." Taft's personal involve

ment with the administration of the Philippines and his experience

there had induced him to study the British colonial system, which he

considered as the marvellous accomplishments of the Imperial Gov

ernment in spreading civilization in India.

As on the question of British rule, so on the question of

India's fitness for self-government, American official circles be

lieved that India was as yet not ready for any substantial measure

of self-government. But both the official and unofficial observa

tions on the question of India's fitness for self-government displayed

a singular unanimity recognizing that there prevailed among edu-

cated Indians a growing desire for a larger measure of self

government. The American official objection to any significant



advance in the direction of self-government or larger extension of

political powers in Indian hands had been to a large extent based

on their misconception that it would result in a Hindu rule and

lead to the permanent sUbjugation of the lower castes by the higher

castes. There was an erroneous impression that the leaders of the

movement for self-government in India represented the interests of

the higher caste Hindus, and the aristocracy. In reality, however,

the aristocracy during the period under review, far from being the

leaders of any such political agitation, had been the loyal sup

porters of the British rule.

There was also a belief that the Indian National Congress was

maintained by the Hindu population and that so far it had been a

"stupendous fiasco. 1I The Surat-Split of 1907, moreover, confirmed

American official opinion of the utter unpreparedness of educated

Indians for indpendent government. American Consul General Michael

in Calcutta felt that Britain must save South Asia and for that

matter India for civilization.

In contrast to the American official opinion on the question

of India's fitness for self-government, the unofficial American op

inion which found expression from such distinguished Americans as

Andrew Carnegie, William Jennings Bryan, and several others who had

visited India and gained first hand knowledge of the conditions

there was different. They unanimously held that India was ready

for a greater measure of autonomy and self-government.

Despite American official skepticism regarding India's fit

ness for self-government, President Theodore Roosevelt evinced
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great interest in the constitutional advance in India wbich the

Liberal British Secretary of State for India, Sir John Morley had

been contemplating. Roosevelt wished Morley Godspeed in his ef

forts, and hoped that he "would be able to work reform where reform

was needed, without permitting himself to be overwhelmed by any

reform movement gone crazy." This shows that Roosevelt was not

wholly opposed to orderly constitutional advance and mainly disliked

the impatience which the violent manifestations of nationalism and

political unrest in India indicated, particularly during his second

Presidency. Roosevelt was aware of the moral obligation which the

conquering countries had towards the conquered people and terri

tories. The conquering countries in his opinion had a moral re

sponsibility of administering the conquered territories, not in

their own interests, but in the interest of the con~uered. Simi

larly, the American official representatives in India saw the con

templated reforms as heralding the dawn of a new era of hope and ful

fillment in India and expressed gratification at the undoing of the

hated partition of Bengal.

Another important event which had its beginning after 1898

and progressed mostly during this and subsequent periods was the

gradual influx of Indian immigrants, Indian students, and Indian

nationalist exiles to the United States and their efforts on the

American soil for the promotion of Indian freedom. It was here on

American soil that there arose in their hearts a poignant feeling

against slavery and an awareness of the blessings of liberty~

whose shining example they found writ large in the United States.
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Many of the exiled Indian nationalists and revolutionaries, in

cooperation with their immigrant countrymen and American sympa

thizers, imbued with the ideals of freedom, undertook to write a

new saga of romantic heroism in an effort to emancipate their

motherland. To the consideration of their heroic but abortive at

tempts, and the American official response to theIr., we now turn

our attention.



CHAPTER IV

AMERICAN OFFICIAL ATTITUDE TOWARDS EFFCRTS BY INDIAN

NATIONALS TO PROMOTE INDIA'S FREEDOM IN THE

UNITED STATES, 1905-1919

The efforts by Indian nationals living abroad to promote In-

dian freedom occupies a prominent place in the history of India's

struggle for independence. The sphere of Indian nationalist and

revolutionary activities was not confined to India only, but also

stretched far outside its boundaries, across the seas, in distant

parts of Asia, Europe and America. The Indian nationals who came

to the United States either as immigrants, or students for higher

studies or as nationalist exiles "rendered yeoman's service to the

cause of India's freedom by propagating true facts about the nature

of British rule in India to people hitherto kept in ignorance or

misled by the false propaganda of the British, and succeeded in

evoking sympathy and enlisting support to India in her struggle for

1
freedom." Their activities to promote India's freedom on American

soil both legitimate and clandestine or conspiratorial for the

overthrow of the British rule in India not only drew American of-

ficial attention towards their activities, but also led to a

lR. c. }~jumdar, Histor' of the Freedom Movement in India,
Vol. II (Calcutta: Firma K. L. Mukhopadhyay, 19 3 , p. xix.

170
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considerable increase in interest in Indian nationalism. Although

America.n official interest on the whole remained one of sympathetic

tolerance if not open encouragement towards the legitimate aspira-

tions for the independence of their motherland, often their un-

neutral acts on American soil directed against a friendly power led

to the hardening of American official attitude. As the British

Government attached great importance to American opinion in general

and the American official opinion on British rule in India in par-

ticular, the Indian nationalist activities in the United States were

a matter of great concern to them.

As early as December 8, 1897, the British Secretary of State

for Foreign Affairs directed Mr. F. H. Villiers of the Foreign Of-

fice to transmit to the India Office, for presentation to the Sec-

retary of State, a copy of a despatch from the British Ambassador

in Washington, Sir Julian Pauncefote, relating to the publication of

defamatory articles in the United States against British rule in

I d " lan ~a. More than a decade passed, when on February 27, 1908,

John Morley from the Indian Office wrote to Lord Minto, the

laBritish Foreign Office, a despatch relating to defamatory
articles published in the United States against British rule in
India, No. 2600. India Office Library, L1 61/59/105, Mic. Reel #10.

As the enclosures to the forwarding letter from the Foreign
Office to the India Office are missing, it is not certain what was
the nature of those defamatory articles and who were responsible for
its publication in the U.S. as early as 1897. But it is apparent
from the forwarding letter that they were critical of British rule
in India and the British Ambassador at Washington deemed it neces
sary to take note of the publication, and when informed of it, the
British Foreign Office acquainted the India Office with said
publication.
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Governor General of India: "I am slowly beginning to think that a

tide of strong opinion may one day swell in U.S.A. about our rule

in India, of the same kind as has prevailed here about Austria,

2Russia and the Turk." Hor1ey told Minto that Bryce, then British

Ambassador at Washington, as observer on the spot, had some un-

eas~ness ~n that direction, and a German official had been sending

home a story of the sa~e sort. Nevertheless, he proceeded to as-

sure Minto that "nothing is likely to come of it, I daresay, in

our time--in the time of us two--but if a third Minto should be G.G.,

he may be molested by such things.,,3 To cut the moral short, how-

ever, Morley emphasized that while sitting tight, "it is our busi-

ness to keep our system legal, constitutional, and all the other

good things that make one say Rule Britannia with clear conscience

4
and lusty lungs." But, no sooner had Hor1ey's letter reached

India, than he received another communication from Bryce at Wash-

ington about the publication and circulation in the United States of

angry pamphlets against British rule in India. In consequence

thereof, Morley in his letter of April 23, 1908 to Lord Minto,

while referring to Bryce's despatch, commented as follows:

This, as you are aware, is no new story, but Bryce says
he has been told of an ~ntention to form an association
in America sympathising with the Natives. I suppose it
will be modelled on our Armenian, Polish, and all sorts
of other associations in England here; and you will be
held up to some of the execrations lavished on

Vol.
2secretary of State for India.

1906-1908, India Office Library,

3~.

Letters to Earl
Nic. Reel #5.

4~.

of Hinto,
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Abdul Hamid and Yildiz Kiosk. One complaint was that
Indian students were obliged to go to America for tech
nical instruction, instead of getting it at home. Bryce
argues that it would be better for them to get it, or an~

other instruction, at home or here, rather than in America,
whereas he says 'the atmosphere will encourage their poli
tical delusion. 5 The Clan-na-Gael, he says, boast that they
have made an alliance and are working together with the
Indians; but the Clan-na-Gael has become a comparatively in
significant group nowadays, and "the Hindu anti-British
propaganda ha~ not produced any sensiole effect so far on
U.S. opinion.

The correspondence mentioned above is the first evidence of

British concern with the anti-British propaganda being carried on by

the Indian nationals in the United States. It was different from

Sir Valentine Chirol's concern for lithe moral countenance which the

5There is reason to believe that the number of Indian stu
dents coming to the United States for technical education had con
siderably increased by 1908. Although the State Technical Scholar
ship instituted after the Simla Conference on Education in 1901 had
sent only one scholar to Canada in 1905, out of 15 sent abroad till
1907 under this scheme. Young men from India were, however, arriving
in the U.S.A. on their own or through other agencies to pursue scientific
and technical education. In March, 1904, a body styled liThe Associa
tion for the Advancement of Scientific and Industrial Education of
Indians" was established in Calcutta. It granted 16 travelling schol
arships in 1904, 44 in 1905, and 98 in 1906. The majority of the
young men who received these grants proceeded to America and Japan.
See H. W. Orange, Progress of Education, India, 1902-1907, Vol. I
(Calcutta: Supt. Government Printing, India, 1909), pp. 190-191, 195.

Besides, the Mysore Govt. in 1903 gave four scholarships to
Indians to study electrical engineering in the United States. O. K.
Natrajan, "American Scholarships," Indian Social Reformer (March 20,
1904), p. 356. Also see: Schmidt, "American Relations with South
Asia," ilP. 276-2~1.

Bryce's opposition to the coming of Indian students to the U.S.A.
in increasing numbers, depended upon his fear that they would be po
litically deluded in the atmosphere of political freedom prevailing
in America and also particlp2~e in anti-British activities. He was
already told of Indians joining hands with the Americans of Irish
parent~ge in the Clan-na-Gael.

Secretary of State, Letters to Earl of Minto, Vol. 1906
1908, (India Office Library), Mss, Mic. Reel #5.
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Hindu reaction,,7 ha.d received from "eccentric Americans." It was

the beginning of an effort which resulted later in the establishment

of organizations and societies in America by the Indian nationals

for "hostile operations against the British Raj.,,8

The United States Consul General Michael, in a despatch from

Calcutta to the Department of State in December, 1908, also referred

to the activities of the enemies of the British government in India

living abroad, such as publishing pamphlets "misrepresenting actual

conditions in India which were systematically distributed," and

created sentiment against the British King. 1I9 He further stated

that although intended for creating effects abroad, the same printed

matter found its way to India and circulated to the best advantage

of India. He stated that "these pamphlets and leaflets came from

England, the United States, Japan and France, where organized bodies

are said to exist for the purpose of raising money and preparing

and printing seditious literature for distribution in India. lI10 It

appears that a statement to this effect was made in one of the lead-

ing dailies in Calcutta. Michael, however, believed that it had no

foundation in fact and he said to the Viceroy that he had "no know-

ledge of any such work being carried on in the United States." But

7Valentine Chirol, Indian Unrest (London:Macmillan and Co.,
1910), p. 145.

8Ibid •

9Calcutta, December 10, 1908, NA, RDS, File - 6971/115

10Ibid.
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he requested the Department of State that the United States govern-

ment "may be put on its guard, and that special effort may be made

to detect anything of the kind and to put an end to it. ,,11 ~·1ean-

while, Hichael had asked from the Viceroy, Lord ~-1into, complete in-

formation regarding Indian nationalist activities in. the United

States. But, until December 23, 1908, Michael had not received any

such information, as he wrote on the same day, "I have not received

the information from the Secretary of State, Home Department

LGovt. of Indi~7, promised me by the Viceroy, in relation to the

alleged existence of an organization in the United States engaged in

various kinds of work to aid and abet anarchy and sedition in

I d · ,,12n :La. Hichael also assured the Department that as soon as he

received any information, he would transmit it for such action as

was deemed necessary.

Horley's letter to Lord !'linto had caused considerable disquiet

to the Government of India, despite the fact that the British Ambas-

sador had suggested that so far the effect of anti-British propa-

ganda on the American opinion had been minimal. The publication of

the news of the Indian anti-British propaganda in America in a Cal-

cutta daily had led Vuchael to hold conversations on the matter with

the Viceroy, Lord Minto. He had acquainted the Department of State

with what had transpired between him and the Viceroy and requested the

llIbid •

12Calcutta, December 23, 1908, NAt ~, File - 6971/119-120.
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Secretary of State to take definite measures to detect anything 'of

the Y~nd and to put an end to it.

All this seems hardly justifiable in view of the fact that the

group which was alleged to have been engaged in such an anti-

British crusade in the United States numbered less than two thousand.

In comparison to them, the Americans of Irish parentage, with whom

they were alleged to have joined hands through Clan-na-Gael, con-

stituted more than ten per cent of the total foreign-born popula

tion of the United States.13 It hardly seems possible, therefore,

that such a microscopic section of America's population could in any

way seek to influence American public opinion. We are, however,

told that they did seek to do so, and this is a fact of considerable

significance. To evaluate their contributions to India's march to-

wards freedom, one has also to be familiar with the story of their

coming to the United States.

Dr. Earl Robert Schmidt states that the Christian missions

14sponsored the first Indians to the United States, and the American

Board, sometimes in 1820's, brought six or seven Indian sailors to

one of their New England seminaries. From the 1870 1 s to the early

13Carl Wittke, The Irish in America (Baton Rouge: Louisiana
University Press, 1956), p. V.

14Sripati Chandrasekhar, however, states that an alien from
India arrived in the United States in 1820, but he is not sure whether
he was an Indian or the son of foreign-born parents in India, for
aliens arriving in the American ports were then not distinguished by
ethnic stock. S. Chandrasekhar, "Indian Immigration in America," Far
Eastern Survey, Vol. XIII No. 15 (July 26, 1944), p. 138. ---

It is only in 1913 that the Annual Report of the Commissioner
General of Immigration to the Secretary of Labour for the fiscal year
ended June 30, 1913, that a table on page 104 gives the account of
immigratior. by races or peoples.
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1900's various non-Christian movements sent individuals to ~~erica.

The 1890's brought over the Vedanta group, (followers of Vivekananda

belonging to Ram Krishna Order), which in later decades increased.

There was also some "trade of spiritualists, clairvoyants, mind

readers, professors of psychic knowledge, astrologers and palmists,"

creating an image of Indian types still in America. 15

It was not until 1899, however, that the first Indian immigrant

in the strict sense of the term arrived in the United States. He

was one of fifteen who came in 1899, was a salesman, and became a

16
laborer afterwards. The Twelfth American Census of 1900 reports

that among the foreign-born population of the United States, 2050

were recorded under India as the country of their birth, out of which

1,133 were recorded as foreign-born males of voting age, and 278 as

male aliens.17 The Census does not give their ethnic origin. It

appears that all the foreign-born of voting age were the descendants

of foreign-born parents in India of European ethnic stock and among

the aliens alone there were some sprinkling of East Indians, like

students, businessmen and Vedantic preachers. The arrivals from

India, in the next four years, were few and far between, and

15Schmidt, "American Relations with South Asia, 1900-1940,"
pp. 276-277. Also see: S. N. Singh, "Indian Students in America,"
Modern Review (May, 1910), p. 525.

16U•s • Re ort of the Commissioner General of Immi ration for
1919-1920 (Washington: Govt. Printing Office, 1920 , pp. 1 0-1 1.
Also see: Rajani Kant Das, Hindustani Workers on the racific Coast
(Berlin: Walter De Gouyter & Co., 1923), p. 10.

17u.s. Census Reports, Twelfth Census of the U.S., taken in the
year 1900, Vol. I (Washington: U.S. Census Office, 1901), p. CLXX,
read with p. CCXVII.
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altogether there were not even a hundred annual arrivals until 1904,

in which year 258 were admitted. The number rose to 1,072 in 1907

and to 1,782 in 1910,18 but soon fell off as the American immigra-

tion policy became one of selection at first, restriction later, and

finally one of exclusion. Between 1908 to 1920, there were 5,391

further arrivals, making the total from 1899 to 1922 altogether

7,348. 19 In the meantime, there were departures also, between 1908

and 1920 alone, 1,658 Indians departed from the United States. 20

Among the arrivals, before and after 1907, there were non-immigrants

also, like students, businessmen, travelers, etc. But, not until

1908 were 'immigrants" and "non-immigrants" classified. From 1908

to 1920, 1,626 non-immigrants arrived in the United states out of

which 1,497 left the country in the same period, leaving a margin

21of 129 only. The result was that at no time were there more than

6,000 nationals of India in the United States. In 1944, Sripati

Chandrasekhar found that "their number, including their American-

born children, was less than 5,OOO-a microscopic minority in the

population. ,,22

The pioneers of the Indian community were mostly agricultural

18Re ort of the Commissioner General of Immi ration for 1 1 -
,gQ, pp. 1 0-1 1.

19Ibid., po 182. 20Ibid., pp. 186-187.

21Das, Ope cit., pp. 10-11.

22S • Chandrasekhar, "Indian Immigration in America," Far Eastern
Survey, Vol. 13, No. 15 (JUly 26, 1944), p. 138.
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workers from the rural districts of the Punjab, although there were

a few also from other parts of India--as Gujrat, Oudh and Bengal.

In a study undertaken for the Department of Labor in 1921-1922 into

the social and economic conditions of the Hindustanees (Indian na-

tionals) on the Pacific Coast, Dr. Rajini Kant Das suggested that

the knowledge of opportunities in America was obtained by Indians em-

played as soldiers or policemen in the service of the Britigh gov-

ernment at Shanghai, Hongkong and elsewhere in the Far East, by

Indian soldiers who fought in the Boxer War, and by Sikhs return-

ing to India via Canada from the Diamond Jubilee celebrations in

Great Britain in 1897. 23 As a result, the first group of Indian im-

migrants arrived in Canada. Soon stories of plenty and prosperity

and rich opportunities awaiting in the new continent spread allover

the Punjab and other prts of northern India, from the letters of

early immigrants. Steamship companies and representatives of private

Canadian employers also fostered such an idea through pamphlets and

advertisements in India. Later, a large number who came to Canada

migrated to Washington, Oregon and California, attracted by warm and

congenial climate as well as in search of opportunities. Their in-

stinctive liking for farms from their childhood and ample opportuni-

ties for it in California was another reason for their southward

drive. Soon they got themselves located in the rice fields of

northern California and the cotton belt of southern California. 24

23Das, Ope cit.

24
~.
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In an expanding West, many worked in the lumber mills and logging

camps of WashinGton and Oregon, and others on the construction of

the Western Facific, Southern Pacific, and Northwestern Railroads.

Still others shifted from quasi-industrial labor to agricultural

work. In California, they opened Imperial Valley to farming and

developed lands in Colusa County for rice-farming, earning for them-

selves the titles of "Hindu rice Kings." From working status in

the fruit orchards, many bece~e owners of fruit farms in Sacramento

and San Jaoquin Vculeys. Thus, the British Indian community of

less than 5,000, a microscopic minority in the great American melt-

ing pot, made "an important contribution to the economic development

of the Pacific Coast.,,25

There is no doubt that the motive force behind Indian immi-

gration to the United States was economic. Like immigrants from

many Europan countries, Indian peasants and workers Bought to find

in the United states an escape from difficult agrarian conditions

at home. The American Consul General Hichael found that it was a

result of a good deal of discontent wh~ch prevailed among the labor-

ing classes in India, especially among the capable and more intelli-

gent laborers, many of whom had gone to Natal. The primary motive

of Indian emigration was economic betterment: "A growing desire

on the part of Indian laborers to go away from their own country

in the hope of finding better wages and better

25S• Chandrasekhar, liThe Indian Community in the United
States," Far Eastern Survey, Vol. lL~, No. 11 (June 6, 1945),
pp. 147-148.
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opportunities. 11
26

The Indian overseas emigration seemed to have

raised the question of labor supply in the tea gardens of Assam and

even engaged the attention of the Government of India. But the ris

ing prices of food, the bad treatment of employers which bound men

and women tight in "penal contract," in contrast with the stories

of their brethren's prosperity abroac, were inducing the Indians to

emigrate. In view of this, Michael repeated his previous suggestion

that in place of Chinese coolies the Indian laborers be procured

for work on the Panama Canal: liThe latter is stronger and more in

telligent than the former, and is well, if not better, able to with

stand the heat and trying conditions of the Istr~us. There is not

the same prejudice against the Indians as exists with respect to the

Chinese, and it might be that a trial of one or two thousand In~.an

coolies would so demonstrate their fitness that other and larger

drafts would be desirable upon India for work on Canal.,,27

Meanwhile, in Canada, the arrivals of Indians in large number

in 1907-1908 had roused the same bitter racial resentment against them

which had formerly existed against the Chinese and Japanese. It led

to the appointment of a Royal Commission and the visit of W. L.

Mackenzie King to London, which resulted in Orders in Council and

the introduction of a continuous journey clause aimed at restricting

and practically excluding Indian immigration to Canada. In the

United States, the arrival of the East Indians had given fresh

26Calcutta, September 24, 1906, #146 f!!, ~, Linor File.

27Ibid •
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impetus to associations like the Asiatic Exclusion League, to stop

what it called the "tide of turbans.,,28

The British India government also publicly expressed itself

against Indian immigration to the United states. The government's

main objection was that foreign contacts bred sedition. The Indian

press carried an official circular which alleged that the indus-

trial conditions in the United States were unfavorable to British

Indian immigrants. It asked the local governments to make this

circular particularly known in areas from where emigration was be-

lieved to be general. From the publication of the official circu-

lar, the American Consul General Michael got an impression that the

United states Government had asked the British Ambassador in Wash-

ington to take such measures. Under this impression, Michael in-

formed the Secretary of State that it had been his policy since as-

surning charge of the Consulate-General to discourage any such

emigration from India. He felt that America was already facing a

problem of congestion which was a cause of alarm, and hence he

wrote: "America should be given a rest; given time to prepare the

raw immigrants she had already for citizenship, before taking into

her political and social stome.ch other raw foreigners .,,29

Michael's despatch was received by the Division of Far Eastern

Affairs of the Department of State. The third Assistant Secretary

28Das, Hindustani Workers on the ~acific Coast, pp. 8, 16;
also see: s. Chandrasekhar, "Indian Immigration in America," !,g.
Eastern Survey (July 26, 1944), pp. 139-141. Also; C. Kondapi,
Indians Overseas (New Delhi: Indian Council of World Affairs, 1951),
p. 207.

29Calcutta, April 2, 1908, B!, ~, Numerical File-11898/l8.
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on MaY 7, 1908, while transmitting it to the Secretary of state, in-

quired from him whether he had made any approach to the British

Government. From the perusal of the records of the Department of

State, it appears that although there was hearty approval of

Michael's course of action, no formal approach was made to the Brit-

ish Ambassador to discourage Indian immigration. When the despatch

was referred to the Secretary of Commerce and Labor by the Secretary

of State, Elihu Root, he in turn informed the latter that the gov-

ernment was in no way hostile to immigration as such, but "have pro-

ceeded upon the general policy of selection, thereby excluding more

and more individuals coming under the general designation of un

desirable classes.,,30

Thus, it appears that the British India government's decision

to prevent Indian immigration to Canada and the U.S.A. was influenced

by the agitation in Canada against it and the British fear lest the

Indians should join the groups already active in the United States

against the British rule in India. ~lichael's reluctance to allow

Indians to proceed to the United States was also based on the same

ground. He had written earlier: "Since my coming here, I have dis-

couraged natives from going to the United States, except in few in-

stances where I positively knew that the persons were going on there

to study and knew that they belonged to families wholly free from

30Ibid. W. J. Carr, the Chief Clerk of the Department of
state, in his letter of May 8, 1908, while acknowledging Michael's
despatch of April 2, 1908, wrote to him: "The Department has read
the despatch with much interest, is gratified that you are using
your best efforts to discourage Indians from entering to this coun
try, and hearily approves your position in the matter."
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suspicion of anarchism or disloyalty to the Britigh Government in

India.,,3l

The political offense against the British India Government con

tinued to be advanced as the basis for refusing admission to Brit-

ish Indian nationals in the United States as late as 1913. The

American Consul at Madras, Mr. Jose de Olivares, in 1913, on receipt

of a confidential information regarding one Surendranath Arya, from

Reverend Frank L. Levering of the American Bapti::::t Telugu Hission at

Kotagari, urged the Department of State to apprehend Arya and re-

fuse him admission into the United States, as he was "a notorious

political offender and ex-convict. 1l32 Mr. Olivares stated that

while Surendranath Arya was proceeding to the United States osten-

sibly for the purpose of entering some American educational institu-

tion, his "errand to the United States is for the purpose of foment-

ing in cooperation with other Indian malcontents ••• sojouring

there, sedition against British rule and public order in India.,,33

Arya was previously convicted for sedition and since his release

from prison was converted to Christianity and had joined the Luth

eran Church. Reverend Levering, whom Arya had met, felt that the

latter's attitude towards the British India government had undergone

little if any change and that his intention was simply to take up

3lcalcutta, December 10, 1908, !!' ~, File - 6971/115.

3~adras, June 19, 1913.

33~.
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residence in Cambridge to foment sedition and, therefore, he had

suggested that "he ought not ••• be received into the U.S.

1134. . .
Pursuit of technical education and prospect of economic bet-

terment had brought Indian students and immigrants to the United

States. The immigrants were mainly concentrated in California,

Oregon, and Washington. Since the economic crisis of 1907, when

the Indian laborers were utilized by some factory owners as b1ack-

legs for strike-breaking, there had developed widespread anti-Indian

sentiment and hostility against them among American workers. The

economic crisis passed, but the anti-Indian agitation continued. It

was directed as much against other European and Asiatic emigrants

as against the Indians. But these others were free people and their

governments could be relied upon to safeguard their interest. In

one case of gangsterism, against the Japanese, the Japanese govern-

ment saw that for every single dollar of damage done to its citi-

zens, ten dollars were paid. But the British Consuls and the Brit

ish Ambassador refused to intervene on behalf of the Indians. 35

Indians realized that among the vast conglomeration of foreign na-

tiona1s in American Continent, only they were subject to humi1ia-

tion. The only reason they had to suffer indignities in foreign

34Ibid. Enclosed letter of Rev. Levering.

35Randhir Singh, The Ghadar Heroes (Bombay: 19~'5), pp. 6-7.
Quoted in Dr. R. C. Majumdar's History of Freedom Movement in
India, Vol. II (Calcutta: Firma K. L. Mukhopadhya, 1963),
p. 388.
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lands was obviously because they had no government of their own.

True, some of them, such as "Potato King ll Jwala Singh, his

partners, Wasakha Singh, Sohan Singh Bhakna and Kanshi rtam, were

making good money. But they found that money could not buy respect

for them. Everywhere they were insulted and despised. Even

friendly and sympathetic Americans consoled the Indians by saying:

"Americans hate slavery--and you are slaves. 1I36 Thus, there dawned

in the minds of the Indians in America, first 'the burning sense of

shame that they were slaves, and next the value of liberty and de-

mocracy of which the most shining example loomed large before them--

the United States of America. This brought a political conscious-

ness and yearning for liberty--and the feeling WaS strengthened by

the events moving fast in Ireland, Egypt, China and Turkey. They

also felt the impact of the nationalist movement in India.

The revolutionary ideas and activities which the educated

Indian youths carried with them to Europe and America reached the

sturdy peasants of the Punjab settled in large groups in the U.S.A.

Students read and explained to them the revolutionary papers like

Indian Sociologist of Shyamji Krishna Varma and Madame Cama's

Bande Mataram, which had unrestricted entry in the U.S.A. Many well-

to-do-leaders of Indian settlers carne forward to help Indian stu-

dents, and a students' fund was established for service at home.

Gradually, vernacular newspapers sprang up in British Columbia and

California. 37

37Ibid •-
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In their activities, the Indian nationals, both students and

immigrants, had the example of the Irish-P~ericans, who as early as

1859 had founded Fenian Brotherhood for the liberation of Ireland.

It had long remained "an important factor in the American political

equation.,,38 When it was dissolved under Papal pressure, with its

last convention in 1885, its tradition of securing Irish independ-

ence through armed force was taken over by "physical force" men of

the Clan-na-Gael. 39 The Indians who had already experimented with

Irish Fenianism and Russian anarchism in India in the post-Bengal

partition days, were not reluctant to follow their predecessors in

America. Tilak had drawn his "no rent ll campaign in the Deccan from

Irish experience and Bengal was taught to believe in the power of

the .f1 boycott Il40 by illustrations taken from contemporary Irish his-

tory. So it was not unusual that once in the United States the

Indian nationals joined hands with the Irish-Americans.

By 1906, Indian students and laborers had established various

headquarters in the United states. During the Bengal agitation,

Indian groups in America were publishing materials against the Brit-

ish government in India. The Free Hindustan, published as early as

1908 by Taraknath Das and his group, was probably the first regular

propaganda sheet in the U.S.A. It won American, particularly

38Charles Callan Tansill, America and theFight for Irish
Freedom, 1866-1922 (New York: The Devin Adair Company, 1957), p. 27.

39~., p. 146.

40Chirol, Ope cit., p. 146.
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Irish-American, sympathy and support. The State Department and its

officials, at the request of the British, wanted to suppress this

activity. But they were thwarted oy the local laws and popular Am-

" t for IndJ.."a. 4lerJ..can suppor

According to information supplied by Pandurang Khankhoje, he

and a few other Indian students in California, such as Khagendra

Chandra Das, Taraknath Das and Adhar Chandra Laskar, established

the Indian Independence League" in 1907. Their main activity was

propaganda work amone the Sikh settlers in America, and they also

sent revolutionary leaflets to India for distribution. These were

received by Lala Pindidas of Rawalpindi, for which he was imprisoned

42for seven years.

Two other organizations, the Indo-p~erican Association and

Young Indian Association, both having their headquarters in Cali-

fornia, and branches in Chicago, New York and other important cities,

were also said to be active in America. Sir Valentine Chirol is of

the opinion that Free Hindustan, an English periodical, referred to

above, was pUblished by the Indo-American Association. It was ori-

ginally started in Canada and then transferred to Seattle, wheu it

began to attract the attention of the Canadian authorities. The

moving spirits in this association were "students chiefly from

Bengal who • • • found ready helpers amongst the Irish American

Fenians.,,43 They were also successful in enlisting the support of

41S chmidt, "American Relations with Asia," pp. 146-147.

42Bhupendra i~ath Datta, "Aprakasita Rajnitik Itihas" (in
Bengali), 2 vols. Quoted by Majumdar, Ope cit., p. 390.

43Chirol, 0E. cit., pp. 146-147.
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some British Indian immigrants "who suffered heavily from the anti-

Asiatic campaign along the Pacific slope." Some of them,being

Sikhs and old soldiers, were of special value, as through them di-

rect contact could be established with the regiments to which they

formerly belonged, or at any rate, with the classes from which an

important section of the native army was recruited. Chirol had no

doubt that "large quantities of seditious leaflets, circulated

broadcast three years abO amongst Sepoys, were printed in

America.,,44

In 1910, however, Free Hindustan was being published not from

Seattle, but from New York City. In June 1910, American Consul

General Michael at Calcutta had received a copy of the said period-

ical for transmission to the Department of State from Mr. C. R.

Cleveland, the Inspector General of Criminal Investigation of the

Government of India. It claimed to be "an organ of freedom and poli-

tical, social and religious reform," pUblished in New York CitYo

According to Mr. Cleveland, it was published from America not as a

legitimate enterprise, but sioply to escape from the sedition laws

of British India. It was described as "a revolutionary and anar-

chical paper" which preached violence, and abused and denounced

loyal Native Princes, like the Maharaja of Gwalior, as tyrants and

traitors. In a despatch to the Secretary of State, Michael main-

tained that the charges of Mr. Cleveland were "Vlell-sustained" and

44Ibid •-
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that the Government of India wou.ld like lito have • • • such paper as

Free Hindustan ••• suppressed by the friendly Government.,,45 On

the other hand, the Young India Association in America with "head

centres" and "inner" and "outer circles" was known to have a genuine

Fenian ring and was regarded by the Anglo-Indian offic~als in India

as even more extreme than the Indo-American Association. It was

alleged to be connected with "Indian Red Flag" to which Khudiram

Bose belonged. It was devoted chiefly to the study of explosives

and to smuggling of arms into India. Both these associations were

said to be in frequent communication with the seditious press all

over India, in the Deccan as well as in Bengal and in the Punjab. 46

The Aryan Brotherhood and the Friends of India are also men-

tioned in connection with the early nationalistic activities of

British Indians in the United States. Cambridge (Mass.), New York

City, and Los Angeles (California) were said to be the centers from

which these societies worked to foment sedition in India. 47

The ground was thus prepared through the youthful and sporadic

45calcutta, June 23, 1910.
Note: On the receipt of the said despatch from Calcutta,

Alvey A. Adee on behalf of the Secretary of State on JUly 25, 1910,
sent a copy of it and attached papers to His Excellency, Mr. Hughes,
the Governor of New York, requesting that it would be kind of him
to inform the Department of State if the publishers were guilty of
any offense under the laws of New York. Governor Hughes forwarded
the papers to the District Attorney of New York County. Records of
the Department of state does not show the findings of the District
Attorney. Neither is there any evidence of further action taken.
See ~, ~, Index No. 845. 00/141-142.

46Chirol, Ope cit., p. 147.

47Madras, June 19, 1913.
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efforts of some educated Indian youths, to which not a few well-to-

do Indian settlers had also lent their support, for the setting up

of a political organization to give guidance and direction to the

movement for Indian Freedom in the United States.

The first evidence of systematic political activities among

the Indian settlers appeared in Portland, Oregon, where an Indian

Association was organized in 1910 by~ Datta Kumar. The Associa-

tion maintained an office and a reading room where newspapers and

periodicals from India were available. This association, however,

is said to have a brief span of active life as Guru Datta Kumar

fell ill and left Portland, and in his absence there was none to

carryon its activities. 48 But, according to Pandurang Khankhoje,

the leader of Indian nationalistic activities in Portland in 1910

was Kanshiram Joshi. His group grew powerful in 1911-12 and when

in 1913, Har Dayal joined it, he infused new life into it and changed

its name to Ghadar. 49

The Hindustan Ghadar Party, which raised the banner of revolt

against the British rule in India, was formed in the United states

in the year 1913. But, the history of the formation of the Party

is somewhat obscure, as various accounts, differing substantially

from one another, have been given even by those who were associated

with it from the very beginning. The truth seems to be that sev-

eral political organizations sprang up at different times and under

48Madras, May 6, 1915. Enclosed clipping from }~dras Mail,
May 1, 1915.

49Majumdar, Ope cit., p. 390.
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different groups or individual leaders, and all these eventually

coalesced into a single party.

Khushwant Singh says that first steps towards organizing a re-

volutionary movement in the United states were taken in ~larch 1913

when invitations were sent to Indian laborers and farmers to at-

tend a conference in Washington. Amongst the sponsors of this move

were Sohan Singh of Bhakna, Jowala Singh, Kartar Singh, Karma Singh

and Lala liar Dayal. He, however, does not say where the conference

was held in Washington, except that "nearly two hundred delegates

attended the Washington Conference, and its outcome was the found-

ing of an organization known as the Hindi Association." According

to him, it met for the second time at Sacramento in Cctober, 1913

when it decided to bring out a periodical named Ghadar, and from

then onwards the association came to be known as the Ghadar Party.50

The first part of Khushwant Singh's story resembles Randhir

Singh's account, who cites Baba Sohan Singh Bhakna, oldest of the

Ghadar heroes, who was still living in 1945, except that the Con-

ference was held at Astoria, Oregon. Sohan Singh Bhakna, who was

at that time working in a timber factory at Astoria, took the ini-

tiative. A meeting was held there on Narch 13, 1913, to which came

120 Indians, including forty representatives from towns and fac-

tories of Oregon and Washington. Another, a bigger and more rep-

resentative gathering, was held on November 1, 1913 at

50Khushwant Singh, The Sikhs (London: George Allen & Unwin
Ltd., 1953), pp. 123-124.



193

San Francisco, to confirm the decision of the last meeting. Fif-

teen thousand dollars were coll'ected at these two meetings and the

Hindi Association of America was founded. It was decided to bring

out a weekly paper, Ghadar, named in commemoration of the Mutiny

of 1857, in Urdu, Marathi and Gurumukhi. This gave the Associa

tion its now hallowed name--the Ghadar Party.5l

According to the deposition of Amar Singh, an approver in the

Lahore Conspiracy Case,5la Lala Har ~ayal is said to have played a

very prominent part in the formation of the Ghadar Party. He

visited st. John, Oregon, in May, 1913, accompanied by another

Indian patriot, Bhai Parmanand on the invitation of Indian set-

tlers. Although Parmanand left for an unknown destination from

St. John, Har Dayal, in the company of Pandit Kanshi Ram, a pros-

perous contractor in a timber mill at st. John, visited Bridal

Veil, Linton and Portland and addressed several meetings of Indians.

He asked them to contribute funds for starting a newspaper, and he

also impressed upon them the need for unity. Later, with

51Randhir Singh, Ope cit., ppo 8-9. ~uoted in Majumdar,
Ope cit., p. 393.

5laAmar Singh was a returned emigrant from the United States.
He was himself an alleged accused in the Lahore Conspiracy Case, but
turned approver and became the Chief Prosecution witness. Hence
he made some twisted statements to substantiate the Government's
charges against the accused. The case arose as a result of an
alleged conspiracy to engineer an armed revolution in India.
Among the 81 accused persons, 48 were returned emigrants from the
United States and were said to belong to the Ghadar }arty. A spe
cial tribunal was constituted under the Defence of India Act 1915
and the trial took place in the Lahore Central jail.



Ram Chandra Peshawari and Pandit r~nshi Ram he visited Astoria,

where he addressed another large meeting. It was as a result of his

spade work between May and October 1913, that the general meeting

of Indian workers was held at San Francisco on November 1, 1913

which ushered in the Ghadar Party.52

The resolutions founding the Ghadar Party laid down its aim

as the overthrow of imperialist Raj in India and the building up in

its place of a national republic based on freedom and equality.

This aim could be achieved only by an armed national revolution.

Every member of the Ghadar Party was declared to be in honor and

duty bound to participate in the fight against slavery carried on

anywhere in the world. 53 There were three main political groups in

India at this time, the moderates w~o stood for constitutional re-

form, the nationalists, who were non-violent revolutionaries, and

the extremists, who advocated armed revolt. The Ghadar Party typi-

fied the last element. "Its philosophy," says Hark Naidis, "was an

incongruous mixture of Sinn Fein, Marxian Socialism and the romantic

nationalism of the Italian patriot Hazzini. 1I54

52Madras, May 6, 1915. Enclosed clipping from Madras Mail,
May 1, 1915. Note: The Astoria meeting is said to have been held
in June, 1913. It brought to a climax all the previous activities
and ~ropasanda campaigns among the Hindus. In response to an ap
peal for funds, Kanshi Ram donated ~ 1,000 and others present fol
lowed his example. Kanshi Ram was later elected Treasurer of the
Ghadar Party.

53
Sydney Brooks', Hemorandum to Secretary of State, January

25, 1916, B!, RDS, Index No. 845. 00/205.

54Mark Naidis, "Propaganda of the Gadar ,l- arty, Pacifi.c
Historical Review, Vol. XX, No.3 (August, 1951), p. 251.
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In the first elections, Sohan Singh Bhakna and Har Dayal were

elected President and Secretary, respectively. The central office

of the Party, which came to be known as rYugantar Ashram," remained

at 436 Hill Street, San Francisco until 1918, when the Farty built

its own building at 5 Wood Street. San Francisco was chosen as

headquarters because of the large Indian community in California,

and also because as a port it provided facilities for contacts with

foreign revolutionaries. The presence of several American sympa-

thizers there also accounted for the choice.

The Association's endeavors aroused warm and immediate response.

Within a few months its membership ran into many thousands both

within and outside the United States. It opened branches in Canada,

China, Fiji, and the Malaya States.55

There seems to be little doubt that liar Dayal was the guiding

spirit of the movement which, under his dynamic personality, took

final shape in 1913 in the formal inauguration of the Ghadar Party.

Har Dayal was born in Delhi in 1884. A man of brilliant parts, he

had a distinguished academic career at Delhi, Lahore and Oxford,

where he held an Indian Government scholarship. In 1907, being im-

bued with revolutionary ideas, he resigned his government scholar

ship.5
6

He associated himself with Shyamji Krishna Varma who, in

55Khushwant Singh, Ope cit., p.124.

56Sydney Brooks' Memorandum to the Secretary of State, Janu
ary 25, 1916, Ope cit. Also see: Great Britain, Parliamentary Papers,
Report of Committee Appointed to InvestigaJe Revolutionary Conspira
cies in India, Cd. 9190 (London: H. M. Stationary Office, 1918),
VIII, 61.
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his journal, the Indian Sociologist, stated that Har Dayal had re-

signed his scholarship, "as he holds that no Indian who really

loves his country ought to compromise his principles and barter his

rectitude of conduct for any favor whatever at the hands of the

alien oppressive rulers of India.,,57 On his return to India in 1908

he began to preach at Lahore a program of general boycott and pas-

sive resistance against the British rule. He was "the real

founder,,58 of the revolutionary movement in the Punjab. Later, he

rejoined Shyamji Krishna Varma in Paris, and for sometime edited a

Bengali revolutionary tract from Geneva. In 1911, he transferred

his revolutionary activities to America.

After his arrival in the United States in 1911, he was ap-

pointed a lecturer in Indian philosophy at Stanford University.

He was, however, dismissed from the University. The reason for this

is not definitely known. In a letter dated July 22, 1939, Dr. Ray

Lyman Wilbur, former President of Stanford University, said that

Har Dayal "was dismissed for overplaying his relationship to the

University. 1159 This is a bit enigmatic, but evidently means that

he was taking advantage of his status and position in the Univer-

sity to further his revolutionary campaign in the U.S.A.

After his dismissal, Har Dayal spent his whole time and energy

57Quoted in Majumdar, £E.cit., p. 392

58Gurmukh Nihal Singh, Landmarks in Indian Constitutional and
National Development (Delhi: Atma Ram and Sons, 1950), p. 265.

59Giles T. Brown, "The Hindu Conspiracy, 1914-1917," Pacific
Historical Review, Vol. XVII, No.3 (August, 1948), p. 300.
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~n his revolut~onary propaganda among the Indian settlers, and as

we have seen, because of his indefatigable efforts, the Pacific

Coast Hindustani Association, better known as the Ghadar Party,

came into being in November, 1913. When it was decided to publish

the Ghadar, he became its editor and settled at the Ywgantar Ashram

(named after the well-known revolutionary journal pUblished in Cal-

cutta). In his pUblication work, his chief assistant was Ram

Chandra.

In the first issue of the Ghadar, Har Dayal boldly declared:

"Today there begins in foreign lands but ~n our country's tongue a

war against the British Raj •••• What is our name? Mutiny. What

is our work? Mutiny. Where will Mutiny break out? In India. The

time will soon come when rifles and blood will take the place of

pens and ink.,,60 This clearly foreshadowed the line of policy to

be pursued by the paper.

Each issue of the paper had on its front page a set feature

which was called "Angrez Raj Ka Kachcha Chittha" (transparent ac-

count of the British rule) and a sub-title identifying itself as the

"enemy of British Government," working for rebellion in India. It

contained a long list of the crimes perpetrated by the British in

India. This indictment of Eritish rule was very popular with all

Indians living abroad, for it gave the Indian version of

60sydney Brooks' Hemorandum to the Sec'y of State, January 25,
1916, Ope cit. Also: Earl E. Sperry, Gerillan Plots & Intrigues in the
U.S. during the Period of our Neutrality (Washington: Committee on
Public Information, Red, White and Blue Series, No. 10, July, 1918),
p. 43.
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British rule in India and was meant to counteract the virulent propa-

ganda carried on againEt India by the British Government. It kept

India's struggle for freedom in the forefront of the world. Its

circulation rose by leaps and bounds, and the paper later began to

appear in different languages--Gurmukhi, Urdu, Hindi and English.

The Government of India later described the Ghadar propaganda as

"o f a violently anti-British nature, playing on every passion which

it could possibly excite, preaching ••• mutiny in every sentence,

and urging Indians to ••• revolution.,,6l

While the Ghadar Party was steadily growing in power and pres-

tige, the Indian settlers in America were faced with a grave crisis,

when the State of California passed a law to the effect thatno

alien could own any land or even take it on lease. The British Gov-

ernment, far from taking up the cause of the Indians, told the U.S.

authorities that Indians were to be treated as Orientals. Har Dayal

denounced this policy in strong language. Just at this time, he

committed another indiscretion by championing openly the cause of

the Syndicalist Party by making public speeches from its platform.

The American Government, whose mind was already poisoned by the

British Government against Har Dayal, on March 25, 1914, in response

to a complaint by the British Consul at San Francisco, served Har

Dayal with a warrant of arrest, preliminary to deportation as an

undesirable alien. Har Dayal was, however, released on bail. It

61Indian Sedition Committee Report, 1918. Quoted in
Gurmukh Nihal Singh, Ope cit., p. 269.
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was believed at the time that tIlls was due to the influence of Wil-

liam Jennings Bryan, the Secretary of State in Wilson's Cabinet,

who was sympathetic to India's struggle for freeaom. 62 Har Dayal

took advantage of it and skipped bail and fled to Switzerland.

Bail money was later forfeited. He had, however, left behind Ram

Chandra, one of his faithful adherents, in charge of the affairs of

the Ghadar Party. An editorial board was set up to carryon the

pUblicity work, including the Ghadar newspaper. Ram Chandra was

soon joined by Bhagwan Singh and Muhammad Barakatulla, a quondam

Professor of TOkyo University. Meanwhile, from Geneva, Har Dayal

proceeded to Berlin to become a co-sponsor of the Indian National

Party there and to play a part in the struggle impending against

Britain. 63

The first reference to Har Dayal's anti-British activities in

America was made from India by American Consul at Bombay, Mr. Henry

D. Baker, after the opening of the Delhi Conspiracy Case (1914).64

en the assumption that the United States Government was, as yet,

not informed of Har Dayal's activities in California, Baker wrote to

L. Robertson, Political Secretary to the Government of Bombay on

May 27, 1914, the same day he sent his despatch to the Secretary of

State, asking for full particulars and "exact nature of the

_op~_~c~i~t., pp_ 396-397-6~Iajumdar,

63Ibid •

64- 4Hombay, May 27, 191 •
:l.'imes of India, i'iay 27, 1914.

Enclosed newspaper clipping from The
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anarchistic acts alleged to have been corr;mitted by said Har Dayal. 1I

He was not aware whether or not the Government of India through the

British Government had made any request for the extradition or de-

portation of Har Dayal, or had supplied the U.S. Government and

authorities of the State of California with information regarding

the "apparently dangerous character" of that man. He stated in his

letter to Robertson that "it was an important duty of his as Consul

at Dombay to promptly report to the Government concerning any indi-

vidual who might leave ••• for the U.S. and was known to be an

anarchist. ,,65 He noted that the immigration law of the United States

specifically excluded from entrance any anarchist or a person who

believed in or advocated the overthrow by force or violence of the

Government of the United States, or for that matter of "all govern-

ments or of all forms of law." Baker had requested Secretary

Robertson that either the Police Department of the Government of

Uombay or its secret service be instructed to send to him due notice

of the departure of any Indian to the United States, information

about his or her character, or whether he or she was suspected or

known to be an anarchist. He sought this information for prompt

transmission to his own government, which might be able to enforce

its immigration laws accordingly.66 On receipt of this despatch,

the Secretary of State on June 25, 1916, sent a copy of it to the

64Bombay, May 27, 1914. Enclosed newspaper clipping from ~
Times of India, May 27, 1914.

65~. 66~.
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Secretary of Labor for transmission to the Bureau of Immigraticn. 67

On August 21, 1914, Consul Baker drew the attention of the

Secretary of State to the following statement which appeared in the
"~,.

Pioneer of Allahabad, " a semi-official organ of the Government of

India,,:68

It seems strange that nothing further has been heard
of the proceedings in California against Har Dayal,
the&-Delhi student and anarchist. Apparently in the
land of the free an anarchist is under no penalty un
less he be an immigrant of less than three years'
domicile. Har Dayal, having been more than this pe
riod in the States, is a citizen who may preach
anarchy as freely as he pleases. That his activities
have in no way been curtailed is apparent from the
~lood 069literature from California that still re~ches

.oombay.

What appeared in the Pioneer clearly shows that as yet nothing defi-

nite was known in India about the whereabouts of Har Dayal publicly.

Zven the American Consul at Bombay did not know that Har Dayal had

already skipped his bail and fled to Switzerland, enroute to Ber-

lin, and that the flood of literature which was still continuing

emanated not from him, but from the pen of his associates. In view

of this, Consul Baker inquired from the Commissioner of Police at

Bombay about the authenticity of the report appearing in the

Pioneer and, in case it was true, asked for some sample of the "lit-

erature from California" for transmission to the Government in

Washington. In reply, the Police Commissioner of Bombay confirmed

67U•S• Dept. of State, June 25, 1914, NA, RDS, Index No. 
845. 00/177.

68Bombay, August 21, 1914.

69Ibid.
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that "anarchist literature is reaching Bombay from California" and

that all such literature was sent to Sir Charles Cleveland, the

Director of the Criminal Intelligence Department at Simla. The Po

lice Commissioner of Bombay expressed the view that Baker would be

"conferring a great benefit upon the ••• Govt. of India,,,7
0

if he

would place himself in communication with Sir Charles Cleveland, and

endeavor, if possible, to move his government at Washington to look

closely into the matter, since it formed "a source of continual

anxiety to the Government of India." Acting on the Police Commis

sioner's suggestion, Baker also wrote to Sir Charles Cleveland, who

in turn replied to him on August 1, 1914. Sir Charles acknowledged

that it was a fact that the Government of India had "been put to a

good dea~ of inconvenience by the transmission through the post of

a great quantity of anarchistic literature emanating from San Fran

cisco," where it was manufactured by a group of seditious Indians

"intoxicated by the freedom of restraint which they are allowed to

enjoy in the United States." He expressed his gratitude to Hr.

Baker for having offered to refer the matter to the Government at

Washington, but as the whole matter had been, and perhaps still was,

"under the consideration of the Government of the United States, it

would perhaps complicate the matter, if another channel of communi

cation were opened." Sir Cleveland informed Mr. Baker that the

matter had been "taken up by the British Government in London.,,71

70Ibid. Enclosed papers.

71 Ibid •
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Thus, it is apparent that the Government of India, through

diplomatic channels, had already made re~resentations to the Gov-

ernment of the United States concerning the alleged revolutionary

activities of the Indian nationals in the United States. And, as

we have seen, the action of the United States Immigration authori

ties in March, 1914, in arresting Har Dayal for deportation as an

undesirable alien, was definitely prompted by British official pres-

sure and persuasion.

American Consul Baker also informed the Department of State

about the notification issued by the vommerce and Industries De

partment of the Government of India, published in the ~ombay Gov

ernment's Extraordinary Gazette of July 3, 1914, which prohibited

the bringing into British India, by sea or by land, any copy of the

paper called Ghadar, published in San Francisco. Later, another ex

traordinary issue of the Bombay Gazette, dated October 5, 1914,

similarly prohibited the importation of the paper called the

Shamsher-i-Khalsa, pUblished in Gurumw~hi in Stockton, California. 72

On November 20, 1914, the Secretary of State, Robert Lansing, sent

to the Postmaster General of the United states copies of the above-

mentioned despatches from the American Consul at Bombay, for in

formation and necessary action, and Wilbur J. Carr, acting for the

Secretary of State, in his letter to the American Vice-Consul in

Charge at Bombay, acknowledged the receipt of Baker's unnumbered

72Bombay, August 21, 1914 and October 9, 1914.
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despatch of October 9, 1914.75

Subsequently, the American Consul at ~~dras, Hr. Jose di

Olivares, drew the attention of the Department of State to a trial

in progress at Lahore. On April 27, 1915, Mr. Bevan Petman, the

counsel for the prosecution, had opened the case for the Crown in

the Lahore Central jail against a number of Indians, many of them

returned immigrants from the United States. The accused were

charged with conspiracy to create a revolution having as its object

the overthrow by force of the lawfully established government in

India, the expulsion of Europeans, and the establishment of an in-

digenous or Indian self-government. The Crown Prosecutor, in his

opening statement, had charged that the alleged conspiracy was

hatched on American soil by seditious Indian nationals. The most

serious aspect of the plot, Olivares said, was the attempt by the

conspirators to tamper with the loyalty of the native-Indian troops.

He informed the Secretary of State that as soon as the British India

Government knew of it, there took place a summary court martial and

execution of four Indian Sepoys at Meerut on May 20, 1915. 74

The Lahore Conspiracy, as the trial came to be called, was the

outcome of a bold and ingenious effort of the Indian revolutionaries

abroad and at home to overthrow the British authority in India.

73U•S • Department of State, November 20, 1914, NA, ~,
Index No. 845. 00/179.

74Madras, April 29, 1915. Enclosed clipping from Madras Times,
April 29, 1915.
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The outbreak of the Great European War was seized upon by the Indian

revolutionaries abroad as a golden opportunity to strike at British

rule in India, as England's adversity was for them India's oppor-

tunity. An abortive attempt at a general rising was planned in

conjunction with Germany. While the Indians were dreaming of push-

ing forward their scheme in India with German help, the German

authorities were hoping that the revolutionaries in India would be

able to create enough trouble for the British to make them less ef-

fective as combatants in Europe. An uprising in India, the German

Imperial Government calculated, would serve a double purpose: it

would not only keep Indian native regiments from joining the

British expeditionary forces in France, but it would also divert

British troops to India. Thus, they were r8ady to lend to the

rebel Indians a helping hand by offering to supply arms, ammunition

and money to bring about a general rising in India.

The first step to~]ards this German-Indian cooperation was the

establishment of the Indian National Party in Berlin under the di-

rection of Alfred Zimmermann, German Secretary for Foreign Affairs,

who was also attached to the German General staff. It was organ-

ized by Mr. Champakaraman Pillai, President of the International

Pro-India Committee, Zurich, and included among its members Har

Dayal, the founder of the Ghadar Partl in America, Barkatulla,

Taraknath Das, K. C. Ch~cravarty and Herambra Lal Gupta. 75

75Indian Sedition Committee Report, p. 119; quoted in Majumdar
Gurmukh Nihal Singh, Ope cit., p. 263.

Note: Dr. R. C. Mujundar, on the basis of the account of
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Har Dayal, as we have seen, had skipped bail and fled to Switzer-

land. From there, he was persuaded to proceed to Berlin, where he

was taken in hand by Von Wesendonck, Secretary in-charge of the

Indian section of the Foreign Office, and together, they were said

to have cooperated in the formation of the Indian Independence

Committee, better known as the Indian National Party. At their

call, numerous Indian nationalistc, chiefly students from various

European universities flocked to Berlin. By means of the purse

strings, this committee planned to assume control over the various

groups working for Indian independence. Eventually, the organiza-

tion in the United States was also brought under the direction of

Central Committee in Berlin. Finally, Germany's diplomatic repre-

sentatives throughout the world were instructed by the German For-

eign Office to render material and moral assistance to Indian na

tionalists abroad. 76

Time was also ripe for such an enterprise, as in the last

quarter of 1916 events were happening which had inflamed the minds

of Indians at home and abroad. An incident which has become "a

romantic episode in modern Indian history,,77 occurred during this

Bhupendra Nath Datta, has given a different account of the formation
of the Berlin Committee. liar Dayal did not play the main role. Si
milarly, Champakaraman Pillai, although credited with foreshadowing
the activities of Netaji Subhas Chandra Bose in the Second World War,
was not the President of tile Berlin Committee. See Mujuudar,~
cit., pp. 403-413.

76Captain Henry Landau, The Enem Within the Inside stor of
German Sabotage in America (New York: G. P. Putnam & Sons, 1937 ,p.29.

77Pattabhi Sitaramayya, History of the Indian National Congress,
Vol. I (Bombay: Padma Publications, 1946), p. 50.
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period. It was the famous Komagatamaru episode. Indian emigrants

to Canada had to fulfill the continuous journey clause. In Oct

ober, 1913, thirty-nine out of a party of forty-six Indians who went

to Vancouver were refused admission for failing to fulfill the re-

.quirements of this clause. In order to challenge this clause, one

Sikh gentleman, a prosperous contractor named Baba Gurdit Singh,

hired a Japanese steamer called Komagatamaru and took a total of

376 Indian passengers, of whom all except 30 were Sikhs, to Canada.

On May 21, 1914, the boat reached Victoria and anchored in the

Burrard inlet off Vancouver harbor. Although the passengers had

satisfied all the conditions on the statute book, the Komagatamaru

was not allowed to land its passengers. While the legal battle was

fought, the Komagatamaru passengers waited patiently. They ran out

of food and water. Men, women and children starved. On July 18,

1914, when the Canadian police and immigration officers tried to

take possession of the steamer, unarmed and semi-starved Sikhs of

fered resistance and prevented them from doing so. The scuffle be

tween the Sikhs and the police posse of 120 was described by the

Vancouver papers as lithe battle of Burrard Inlet. 1I But soon a

cruiser was brought in. With Rainbow's guns trained on the

Komagatamaru, the steamer left after two months waiting on her home

ward voyage. On her return to Calcutta on September 27, 1914, the

Komagatamaru was piloted to Budge-Budge (a place down the Hooghly)

and the passengers were asked by the Government to board a train

for the Punjab. The sturdy Sikhs refused and instead formed a pro

cession. Soon there ensued a scuffle between them and the police,
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and the latter opened fire, killing several processionists. 78

A fortnight after the shooting at Budge-Budge, another Japan-

ese steamer, the Tosa-Maru, docked at Calcutta carrying 173 Indian

passengers, including some leaders of the Ghadar movement. They

were immediately arrested and sent to the Punjab. The Tosa-Maru

passengers who were thus arrested included the 70 Indians who had

left San Francisco on the steamer Korea on Au~ust 29, 1914 to or-

ganize underground movements to put their plans into action. Ran

Chandra, who had taken charge of the Jugantar Ashram and the Ghadar

Party in the United States, was the real organizer of this

expedition. 79

The Komagatamaru episode had embittered the feelings of the

Indi~ mostly Sikhs, living abroad in Canada, U.S.A., Philippines,

Hong-kong and China against the British Government. They had be-

come more amenable to the revolutionary propaganda of the Ghadar

Party, which had by then become involved in the plan for a revolu-

tion in India with the help of the Germans. The Ghadar revolu-

tionaries in the United states urged the Sikhs to go back to the

Punjab and work for the overthrow of the Government which had

treated them so badly. In pursuance of this call, a huge meeting

was held at Sacramento, California which was addressed by Ram

Chandra and Bhagwan Singl:, urging them to join the Korea expedition.

78Khushwant Singh, Ope cit., pp. 124-131.

79}ladras, M~y 6, 1915. Enclosed clipping from Madras Mail,
May 1, 1915. .
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Among the prominent Ghadarites on board the Korea included Jwalla

Singh, Nawab F~an and Fandit Kanshi Ram. At Yokohoma they were

joined by Bhai Farmanand. Before reaching Hongkong where they

transferred to the Tosa Maru, the Korea had passed through Yoko-

homa, Kobe, Nagasaki and Manila and is said to have contacted the

co-revolutionaries living there. At Hongkong an attempt was made by

the group to seduce Indian Sepoys of a certain regiment. Some of

them travelled to Canton and were said to have sought the help of

the German Consul before they left Hongkong on board the Tosa }~ru.

The group, while passing through Singapore, contacted some native

soldiers there and at Fenang and Rangoon were joined by several

other associates. Thus, it appears that the plan was well laid and

stretched from San Francisco via Far East and through Malaya Set-

tlements to India. Germany was aiding and abetting the Indian
. 80

revolutionaries in all their efforts.

As a matter of fact, during the period between the outbreak of

the World War and the entrance of the United States into it, in Am-

erica Germany was engaged in an effort to cripple the British ship-

ping by sabotage and submarine so that Britain might not be able to

draw heavily upon America's economic resources, which was regarded

as a decisive factor in an extended period of war. The German

Military and Naval intelligence services launched an intensified

sabotage offensive in America through their diplomatic representa-

tives and were credited with having obtained the cooperation of
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some Americans of Irish parentage through the good offices of Sir

Roger Casement. Plans were made to hinder British war supp+ies by

blowing up the Canadian ~acific railroad tracks and other railways

and bridges. But, with few exceptions, they were not very success-

ful. On the West coast the German sabotage campaign was conducted

by Franz Von Bopp, the German Consul General in San Francisco, aided

by his two Vice-Consuls, William Von Brincken and E. H. Von Schack.

The outbreak of the war had given an opportune moment to the Ger-

man representatives on the West Coast to utilize the anti-British

sentiment of the Indian nationals as well as the Ghadar revolu

tionaries in.an Indian-German plot to promote sedition in India. 81

Meanwhile, as we have noted, the Indian Independence Committee at

Berlin under the German Foreign Office and General Staff had taken

command of the situation. On December 27, 1914, the following

coded cable, No. 449, was sent by Zimmermann to Von Bernstorff, the

Imperial German Ambassador at Washington:

A confidential agent of the Berlin Committee, Heramba
Lal Gupta, is shortly leaving for America in order to
organize the importation of arms and the conveyance of
Indians (plotters) now resident in the United States to
India. He is provided with definite instructions. You
should place at his disposal the sum which he requires
for this purpose in America, at Shanghai and Batavia;
viz., 150,000 marks. Sanction should be requested by
teleg§2ph for any additional expenditure under this
head.

This was followed up on December 31, 1914, by a further coded cable

81Captain Henry Landau, Ope cit., pp. 1-28.

82~., pp. 29-30.
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from Zimmermann to Washington, which read as follows:

In continuation of Number 449, you should in conjunction
with Gupta--but without attracting attention--take steps
to have such Indians as are suitable for this purpose
instruce3d in the use of explosives by seme reliable
person.

The above-mentioned coded cables from Zimmermann to the German dip-

lomatic representatives prove the appointment of Heramba Lal Gupta

as leader of the plot in the U.S.A. Hitherto Ram Chandra, who had

assumed the leadership of the revolutionary Gadar Party, had func-

tioned under the Berlin Committee in the United States and had

tried to send men and arms to India to raise there an armed rebel-

lion against the British. Ram Chandra had evidently succeeded in

this task to a certain extent. In the early months of the War,

the rebels established a secret way to India. Men were sent to

Shanghai, where Tehl Singh made necessary arrangements for the trip

to Swatow. There, a German merchant provided transportation to

Siam. From Siam, the plotters were smuggled through Burma across

the Indian border. That a large number passed in this way is indi-

cated by the fact that Tehl Singh spent thirty-thousand dollars

helping revolutionaries who passed through Shanghai. Ram Chandra

had also repaired the breach which had existed between the Hindus

and the Muslims in the United States working under the fold of the

Ghadar Party. But his well-conceived Korea expedition had ended in

a disaster. Although it had failed to daunt him, it did worry the



212

Committee in Berlin and led to the deputation of Gupta to the United

84States.

Upon his arrival from Berlin, Gupta undertook the twofold

task of enlisting men and obtaining arms. The first was easier to

accomplish than the second. Gupta opened negotiations with James

Deitrick at San Francisco, who held power-oi-attorney for Sun Yat

Sen, for the purchase from the Chinese Government of Sun of a mi1-

lion rifles which were already in South China, but the idea was

given up when it was learnt that most of these rifles were f1int-

locks or muzzle-loaders. Germans who were tv pay the money rea1-

ized that the obsolescence of the weapons more than outweighed the

advantage of their location. Gupta then went to Japan to see if

military supplies could be obtained there. Within forty-eight hours

he learned that the Japanese planned to turn him over to the British.

He spent the next few months hiding from the police, and his at

tempts to procure arms proved futile in Japan. 85

Even before Gupta left for Japan, the German diplomatic corps

stationed in the United States was setting in motion plans to place

modern arms on the shore of India. Captain Franz Von Papen, mi1i-

tary attache of the German Embassy, asked Hans Tauscher of the Krupp

Agency of New York to buy arms and ammunition for about ten thousand

men and to send them as secretly as possible to San Diego, California.

84Gi1es T. Brown, "The Hindu Conspiracy Case, 1914-1917,"
Pacific Historical Review, Vol. XVII, No.3, August, 1948, pp. 300
301. (Based on the testimonies of Teh1 Singh and Nawab Khan, ~
Francisco Examiner, Dec. 8, Dec. 20, 1917).

85Majumdar, Ope cit., p. 415.



213

Tauscher purchased and in January, 1915, shipped cartloads of

freight containing 8,000 rifles and 4,000,000 cartridges to San

Diego. 86 On the Pacific Coast, E. H. Von Schack, German Vice-

Consul at San Francisco, arranged with J. Clyde Hizr, city at-

torney for Coronado, a little town across the bay from San Diego,

for placing the cargo on board the schooner, Annie Larsen, which

had been chartered for the purpose. Fourteen thousand dollars were

given to Hizr by the German Consulate and to avoid the suspicion of

the British agents known to be there, he posed as a representative

of the Carranza faction in the Mexican Civil War, then raging. On

the evening of March 8, 1915, all lights were extinguished on board

the Annie Larsen and on the tug which was to tow it to sea, and the

two vessels shipped quietly out of the bay.87

In Los Angeles, an American attorney named Ray Howard was

asked by a German friend, Fred Jebsen, to form a dummy corporation

to bUy the tanker, Maverick, which was for sale. The plan which

Jebsen then drew up called for the Annie Larsen to leave San Diego,

loaded with arms, while the Maverick was to clear for San Pedro

empty. The two ships were to meet at the little Mexican island of

Socorro, about three hundred miles south of the tip of Lower Cali-

fornia. There the arms were to be transferred to one of the empty

oil tanks of the }~verick and covered with oil. The ammunition was

to be stowed in a separate tank and kept dry. The two ships were

86Report, Tauscher's Confession in Sperry, Ope cit., pp. 43-
44.

87Giles T. Brown, Ope cit., po 302.
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then to separate, the one to go to India with the arms, and the

other to return to American waters. Should the tanker be in danger

of capture, it was to be sunk. 88

It was given out at San Pedro that the Maverick was going to

relieve the congestion in the East Indian coconut industry. When

it cleared from San Pedro on April 23, 1915, it carried five Indians

recruited by Ram Chandra and an ample supply of revolutionary lit-

erature. One week later, the Maverick arrived at Socorro Island,

only to learn from a note from Page, the super-cargo of the Annie

Larsen, that after a wait for a month that the vessel was forced

to go to Mexico for a supply of water. Page promised to return as

quickly as possible and requested that the Maverick await his re

turn. While waiting, the V~verick was searched by both British and

American warships, but its empty tanks revealed no secrets, and

Chandra's revolutionary literature was destroyed before the first

boarding party arrived. After waiting for twenty-nine days,

the Maverick sailed north and anchored off the Coronado Islands

and telephoned the Consulate in San Francisco concerning the mis

carriage of plans. He was told to take the tanker to Hilo,

Hawaii, and after reaching there was ordered to lonely Johnston

Island in the mid-Pacific, where another vain wait for the Annie

Larsen ensued. Following instructions, the Captain took the tanker

to Anjer, Batavia, where it reported to Theodore Helfaich, a German

agent in contact with the Bengal revolutionaries, but it
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was ultimately seized by the Dutch authorities. Starr-Hunt, (a

young American), and the four Indians escaped, but the ship on which

they were fleeing was stopped off the coast of Sumatra by a British

cruiser, and the five plotters were taken to Singapore where Starr-

Ij t f d h" t· th . t· 89~un con esse ~s par ~n e ~n r~gue.

The voyage of the Annie Larsen proved as useless as that of

the }~verick. The Annie Larsen arrived at Socorro Island, but after

a month, its water supply being exhausted, sailed to Acapulco, and

left after paying a bribe of seventy dollars. For twenty-two days

the Captain tried to return to Socorro Island, but the attempt had

to be given up as the provisions again ran low. Adverse winds, ap-

parently, made it impossible for the sailing ship to reach the is-

land. Several weeks afterwards, stormy weather caused it to seek

shelter in the ],ort of Hoquian, Washington, thousands of miles to

the north. There, on June 29, 1915, customs officials seized the

craft when the nature of its cargo was discovered. Count von

Bernstorff, the German Ambassador in Washington, boldly attempted to

regain possession of the arms through the American State De;artment,

by claiming that they were intended for shipment to German forces in

East Africa. He disclaimed any knowledge of either the Maverick or

a plot to stir up rebellion in India. 90

It is difficult to understand why the Maverick did not sail

until forty-six days after the Annie Larsen. The German Consulate

89Ibid ., p. 304.

90Ibid., pp. 304-305.
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blamed Page for the failure.

The whole plan for an Indian rQvolt seemed to be bogging

down. The Indian National Party in Ber~in, however, continued to

harbor plans for the simultaneous general rising in Bengal and the

Punjab. In July, 1915, the Executive Committee of the Party at Ber

lin issued a Manifesto which declared that India was in a state of

war with England and that guerrilla warfare was being waged by the

nationalists to emancipate themselves from the hated British yoke.

The Manifesto challenged the right of England to put down the

Indian patriots while she pretended to uphold liberty in Europe.

It asserted further that Great Britain stood self-condemned for the

unspeakable poverty and stagnation of the millions of Hindustan and

that the British power was based on perfidy, treachery, brutality

and brigandage. All the infamies which they denounced when committed

by other countries were being perpetrated by them in India. It re

minded the ~gyptians of their Fellaheen soldiers who fell at Tel-el

Kebir and of Denshawai hangings, the Sudanese of the slaughter of

Ondurman, and pointed to the massacre of Peruvians in Putumayo and

the merciless shooting down of Hindustani workers in British Guiana

as further examples of British double talk. The blowing by cannon

of men and women in India after the Indian revolt of 1857, and con

tinued hangings and imprisonment of several Indian patriots, were

also invoked to show that the British acts in India were unjust and

inhuman. The manifesto concluded with the solemn declaration that:

"We have a right to fight for freedom, and we will not stop till
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India is free. 119l

The Berlin Committee with German aid had established three op-

erational bases for bringing about a revolution in India--one at

Batavia for Bengal, the second at Bangkok for returned immigrants

from America, and the third at Y~bul under Raja Mahendra Pratap

and Barkatulla. Reference has been made to the arrangements made

for the despatch of men and arms to Siam and training of Indians

there for the invasion of Burma. The Zimmermann telegram of De-

cember 31, 1914 clearly stated that Herambalal Gupta was to be pro-

vided with necessary money for use in America, as well as at Shang-

hai and Batavia. Ram Chandra and Tehl Singh at Shanghai had acted

jointly to smuggle men and arms to Siamese frontier for the pro-

jected invasion of Burma and for infiltration into India. Despite

the alertness of the British intelligence, which had succeeded in

nipping in the bud the projected rising of February, 1915 in north-

ern India and had led to conspiracy trials of apprehended political

offenders at Lahore, efforts to organize the Siam expedition by es-

tablishment of depots on the Siam-Burma frontier by the Ghadarites

continued. Indian revolutionaries continued to act in concert with

Germany. They were liberally helped with money. There are evi-

dences to show that the German Consul of Chicago paid money to Abdul

Hafiz, and about half a dozen men were sent by Von Burken from San

Francisco who were lIassisted to the tune of many thousands of

91Berlin, August 13, 1915, lib, ~, Index No. - 845.
00/183.
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dollars by Von Papen." The main activity seems to have been concen

trated in Siam and Malay Peninsula. 92 It is corrobcrated by Mr.

William H. Hornibrook, the United States Envoy Extraordinary and

Minister Plenipotentiary in Bangkok, who in his despatch to the Sec-

retary of State on August 10, 1915, referred to the "serious situa-

tion created by the lack of loyalty on the part of the British

Indian sUbjects in Siam." Mr. Hornibrook had a confidential talk

previously with the British Minister, resident in Eangkog, who had

told him that the British Legation was in possession of positive in-

formation that no less than a hundred British Indian subjects in

Siam were planning to invade British Burma from Siam. They were

said to be in league with Indians in other countries and with German

agents. A British secret serviceman, posing as an Indian national-

ist, was said to have obtained money from a prominent German in

Bangkok. Some prominent Indians were already arrested by the Siam-

ese Government on the request of the British Minister, who had also

protested to the Siamese Foreign Minister as well as to His Majesty,

the King, against the use of neutral territory for the purposes of

plotting such an expedition. 93

Mr. Eornibrook had no doubt that there was some truth in the

story, but he also suspected that it was being used as a pretext for

liberal territorial claims on Siam and that the British Minister

92G• MacHunn, The Turmoil and Tragedy in India, 1914 and
After, pp. 106-113. Quoted in Majumdar, Ope cit., p. 429.

93Bangkok, August 10, 1915, B!, ~, Index No. 845. 00/185.
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was "magnifying the situation for some ulterior motive.,,94 However,

on September 20, 1915, the British Legation caused the arrest of

Budawa Singh, a prominent Indian merchant in Bangkok, for distri-

buting money designed for revolutionary purposes, and later three

more Indians were asked to be arrested in Northern Siam on similar

charges. 95 The British Minister also sought the deportation of

several other Indians. As a result, several of them were deported.

In November, ten were deported and fifteen imprisoned in Bangkok

International jail for deportation to 6ingapore. None of them was

put on trial. Mr. Hornibrook informed the Secretary of State that

the deported Indians were formerly residents of San Francisco and

were connected with the Indian anti-British Society which had its

headquarters in California. Mr. Hornibrook was told by the resi-

dent British Hinister in Bangkok that " a large sum has been placed

at the disposal of the German Consul in Shanghai and that such of-

ficial is directing the movement against the British in India and

Burma • • • that the German and Austrian legations in Bangkok are

96directing the movement locally."

Thus, there is no doubt that the Hindustan Ghadar Party's net

was spread far and wide. Ram Chandra, with Von Burken from San Fran-

cisco, had sent many of the Gadarites to Bangkok and Bhagwan Singh

94Bangkok, August 30, 1915, NA, ~, Index No. 845. 00/187.

95Bangkok, September 25, 1915, NA, ~, Index No. 845.
00/194.

96Bangkok, December 2, 1915, ~, RDS, Inde;: No. 845. 00/197.
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was despatched to Japan, China and Manila to collect recruits for

the projected invasion of Burma from Siam; but most of them were

arrested at Bangkok shortly after their arrival in 1915. Some made

their way to Burma, but were arrested in connection with the German

conspiracy case which was engineered from Chicago. Some of the

Bangkok party escaped to China. The later developments of this

conspiracy were revealed to the New York Police by a Bengali who

had been summoned to Berlin by Ear Dayal and who had been sent to

Japan to induce that nation to adopt an anti-British attitude. 97

Meanwhile, Ram Chandra as the chairman of the editorial board

of the Ghadar was carrying on the publicity work, with his head

quarters at 1324 Valencia Street and 5 Wood Street in San Francisco.

It was directed to Indian nationals living in the United States,

and elsewhere abroad, and in India. The Shanghai international set

tlement had a sizable Indian community. It was also an important

link between the Indian r~volutionaries in the United States, the

Far East, Siam, and India. The Ghadar propaganda literature emanat

ing from San Francisco found its way to Shanghai, through the Am

erican mails. Its receipt at Shanghai by the Indian population be

came a matter of great concern to the British authorities there, who

had been lately disturbed over the attitude of the nritish Indians

in that port. The American Minister in Peking, Mr. Paul S. Reinsch,

informed the Secretary of State of this development. The British

Consul General in charge at Shanghai called on the

97MacMunn, 2E.cit., p. 121.
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American Consul General and sought the assistance of the American

authorities in the matter of sup~ressing as well as stopping the

influx of such seditious literature which was reaching British

Indian subjects at Shanghai. The British Consul General claimed

that this seditious literature originated at San Francisco. The

British authorities at Shanghai had also contacted the American

Postal Agent there. He had, however, told them that he had no au

thority under the postal laws and regulations to withhold or to de

liver to any other than the addressees the mailed matter. The Brit

ish were advised to seek the assistance of the Post Office Department

at Washington for such action as they or other Federal authorities

might find it possible to take for the suppression of such pub

lications in the United States or for the prohibition of the use

of the U.S. mail for their circulation. 98

Presumably it was in response to such a suggestion that Sir

Cecil Arthur Spring Rice, the British Ambassador at Washington,

transmitted to the Counselor of the Department of state an English

translation of an appeal printed in a special issue of Hindustan

Ghadar which claimed the right "to preach sedition within the sphere

of the American laws and regulations." It was an appeal, signed by

Ram Chandra, exhorting the soldiers of the Ghadar to carryon the

struggle with unflinching determination, with lion's heart and cour

age, against heavy odds and superior power and resources of the

98peking, November 19, 1915, B!~ ~, Index No. 845. 00/196.
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enemy.99 While Mr. Frank L. Polk, the Counselor, acknowledged the

receipt of the British Ambassador's communication, there is no evi

dence of any immediate action on the matter. lOO

Ram Chandra continued his propaganda. It was alleged that the

British deliberately created communal dissension in India to

strengthen their own posi~ion. Another of Ram Chandra's favorite

tactics was to identify the cause of India with the American tradi-

tion of democracy and freedom. He said: "'iie aim at nothing less

than the establishment in India of a republic, a government of the

people, by the people, for the people in India." In another article

he said: IIIndians desired to come to the United States to escape

the oppressive poverty under British rule, hoping to better their

status in the land of freedom and opportunity."lOl It was British

policy to prevent Indians from being contaminated with ideas of po-

litical freedom. Ram Chandra appealed to the idealism of President

Wilson. The President was reminded that the United States became a

free nation by an act of rebellion against the British. He compared

the benevolent rule of the U.S.A. in the Philippines to nritish rule

in India, which allowed millions to die of starvation and Hindus to

be sold like slaves in the British colonies.102 He denied that

99From British Embassy, Washington, D. C. , Harch 27, 1916,
NA, ~, Index 845. 00/200.

100U.~. Dept. of State, Washington, D. C. , March 27, 1916,
Hi.. EQ§., Index 845. 00/201--'

101Naidis, Ope cit., pp. 255-256.

102Ibid •
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England had done anything sincerely to prepare India for self-

government. He cited the case of the Fhilippines where under Am-

erican control within fifteen years, sixty-five per cent of the

Filipinos were educated according to the most improved methods. 103

On January 24, 1916, Mr. Sydney Brooks met the Secretary of

state, Robert Lansing, almost as a special emissary of the British

Government and people, and discussed with him, at great length, the

activities of the Indian in~igrants in the United States, particu-

larly their organized efforts during the past three years for the
in

overthrow of British rule in India. Next day, a written memorandum...

to the Secretary of State on the Indian revolutionary movement in

the United States, Mr. Sydney Brooks suggested that the suppression

of the pernicious Ghadar propaganda and breaking up of the seditious

society by the U.S. Government "would be regarded both by the Brit

ish Government and the British people as a most friendly act.,,104

The memorandum dealt in detail with the formation of the Ghadar

Party, methods of its work, and nature of its propaganda. It fur-

ther stressed that the Ghadar propaganda bore fruits in overt acts

in India, and that in respo.nse to its call to all Indians for a

general rising, some thousands rose, as was the verdict of the Tri-

bunal in the Lahore Conspiracy case. The Ghadaries were, moreover,

103Ram Chandra, "What England Has Done For India," The Open
Court, Vol. ~{I, No.3 (March, 1917), p. 152.

104sydney Brooks' Hemorandum to the Secretary of State on the
Indian Revolutionary Movement in the U.S., B!, RDS, Index No. 845.
00/205.
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responsible for outbreaks or attempted outbreak at Singapore, Penang

and hongkong. Those who reached India proceeded with local revolu-

tionaries to carry out their program of revolution in India. In

nearly every instance the men who were at the head of this kin~ of

revolutionary movement were Indians who either in America or India

had become converts to the preaching of the Ghadar. In the trial

at Lahore, "the connection between the 81 accused persons, 48 of

whom were returned emigrants from the United States, and the propa-

ganda of the Ghadar and the activities of the Yugantar Ashram which

publishes it, was fully established." The memorandum went on to em-

phasize: "Tnis conspiracy for the overthroVl of British rule in India

was, in fact, planned, organized and financed in the United

105States."

Mr. Brooks had no doubt that the Ghadar was stillin progress

with unabated violence and another revolutionary outbreak in India

might be anticipated. The movements of men and arms from California

to various parts of the East, but converging on India, had been, and

were still being noted, and from time to time there was evidence of

German participation. In the end, Mr. Brooks agreed with the state-

ment of Sir T. Holdernass, the permanent Under-Secretary of State at

the India office in Londen, who had said that "infinite harm is be-

ing done to British rule in India by the shelter which is given to

this revolutionary society (Yugantar Ashram) and its organ (the

Ghadar) in the State of California.lll06

109Ibid •
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An ~ncessant effort was made by the British Government and

its representatives to impress upon the U.S. Government the neces-

sity of suppressing the Ghadar activities in America. No action

was, however, taken until May 27, 1916. On that day, Mr. Frank L.

Polk, on behalf of the Secretary of State, sent, for information

and action, to both the Attorney General and Postmaster-General of

the United States, copies of Brooks' letter and his memorandum. 107

Meanwhile, on April 18, 1916, the files of Wolf von Igel, a German

national living in New York, were seized by United States agents.

These files contained important evidence concerning "the pending

case of the United States vs. Hans Tauscher and disclosed that Am-

erican territory was being used by German agents, as a base for

hostile operations against a power with which the United States was

at peace, operations which as well menaced the national peace and

108safety of the United States. These files might have given some

clues of the Indian-German plot, but as yet no conclusive evidence

f I d · . 109was ound of the plans for the n ~an consp~racy. For as late as

June 3, 1916, the Attorney General of the United States, on receipt

of Mr. Polk's communication, wrote to the Secretary of State:

l07U•S • Dept. of State, Washington, D.C., May 27, 1916, NA,
RDS, Index No. 845. 00/206.

108 S" D tU.. ep.
tions of the United
ington Government

109Giles T. Erown, Ope cit., p. 306; Majumdar, Ope cit.,
p. 418.
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As you are aWare, from previous correspondence between
this Department and the State Department, this matter
has been in process of investigation for a considerable
period by tIds Department, but, as yet, no evidence suf
ficient to warrant conviction of any violation of the
Federal Criminal laws has been established.

The Attorney General, however, forwarded a copy of Mr. Brooks' memo-

randum to the U.S. Attorney at San Francisco to carryon further

. t" t" 110J.nves J.ga J.on.

Thus, it is apparent that the whole thing was under investi-

gation of the Department of Justice. The United States Government

was still not in a position to take action against the Indian na-

tionals, as no connection was established between them and the Ger-

man sabotage ring, warranting their conviction for violating the

Federal Criminal laws.

In the meantime, the Berlin Committee decided to replace Gupta,

and in February of 1916, Chandra K. Chakravarty was sent to the

U "t d ~t t t "th Gh d t" "t" III Alth h thnJ. e ~ a es 0 reorganJ.ze e a ar ac J.VJ. J.es. oug e

seizure of the Von Ingel papers and increased vigilance of the U.S.

authorities hampered Gupta's work, he was able to report to Berlin

in May that progress had been made. He had organized a Pan-Asiatic

League to cloak the movements of the plotters, had sent one agent

110U. S. Office of the Attorney General, Washington, D.C.
(June 3, 1916), B!, RDS, Index No. 845. 00/206.

lllzimmermann, through his letter dated Berlin, Feb. 4, 1916
to Von Bernstorff at Washing;ton, accredited Chakravarty: "In fu
ture all Indian affairs are to be exclusively handled by the Com
mittee to be formed by Dr. Chakravarty. Birenda Sarkar and Heramba
Lal Gupta ••• cease to be independent representatives of the Indian
Independence Committee." See: Hajumdar, Ope cit., p. 432.
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to Japan to enlist support there, and had another appealing to the

Indians living in the West Indies. 112 To maintain a large scale

undercover plot required adequate financing. The Indians themselves

had very little money to contribute. To keep the conspiracy alive

and conspirators from betraying the plans, a constant flow of

German money WaS necessary. Chakravarty received fifty thousand

dollars in May and in August was asking for an additional fifteen

thousand. In San Francisco, Ram Chandra was also receiving monthly

a thousand dollars from the German consulate to carryon the Ghadar

t ' 't' 113ac ~VJ. J.es. Attempts to enlist the active support of Japan con-

tinued. One of the documents later presented as evidence, a letter

from an Indian, presumably from Chakravarty to a German agent in

Amsterdam, asserted that the great Indian poet Rabindranath Tagore

came to the U.S. rrat our suggestion,rr and implied that he tried to

enlist support for the conspiracy from the Japanese Premier, Count

Terauchi, former Premier Count Okuma and others. When the Prosecut-

ing Attorney implicated his name with the conspiracy, Tagore in

a telegram to President "tiilson protested against such "lying

114calumny."

112Telegram from Chakravarty to Zimmermann. Quoted in
Sperry, op. cit., pp. 51-52.

113Giles "I. B 't 306.L rown, op. c~ ., p; •

114Stephen R. Hay, "Rabindranath Tagore in America," American
Quarterly, Vol. 14, No.3 (Fall, 1962), pp. 450-451. Tagore followed
the telegram with a letter denouncing in fiercest terms the evils of
political deceit and violence. The Dept. of State failed to reply to
Tagorels telegram and letter, probably because of war-time exigencies.
Letter from Habindranath Tagore to ?resident Wilson, May 9, 1919, Hecld.
at the Dept. of State on JUly 31, 1918. See: State Department, Index
No. 862-202 11/1401.
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Taraknath Das was also working for an alliance with Germany

and Japan in order to end what he termed the isolation of Japan in

world affairs. But Das was no more successful than Gupta had been.

Twenty years were to elapse before Japan was to follow such advice.

Another effort was made to seek the support of the Chinese Govern-

ment when Li Yuan-hung became the President of China and his pri-

vate Secretary W. T. Wang visited the United States. It was pro-

posed that China would be provided German military support if she

would allow the passage of arms across her borQer for the Indian

revolutionaries. But Sun Yat-sen opposed a German alliance, and

so except for sympathy from some influential elements in China and

Japan, nothing tangible was achieved by the Indians.115

Other troubles also dogged Chakravarty and Ram Chandra. A

split developed among the Ghadar revolutionaries on the Pacific

Coast. It was widely rumoured that the British were bribing some of

~ 116them to break up the Ghadar ~arty. While both Chakravarty and

Ram Ch&ndra were working to restore unity, the United States was

fast approaching belligerency in the War. Its increased vigilance

and continuing investigation enabled it to unearth the Indo-German

plot. Soon it started rounding up the suspects. Shortly after

midnight on the morning of Barch 6, 1917, Chakravarty was arrested

in New York for violating the neutrality laws of the United States.

With his arrest, a great quantity of evidence came into the hands of

p. 418.

115Giles T. Brown, _o~p~.~c~i_t., pp.

116'1 . d . t
l' aJum ar, op. c~ .,

306-307.
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the Federal authorities, and the whole plot withered in the slare

of publicity. Following his arrest, Chakravarty readily revealed

the identity of many of his associates. 117

Presumably on the basis of information supplied by Chakra-

varty, New York police arrested Heramba Lal Gupta on March la, 1917.

Gupta confessed that Captain von Fapen, formerly the l"ilitary at-

tache of the German Emba~sy in the United States, had paid him

l17~'1 T B 't -08 E h f t th tu1 es • rown, Ope C1 ., p., • 'xc ange a no es a
took place between the Dept. of Justice and the Dept. of State
shows that Chakravarty's confessions helped the detection of his
associates. On the eve of the Hindu Conspiracy trial at San Fran
cisco, set for November 20, 1917, the U.S. Attorney General asked
for the letters, books and other papers of Chakravarty from the
Dept. of State for use in the impending trial. In reply to At
torney General's letter of Oct. 27, 1917, Mr. Frank L. Folk, the
Counsellor of the Dept. of State, denied that there existed any such
papers with the Dept. except Chakravarty's code book which was de
livered by him to a representative of the Dept. of State on the ex
press understanding that it would not be used against him. Mr.
Polk advised the Attorney General, if necessary, to obtain the code
book from Chakravarty which the Dept. of State was willing to return
to him to deliver to the Dept. of Justice. Assistant Attorney Gen
eral later described the Chakravarty papers as "highly important."
But, there were no papers except his code-book. Evidence was de
rived from his confession to the representative of the Dept. of
State and not .from his personal papers. Thus, Chakravarty acted al
most as an approver in the San Francisco trial, although osten
sibly he was also indicted. In the end, however, he was given very
light sentence, in recognition of his services to the Prosecution.
(See: Letter from Attorney General to the Secretary of State, Oct.
27,1917, Note of the Counsellor on A. G.'s letter, Oct. 31, 1917,
letter from the Counsellor to A.G., Nov. 1, 1917, the letter of
Asst. Att'y. Gen. to Sec'y. of state, Nov. 3, 1917), NA, RDS, Index
No. 845. 00/214-215. -- ---

That Chakravarty had made a confession was not announced un
til the trial. Its revelation startled the Indian defendants and
caused a deep rift between Chakravarty and his former associates.
San Francisco EXaLliner, Dec. 13, 1917.
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Brown, Ope cit., p. 308.
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between fifteen or sixteen thousand dollars in six or seven in-

stallments and that he went to China and Japan to procure arms and

ammunitions for use in the revolution in India.
118

Later, on April

7 1917, the day after the United States declared war, Ram Chandra

and sixteen other Indians were taken into custody. Several persons

were also arrested in Chicago which was another center of Indian-

119German plot.

Baron Kurt von Reiswitz, former German Consul in Chicago, and

thirteen otrlers, including nine Hindus, were indicted on June 2,

1917 for fomenting a revolution in India. Von Reiswitz was al-

leged to have given twenty thousand dollars for the instigation of

the revolt. George Paul Boehm was employed in March, 1915 in drill-

ing the Indians in preparation for the revolt in India. Boehm,

along with Wehde and Sterneck, had left for India in May, 1915.
120

With arrests scattered across the country, federal authorities de-

cided to concentrate upon another prosecution in San Francisco. On

105July 7, 1917, men were indicted by Federal Grand Jury in San

121
Fr~ncisco. The defendants were charged with violating the neu-

trality of the United States under Section 37 of the Criminal

Code122 by setting on foot "a military enterprise to be carried on

118New York

119G"1 T
~ es •

120
New York Times, June 3, 1917; also see: December 19, 1907.

121Giles T. Brown, loco cit.

122U• S • Statute at Large, Vol. 35 (Washington: Govt. Printing,
1909), p. 1095.
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against India within the United States, the object of the enterprise

being to incite mutiny and armed rebellion in India to obstruct

12~

Great Britain in the prosecution of the war against Germany." ~

Meanwhile, arrests continued to be made throughout the nation.

In one day, nine more men were taken into custody in San Francisco,

three in Los Angeles, two in New Yor;~, and one in Utah. 124

Thus, the Indian-German plot in the United states came to an

end. The wonder is not that the conspiracy was unearthed early in

1917, but that it continued so long. If American authorities were

a little lax in pressing prosecutions of alleged violations of neu-

trality, the British were mere than active. The British were quite

convinced since the outbreak of the European War that American soil

was being utilized as the chief center of the movement for the

overthrow of the British Empire in India.

The trial opened at San Francisco on November 20, 1917.

Preston, the District Attorney, opened the case with the following

account of the conspiracy:

For more than a year prior to the outbreak of the Euro
pean War, certain Hindus in San Francisco and German
agents were preparing openly for war with England. At
the outbraek of the War, Hindu leaders--members of the
German Consulate here--and attaches of the German Govern
ment began to form plots to carry out a conspiracy to in
cite revolution in India for the two-fold purpose of at
tempting to free India and aid the Germans in their
military operations. The Hindus on the Pacific Coast were
canvassed and those willing to take part in the revolt were
registered. Emissaries were sent to Germany and India.

123Khushwant Singh, Ope cit., p. 133.

124Giles T. Brown, loco cit.
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Committee was formed in Berlin. Arms and ammunitions were
purchased with German money. Men were recruited and sent
to India; military expeditions were organized from America
and Siam; arms and ammunitions were smuggled through China
and Japan. The whole conspiraI~5was a well-defined effort
to create revolution in India.

Zxcept for an American, all other defendants were found guilty.

Of the original 105 defendants, 29 were convicted, three had changed

their pleas to gUilty, 1 was found not guilty, 2 were dead, 1 had

been adjudged insane, and the remainder either had fled the coun-

try or become government witnesses. Chandra K. Chakravarty was

sentenced to thirty days' light imprisonment, in recognition of

his services to the prosecution. Thirteen other Indians, several

of them highly educated, were sentenced to serve from twenty-two

126months to sixty d&ys.

Indictments for complicity in what came to be known as Indo-

German plots continued during 1918. On March 18, 1918, Miss Agnes

Smedley, an American girl, also known as Brundin, and Sailendra

Nath Ghosh, prominent in the activities of Indian Nationalist Party

with headquarters in Tagore Castle, Calcutta, were arrested in New

York for plotting against British rule in India. Evidence was ad-

vanced that an appeal had been made to Leon Trotzky for aid in

stirring up trouble in India and for the use of his influence

against arrest and bringing to trial in the United States of Hindus

and others involved in the plots. Miss Smedley and Ghosh were al-

leged to have sought to carryon work in Brazil, Panama and other

125M, d 'taJurn ar, Ope c~ ., p.

126Ibid ., read with Giles

420.

T. Brown, Ope cit., p. 309.
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South and Central American countries. The latter was alreauy under

indictment in California. 127 On April 1, 1910, Sailendra Nath

Ghosh, Pulin Bihari Bose, Taraknath Das, Jadugopal j'!ukherji, Bhai

Bhagwan, and Hiss Agnes Smedly of San :francisco were indicted in

New York for attempting to stir up rebellion against British rule

in India. 128 Ghos, Rose, Das, and Smedley, tOGether with three

other Americans and one Russian, were again indicted at San Fran-

cisco on June 11, 1918 on the charge of defrauding }resident Wi1-

son by misrepresenting themselves as an accredited mission from

the Nationalist ~arty of India.129

Thus, America's entry into the :F'irst World \var marked, for a

time, an abrupt change in her reaction to the Indian problem, which

had been brought increasingly to her attention as the European con-

flict had developed. As early as March 13, 1917, the New York Times

had pointed out that the hospitality of the United states was being

abused by Indian nationals to its damage and danger. 130 Thus, the

hey day of Ghadar revolutionary activities was over and, as Dr.

Walter Charles J.··ackett has suggested, "there was a decided hardening

of official opinion. 1I131

127New York Times, i'larch 19, 1918.

128New York Times, April 2, 1918.

129New York Times, June 12, 1918.

130New York Times, ~arch 13, 1917.

131Wal ter Charles i"iackett, "Some Aspects of the Development of
American Opinion on India, 1918-1947," unpUblished Ph.D. Disserta
tion (University of Southern California, 1957), pp. 64-65.
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In India, although the Ghadar movement was nipped in the bud,

there is no doubt that it cali,e "wi thin an ace of causing widespread

132bloodshed. 1I Even after indictments and convictions, it continued

its activities in some form or other in the United States for

13~

long. ) It is difficult to gauge its effect on the American public

opinion, but it is said to have "won a certain amount of sympathy

134for Indian nationalism, especially among the working class." Its

English publications were aimed at capturing American public opin-

ion, which it did by identifying the Ghadar-cause with anti-

imperialist sentiment in general and Irish republican feeling in

particular. At least, as Lajpat Rai has said: IIThey did now and

then lift the screen and let the American world have a peep into

real India.,,135

In India, on the other hand, its impact was national and it

became an emblem of national consciousness.

If however, the conspiratorial involvement on American soil

l32Great Britain, Parliamentary Papers, Report of the Com
mittee A ointed to Investi ate Revolutionar Cons iracies in India,
Cd. 9190 (London: H. M. Stationary Cffice, 191 ,VIII, p. 68.

l330n July 21, 1919, it presented a sword and his national
flag to Eamon De Valera. Ed Gammons, S. F. Hussein Khan and
Surendra Karr kept alive the Ghadar propaganda by pUblishing pamph
lets, handbills, newspapers, letters to the press, and monthly pe
riodical named trlndependent Hindustan." See: Hark Naidis, "Propa
ganda of the Ghardar Party,1I Pacific Historical Review, Vol. XX,
No.3 (August, 1951), pp. 251-260.

134N ·d· ·t 259a.J. ~s, 0ll. C~ ., p. •

l35Lajpat Rai, "Curselves,1I Young India, Vol. I, No.1 (Janu
ary 1918), p. 3.



235

of the Hindustan Ghadar Party in the Indian-German plot to bring

about an armed rebellion in India, on a scale largest since the

Mutiny, hardened the American official attitude towards the Indian

nationalist activities in the country, the perfectly constitutional

work of peaceful propaganda and contact carried on by Lala Lajpat

Rai and the India Home Rule League of America to promote the cause

of Indian freedom in the United states were to prove more enduring

and valuable. It was to win for India not only a broad-based Am-

erican support for freedom but also to create an increased Con-

gressional interest in India's legitimate aspirations for nation-

hood and her right to self-determination.

Lala Lajpat Rai landed in New York on his second visit to

136America on November 21, 1914, from England. With the exception

of a period of less than six months, which he spent visiting Japan,

he lived in the United States for more than five years. It was

only on December 24, 1919, that he could sail for Liverpool, on the

way to India.137 Of this period of stay, Rai spent three months in

California and the same period travelling around and the rest of the

time in New York.

As a child and as a young man, Rai was nurtured on the ideas

l36Lala Lajpat Rai, "Hy Farewell," Young India, Vol. II, No.
11 (November, 1919), p. 276. Also see: V. D. Mahajan, The Nation
alist Movement in India and its Leaders (New Delhi: S. Chand & Com
pany, 1962), p. 102.

137"Editorial Notes," Young India, Vol. III, No. 1 (January,
1920), p. 3.



that America was the freest of all the countries of the world, where

equality, liberty and fraternity reigned and where people were in-

spired by good will and friendship for all peoples of the earth

without distinction of color, creed and caste. Imbued with these

ideas, he had come to the U.S., for the first time in 1906, and al-

though "a bit shocked ll by the treatment of the Negroes, had gone

back confirmed in his "admiration for America and her

institutions. ,,138

When he returned to this country again in November, 1914, his

chief purpose became to "interpret America to India. lIl39 This he

wanted with a view to enable India to assimilate such of the Ameri-

can ideas and ideals as were likely to help her in her aspirations

towards freedom, and in her efforts towards national efficiency.

With this in mind, he travelled allover the United States, and

wrote a book for the use of his countrymen embodying the results of

his study. The book was published in India in 1916, and so eager

were Indian people to know all about America that the first edition

140was sold out in less than four months.

From the United States, sometime in 1915-1916 Lajpat Rai went

to Japan for about six months. There he studied at first hand the

Japanese institutions and wrote about that marvelous country and its

138Mr • Lajpat Rai, IIHr. Lajpat Rails Address,1I Young India.
Special Lajpat Rai Number, Vol. III, No.2 (February, 1920),
pp. 35-36.

1391 ., 140Ib4d •
b~d., p. 30. ...
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phenomenal success. While in Japan, he received information of how

Indians of independent political views, specially those returning

from America and Japan, were being treated by the British Government

of India, and he lost no time in making up his mind to return to

the United States. It was possible for him to do so because the

United states had not yet entered the War and the Espionage Act

and other laws restricting the right to travel had not been enacted.
on

It was only~his return from Japan in 1916 that he began his most

fruitful part of his stay in the United States in the service of

141his motherland.

Rai had made up his mind what to do. He assumed as he later

expressed "the function of an Indian Nationalist Ambassador to Am-

erica, whose duty was to inform the American public about the con-

ditions in India." In assuming that function, he foresaw how im-

portant American influence was destined to be in the affairs of the

world and how difficult and stupendous was the task he was undertak-

ing. But he started his work, relying on American "sympathy and

142support. It

His first important work in America was the publication of his

book, Young India, in Gctober, 1916. In this, he received monetary

help from Professor Pope of the University of California, who also

introduced him to a ~ew York pUblicist, Mr. Huebsch, who later be-

came one of Rai's closest American friends and admirers. Young

India was favorably received and reviewed by the _~erican press,

l41Ibid • l42Ibid •
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including the New York Times, the New York Evening Post, the New

York New Republic. Later, two more of his books, England's Debt to

India and The Political Future of India, were pUblished. The last

two were forbidden transmission through the mail by the U.S. gov

ernment, on the request of the British Government. 143

It is significant to note that unlike the Ghadar revolution-

aries, who were then operating in the United States, at no time dur-

ing the War did Rai place his faith in the likelihood of India get-

ting any help from Germany towards her freedom. When he had ar-

rived in New York in November, 1914, he had found that some of his

countrymen in America were banking on the success of Germany. But

he argued the matter with them and "refused to have anything to do

with any movement which would place India in the power of Germany."

At one time, very large and tempting offers were made to him through

one of his countrymen to sign the proclamation of Indian independ-

ence which was proposed to be thrown from aeroplanes into the ranks

of Indian expeditionary forces in France. He declined to do

that. 144

Rai wrote much for the periodical press, correcting current

misrepresentations about India and giving much information of perma-

nent value to Americans. He also lectured extensively and gave a

large number of public addresses in New York and elsewhere. In his

l43Ib · ,
~. Also see: Rai's, "Ny Farewell,1I op. cit.

144Ibid ., p. 37.
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journalistic ventures Hai was helped by the ilLiberal and Radical

press" of the country. The New York Times had also allowed him

some space in the beginning, but when the War dragged on, it

dropped him and would not even let him contradict things said

against him in its columns. At this stage, ~~. Oswald Garrison

Villard, then at the helm of affairs of the New York Evening Post

and later the editor of the New York Nation, came to the rescue,

and gave him opportunities to put the case for India before the Am-

erican public at a time when no other paper was prepared to risk

doing so. In the opinion of Hr. Rai, "that was the dawn of a new

day for India, as ever since then the case of India . . • never

failed to receive a hearing in America. I' On the eve of his de-

parture from the U.S., Rai publicly acknowledged that the services

of The Nation, The New Republic, The Dial and the New York Call had

been most valuable in disseminating information about India and its

affairs in the United States. Equally valuable, in his opinion,

had been the cooperation of liberal, radical and labor

. t" 145organloza loons.

145Ibid., p. 38. Note: Later, however, the U.S. press started
paying greater attention to Indian affairs. Among the monthlies were
Asia, America, and The World Tomorrow of New York; Forward of Bos
ton; La Follette's of Madison, Wisconsin; The Divine Life of Chicago;
and Justice & Messenger of California. Of the weeklies, besides
Nation and The New Republic were Reedy's Mirror and The St. Louis
Labour of Missouri; and the New Majority of Chicago. Among the
dailies were The New York Call, The Christian Science Monitor of
Boston, The Milwaukee Leader of Wisconsin, and The Daily BUlletin of
Butte, Montana. The Call gave the largest space to Indian affairs,
while The Monitor of Boston represented the views of the British im
perial liberals. See: "Editorial Notes & News," Young India, Vol. II,
No. 10 (October, 1919), p. 221.
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The most important work done by y~. Rai while he was in Am-

erica, besides the writing of his books, for furthering the cause

of India was the organization of India Home Rule League of America

(October, 1917), and the establishment of a monthly magazine, which

he named after his first work, Young India (January, 1918), and at

the same time opening an office for the two at 1400 Broadway. In

this he received the enthusiastic cooperation of Dr. N. S. Hardiker,

d t f ~ th f.-' • • t· 146 It·a gra ua e 0 one or e ~er~can unlvers~ ~es. n connec ~on

with the League, there was established an Indian Information Bureau,

to furnish facts and reliable information about Indian affairs to edi-

tors of periodicals, writers, students and others, and to serve as

a medium through which books on India may be orderea?7 Later, there

were added the ilindustan Students Association and Hindu Workers

Union of America, with headquarters in the same building on Broad

way, to look after the welfare of Indian students and laborers. 148

Lajpat Rai was the founder President of the League and editor of

Young India. Reverend Dr. J. T. Sunderland was the Vice-President

and succeeded Rai as President and editor when the former left for

India in December, 1919. Dr. N. S. Hardikar was the Executive Sec-

retary of the League and ~~naging Editor of Young India.

146J • T. Sunderland, "Hr. Rai's Work in America," Young India,
Rai Number, Vol. III, No.2 (February, 1920), p. 42.

147Ram Kumar Khemka, "A New Development of our Activities,"
Young India, Vol. II, No.3 (March, 1919), pp. 59-60.

148Young India, Vol. II, No.7 (July, 1919), p. 152; Vol. II,
No. 11 (November, 1919), p. 242.
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Dr. K. D. Shastri served as the organizing secretary of the

140League. ./

Although, from the very beginning, Young India decJ~red that

its work was open, perfectly constitutional, and legitimate, and

that it neither harbored pro-German sympathies nor intended to meddle

with American politics, the war conditions prevented it from carry-

ing on an active propaganda: "Enjoying the protection of the United

States Government, we consider it both morally and legally incumbent

on us, to do nothing that may even remotely be construed as embar-

rassing to the administration or distasteful to the people. . . .
We have, therefore, practically suspended all active propaganda in

150connection with the League." In principle, the League stood with

the United States and the Allies. It worked in harmony with the

Home Rule movement in India and England. Its effort was to present

the case of Indian home rule in terms of Allied war aims. It also

based its demand for home rule as a reward for India's contribu-

tions to the Allied war efforts. During the War, great care was

taken not to voice anti-British sentiments that would be distasteful

to the people working for the successful prosecution of the war.

At this stage, all the hopes of the Indian nationalists of Rai's

school in the United States were fastened on the Allies victory and

on the coming events at the Peace Conference. America's entry into

l49Young India, Vol. I, No.4 (April, 1918), Back cover.

l50Editorial Notes, "0urselves; the League's Young India,"
Young India, Vol. I, No.7 (July, 1918), pp. 3-4.
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the war had roused considerable hope and it was suggested that

President Wilson would use his influence in favor of the self-

d t . t' f 11 d t' 151e er~na ~on 0 a oppresse na ~ons.

The work of the League was carried on along the educational

lines, by lecture, writings, and dissemination of news and informa-

tion about India. The League's main publicity organ was Young

India. From time to time, it published facts and figures, geograph-

ical data, economic, educational and linguistic statistics relating

152to India. Sometimes, eminent art critics and scholars like Dr.

Ananda Coomarswamy were engaged to write articles on India's culture,

religion and literature.153 Lajpat Rai mostly wrote on various as-

peets of India's political developments. To acquaint its American

readers with India's current political problems, Young India pub-

lished a symposium of Indian opinion on the Montague-Chelmsford Re

port. 154 In one of its issues, Reverend Dr. J. T. Sunderland wrote

on Tilak's role in India's struggle for freedom. 155

Another typical method of the League's work was organizing

l51Reaction of the League to American intervention in the War
and expectations from Wilsonian self-determination have been dis
cussed in the next chapter dealing with "Woodrow Wilson & Indian
Self-Determination. 11

152 India, Vol. I, No. 11 (October, 1918), p. 23.Young

153Young India, Vol. I, No. 11 (November, 1918), p. 11.

l54Ibid., pp. 16-23.

155J • T. Sunderland, "India's Struggle For Freedom, Hr. Tilak,
Nan & The Mission," Young India, Vol. I, No. 12 (December, 1918),
pp. 11-16.



dinners and talks. The first came off at the Civic Club on October

15, 1918, which was addressed by Reverend ~r. J. T. Sunderland, the

New York publisher, Mr. B. W. Huebsch, Mr. H. ~. Mussey of the

Nation, and Lala Lajpat Rai. 156 The most successful of such din-

ners was the first anniversary dinner at the Grand Hotel on Broad-

way, New York City, on November 20, 1918. Three hundred guests

heard speeches by Hr. Oswald Gar.rison Villard of the Nation, Rev-

erend John Haynes Holmes, Hiss Henrietta Rodman, Dr. J. T. Sunder

land, and Lala Lajpat Rai. 157

Between March and April, 1919, Dr. N. ~. Hardikar undertook a

trip to the ~iddlewest to spread the work of the League in those

areas, as well as to disseminate knowledge about the true political

and economic conditions of India. He received the cooperation of

many organizations, twenty-five of which asked him to speak from

their platforms. The character of his audiences were varied, from

educational institutions (like Blackbern College, Burnheim College,

Hebrew Institute and Irish Students League, etc.), political groups

(like Fabian Club, Friends of Irish Freedom, Labor Party, Labor

Unions, Socialist ~arty, Rotary Club, Woman's Vielfare League), and

religious bodies (like Church of Christ, People's Churches, Theoso

phical ~ocieties and Unitarian Churches).158

l56Young India, Vol. I, No. 11 (November, 1918), p. 3.

l57~., Vol. I, No. 12 (December, 1918), p. 6; 23-28.

l581lDr • Hardiker's Middle West Trip," Young India, Vol. II,
No.6 (June, 1919), pp. 138-139.
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In the opinion of Young India, Dr. N. S. Hardiker's lecture

tour of the Middle West gained many friends and supporters in Am-

erica for the cause of India. He received one of the heartiest re-

ceptions at the Labour Convention at St. Louis. Dr. Hardiker was

also present at the convention of the Illinois Labour Party at

Springfield, on April la, 1919, where he addressed 1,500 delegates.

The convention pledged its support to India's freedom. Similarly,

the Fabian Club of Chicago passed a resolution in support of the

right of self-determination for the people of India.159

By May, 1919, branches of the League were organized in Ann Ar-

bor (Michigan), Berkeley (California), Chicago (Illinois), Cleve-

land (Ohio), Columbus (Ohio), Indianapolis (Indiana), l~nsas City

(Hissouri), Louisville (Kentucky), Hilwaukee (Wisconsin), l'1innea

polis (Minnesota), and Philadelphia (pennsylvania).160

The League gave up its technique of soft-pedalling its propa-

ganda against Britain as soon as the War was over. By January, 1919,

an Indian nationalist spokesman had taken his place at Washington,

D.C., shoulder to shoulder with other peoples eager to put their

cases before the Peace Conference. Dr. N. S. Hardiker represented

the League there and spoke with a number of Congressmen. It was

the first effort, on the part of the Indian nationalists in the

United States, to interest members of Congress in the case of India.

159l1League's ActJ."vJ."tJ."es," Youn~ IndJ."a Vol II 1"0 5 (~'layn , • "'. 1',

1919), pp. 108-109; also see p. 105.

l60Ibid ., p. 120.



}~. Charles T. Raillman expressed surprise at the cordial and in-

telligent reception Dr. Hardikar received from many of the members

of both Houses of Congr~ss. By avoiding many of the pitfalls of the

ordinary lobbyist, he succeeded in "establishing a real relationship

with some of the most influential members of both Houses. 1I161 ;jome

of the members whom Dr. Hardiker met showed keen interest in the

Indian question. Speak~r Clark proved to be unexpectedly well-

informed on the subject. Some of the Senators showed by the sort

of questions they asked that they had been thinking about India as

a nation whose right to self-determination was on all-fours with

the rights claimed for ~oland and Czechoslavakia.162 Of course,

there was just as much misinformation about India at Washington,

D.C. as anywhere, and it would have been too much to expect that

many of them would have gone to great lengths to defend India's

case, but it was believed that the foundation was laid in much bet-

ter fashion than usual. Miss Jeannette Rankin wrote to the Presi-

dent of the India Home :Rule League of America thus:

Those members of Congress who met Dr. Hardiker were very
much pleased with the way he presented the subject, and
I think they became really interested. I feel that the
educational work that he did will be very fruitful in the
future. If the American people are intelligently informed
on the situation of foreign countries, their sympathy will
always be for freedom and democracy. For that reason, I be
lieve that such work as Dr'l~~rdiker did in Washington will
be helpfUl to • • • League. ~

161Charles T.
India, Vol. II, No.

162Ibid •

Halliman, "India at Washington, D.C.," Young
2 (February, 1919), p. 37.

163Ib "d ~8J. ., p. ;J •
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This was followed in August, 1919, by the Foreign Relations

Co~~ttee of the U.~. Senate, at the request of the India nome Rule

League of America, consenting to give, a hearing to any citizen of

the United States that the League could depute to present the na-

tionalist case for India's self-determination. Accordingly, ~~.

Dudley Field Malone,164 accompanied by Lajpat Rai and Dr. N. S.

Hardiker, addressed the committee and handed over a brief prepared

by the League on August 29, 1919.165

It was pointed out in the brief that although the Covenant of

the League of Nations had been signed in behalf of India by the Rt.

Hon. Mr. E. S. Montague and H. H. The Maharaja of Bikaner, neither

of them derived any authority from the people of India, who refused

to attach any significance to a League of Nations which did not pro-

vide for the application of the principle of self-determination to

the nations that were held in subjection by the signatories of the

covenant. Thus the inclusion of India in the League of Nations

without the application of the principle of self-determination was

166
a mere sham.

The brief referred to the resolutions of the

164v~. Dudley Field Malone of New York was Third Ass't. Sec'y.
of State in the first Wilson administration for a short period. He
entered upon duties on April 22, 1913 and resigned November 22,
1913. See: Register of the Dept. of State, 1915 (Washington: Govt.
Printing Office, 1915), p. 11.

165Zditorial Notes & News, "India Before the Senate," Young
India, Vol. II, No. 10 (October, 1919), pp. 219-220.

166Ibid •
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Indian National Congress, passed in December last, relating to the

subject and also to the representation made by Mr. B. G. Tilak to

the Peace Conference in his capacity of a delegate, chosen by the

Congress, to represent India at the Conference. Among those who

helped arrange the hearing, Young India gratefully mentioned the

names of Senator Asle J. Gronna of North Dakota, Senator George W.

Norris of Chio, Senator Joseph I. France of Maryl~nd, and Mr. Frank

P. Walsh and James G. Mythen of Baltimore. 167

In this connection it is significant to note that a Parsee

168named Rustom Rustomji, later found to be a British agent, em-

ployed by the British India Government to counteract Indian nation-

alist propaganda in the press and on the platform in the United

States since 1915, had offered himself to the Chairman of the Senate

Foreign Relations Committee to give evidence agginst hr. Dudley

Field l'J.alone and the India Home Rule League of America. On the eve

of the appearance of Hr. Dudley Field ·"·alone before the Committee,

he had written to Chairman Senator Lodge, posing as a Parsee citi-

zen of Dombay, as editor and proprietor of the Oriental Review, and

167~.

168In March, 1924, there was an interpellation in the Central
Legislative Assembly of India concerning Rustom Rustomji's propaganda
work in behalf of the British India Government or BritiSh Government
in the United States. Mr. Mohammad Faiyez Khan inquired from the
Government of India whether the said Rustomji was receiving remunera
tion for his work in the United States, and Hon. Sir Malcolm Hailey,
the Home Member of the G. G.'s Executive Council replied in the af
firmative that Rustomji was receiving government allowances for that
purpose. See: American Consul General, Alexander W. Weddel's Des
patch from Calcutta, April 3, 1924. Account based on newspaper,
Servant of March 7, 1924.
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also as a member of the Indian National Congress, seeking permis-

sion to present evidence to the Committee. Chairman Lodge had writ-

ten to him that the hearings were opened only to American citizens

and that the particular series of hearings were closed and it was

extremely unlikely that they would be reopened. On receipt of

Chairman Lodge's letter of September 1, 1919, Rustomji, who was then

living at 540 Riverside Drive, New York ~ity, again wrote to Mr.

Lodge protesting against Mr. Dudley Field Malone's deposition be-

fore the Committee. Mr. Rustomji in his letter further said that

Mr. }~lone spoke without a first-hand knowledge of conditions in

India and made utterly misleading ex parte statements before the

Committee on Foreign Relations. Enclosed with his letter to Chair-

man Lodge was his statement, prepared for presentation to the Com_

mittee, defending the British Government's nomination of the Maharaja

of Bikaner and Lord S. P. ~inha as India's official representatives

to the Versailles Peace Conference. In the end, when all his ef-

forts to obtain a hearing before the Committee failed, he challenged

Malone's deposition ir. a letter to the Secretary of State and sent

to him copies of letters that had passed between him and Senator

169Lodge.

It was as a result of the efforts of India Home Rule League of

America and particularly because of the contacts which Lala Lajpat

Rai and Dr. N. S. Hardiker established at Washington, D.C., with

169Rustom Rustomji's letter to Senator Lodge and to the Chair
man of the Committee on Foreign Relations, NA, RDS, Index No. 845.
00/247.
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various Congressmen that Senator I'i,-:Cormick of Illinois, in his speech

to the U.S. Senate on August 20, 1919, while discussing the treaty

of peace and its bearing on Asiatic politics, criticized British

imperial rule in India. Senator HcCormick described the Emperor

of India and the Emperor of Japan as "two great Asiatic autocrats,"

to which lately France had also joined. He challenged the Ver-

sailles 'Ilreaty and the !"'cvenant as it "consolidates the interests

••• and guarantees with our blood the territorial acquisitions

of the three principal powers holding dominion~er subject

peoples--Britain, Japan, and France.,,170 The method of their ac-

quisitions might differ, but the end was the same.

Senator McCormick stated that the British rule in India was

based upon the divisions among the Indian people and was maintained

by the presence of British troops and the bayonets of these Indian

mercenaries by whom the :F'renchman, Dupleix, taught the British to

conquer native dynasties. Referring to Professor Seeley's remark

that government in India as in ~ngland was not based upon the con-

sent of the governed and that it was a government "in every respect--

race, religion, habi ts--foreign to the people, Il Senator 1"lcCormick

observed: "Hr. President, this is not the charge of an Indian mis-

creant, a rebel against the British Imperial Raj, or of a wild

Irish Sinn Feiner. It is not the testimony of a Tilak or a De

Valera. It is not the view of an j~erican theorist, but of Seely,

170U.~. Congressional Record, Vol. 58, Part 4 (WashinGton:
Govt. Printing uffice, 1919), pp. 4042-4043.
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the English historian of the '~xpansion of ~ngland.,,,171

This was the first instance when a United States Senator, in

the course of his address to the Senate, had openly condemned the

British rule in India and identified himself with Indian national-

ist sentiment. Soon afterwards, Senator France of Maryland, while

speaking on the ratification of the Versailles Treaty in the U.S.

Senate, on October 8 and 9, 1919, opposed the ratification on the

ground that it practically guaranteed the perpetuity of British rule

in India--a rule which, he contended, had reduced the Indian people

from a great, rich and influential nation, to a condition of help-

lessness and abject poverty. He summed up by saying:

Gentlemen of the Senate, \18, the United States of America,
cannot justify ourselves in signing and sealing an inter
national agreement which thus sanctions and aims to make
permanent the practical enslavement of a great nation
/India7 and which, making the situation still worse, also
gives-and guarantees to Great Britain nearly 931,000 addi
tional square miles of territory, to rule and exploit f~72

British benefit, as India has been ruled and exploited.

The rule of British aristocracy in India was characterized by Sena-

tor France as one of ruthless exploitation for generations. The

Senator from Maryland based his statement on the writings of such

authorities on British rule in India as ~dmund Burke, Abbe Dubois,

Sir W. W. Hunter, Sir Charles Blliot, Sir William Digby, Edwin

Montagu and Mrs. Annie Besant. He also quoted in his support Dr.

R. C. Dutt and Reverend J. T. Sunderland, the latter an American

172U•S• Congressional Record, Vol. 58, Part 7 (Washington:
Govt. Printing Office, 1919), pp. 6607-6609.
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ex-missionary, whom he described as "a profound and sympathetic

student of Indian affairs.,,173

Senator France's speech in the U.S. Senate gave the League and

its organ, Young India, great satisfaction. For a lonG time, the

Senator had taken keen interest in the vital problems of Indiac In

order to prepare his speech, he had studied the Indian problem

thoroughly. "We have," claimed Young India, "from time to time

supplied him the material that was needed. 1l174 Indeed, the League

and its propaganda organ since its inception had ceaselessly worked

to create among the American Congressional circle a sympathetic un-

derstanding of the Indian problem. Long before his speech, Senator

France had expressed appreciation for the work of the League and

described the aspirations of the people of India for a larger meas-

ure of self-determination as a "proper and legitimate one." He had

read with much interest its publications and in his letter to the

editor of Young India had said that it was "rendering a valuable

service in acquainting the people of America with the grave prob

lems which confronted the people of India.,,175 Similar interest

in the activities of the League and its organ Young India, was

evinced by Senator Gronna of North Dakota and Senator George W.

Norris of Nebraska. Senator Gronna, a reader of Young India for

173ill.£.

174"Senator France on India," Young India, Vol. II, No. 12
(December, 1919), p. 278.

l75"Opinions on Young India," Young India, Vol. II, No. 10
(October, 1919), p. 227.
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nearly a year, stated that "The question of Young India was one

which merits the consideration of all liberty-loving people." In

the same way, Senator Norris wrote to its editor: "You are doing

a great work, and I most earnestly hope that success may crown your

efforts.,,176

Thus, through their pioneering efforts at ~ashington, D.C.,

Lala Lajpat Rai and Dr. N. S. Hardiker succeeded in creating some

interest in the Indian nationalist cause at the Capitol. They won

for India valuable friendships of some important Congressmen. But,

while they were working in this direction, the League under their

leadership also took up the cause of the Indian revolutionaries in

the United states, who were facing deportation to India. They were

mostly convicted in the Hindu-German plot in 1918. Lajpat Rai had

not approved of their methods and ideas, but still he came to their

rescue. "Vlhatever be our political differences with those coun-

trymen of ours," wrote Rai in his editorial note of Young India, f1 we

cannot but sympathize with them in the present trouble.,,17? He de-

clared that it was unworthy of a civilized government like the

United States to deny the right of political asylum to Indian poli-

tical refugees, which even the British themselves had never denied,

and referred to France which at that moment was giving shelter to

several Indian revolutionaries. New York Immigration authorities

176"some Opinions on Young India," Young India, Vol. II,
No. 9 (~eptember, 1919), p. 214.

177Editorial Notes, "Threatened Deportation of Hindus,"
Young India, Vol. II, No.7 (July, 1919), p. 147.
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had arrested for deportation Hr. Dhiren Sarkar, a convict in the

Hindu-German plot released after serving his term of imprisonment.

It was generally believed that the British Government was behind

the deportation proceedings being undertaken by the U.S. Immigra-

tion authorities. The New York Call suggested that the British

Gonsulate at San Francisco had supplied the U.~. Iml:!igration autho-

rities with a list of persons who, in their judgment, ought to be

178deported. It was suspected th~t on British official instruc-

tion, proceedings were started against Bhagwan Singh and Santokh

~ingh, who were still serving their sentences at !~cNeil Island,

Washinrrton•. Taraknath Das and G. B. Lal were also on the list.

When Bhagwan Singh was released, his bail was raised to $10,000.

This made Young India say that the proceedings against the Indians

were being influenced by "considerations other than those of the in

terests of the United states."179

In its effort to stop deportation proceedings, the League had

received enthusiastic support from American labor, which protested

strongly against the proposed deport&tions of the Indian revolu-

tionaries. The American Federation of Labor at its convention, held

on June 19, 1919, in Atlantic City, New Jersey, adopted a resolution,

directing its Executive Committee to look into the plight of Hindu

revolutionists, who were under arrest and held for deportation. It

179Editorial Notes, "The Deportations,lI Young India, Vol. II,
No.9, p. 195.



asserted that their aeportation to India wCilld be rr equivalent to

t . t' t d t' 11
180sen enC1ns 2em 0 ea n.

The League's representatives went to ~as~in&ton, D.C. in con-

nection with the deportatior. cases. They saw Hr. libercror.lbie, the

Acting Secretary of Labor. They did not find that the vepartment

of Labor had any particular animus against the Indian revolu-

tionaries. r·!r. Abercrombie promised a full and impartial consid-

eration of all the cases when they were to come before him for ii-

I d ' 1 181na J..sposa.

Meanwhile, Lajpat Rai's activities in the United States had

caused concern in Britain. It stirred the British press, and the

editor of The London Daily Express on May 31, 1919, wrote:

I would like to call Mr. Montagu's attention to the
pernicious activities of Lajpat Rai, the Indian agita
tor, who is doing his best in America to stir up anti
British sentiment. The India Home Rule League of Amer
ica, at No. 1400 Broadway, pUblishes a paper called
Young India, in which Mr. Lajpat Rai indulges in the
wildest harangues. Insult to the King, tears fer Eugene
Debs, •••and appeals to the Irish and Germans are a
feature of his work. Is it not time that the people of
the United States were '~M~ wise' regarding the position
of this man, Lajpat Rai.

l80New York Times, June 19, 1919; Cigarmakers Progressive In
ternational Union ofBnooklyn, N.Y. also emphatically protested
atainst the threatened deportation of Hindu revolutionaries. The
resolution which was adopted by the Union on August 30, 1919, and a
copy of which was sent to President Wilson, expressed that the prin
ciple of political asylum to political refugees from other countries
was basic to American tradition since 1776, and hence, the threatened
deportation of Indian revolutionaries whose only crime was their urge
for freedom and their determination to fight Britain's economic ex
ploitation and bondage amounted to flagrant violation of the spirit
of American democracy. The resolution urged the U.S. President to
do everything to stop such persecution. B!, RDS, Index No. 845.00/142.

18111The Deportation," Young India, Vol. II~ (Sept. 1919), p. 195.

182Young India, Vol. II, No.7 (July, 1919), p. 148.
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There is no doubt that the British Government had already taken

steps and deputed some one to 'put wise' the people of the United

States regarding Lajpat Hai and British rule in India,183 but with-

out much success. So far as the Daily Express' insinuations of

appeals to Irish and Germans were concerned, there was truth in the

former, but the latter was a complete fabrication. Rai had dis-

claimed any cooperation with the Germans. He was, however, on

friendly terms with the Irish organizations. They often invited

Rai and Dr. hardiker to address their meetings and passed resolu-

tions favoring self-determination for India.

Rai's activities in America, in the meantime, had also led to

an interpellation in the House of Commons. Rt. hon. Colonel Yate

drew the attention of the Secretary of State for India to the ac-

tivities of Lajpat Rai, who was said to be doing his best to stir

up anti-British sentiment in America, and inquired as to what steps

were being taken in the matter. The Secretary of State gave the

following reply:

I am aware and regret the effortz to misrepresent to the
American public the character of British rule in India
to which Hon. and gallant friends ri~4rs • • • Steps
have been taken to counteract them.

What the British regarded as "misrepresentation" was the real edu-

cation of American opinion regarding India's claim to self-government.

The British Secretary of State for India had not only taken steps to

1830ne such person was Rustom Rustomji.

184"To Friends & Foes," Young India, Vol. II, No.8 (August,
1919), pp. 180-181.



counteract Rails propaganda in the U.~. press, but had also exerted

pressure on the United States government to prevent him from carry-

ing on his work there. Because of this pressure, Rai had received

considerable attention from the U.S. Police and the Department of

Justice. Six times he was examined and almost always at length.

His telephone was tapped. correspondence opened and for a full one

year and a half, he lived in a house, a part of which was occupied

by a detective in the employ of the U.S. Government. But, in spite

of all this, Rai acknowledged that on every occasion that the De-

partment of Justice sent for hil~, due courtesy was shown by the

officials.

Rai continued the work he had undertaken, undaunted by the

pin-pricks he had to suffer because of the British official machina-

tions. In his exile, he a~so did not lose touch with the develop-

ments in India. When the Rowlatt Commission made public its find-

ings and recommended the enactment of repressive legislation, Rai

strongly protested against it, on the ground that it was based on

investigation which was neither judicial or semi-judicial, but purely

d " " t t" 185a nun~s ra ~ve. Similarly, the events which led to the Amritsar

tragedy and the promulgation of martial law in the Pu.njab, impelled

" b t' ,.." t" h 1 " I d" C" " I d" 186h~m to rand ne Dr~ ~s ru e ~n n ~a as zar~sm ~n n ~a.

l85Lajpat Rai, IIRevolutionary Novement, 11 Young India, Vol. II,
No.4 (April, 1919), pp. 86-91.

186Lajpat Rai, "Czarism in India," Young India, Vol. II, No.
7 (July, 1919), pp. 153-166. Note: The Jimerican official reaction
to post-war Indian nationalist upsurge vdll be discussed in the next
chapter.
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Rai's Young India later carried a poem from Sarojini Naidu, com-

emorating the Punjab massacre:

"FANJAB - 1919"

o mournful queenl 0 martyred Draupadil

The sacred rivers of thy striken blood

Shall prove the five-fold stream of Freedom's flood

And guard the watch towers of our Libertyl187

Similarly, Rai welcomed Tagorels decision to renounce his knight-

hood as a protest against the reign of terror in the Punjab. He

described foreign titles as the most degrading badge of slavery.188

Lajpat Rai received commendation for his work from the Indian

nationalist leader, B. G. Tilak. When Tilak came to England in con-

nection with his libel suit against Sir Valentine Chirol, from

there he wrote to Rai: "l get your monthly journal regularly and am

glad to find therefrom that you, and D~ nardiker under you, are do-

ing good work there. The work requires to be continued until we

succeed in reaching our goal; at any rate, until the reconstruction

of the world is finally settled by the League of Nations after the

conclusion of peace. 1I189 Tilak also ca..lle to Rails financial assist-

ance in his work. In the beginning, Rai had to depend exclusively

on whatever help he could get from his countrymen in the

187Young India, Vol. II, No.8 (August, 1919), p. 170.

188Ibid ., pp. 171-172.

18911Hr • Tilak's Letter," Young India, June 1919, p. 136.



258

United States and from his American sympathizers. Towards the end

of 1918, he received a fairly large remittance from Tilak which

190helped him to carry forward his work.

As soon as Mahatma Gandhi launched his Satyagrapha movement in

India, Rai expressed his full sympathy with the general spirit of

the movement, although in his letter to Gandhi he indicated that he

"may be unable to sign the full pledge of Satyagraphi." He de-

clared, however, that if and when he would return to India, he would

Ilsign the pure 3wadeshi vow.,,191 Still, he sincerely wished to be

in Indla to share in full the misfortune of his countrymen: I~y

heart bleeds for them, ••• more for myself in having been deprived

192of the opportunity to serve and suffer."

Thus, although not in complete agreement with Gandhi's scheme

of Satyagrapha at the ourset, he expressed his hearty admiration of

Gandhi's noble stand and conveyed to him his unqualified apprecia-

tion of his "high-souled patriotism."l'lhen Gandhi wrote to Rai that

to him it was intolerable to think that a man like Rai should have

to remain outside India at that critical moment, as in his opinion

"the place of every true Indian was in India,I,193 and commended the

doctrine of Satyagrapha as the most effective remedy, not only for

190Ibid.

191"letter to Gandhi," Young India (July, 1919), p. 146.

192Ibid •

193"Lajpat Rai &Mr. Gandhi," Young India, vol. II, No. 11
(November, 1919), pp. 251-252.
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India's problems but also for world politics, Rai expressed himself

whole heartedly in favor of Gandhi's policy of passive resistance,

and immediately decided to return home. On November 13, 1919, the

British Control Officer, New York, informed Rai that the British

Government had authorized the New York Office to grant him a pass

port to proceed from the United States to India. 194

A spate of farewell dinners preceded Lajpat Rai's departure

from the United States. The League of Oppressed Peoples gave a din-

ner on November 28, at the Hotel des Artistes in New York. The

League of Oppressed Peoples was an organization working for the

freedom of the oppressed nationalities like India, Ireland, Egypt,

Korea, Persia and China. Among the guests were representatives of

all of these nations, and a delegate from each group bade Mr. Rai

farewell and good fortune. 195

The chairman of the League of Oppressed Peoples, Mr. Dudley

Field Malone, formerly Assistant Secretary of State in the first

Wilson Administration and then Collector of the Port of New York,

introduced the Toastmaster, Mr. Oswald Garrison Villard, editor of

the New York Nation. Mr. Malone expressed his personal regret at

Mr. Rai's departure and compared him to those pioneers of liberty

who had visited America, ~:ulaski, Lafayette, Kosciusko, and Kossuth.

He said that every time he had met Rai and grasped his hand and

194Lajpat Hai, liMy Farewell," Young India, Ope cit., p. 276.

195"Farewell Dinner," Young India, Vol. III, No.1 (January,
1920), p. 11.
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looked into the smile of his eyes, he had "felt some of the same

thrill that ran through the blood of any l~erican who had the for-

tune to shake the hand of PUlaski, or Lafayette, or Kosciusko or

Kossuth.,,196 Halone reminded his audience what Kossuth had said in

his address in Faneuil Hall, the Cradle of American Liberty,ll that

liberty was neither European or Americnn, but universal as God.

Mr. Villard laid great stress on the point that illnerica would

follow Hr. Rai with its thoughts wherever he was, and would watch

the splendid work he did for freedom. He characterized Mr. Rai as

a ll wise, brave and sound .Ambassador; a generous and modest inter-

preter of e;reat races to our J'.merican democracy. II He pledged also

the continued interest and help of A~erica in India's strugGle for

freedom, quoting Hichard Gobden's opinions to express the Amerfcan

attitude.197

Next, Dr. McCartan, the official envoy to the United States of

the Republic of Ireland expressed the fullest sympathy of Ireland

198with the cause of India and wished Mr. Rai bon voyage. Later,

Hiss Soumy Tcheng, a member of the Ch:.nese Peace Delegation to

Paris, spoke. She recalled that :;)r • .sun Yat-sen during the Chi.nese

Revolution of 1911 replied to the delegate of an Indian society who

brought him congratulations: liThe torch of liberty which is burning

19611Tributes to l·ir. Rai,1l Young India, Vol. III, No.2 (Feb
ruary, 1920), p. 28.

197Ibid ., pp . 29-30.

1981lFarewell Dinner,1I Young Inc.iu., Ope cit., p. 12.
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nov; in China sheds its light upon far-off India,lI and added, lilt is

to be hoped that the light will become mere powerful and burst into

flames. 11
199

It is significant that 2ngland was represented on that occa-

sian by one who rose to become the last British Secretary of State

for India and to pass the reins of Government into Indian hands. It

was no less a person than Eon. Pethick Lawrence, the British Labour

Leader, who ';·ias then visiting America. He said that he was never

more glad to be an Englishman than on that ni;ht, as it was of su-

preme importance that EnGland should have been represented on that

occasion. There was not one ~ngland; t~ere we~e many Bnglands, and

when the British Labour Party would come to power, it would see

that India's hope for freedom was realized. While conceding that

liberty was never given but must always be won, his country would

rather see that India wins freedo!:. for herself: lIWin it by action--

win freedom and win friendship at the same time, and friendshi? in

200
her heart and friendship in our heart."

The lion. l:J.r. B. S. Kamat, of the bombay Legislative Council,

who was then in New York, also spoke. Among other prominent speak-

ers of the evening was Dr. Norman Thomas, a New York minister, who

later blossomed into the foremost socialiGt leaJer of the United

States. Dr. Thomas, who had by then become one of Rai's closest

199"Tributes to Hr. Hai,1! Young Incii~ aD cit l'J 7,1......-""_"-.....-..._C1._ , .l:. .,.-. -' •

200Ib~d., -1 32... pp.:;; - •
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friends, and one of the foremost American supporters of the

League's activitiec, thanked TIai for the lessons he had taught Am-

erica, the lessons of what imperialism meant and the failure to

which imperialism was doomed. Profecsor i •• U. Pope also spoke on

. 201occasJ.on.

Lajpat Rai. overwhelmed with the compliments paid to him by

the various speakers, expressed on his behalf and on behalf of his

countrymen heartfelt gratitude and thanks to them and said: til take

them as the measure of your interest in my country, of your sympathy

with our cause, and of your desire to see that justice and democracy

are established all the world over. 1I He paid to the American gov-

ernment and the American people glowing tributes for the courtesy

and kindness he had received from them durin~; his stay in the United

states. That the police and the Department of Justice on British

instigation pried into his personal life and pUblic activities did

not prevent him from openly declaring: ltI,'rolil the of ficials I have

invariably received courtesy and from the people in general, hospi-

. t' t . t ,,202tality and kJ.ndness, amoun J.ng 0 generosl y.

Another farewell dinner was organized by the Indian residents

of Kew York at the Taj 1·1ahal I~estaurant on I'Tovember 30, lS~19, which

was attended by 100 persons, mostl J' Indians, and a few lunericans in-

terested in the social and educational side of the Indian problem.

FroI;linent amonG those who were present and spoke were 1'Ir.;;". N. Karr,

201Ib · , ""2 "'5
~., pp. / -/ •

202I1I·lr. Lajpat r~ai's Address,1I ~., pp. 36-39.



Reverend

Swami Bodhananda, Dr. N. is. Hardiker, :1-lr. S. i·T. Bose, Nr. Taraknath

j)as, Eiss Henrietta Roc:man, Dr. Gilbert ~(eio., !·~r. Checker, Hr. B.

Doss, Mr. N. N. Joshi of the Servants of India Society, who was a

member of the Government of India delegation to the International

Labour Conference, then in progress at Washin6ton, D.C., }~. Peter

Golden, and i'Jr. Hohammed Azim. The main speaker of the evening was

Taraknath Das, who eulogized Lajpat Hai's constitutional and con-

structive works in the United States. Later, on December 7, 1919,

Rai was feted by the Civic Club of New York. 203

Thus Rai, by his strenuous works during his five years stay in

the United states, not only carried the Indian problem to the door-

step of the American Congress, but as V. D. Hahajan has rightly said,

"created a very large number of friends amon~ the ,Americans and the

latter continued to take interest in Indian affairs. 1,204

Dr. J. T. Sunderland has said that years of Rai's exlie in America

were Ilyears of constant and severe toil, and toil for India.1! Ac-

cording to him, Rai rendered the same kind of service to India which

previously Nobel-laureate Rabindranath TaGore had rendered during

his viGit to america. The American people obtained yet another

glimpse of India's gre~t and real self from the writings and utter

ances of Lajpat Rai. 205 Following Vivekanada and Tagore,

20311Farewell Dinners, II op. cit., Pf. 13-14.

204V• D. Mahajan, The Nationalist Hovement in India &: Its
Leaders (New Delhi: S. Chand & Company, 1962), p. 102.

205J. T. Sunderland, tlHr. l:tai' s 'v'lork in America, I! op. cit.
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Lala Lajpat Rai, a member of the famous trinity Lal-Bal-Pal, was the

third disth,guished Indian to visit America. The pattern of con-

structive and constitutional work and nation-wide lecture tours,

initiated by ~ai, was carried forward by Dr. Syed Uossai~, Dr.

I\rishnalal Shridharrani, Dr. Anup SingL, Dr. H. T. Xazumdar, and

Sardar J. J. Singh. Their sustained efforts of decades also re-

ceived impetus from temporary vi,::;:itors from India--such as I·1rs.

Sarojini Naidu, Reverend C. F. Andrews, I";irabehn Oiis6 i·ladeline

Slade), Hon. V. J. Patel, ~rs. I:amla Jevi Chatopadhya and last, but

not least, the illustrious sister of Prime Hinister Nehru, i'iadame

V· L k 1 'P d't 206~yaya a-Slm~ an ~ •

In Lajpat Rai's own estimate, when he had landed in America

the problem of India was a domestic problem of the British Empire,

but when he was about to leave its shores, he found that it had al-

ready become a world problem. To what extent he and his sojourn in

the United States contributed to it, it is difficult to assess. But

to its value and what he owed to America, there can be no better

testimony than what I:ai himself said in his farewell:

~ can say without hesitation that the United States will
always remain an object of love, respect and regard, where
I have spent five of the most useful years of my life and
where I have made friends for who~07 have genui~e love,
great res:oec t and immense regard.

206See : Haridas T. Majumdar, America's Contributions to
India's Freedom (Allahabad: VanguarQ Fress, 1962), pp. 10-13.

207Lajpat Rai, "Ivly Farewell," Ope cit. t r. 273.



CHAPTER V

WOODROW WILSON AND I~DIAN SELF-DETERMIKATION

The Committee appointed by the Government of India in 1919,

better known as the Hunter Committee,l to investigate the post-war

disturbances in India, in its majority report came to the con-

elusion that one of the fundamental causes of the unrest was the

dissemination of the principles of Home Rule and self-determination

in India during the First World War. "The desire for a larger say

in the government of the country," the report suggested, was

greatly fostered by "the doctrine of self-determination which

formed so prominent a subject of discussion at the Peace Conference

in Paris.,,2 The War, although it did not originate the demand for

Home Rule in India, gave it "a new significance and a new urgency,"

and what was perhaps more important, "an air of reality which it

had never possessed before. 1l3 As the Japanese victory in the

lThe Hunter Committee was appointed on October 14, 1919 by
a resolution of the Governor-General in Council, with the approval
of the Secretary of State, to investigate the disturbances in Bom
bay, Delhi, the Punjab, and elsewhere. Lord Hunter, formerly the
Solicitor General, was appointed President of a seven-man Committee.

2Re ort of the Committee A ointed b
Investigate the Disturbances in the Punjab,
jesty's Stationery Office, 1920), p. 57.

3Gurmukh Nihal Singh, Landmarks in Indian Constitutional &
National Development (Delhi: Atma Ram and Sons; 1950), p. 293.

265



266

Russo-Japanese War had filled the Asiatic Nations with a sense of

renewed confidence in their own capacities and prowess at the be-

ginning of this centur~;, so did the marvellous feats of endurance

and bravery displayed by the Inoian troops in the winter of 1914

in France and Flanders in the Great European War create "a new at-

mosphere alike in Europe and Asia and raise the Indians miles

higher in the attention of t'he Western Nations than ever before.,,4

It kindled a sense of reward in the minds of some and a sense of

rights in the minds of others. Mrs. Annie Besant, who joined the

Congress in the year of the outbreak of the Great War, speaking on

the question of IIReciprocity ll said: "There had been talk of a re-

ward due to India's loyalty, but India does not chaffer with the

blood of her sons and the proud tears of her daughters in exchange

for so much liberty, 60 much right. India claims the right, as a

nation, to justice among the peoples of the Empire ••• not as a

reward, but as a right. 1I5

Indeed, the outbreak of the Great War changed the whole situa-

tion. Swaraj, which hitherto had been a distant goal, a far-off

ideal, even from the extremists' standpoint, now appeared feasible.

The Allied stat~smen, in oroer to arouse sympathy and support for

the Allied cause, characterized the War as a great crusade for

democracy and a struggle for the right of every nation, large or

4Dr • Pattabhi Sitaramayya, The History of the Indian Na
tional Congress (Boffibay: Padma Publications, 1946), p. 119.

5Ibid •
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small, to self-determination and freedom to form a government of

its own choice. Woodrow Wilson, the American President, was fore-

most among the Allied statesmen who "first gave utterance to the

ideal of self-determination for all the oppressed peoples of the

6
World." In his War message on April 2, 1917, President Wilson

baptized American intervention with the moral attributes of the Al-

lied cause. He described the War as a fight for "the ultimate

peace of the world and for the liberation of its peoples . . . for

the rights of nations great and small and the privilege of men

everywhere to choose their way of life and of obedience. ,,7 He epi-

tomized his call to arms with the appeal: "The world must be made

safe for democracy. Its peace must be planted upon the tested

foundations of political liberty.II8

President Wilson's eloquent expression of the doctrine of self-

determination gave a moral impetus to the cause of freedom eyery-

where. The appeal of his pronouncement did not remain confined to

the oppressed nationalities of Europe alone, but· echoed allover the

world. The ideal for which many a gallant American was to lay down

his life on European soil became a universal ideal. To the strug-

gling peoples of the world, the War became a crusade for national

freedom and democracy. On behalf of the Indian nationalists in the

6Joseph P. Tumulty, Woodrow Wilson As I Know Him (Garden City,
New York: Doubleday, Page & Company, 1921), p. 392.

7iVilliam Appleman Williams, ed., The Shaping of American Dip
lomacy (Chicago: Rand HacNally & Company, 1960), p. 595.

8Ibid.
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United states, Ram Chandra, then editor of the Hindustan Gadar, in

a letter to President Wilson expressed profound gratitude for the

noble stand the President had taken for the cause of universal

democracY:

Your recent declaration to the effect that no people
shall be compelled to submit to the yoke of a foreign
government, raises within us the hope that the time may
be near at hand when the cry of India for freedom and
self-government will receive sypsathetic response by
the great Nations of the World.

In view of the fact that the Allies had accepted in principle Wil-

son's declaration of the purposes of the Great War, the Indian na-

tionalists in the United States along with their countrymen in India

did not see how Great Britain could refuse longer to grant self-

government to India, which was one of the glaring instances in the

world at that time of a great people held in bondage by a foreign

power. They had no doubt that the people of the United States would

recognize without hesitation that India was entitled to independ-

ence and to set up a democratic government, more so because they

felt "the great American nation has risen in arms to preserve free-

dom and democracy and to establish the right to democratic govern-

ment for all people. I ' And so, the author of the letter to President

Wilson rightly expected that America could not sanction that "her

10Letter from Ram Chandra to President Woodrow Wilson, NA, ~,
Index No. 845.00/210. There is no date on which the letter was
written and received by the President. The record shows that it
was received by the Index Bureau of the Department of State on
June 27, 1917 and reached the Division of Far Eastern Affairs on
June 28, 1917. It was written a few days after the President's
War Message was delivered and in due course reached the Dept. of
State and was ultimately filed.
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chief Ally should continue her oppression anddespotic rule over

I d" ,,11n ~a.

Political agitation in India, which had been gathering momen-

tum under the leadership of Lokmanya Tilak and Mrs. Annie Besant,

reached the highest point in the year 1917. Tilak had launched

the agitation for Bome Rule in April 1916, with the foundation of

Home Rule League in Poona. Mrs. Besant, who was not satisfied with

the tardy way in which Congress affairs were progressing in India

and England, decided to form a more dynamic body to promote the

cause of Home Rule. Consequently, to supplement the work of the

British Committee of the Indian National Congress, she organized

an Auxiliary Home Rule League in London on June 12, 1916. In India,

she founded her All-India Home Rule League on September 1, 1916 in

Madras. Through her daily New India and weekly, The Commonweal,

Mrs. Besant carried the message of Home Rule to the remotest corners

of the land, so much so that the Home Rule Leagues were established

12allover the country.

According to reports of the United States Consul in Madras,

the agitation for Home Rule in the Madras Presidency continued un-

abated during 1917-1918. It resulted in a "decided accession of

influence to Mrs. Besant" in spite of the government repression,

the promulgatior. by Lord Pentland's Government of G.O. No. 559,

ll~.

12Sitaramayya, Ope cit., pp. 126-131.
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restraining students from taking part in political agitation and

later internment of Messrs. G. S. Arundale and B. P. Wadia. 13 As

Hrs. Besant "was already a great world character and had millions

of followers in the East and the West, in the New Hemisphere and

the 01d,,,14 her internment led to protests by her followers in the

United states against the British autocratic policies in India.

They declared the British action directly contrary to justice and

democracy and an infringement upon the inalienable rights of man-

kind. It was considered inconsistent as well with the principles

for which the War was being fought. An American citizen Mr. A.

Schwartzhopf of St. Louis wrote to the chairman of the Committee on

Foreign Relations, William J. Stone, Senator from Missouri, ear-

nestly requesting him to "use . . • every influence with the Presi-

dent of our United States to have him transmit a formal protest to

l3Madras, January 9, 1919; Consul Lucien Mumminger had based
his despatch to the Dept. of State on the Madras Govt. report deal
ing with the administration of Madras Presidency for 1917-1918. He
saw the steady progress of the Home Rule Movement. He also noticed
a vigorous counter movement towards organization and expression of
the non-official ~uropean community and of the non-Brahmins, the
latter making steady progress in the muffasils cUlminating in the
foundation of their paper, Justice, and holding of a non-Brahman con
ference in opposition to the Home Rule at Coimabtore in August 1917.
Nationalists suspected the Government hand behind these moves to
counteract the Home Rule agitation. Consul refers to the publication
of a manifesto by the leading Madras Zamindars, dissociating them
selves from the principles of Home Rule. He also observed that the
abandonment by Mrs. Besant of the cause of Ali brothers led to dis
sensions within the party and resulted in the defection of Muslims.
The Home Rule Party paid attention to organizing the labour also as
its organ, New Indi~ had always endeavored to enlist the support
of the British Labour Party. This led to the formation of the Madras
?residency Association by the non-Brahmin wing of the Home Rule
Party with its organ, the !~dian Patriot. Thus, the period closed
with the establishment in Madras of several labor association.
Madras, January 9, 1919.

l4sitaramayya, Ope cit., p. 119.
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the British government against such action.,,15 Hr. Schwartzhopf

asserted that in forbidding Mrs. Besant and her associates, Messrs

Arundale and B. P. Wadia, to lecture or to publish their writings,

the British government in other ways was attempting "to stifle

their work for democracy and home rule in India.,,16 Senator Stone,

forwarded the letter from ~~. Schwartzhopf to the Secretary of

state, with the comment that "the communication .is self-explanatory,"

and that he wanted the Secretary's advice on the matter. 17

While this voice was being raised against Mrs. Besant's in-

ternment in the United States, every month the internees were kept

under detention, agitation was growing in India in geometrical pro-

gression. There was developing a political storm in India and

steps were being taken to launch a campaign of passive resistance

in order to secure the release of the Home Rule internees. A joint

meeting of the All-India Congress Committee and of the Council of

the Muslim League was held in July, 1917, and the question of adopt-

ing passive resistance, both its principle and its working, was

referred to the Provincial Congress Committees. The Madras Provincial

Congress Committee approved of the idea of passive resistance on

August 14, 1917. In the City of Madras, a pledge was drafted and

15Letter from Mr. A. Schwartzhopf of st. Louis, dated July
12, 1917 to Senator Stone of Missouri, forwarded to the Secretary
of State JUly 20, 1917, NA, RDS, Index No. -845.00/211.

16Ibid •

17~. However, there is no record of the advice, if any,
that the Secretary of State gave to him.
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Sir S. Subrahmania Aiyar, retired judge of the Madras High Court,

Honorary President of the All-India Home Rule League, and an old

Congressman, was the first to sign the pledge. He had renounced his

knighthood as a protest against the internment of Mrs. Besant and

her co-workers, and "addressed a letter to President Wilson, which

he sent by Mr. & Mrs. Hotchner,,,18 American Theosophists, writers

and lecturers who had lived in India for ten years. 19

The British Ambassador in his 11emorandum No. 3 of January 2,

1918, to the Department of State, enclosed "in case it should be of

possible interest to the United States authorities,1l20 a copy of a

forwarding letter addressed to the editor of India, the organ of the

Indian National Congress in Great Britain, on the subject of the

above mentioned letter to President Wilson. The writer of the en-

21closed letter, Sudhindra Bose, the memorandum read: "is well-

known for the virulence of his calumny against British rule in

India." The Memorandum further described Sir S. Subramania Aiyar

18Sitaramayya, op. cit., p. 133. Also referred to by British
Ambassador, Cecil Arthur Spring Rice in his Memo. No.3 of Jan. 2,
1918, Washington, D.C. to the Dept. of State, NA, RDS, Index No. -
84~ 00/217. -- ---

19However, the Memorandum No. 10 from the British Embassy of
the same date, that is Jan. 2, 1918 to the Dept. of State, on the
basis of a report enclosed thereto described ~~s. Besant as "an
impudent charlatan" and Mrs. Hotchner as of questionable character.
It was deliberately aimed to discredit }~s. Besant and V~s. Hotchner
in the eyes of the Dept. of State and the government of the United
States. See-liA,~, Index No. - 845.00/216.

20See Kemorandum No.3, January 2, 1918, Ope cit.
21According to his intercepted letter, enclosed in Memo. No.2,

it appears that he was then teaching at the State University of Iowa,
Iowa City. He was attached to the Department of Political Science.
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as a retired judge of the Hadras High Court who "is generally

thought to be somewhat affected by age and has come completely under

the influence of Mrs. Besant."

In his letter Bose had requested the editor of India to publish

his article on "Indian Home Rule Before President Wilson." It ap-

pears that a copy of the letter which was brought by !1r. and ~~s.

Hotchner and delivered to President Wilson was also presented to the

Secretary of State. Sir Subramania in his letter to President Wil-

son had claimed that the very relationship of the Indian Nationalist

Movement to the War necessitates "an immediate promise of Home Rule-

Autonomy for India.,,22 He further told the President that even as

conditions were, India had more than proved her loyalty to the Allies.

"She has contributed freely and generously of both blood and treasure

in France, and Gallipoli, in l'1esopotamia, and elsewhere.,,23 He quoted

in his support Mr. Austen Chamberlain, British Secretary of State

for India, and Field Marshal Lord French, who had praised the gal-

lantry, endurance, patience and perseverance shown by the Indian

troops in France and elsewhere. Sir Subramania had, therefore,

pertinently raised the following question in his letter to President

Wilson:

If the Indian soldiers have achieved such splendid results
for the Allies while slaves, how much greater would be their
power if inspired by the sentiments which can rise only in
souls of free men--men who are fighting not ~~ly for their
own liberties, but the liberties of mankind.

22Enclosure to the British Embassy Memorandum No.3, Jan. 2,
1918, op. cit. For the letter's full text, see Indian Annual Regis
ter, 1919, Part II, p. 43. The letter was dated Madras, June 24, 1917.

23Ibid • 24Ibido- -
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"Permit me to add," Sir Subramania's letter went on, "you and other

leaders have been kept in ignorance of the full measures of misrule

and oppression in India," a recent instance of misrule being the im-

prisonment of !1rs. Annie Besant, "that noble Irish woman who has

done so much for India. She had nothing against government except

to carryon a law abiding and constitutional propaganda of reform;

the climax being her internment, without charges and without trial,

shortly after printing and circulating your War Message.,,25

The Department of State was acquainted with the question of

Indian Home Rule long before the agitation for it was launched in

India,26 and the matter was brought before President Wilson by Sir

Subramania Aiyar. But the letter directly involved the President

of the United States with an issue which was at best peripheral for

25Ibid • See also, Indian Annual Register, 1919, Part II
(Calcutta, India), p. 43.

26The Division of Far Eastern Affairs of the Dept. of State
had received as early as August 3, 1915, when the Home Rule idea
was still in embryo in India, a despatch from the United States
Consulate General, Shanghai, China, dated June 22, 1915, that "a
decidedly vigorous campaign is contemplated." The Consul General
informed the Secretary of State in a confidential communication,
copies of which were also sent to the American Legation in Peking
and to the American Embassy at Tokyo, of the imminent visit of
~~~ S. R. Wagel, an Indian, to the United States and Europe on
his way home, with a view to participate in the Home Rule movement.
Mr. Wagel had been for many years financial editor of the North
China Daily News (British) and author of several books on finan
cial topics, and he had told the Consul General in informal conver
sation that the educated Indians were planning home rule in India
and eventually independence for India. It is significant that the
Consul General felt it might be of interest that "Mr. Wagel and
his Party profess a desire to avoid any cooperation as a race, with
the Japanese, or with the Chinese, or other Orientals in general."
Shanghai, China: June 23, 1915: Confidential to the Secretary of
State, see li!, li£&, Index No. - 84~ 00/182.
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him and the United States government. Joseph P. Tumulty, who was

Secretary to the President, wrote from the White House, on Sept-

ember 29, 1917, to the Secretary of state, llon. Robert Lansing:

"The President directs me to send to you the enclosed papers with

the request that you will have them looked over to see whether any

thing properly can be done.,,27 The enclosed papers which Tumulty

sent for perusal and advice to the Secretary of State contained

Sir Subramania's letter to the President. en October 4, 1917,

Lansing wrote to the Secretary to the President the following

letter:

Dear ~~. Tumulty:

I have your letter of September 29, 1917, enclosing cer
tain papers addressed to the President, regarding the
nationalist movement in India.

In reply I have to say that in view of the publication
on October 2 of the letter from Sir S. Subramania, it
seems to the Department that the writer should be

27From Joseph P. Tumulty to the Secretary of State, September
29, 1917. See B!, RDS, Index No. - 845. 00/212. The Indian Annual
Register, 1919 gives a slightly different account of it. It says
that the letter was "delivered to President Wilson about Sept. 17,
1917 and he sent it at once to his Secretary of State, }lr. Lansing,
with a note to look into it carefully. The next day a printed
copy of the letter was placed on the desk of 533 senators and
congressmen." This account is not only exaggerated, but is mostly
based on speculation. From the Records of the Dept. of State, it
is clear that instead of the President writing to the Secretary of
State, upon the President's direction, the Secretary to the Presi
dent wrote to know Lansing's views on the matter, in routine manner.
The Congressional Record of Sept. 18, 1917 does not show that any
such letter was placed on the desks of 533 senators and congressmen.
It might have been unofficially distributed to them by someone else
connected with Mr. and Mrs. Hotchner, who had brought the letter
from India.
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ignored. It is apparently an attempt to use the President
to assist the propaganda.

The papers enclosed with your letter under acknowledgment
are returned herewith.

Robert Lansing28

Thus, it appears that the publication in the Chicago Examiner on

October 2nd of Sir Subramania's letter to the President, without

any previous information to, or the consent of, the distinguished

addressee, accounted for Lansing's conclusion that it was apparently

an attempt to use the President for the purposes of propaganda.

Had Mr. and Mrs. Hotchner, who had brought the letter from India and

were presumably responsible for releasing it to the press, waited

for the President's reply, it is doubtful whether the Secretary of

state would have come to the same conclusion. It is, however, un-

doubtedly true that the mere publication of the letter in the Am-

erican press and knowledge of the fact that such a letter was

28Ibid • One Mr. W. L. Shank, M.D. of Frederika, Iowa, in
quired f;;m-the Sunday editor of The Chicago Examiner, ~~. Walter
Howing, about the publication of Subramania's letter on October 1,
1917 and also the name of the Special Messenger who brought the let
ter to the President and how he could be reached. He also wanted to
know whether India had any representative in the U.S.A. with duties
similar to Consul. Shank's letter was referred to the Dept. of
State by Mr. Walter Howey. On Oct. 12, 1917, ~~. Alvey A. Adee,
Second Asst. See'y. in the Dept., wrote to Dr. W. L. fuank for the
See'y. of State that "not having seen the published letter, the Dept.
is unable to give you any information regarding the name and address
of the special messenger who brought to President Wilson the letter
from the Home Rule League of Madras, India." Moreover, he was told
that no such represent~tives as consuls were accreedited to the U.S.
Govt. from India, and that the British Consular officers functioned
for India. Mr. Adee's admission that the Dept. had not seen the
published letter until Oct. 12, 1917 raises the question whether ~~.

Lansing came to know of the publication from other than State Dept.
sources. Definitely he got the information from outside sources. See
B!, ~' Index No. - 845.00/213.
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addressed to the President of the United States were considered

enough for a Hemorandum from the :Sri tish Embass;,/, three months

after the publication of said letter, impressing upon the United

states authorities that the writer of the letter, Sir S. Subramania,

was "somewhat affected by age and has come completely under the in

fluence of Mrs. Besant,,,29 obviously an effort to vilify the Presi-

dent of the All-India Home Rule League.

Subramania Aiyar's letter created an uproar in the British

Parliament soon after its pUblication on May 1, 1918 in India and

just afterwards in the columns of The Times, London. On June 3,

1918, there was an interpellation ill the House of Commons by Mr.

Joyson Hicks, General Craft, and Sir J. D. Rees, in reply to which

the Secretary of State described the letter as "disgraceful" and

assured the House that he was in communication with the Viceroy. On

June 18, 1918, Lord Harris raised the issue in the House of Lords.

29British Embass Memorandum No. Jan. 2 1 18, Ope cit.
The Indian nnual Register, 1919 gives an obviously exag

gerated account of the impact of the letter on American opinion and
its results. "This letter," it says, "profoundly convulsed America
from one end to the other ••• A graphic account of the offer of ten
million men was flashed allover the vast continent by the Press.
There was a great sensation, 1500 newspapers with their 20,000,000
readers took up the cry. England was strongly criticized. }filitary
men were strongly impressed with the plea. American Labour at once
wanted Home Rule for India as in Canada and Australia, and pressure
was applied on the British government to consider the proposal fa
vourably. The immediate effect of the letter on India's case is not
clearly known. But people in India witnessed some unwonted and phe
nomenal change in the angle of vision of the stolid Indian government:
(1) the release of Annie Besant by the Imperial Government; (2) the
shame of the crest-fallen Lord Petland's Govt. of Madras, and (3) the
visit to India of the Sec. of State." Apparently, however, there is
nothing to connect these with the said letter.
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Viscount Haldane made some observations and later the Lord President

of the Council, Earl Curzon of Kedleston, in the absence of the Un-

dersecretary of State, replied to Lord Harris' points on behalf of

the India Office. The Lord President conceded that the author of

the letter was a judge of the High Court of Madras for twelve years

and retired as the Acting Chief Justice and received in recognition

of his long, and up to that point, meritorious career the high

honor of K.C.I.E. He also said that the first and the latter part

of the letter were not couched in improper language; only in the

middle part of the letter occurred the passage which was objection-

able, containing an indictment of British misrule. The letter,

said the Lord President, was communicated at Washington to the Brit-

ish Embassy, by whom it was transmitted to the Foreign Office, and

then passed on to the Secretary of State. While the Secretary of

State, Edwin Hontagu, was in Hadras in company with the Viceroy, they

had an interview with the writer and the Viceroy administered to

him "a severe reprimand.,,30

Immediately after the discussion of the letter in Parliament,

where the venerable Indian ex-judge was severely criticized, Mr.

Subramania issued a statement to the press. He reported that the

Viceroy had rebuked him during an interview which was ostensibly ar-

ranged to discuss political reforms. He reiterated, however, that

in addressing his letter to President Wilson he had "acted entirely

, H. M. Mitra, ed. (Cal
=~....;;;.;==---=;;.;;..;.=;.....;;~~~---~~~

, pp. 36-43.
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bona fide, and in the hope of securing through the influence of the

President of the great nation that was in perfect amity with His

Majesty, the King-Emperor, nay more in utter sympathy with the

aims and objects of the Allies cause, that relief which we Home

Rulers then stood irr.peratively in need." And, in protest, he re

nounced his knighthood. 3l

The British Embassy Memorandum (No.3) of January, 1918 also

enclosed a copy of an intercepted letter from A. P. Warrington of

New York to Captain E. B. Ensor, who was connected with the Theo-

sophical Society of Dublin, Ireland. }~. Warrington's letter dealt

with the activities of the Theosophical Society in the United States

and particularly mentioned the resolutions which were adopted at

the 31st Annual Convention of the American Section of the Theosoph-

ical Society, held in New York between October 4~ and October 9,

1917. The convention adopted a resolution boldly declaring in fa-

vor of the ideal that all nations holding autocratic sway over sub-

ject nations should immediately renounce their autocracy as an act

that would tend to break down the autocracy against which the Al-

lies were fighting in Europe. The author of the said resolution,

as it appears fro::: the intercepted letter to Hr. Ensor of Dublin,

was Hr. A. P. Warrington himself. "I drew the resolution," War-

rington says, "in very general terms so that it might include not

only India but Ireland and all other subject nations.,,32 Another

3l~., pp. 43-52.

32Enclosure to the British Embassy Memorandum No.3, January
2, 1918, op. cit.
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memorandum from the British Embassy of the same date, Memorandum

No o 10, shows that A. P. Warrington was the National President of

the American section of the Theosophical Society. The second memo-

randum, contained another intercepted letter which he had addressed

to the noted Irish-born play-wright, George Bernard Shaw. Mr. War-

rington had urged Mr. Shaw to rise in defense of the principle for

which his friend, Mrs. Besant, stood in India. "You are both of

you Irish, and therefore having the same temperament you both are

- -7 33lovers of liberty, lan~ you both are against autocracy." There-

fore, ~~. Warrington had drawn Mr. Shaw's attention to the spectacle

of England talking about the highest political virtues and really

fighting for them in Europe, while practicing everyday Prussianism

in India: "~'!atch how the rule of the Kaiser which she hates in

Europe is her rule in India.,,34

Another intercepted letter enclosed with the British Embassy

Memorandum No o 10 to the Department of State was from ~tts. John W.

Ward of Kalma, Montana, to Mr. Joseph Dodson of London. Mrs. Ward

had requested Mr. Dodson to "send a vigorous protest to your gov-

ernment against the autocratic method of making Mrs. Annie Besant

••• practically a prisoner of war." "England," she wrote, "the

champion of democracy, for whose ideals my boy died, is in India

applying what is little better than a jailor's regime." She urged

33Enclosure to the British Embassy Memorandum No. 10,
January 2, 1918, op. cit.

34Ibid.
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Hr. Dodson to "memorialize ll the British government on Mrs. Besant's

behalf. In this connection, she informed ¥.ll'. Dodson that "thou-

sands of petitions are going in to President Wilson ll and ended her

letter with the exhortation "let us all work together for universal

democracy. ,,35

Yet another letter intercepted by the British authorities, en-

closed with the memorandum, was from Abraham Holstead of Duluth,

(Minn.) to Sir Alfred Gelder M.P. (Eull), with a request to forward

to the British Prime Minister a copy of the supplement to the

Messenger, a Theosophical journal (of July, 1917, No.2, Vol. 8),

which contained instructions to the members of the American Section

of the Theosophical Society from its President that in addition to

sending protests to President Wilson and the British Prime Minister,

it might be helpful for the members also to send protests to the

senators and congressmen representing the locality of each protest-

ing member. Mr. Holstead concluded his letter to Sir Alfred Gelder

by referring to Mrs. Besant's message, which read: lIHere we have

much storm in which India is arising to take her place among the na-

tions of the world as a partner in the British Empire. The strug

gle is difficult but the end is sure.,,36

It was on the basis of the aforesaid intercepted letters that

the British Ambassador had presented two memoranda to the Department

of State on behalf of the British India Government, to the effect
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that "a campaign with regard to the methods of rule in India seems

to be carried on at present in the United States by various members

of the Theosophical Society,lI and that the "enclosed copies of the

intercepted correspondence indicate the attitude taken by some mem

bers of the Society in these matters.,,37 There was also annexed an

extract from the Madras Government, which threw light on the activi-

ties of the Theoeophical Society and suggested that its President,

J:.1rs. Besant, "suffers from hallucination" and attributed her sudden

plunge into extremist politics a calculated move to attract Indians

to the religion of which she was the high priestess. 38

That the British Government considered the correspondence, re-

ferred to above, of i:L:criminating nature and thought it advisable to

present two special memoranda on the sUbject to the Department of

State, clearly show the concern felt by them towards the type of ac-

tivities being carried on by some members of the Theosophical Society

in the United States o It only confirms the expectations of ~~.

SUdhindra Bose that "the American section of the Theosophical Society

with its one hundred and sixty-three branches will exert a tremendous

pressure to secure justice for ~~s. Annie Besant and self-government

for India.,,39 It did have effect on the British official opinion

and the British authorities took precaution at least to remove

37British Embassy Memorandum No. 10, January 2, 1918,
Ope cit.

38
1ill.

39Enclosure to the British Embassy Hemorandum No.3, January
2, 1918, Ope cit.
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whatever impact their (American Theosophists) exertions might have

had upon the American official opinion by despatching the above-

mentioned memoranda.

The range of the American sympathy, however, was not confined

to American Theosophical circles only. Mr. Sudhindra Bose found a

great fund of goodwill and sympathy in the United States towards

India. While thoughtful Americans were not prepared to do or say

anything that might embarrass their government, they were, no doubt,

of the opinion that since America was fighting for the rights of all

nations and for the self-government of all countries great and small,

"she could see to it that India has a government with the consent of

40
the governed." In this connection, Hr. Bose referred to the

statement of Professor Jacob Kuntz of the University of Illinois,

pUblished in the Chicago Daily Tribune, that "as long as there is on

earth one sUbjugated nation, large or small, there can be no peace.

Lasting peace is only possible if all nations possess the full de-

gree of freedom and independence. What fills the hearts of our

soldiers, ready to lay down their lives in France, is the ideal of

universal genuine democracy throughout the world. I hope that the

united arms of England and America will lead to victory which must

bring freedom and independence to all nations.,,41

The Department of state, on the receipt of the British Embassy

Memoranda of January 2, 1918, along with the above-mentioned en-

closures, which were mostly intercepted correspondence concerning

40Ibid •
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the campaign in the United States regarding British rule in India,

decided toseek the legal opinion of the Attorney General of the

United States on the matter. Mr. Frank L. Polk, the counselor in

the Department of State, acting on behalf of the Secretary of State,

sent copies of the memoranda and its enclosures to the Attorney Gen-

era1 on January 17, 1918, and informed the British Embassy to this

effect. Consequently, the Office of the Attorney General looked

into the legal implications of the whole issue and ultimately, on

January 24, 1918, the Assistant Attorney General, Charles Warren,

wrote to the Secretary of State that "the matter has been given my

careful attention and I desire to say nothing in the papers dis

42close any violation of any Federal Criminal Law."

The Indian nationalists living in the United States during the

War, though small in number, also did their best to promote the

cause of Indian freedol;1. Hr. Sudhindra Bose referred to a plan of

sending "a deputation to President Wilson in order to win his support

42MeanWhi1e, l1r. Colville Barclay, Charge d'Affaires of Great
Britain in Washington, on Jan. 23, 1918 had addressed a note to the
Secretary of State, Mr. Robert Lansing, in accordance with the in
structions he had received from His Majesty's Principal Secretary
of State for Foreign Affairs under the Defence of the Realm Regu
lations by which the import of certain seditious publications was
prohibited from the United Kingdom and British Colonies and Depend
encies under Section 3, Sub-section 20 Cd) of the International
Postal Convention. Among the prohibited pUblications were "Reflec
tions on the Political Situation in India" by Lajpat Rai who was
then in the United States. "Self-Government for India" published
from Stocki:olm, and "Free India" by W. W. Pearson, published from
Tokyo. Mr. Lansing, while acknowledging the receipt of ~~. Bar
clay's note, informed him that the Department of State had notified
the Post Office Department to take necessary action in this connec
tion. See NA, EQ&, Index 845. 00/218.
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for the Home Rule of India. 1I43 It is not known whether such a depu-

tation was organized. But, on October 22, 1917, Lajpat Rai, who was

then in America, took steps to form the India Home Rule League of

America, in support of the Home Rule movement in India. Its objects

were to secure the power of self-determination for India through

constitutional methods, to stren~then and support all democratic in-

stitutions that aimed at making the world safe for democracy, to

further all kinds of friendly intercourse between India and America,

and to acquaint the American people with the vital problems of mod-

ern India. At the time, its main work in the United States was

"purely educational," to assist "American statesmen in arriving at

a concrete knowledge of Indian affairs as preliminaries to a dur

44able peace." The India Home Rule League of America was to func-

tion as an auxiliary to the Home Rule League then functioning in

India and England. In January, 1918, it started a monthly journal

named Young India, as the organ of the League. 45 Lala Lajpat Rai,

as the President of the League in America and editor of its organ,

Young India, thus commenced his career as "unofficial ambassador

43Enclosure to the British Embassy Memo. No.3, January 2,
1918, Ope cit.

44Young India, Vol. I, No.1, January 1918 (Published by the
India Home Rule League of America, 1465 Broadway, New York City),
pp. 3-4. Also see, The Indian Annual Register, 1919, Part II, pp.
102-105. Account based on Mrs. Besant's paper, New India.
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of India in America.,,46

The War awakened India to her real self and former greatness.

"India is again young,1I expressed Lajpat HaL "The present World

War,1I he further said, IIhas again revived her spirits. It has re-

juvenated her, solidified her and made her conscious of the great

fund of energy and vitality still left in her.,,47 Internally, a

great transformation took place and India throbbed with new life,

enabling her to take rapid strides towards her political goal. Ex-

ternally, likewise, the War brought India and her political status

into the limelight of world public attention. The fact that India

stood by the Empire in the time of her greatest need, became the

46Tilak realized the importance of carrying on propaganda
abroad in support of India's claim to self-determination and ack
nowledged the services of Lala Lajpat Rai by suggesting to lithe Sub
jects Committee of the Congress Session at Amritsar that Lala Lajpat
Rai should be appointed unofficial ambassador of India in America and
eqUipped with the necessary apparatus for carrying on education of
the American public regarding India's claim to self-dtermination."
Vithalbhai Patel, who went to London as a member and Secretary of the
~.I.C.C. delegation to London in 1919 to present India's case for
self-government before the Parliament and people of England, says
that Tilak often talked to him about foreign propaganda. According
to Mr. Patel's statement, Tilak wanted to have information and pub
licity bureaus not only in London, but also in Paris, New York and
Tokyo. He had also an idea to establish an Indian News Service .Agency
between India and important civilized countries of the world. See,
T. V. Parvate, Bal Gangadhar Tilak (Ahmedabad: Navagivan PUblishing
House, 1958), p. 459.

The Amritsar Congress (1919) thanked the British Committee as
well as Labor Party in England for its services. The Lokamanya had
just returned from England after befriending the Labor Party to which
he had devoted n3000. The Lokamanya was responsible, very likely,
for the assertion that a permanent mission be established in England
and elsewhere for Congress propaganda. Lala Lajpat Rai was thanked
for his services to the country in America. Sitaramayya, Ope cit.,
p. 181

47Lajpat Rai, f1India and the World War," Young India, Vol. I,
No.2, February, 1918, p. 1.
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basis of the demand that India be accorded a free and equal partner-

ship in the British Empire. The proclaimed War aims of the Allies,

moreover, and especially the Wilsonian doctrine of self-determination,

embodied in President Wilson's War Nessage, not only reaffirmed the

claim of one of India's great sons that "Swaraj is our birth right,n

but went further and gave, for the first time, an international

character to India's demand for self-government.

In India, the War provided a "suitable atmospherell48 for the

younger men of the Congress and Muslim League whomet at Calcutta in

l';ovember, 1916, to arrive at a concordat. As Dr. Pattabhi

Sitaramayya says, lithe principle of self-determination was in the

air ll and as lithe War itself was being waged for its application to

the smaller and backward nationalities,,,49 a mutually agreed scheme

of reform leading to the eventual self-determination of India was

formulated. In India's political development, a stage was reached

when even the British statesmen realized that the machinery of gov-

ernment in India had become "far too wooden, far too iron, far too

antidiluvian to subserve its purpose in modern times,,,50 and a new

Secretary of State for India, Mr. Edwin Montagu felt impelled to

make his notable announce~ent on August 20, 1917, in the British

Parliament, that the policy of His Majesty's government in India was

"the progressive realization of responsible government in India. 1I5l

48S · t . t 461. aramayya, ...o...p-..__c_J.-.., p. •

49Ibid., p. 46.

51Ibid.

50Ibid., p. 134.
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No doubt, Mr. Monragu's announcement in the British Parliament was

an attempt at appeasement of India; nevertheless, "world events as

much as the tempo of the movement in India, had brought the govern

ment round.,,52

Mrs. Annie Besant, in her Presidential address to the 32nd

Session of the Indian National Congress, held in the last week of

December, 1917, at Calcutta, referred to the world significance of

India's demand for self-determination. "India today," she said,

"stands erect, as no suppliant people; her hand is stretched out to

Britain in friendship, not in subservience; in cooperation, not in

obedience. The War that has entered in its fourth year, has for its

object the destruction of autocracy and the establishment of the

God-given right to self-rule and self-development of every nation.

Autocracy and bureaucracy must perish utterly in East and West."

Proceeding further, she added: IIThis is the freedom for which the

52
T• V. Parvate, B. G. Tilak (Ahmedabad: Navigvan Publishing

House, 1958), p. 372. Also see: L. F. Rushbrook Williams, India in
1212, a report prepared for presentation to Parliament. He expressed
that four years of warfare produced a marked change in the relations
between India and the rest of the British Commonwealth. India had
enthusiastically rallied to the Empire. A reciprocal sentiment was
evoked in England and the Dominions as a result of unfaltering dis
charge by India of her war obligations, affording a marked stimulus
to constructive constitutional activities. There was a tacit change
in the attitude of the government. Previous to this, the aspirations
of educated India had been regarded as something which so long as
the existing regime continued could find no adequate satisfaction.
"But with the general acknowledgment among the Allies of those ideals
of liberty, freedom, and the rights of the peoples for which the sword
had been taken up, thinking men in England and in India turned with
greater earnestness to the task of envisaging the final goal of Brit
ish Rule in India." L. F. Rushbrook Williams, India in 1919 (Cal
cutta, India: Supt. Govt. Printing, 1920), p. 1.
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Allies are fighting, this is democrac;y, the SI)rit of the age.,,53

Lala Lajpat Rai, who acclaimed Montagu's declaration that the

ultimate goal of British rule in India was responsible government

within the Empire, repudiated the latter part of Montagu's state-

ment that the steps by which India was to get that must be deter-

mined by the British government alone. "This repudiation," Rai

said, "rests on the declaration of President Wilson that every people

must be free to determine their own form of government. II54 Rai con-

tended that India and not England was to determine her future form

of government and the different steps leading towards that goal.

When the question was raised that Wilson did not mean to apply it to

Asia and Africa, Rai expressed: II"tie do not know. There is nothing

in his words to suggest that limitation.,,55 Hr. Rai pointed to

Lloyd George's efforts to apply the same doctrine in a different way

to the German African colonies, which to him showed that at least he

did not believe in limiting the application of Wilsonian principle

to Europe. Horeover, lIideas, universal ideas, have a knack of rub-

bing off all geographical limitations. It is impossible that the

noble truths uttered by President Wilson in his War Message, could

be limited in their application. Henceforth, his words are going

53IvIrs • Annie Besant, lIMrs. Besant's Presidential Address,"
Young India, Vol. I, No.2, February, 1918, pp. 4-5. See
Sitaramayya, Ope cit., p. 146; P~rvate, Ope cit., p. 377.

54Lajpat Rai, "India and the World Vlar," Young India, Vol. I,
No.2, February, 1918, p. 2.

55~., p. 3.
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to be the war cry of all small and subject and oppressed national-

ities in the world. He has conferred a new charter of democracy

and liberty on the latter and the people of Asia are going to make

as much use of this charter, if not even more, as are those of Am

erica and Europe.,,5
6

What made Hr. Rai jubilant on America's parti-

cipation in the war was the fact that it threw "the Imperial Powers

of Europe into the shade.,,57

Next came Wilson's address to both Houses of Congress on Janu-

ary 8, 19l8--the celebrated llFourteen Points" address, in which the

President outlined his program of world peace. It was a call for

open covenants of peace, openly arrived at, for restitution and re-

construction of the boundaries of states along historically estab-

lished lines of allegiances and nationality as well as the formation

of a general association of nations for the purpose of affording

mutual guarantees of political independence and territorial integrity

of nations, great or small. This, and Wilson's SUbsequent address

to the Con£;ress on February 11, 1918, were intended mainly for Euro-

pean consumption. still, Lala Lajpat Rai seized upon his address of

February 11, 1918 and said in his editorial comments that it was a

masterpiece in every respect and was more "cheering to us of the

subject races, because in this speech the President has unambigu

ously included them within the zone of his sympathy.,,58 "This war

57Ibid •

58
Young India, Vol. I, No.3 (editorials), Harch, 1918,

p. 1.
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had its roots in the disregard of the rights of small nations and

of nationalities which lacked the union and force to make good their

claim to determine their own allegiances and their won forms of po-

litical life. Covenants must now be entered into which will render

such things impossible for the future; and those covenants must be

backed by the united force of all the nations that love justice and

are willing to maintain it any cost. ,,59

And in appreciation thereof, Mr. Rai, in his capacity of

President of the India Home Rule League of America, telegraphed a

congratulatory message to President Wilson for the lofty sentiments

expressed in his recent utterances, ",,,hich is bound to thrill the

missions of world's 'subject races'''. Rai's message disclosed that

the President's speech "constitutes a new charter of world's free-

dom and the United States should have every reason to be proud of

the part she is playing in this war. It is a noble, and a lofty

role.,,60

Young India, in its editorial columns, also considered the

question of India's representation at the Peace Conference on the

conclusion of the war. It was suggested that for peace to be last-

ing, it must be a people's peace. All nations, small or great, free

or dependent, ought to be represented at any future Peace Conference

by their own representatives, elected in some democratic way.

Along with Ireland, Finland, Poland, Armenia, Serbia, Arabia and

59Ibid • See Congressional Record, Vol 56 (Washington Gov
ernment Printing Office, 19181, p. 1937.

60Ibid ., p. 2
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Persia, India should be represented at such a conference. The only

way to stop future wars and to make the war then being fought

really fruitful in its results, was to lift up all nations from

their position of dependence and make them conscious of their

. 61
r~ghts.

A League For World Liberation was incorporated in Washington,

D.C. by native-born Americans like Dr. Robins, Mr. Shibley and Dr.

Wright, to support "the Allies' plan of democracy for all subject

peoples." Its objects were to disseminate information as to the

countries still under autocratic rule and to collect data concern-

ing subject peoples, their needs, their rights, and demands which

they had made upon their rulers. Its immediate declared concern

was the "liberation of India" as essential to the enduring world

peace. It circulated an appeal asking people to sign its endorse

ment supporting India's right to self-determination.
62

61Ibid ., p. 3.

62Henry Hotchner, "League for World Liberation: Its Special
Interest in India," Young India, Vol. I, No.3 (Harch, 1918), pp.
15-16. Also see: Indian Annual Register, 1919, p. 103. The account
in the Annual Register of the activities of the India Home Rule
League of America and of the League of World Liberation was based
on reports appearing in Mrs. Besant's New India in 1918. The Indian
Annual Register records: "We hear from the United States that Ameri
can interest in India is increasing rapidly, and many factors are
combining to effectuate this. One of this is the League for World
Liberation, founded last Octooer by native-born Americans." Ac
cording to it, Mrs. Besant was offered the post of International
President, but she expressed her inability to accept. The broad
ideals of the League regarding World Liberation, according to the
Annual Register, were reported in a book written by Mr. Shibley. The
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Probably as a result of the diversified propaganda being car-

ried on in the United States, or in recognition to India's splendid

contribution to Allied War efforts, or because of the gradual in-

tensification of political agitation inside India itself, the Secre-

tary of State, Lansing, took an exceptional step of sending a cipher

telegram to the United States Consul General at Calcutta, on April

18, 1918, with instructions to report to the Department of State

"promptly and frequently all political developments in India."

Lansing had simultaneously asked the Consul General to "be careful

to verify reports" and to "consult other American consulates in

India as to local conditions.,,63

It was indeed an unprecedented step which the Secretary of

State had taken, the first instance of the issuance of formal, offi-

cial instructions to a consular officer in India to report specifi-

cally on the political developments there. Hitherto, the numerous

despatches which had reached the Department of State pertaining to

the political situation in India from the beginning of the present

century and were acknowledged appreciatively at the Department of

State, bad its origin in the initiative of particular consular offi-

cials and in the events following the growth of militant Indian

League was working by legal and peaceful methods, to awaken Ameri
can sympathy and support for India's liberation. Its most import
ant eastern center was located at Washington, D.C. where Dr. Robins
and Mr. Shibley were especially helpful.

63U• S. Department of State, telegram sent to American Con
sul General at Calcutta, April 18, 1918,~, RDS, Index No. 
845. OO/219

a
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nationalism, in the shape of boycott and overdose of violence

threatening peaceful pursuit of trade and commerce. Thus, it was

an indication of the fact that significant political developments

were taking place in India with far-reaching political consequences.

It also showed that the Indian problem had outgrown the narrow na

tional limits and was tending to become international in character,

although India's British overlord continued to deny any such im

plication. It would be too much to say that the American official

interest in the political future of India had become openly pro

nounced. Nevertheless, henceforward there was evident increasingly

greater interest towards the political developments in India.

It is intriguing, however, to find that between the issuance

of the Secretary of State's instructions on April 18, 1918 to the

American Consul General, in Calcutta, to report telegraphically to

the Department on political developments in India, and the actual

compliance by the Consul General to these instructions, almost four

months elapsed. There is no evidence of any such telegraphic or

other report sent to the Department in the records so far released.

Early in JUly, 1918, the much-awaited report on reforms by

Mr. Montagu, generally known as the Montagu-Chelmsford Report was

published. The publication of the report had been awaited with

great interest and was received with widely varying expressions of

opinion. American Consul General Smith, while transmitting to the

Department of State under separate cover four copies of the report,

commented at great length on the markedly different reactions which

the report had caused in India: "Extremists of the Home Rule
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Party," he said, "condemn it as not granting significant political

power to Indians. The Moderates of the same party, while criticiz

ing some of the proposals, recognize it as an exceptionally able

document and sincere effort to bring about reforms which will give

to Indians a larger share in the government and to pave the way for

still further concessions in this respect in the future if the ini-

tial reforms prove successful from the administrative standpoint.

The European portion of the population, especially the commercial

element, is extremely sceptical of the wisdom of the proposals at

this time, fearful of the results if they are adopted, and appar-

ently believe that the scheme submitted is a weak concession by the

administration of India to the agitators of the Extremist Party for

64
Home Rule."

Smith's appraisal of the reaction to the report in India was

by and large correct. No doubt, to a student of the freedom move-

ment and constitutional development of India, the Montagu-Chelmsford

Report was a masterpiece of literature and, like other political

documents produced by British statesmen, contained a dispassionate

statement of India's case for self-government. 65 It, however, did

not fulfill the expectations of many who had pitched their hopes on

the complete acceptance of the scheme prepared by the two great

bodies representing India. But Montagu, while still in India, had

assiduously worked to drive a wedge between the Moderates and the

64
Calcutta, August 22, 1918.

65Sitaramayya, Ope cit., p. 151.
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Extremists. He had felt that "Extremists \'Jho do not mean \'Jell to

66government must be separated from those who do" and consequently,

had won over Mr. Sankaran Nair, C. P. Ramaswami Aiyar, S. Srinivas

Iyenger, Setalvad, Chandravarkar, Rhaimtoola and even such stal-

warts as Surendra Nath Banerjea, Bhupendra Nath Bose and Mrs. Annie

Besant. 67 It was in this context that the doyen of the Extremists

and the stormy petrel of Indian nationalism, Tilak, had character-

ized the report as ria sunless dawn." In Kesari of July 9, he had

68asked: "It is dawn, but where is the sun?" As the report was to

be discussed in the British Parliament, Consul General Smith real-

ized that it was too early to predict the result. Still, he re-

ported to the Department that "public opinion in India inclines to

the belief that the main features of the proposals will be adopted,

particularly those relating to Provincial Administration.,,69

Thus, vrhile India was still busy considering the Montagu-

Chelmsford Report on constitutional developments, the War came to

an end and the Armistice was signed on November 11, 1918 between the

66
Ibid.

67
Ibid., pp. 66-67.

68
Parvate, op. cit., p. 391. It has to be noted that the

Special Congress which met at Bombay on the 29th of August, 1918,
under the Presidentship of Mr. Hasan Imam, instead of completely ac
cepting the Report, reaffirmed the principles of reform contained in
the Congress-League scheme and declared that nothing less than self
government within the Empire would satisfy the legitimate aspirations
of the Indian people. While it expressed appreciation on the earnest
efforts of R.-Hon. the Secretary of State for India and recorded that
proposals constituted "an advance on the present condition," emphati
cally declared that, on the whole the proposals were "disappointing
and unsatisfactory." Sitaramayya, Ope cit., pp. 153-154.

69Calcutta, August 22, 1918.
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Allied and Associated Powers and Germany on the basis of Wilson's

Fourteen Points. The whole attention of the world turned to the fu-

ture Peace Conference. It had its repercussions in India also, and

the future political set-up of India began to be viewed differently.

It prompted Indian nationals living i:J the United States to work

with greater earnestness and vigor than before in support of India's

claim to self-determination.

The conclusion of the Armistice occasioned the India Home Rule

League of America to send a congratulatory telegram to the govern-

ment of the United States on the magnificent Allied victory, with

the expression of the hope that "this victory of democracy over

autocracy will be followed by an immediate grant of autonomy to

India and other countries under the rule of the Allies." A similar

telegram was sent by the League to His Majesty's government in

London with the hope that "India's claim to a substantial step to

ward Home Rule will be favorably considered.,,70

On November 29, 1918, another telegram by the Council of the

Indian Home Rule League of America, claiming that the League repre-

sented both the Indians and Americans, was sent to President Wilson.

It enclosed a statement on India's services in the War and impressed

upon the President the need for India's autonomy within the British

Empire. It made an appeal to President Wilson in the name of his

deep historical learning, his moral outlook, his nobility of

70Editorial Notes and News, Young India, Vol. I, No. 12,
December, 1918.
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character and idealism. 71 "We believe," the telegram said, "tbat

India's services to world civilization in the great War, as well as

her inherent national right, entitles her to at least such progres-

sive measures of Home Rule as the present administration has estab

lished in the Philippines.,,7 2 The appeal ended with the expression

of profound appreciation for Wilson's unique services to mankind.

A monster petition on behalf of the American sympathizers of

India was also planned, which was to be sent to the American Peace

Delegates at Paris at the forthcoming Peace Conference. It is not

known whether such a petition was ultimately submitted, but the

draft petition urged President Wilson and other American delegates

to use their influence in considering India's case at the Interna-

tional Peace Conference. In view of the fact that the most import-

ant and pronounced War aims of the United states was to secure, for

all the nations of the world, large or small, the right of self-

determination and self-government and that India was one of those

nations to which it was denied, despite the fact that she materially

contributed to the success of the Allies in the War, the petition

asked the American delegates to utilize their good offices in

India's favor. 73

On the eve of the departure of President Wilson for Paris,

many prominent American citizens of Los Angeles, California, sent

President Wilson a lettur welcoming his decision of going to Paris

71Editorial Notes & News, Young India, Yolo 2, No.1, Jan.,
1919, p. L

73Ibid •-
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to attempt to effect permanent peace in the warting world, wishing

him all success in his efforts to promote the principles he had so

long steadfastly stood for, and drawing his attention to the case of

India, which had been under alien rule since more than a centuryo

The signatories requested the President to present the case of

India's independence before the Peace Congress and do all that lay

in his power for the realization of India's aspirations as an inde

pendent nation. 74

"The end of the World War," wrote Nehru, "found India in a

state of suppressed excitement•••• There was everywhere an expec-

tation of great constitutional changes which would bring a large

measure of self-rule •••• Political agitation, peaceful and wholly

constitutional as it was, seemed to be working itself to a head, and

people talked with assurance of self-determination and self

government.,,75 The thirty-third session of the Congress met at

Delhi on December 26, 1918, under circumstances described by the

historian of the Congress, Pattabhi Sitaramayya, in the following

words:

74Ibid., p. 4. A telegram to the same effect was sent to
President Wilson by Mr. Thomas H. Talbot of Oakland, Californiao
Talbot's telegram urged the President to use his great influence on
behalf of India, which had contributed in large measure to the de
feat of autocracy and as she had not been allowed such representa
tion that would truly voice her demand for responsible government
and home rule. Young India, Vol. II, No.2, February, 1919, p. 27.

75Jawaharlal Nehru, Toward Freedom
t

Autobiography of J. Nehru
(New York: John Day Company, 1942), p. 70
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War had come to an end with the Armistice on November 11,
19180 The Allies had been completely successful and the
principle of self-determination had been declared by
President Wilson, Mr. Lloyd George and other aIled states
men. It was, therefore, but natural that the Congress
should consider the Re7grm Scheme once again in the light
of these declarations o

The Congress, under the Presidentship of Pandit Madan Mohan

Malaviya, recorded its loyalty to the King Emperor and congratulated

him on lithe successful termination of the War," which was waged for

the liberty and freedom of all the peoples of the world. Another

resolution recorded the appreciation of the Congress of the gallantry

of the allied troops and "particularly of the heroic achievement of

the Indian troops in the cause of freedom, justice and self-

determination." Another resolution asked for the recognition of

.India by the British Parliament and by the Peace Conference as "one

of the progressive nations to whom, the principle of self-

determination should be applied." The Congress further demanded

an Act of Parliament establishing at an early date complete Respon-

sible Government in India and a place for India similar to that of

the Self-Governing Dominions in the reconstruction of Imperial po-

licy. The Congress also wanted to be represented by elected repre-

sentatives at the Peace Conference and nominated Lokamanya Tilak,

Mahatma Gandhi and Mr. Hasan Imau as its representatives. 77

While the Indian National Congress thus appointed its own

nominees to represent India's case at the Paris Peace Conference,

76sitaramayya, Ope cito, p. 157.

77Ibid ., pp. 157-158.
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His Majesty's government, which had already admitted India to the

Imperial War Conference side by side with self-governing dominions,

included the Secretary of State for India, Mr. Montagu, Sir S. P.

Sinha and the Maharaja of Bikaner as official Indian representa-

tives among the Imperial delegates to the historic Peace

Conference. 78

But fortunately Lokamanya Tilak, one of the Congress nomi-

nees, was in London in connection with his libel suit against Sir

Valentine Chirol when the Peace Conference met in Paris in January,

1919. Tilak had already prepared a brochure on India's case for

self-determination and had widely disseminated it in England. It

was during his stay in England (from Oct. 30, 1918 to Nov. 6, 1919),

that Tilak had come to believe more strongly than before that for-

eign propaganda not only in England, but in the U.S.A. and other

countries was necessary side by side with agitation in India if

India was to become a fully self-governing country in the shortest

possible time. 79 His nomination by the Congress to present India's

case before the Peace Conference thus strengthened him, and he sent

to the Peace Conference in Paris a memorandum addressed to its

78Indian Annual Register, 1919, Part II, p. 100. See also:
L. F. Rushbrook Williams' India in 1919 (Calcutta: Supt. Govto
Printing, India, 1920), pp. 1-2. There is also a reference to Lord
Sinha and Maharaja of Bikaner's appointment as Indian official rep
resentatives to the Peace Conference in the letter of Mr. Rustomjee,
(an agent of British India government for counteracting nationalist
propaganda in the U.S.A.) to the Secretary of State, Sept. 12,
1920, NA, RDS, Index No. - 845. 00/247.

79parvate, Ope cit., pp. 455, 459.
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chairman, M. Clemenceau in the name of the Indian National Congresso

In the co~se of this memorandum, he said:

From the point of view of the peace in Asia and from
the point of view of the peace of the world it is ab
solutely necessary that India should be self-governed
internally and be made the bulwark of liberty in the
East. After the World War for liberation of mankind
from the menacing domination of Germany and the dawn
of a new order, it is superfluous for me to urge that
no civilized nation should be governed by another with
out its consent, upon theories of trusteeship propounded
ostensibly for the benefit of the ward. India, there
fore, demands as her birth-right the application of the
principle of self-determination for the purpose of em-
powering her people to tackle and solve the complex 80
problem of India according to the genius of her peopleo

Tilak explained in his memorandum that the plea of unfitness advanced

against India's self-determination was untrue, and that the peculiar

problems facing India, those of poverty, industrial regeneration,

economic development and education, could be successfully surmounted by

India alone. The overwhelming majority of the peoFle clamoured for

the principle of self-determination and characterized the proposal

of Montagu as "disappointing and unsatisfactory." Proceding further,

Tilak urged the chairman of the Peace Conference:

I earnestly appeal to the Peace Conference, to concede
India the same right of representation on the League of
Nations that is accorded to the British Dominions and
secondly, to declare that Indians are quite capable of
governing themselves, that as a progressive nation, they
are entitled to the application of the principle of self
determination and that in the exercise of the principle,
they are also entitled to determine the form of Govern
ment, founded upon accepted democratic lines, which they
deem most suitable fO~lself-developmentaccording to the
genius of the people.

80 Ibid ., p. 461.
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Simultaneously with his memorandum to the chairman of the Peace Con-

ference, Tilak had despatched a brochure on India~ case for self-

determination to President Woodrow Wilson, with a covering letter,

dated January 2, 1919 in which he had written "The world's hope for

peace and justice is centered in you as the author of the great

principle of self determination. I, therefore, feel impelled to

bring the enclosed brochure to your notice for consideration and

such action as the peace of the world and the principles pf right

and justice for all nations may demand in the case of India. 1I82

There is no evidence to suggest that the chairman of the Peace

Conference ever replied to Tilak's communication. But, on behalf of

President Wilson, Mr. Gilbert Glose wrote to Tilak on January 14,

1919: "I am instructed by President Wilson to acknowledge your let-

ter and express to you his high appreciation of your kind thought of

him and to assure that the matter of self-determination for India is

a question which will be taken up in due time by the proper

authorities.,,83

As J ospeh P. Tumulty has rightly said, "Embarra.ssed as Wilson

was by a delicate diplomatic situation. he was not free openly

to espouse the cause of Ireland. 1I84 And so what governed his con-

duct towards Ireland was more true in relation to India. No doubt

like the American Declaration of Independence, which proclaimed to

the world the American concept that nations have the right to

83parvate, Ope cit., p. 463.

84
Tumulty, Ope cit., p. 392.
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determine their own independence and form of government, through

his "flaming banner of Fourteen Points and subsequent addresses,

his eloquence about self-det~rmination, his denunciations of an-

nexations and 'bandying peoples about', Mr. Wilson was a menacing

intruder in the concepts of British, French, and Italian states and

a threat to their secret treaties. fl85

the Allied leaders did welcome President's stimulation of independ-

ence among the subject peoples of the disintegrating empires of Ger-

many, Austria, Turkey and Russia, when it came to their own Imperial

possessions, flfar from uprooting this theory and practice of em-

pire, as Mr. Wilson idealistically hoped, the Allies were greatly

to extend their hOldingso,,86

Moreover, it was not within the scope of the Peace Conference

to act upon the right of self-determination of any people except

those which had been included in the territories of the defeated em-

pires. The authoritative interpretation of the Fourteen Points,

drawn up by Walter Lippmann and Frank Cobb under Colonel House's di-

rection, had made it clear that no questions would be raised about

any colonies except those of Germany and such others as might

"come under international consideration as a result of the war.,,87

85Herbert Hoover, The Ordeal of Woodrow Wilson (New York:
McGraw Hill Book Company, 1958), p. 73.

86~.

87Julius W. Pratt, A History of United States
(New York: Prentice Hall & Company, 1955), p. 499.
Foreign Relations Supplement 1, Vol. I (Washington:
Office, 1933), pp. 405-413.
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Wilson's non-interference in Britain's imperial domain, like

the question of Indian self-determination, can be better appreciated

if viewed in the light of his attitude towards the problem of Irish

Home Rule. The friends of Irish freedom in America were numerous

and they constituted a powerful factor in the domestic politics of

the United States. The interest in the Irish question was not con-

fined only to Irish Americans. It transce.nded ethnic considerations.

The real intensity of this feeling on the issue became apparent when

a resolution of sympathy with almost unanimous vote in the Senate

was passed, bringing to the attention of the Peace Conference the

88cause of Ireland. When the President learnt of the Senate reso-

lution through Mr. Tumulty, his Secretary at Washington, he was al-

ready facing such an"inflamed British opinion" because of the "ex

traordinary indiscretion of the American delegation ,,88a during

its visit to Ireland, that he wrote that the "situation has got

quite out of hand, and we are utterly at a loss how to act in the

matter without involving the government of the United States with

the government of Great Britain in a way which might create an ac

tual breach between the two.,,89

88
Tumulty, Ope cit., p. 401.

88aIt was a non-official delegation consisting of Frank Po
Walsh, Eward F.Dunne and Michael J. Ryan elected by the third
Irish Race Convention, held at Philadelphia, February 22-23, 19190
It went to Paris to secure hearing for Emon De Valera at the Peace
Conference. In May, it visited Ireland where it made remarks that
gave offence to the British Government. See Charles Callan Tansill ,
America and the Fight For Irish Freedom (N. Y. Devin Adair, 1957),
pp. 296-322.

89Ibid., p. 402.
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On June 25, 1919, Tumulty sent a cable to the President, which

contained extracts from General Maurice's article in the New York

Times on the League of Nations, advocating need of an American

policy in regard to Ireland, and an editorial comment from The New

York Evening Post of June 24, 1919 in support of self-government for

Ireland. The cable ended with the following con~ents from Tumulty:

Frankly, this represents the opinion of the average man
in America, without regard to race or religion. The
arrival of De Valera in America is going to intensify
the feeling and the Republicans will take full advantage
of it. Now that the League .of Nations is on its feet,
we should take the lead in this matter. It would do more
toward bringing about a real comradeship between England
and America than anything that could happen. I think
that the situation in Africa, India, and the seriousness
of the situation in Canada, will inevitably force England
to consider these matters. It is in anticipation of this
that I am anxious to have you play a leading part in this
situation. It would do much to make the League of Nations
a living, vital force in the affairs of the world. 98ere
are no boundary lines between free peoples any more.

To Tumulty's cable, President Wilson replied on the 27th of June:

I entirely agree with the general tenor of your cable
of the twenty-fifth about the Irish question and I
firmly believe when the League of Nations is once or
ganized it will afford a forum not now available for
bringing the opinion of the world and of the

9
£nited States

in particular to bear on just such problems.

Thus, the thing which lay closest to Woodrow Wilson's heart was the

setting up of the League of Nations. Unless England and France

should consent to the establishment of a League as a part of a

world settlement, any solution of "such problems" as Irish Home Rule

90Ibid., pp. 403-404.

91Ibid., p. 404.
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or Indian self-determination through the influence of world opinion

was not in the reckoning. The wise, prudent thing to do therefore,

was first to establish a world court before which the cause of any

oppressed peoples might be brought. And this he succeeded in do-

ing, although he had to pay for it. The fact is, that in Wilson's

mind "the making of the League of Nations was the most important

item in the peace settlement.,,92 To get the Covenant adopted and

accepted by the principal Allied Governments was an achievement so

precious that he made concessions in other matters that in many

cases even contravened the principles of the Fourteen Points. But,

as T. A. Bailey rightly says, "the surprising fact is not that he

compromised on some points but that he saved as much of his program

as he did.,,93

While at Paris and working for the League, Wilson was still

dedicated to the principle which he had proclaimed when the war was

still in progress that "self-determination is not a mere phrase. It

is an imperative principle of action which statesmen will henceforth

ignore at their peril.,,94 He had incorporated it in Article III of

his original draft of a Covenant: "The contracting Powers unite in

guaranteeing to each other political independence and territorial

92pratt, Ope cit., p. 498.

93T• A. Bailey, Woodrow Wilson and the Lost Peace (New York:
The Macmillan Company, 1944), Chapter 20, Quoted in Pratt, p. 499.

94Quoted by Robert Lansing in The Peace Negotiations, A
Personal Narrative (Boston & New York: Houghton Mifflin Co., 1921,
pp. 95-96.
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integrity; but it is understood between them that such territorial

readjustments, if any, as may in the future become necessary by

reason of changes in present racial conditions and aspirations or

present social and political relationships, pursuant to the prin

ciple of self-determination. 1I95 The Article also provided for such

territorial changes as demanded by the welfare and manifest interest

of the peoples concerned. But, in the revised draft, which he laid

before the Commission on the League of Nations, Article III became

Article 7, and guarantee was embodied in Article 10, and the modi-

fying clause providing for future territorial adjustments was omit-

ted o Robert Lansing, who accompanied Wilson to Paris,states that

"the elimination of the modifying clause from the President's ori-

ginal form of guaranty was chiefly due to the opposition of the

statesmen who represented the British Empire in contradistinction

to those who represented the self-governing British Dominionso,,96

Lansing further states that "this opposition was caused by an un-

willingness on their part to recogulze or to apply as a right the

principle of self-determination in arranging possible future changes

of soverignty over territories.,,97

No doubt, self-determination, being a re-statement of its fa-

mous predecessor, "the consent of the governed," as Lansing believed

contained lithe seeds of future trouble." The frequent repetition

95llli., p. 93.

97llli., p. 95.

96Ibid ., pp. 94-95.
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of the phrase in the press and by members of certain groups and un-

official delegations, seeking to obtain hearings before the Con-

ference, caused Lansing to write: "What effect will it have on the

Irish, the Indians, the Egyptians, and nationalists among the

Boers? • The phrase is simply loaded with dynamite.,,98

Wilson had resurrected "the consent of the governed" and pro-

claimed it in the phrase "self-determination," declaring it to be

an imperative principle of action and one of the bases of peace.

Yet, Lansing observed, in the negotiations at Paris and in the

formulation of the foreign policy of the United States he could not

have made it more than "the expression of a moral precept.,,99 But,

even as a moral precept it made decided inroads in the minds of men,

and conjured in them, irrespective of race, language and nation-

ality, greater hope for freedom and self rule o While it is true

that no peace conference decided that four mighty empires of Europe

and Asia should fall into dust, as no Allied statesmen--Lloyd

George, Clemenceau or Wilson--decreed the Russian, the German, and

the Turkish revolutions, the War acted as "a strange alchemist"lOO

and tore down the plans of the victorious and vanquished alike.

But, no less unsettling in its ultimate results was the Wilsonian

concept of self-determination. It had, as it continues to have even

today in the world, impact upon the peoples of empires and colonies

99Ibid ., p. 98.

lOOJawaharlal Nehru, The Discovery of India (New York:
John Day Company, 1945), p. 5490
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of Wilson's Allies, and although he could not have secured their de-

liverance, his ideas decidedly weakened the voice of "imperialism in

the world and loosened the shackles of colonialism in Asia and e1se-

where. "His influence on Asia ••• was like the planting of seeds.

Taking a long-range view, it is perhaps unimportant that the harvest

did not ripen during his life_time."lOl The ideas proclaimed by

Wilson "affected the peoples of all Asia," writes Madame Chiang

Eai-Shek, "including the underdeveloped areas and the colonies. To

d th ht h ' ., th 1" d the goal.,,102varying egrees ey caug ~s v~s~on, ey g ~mpse

The oppressed peoples of Asia turned to the League of ~ations, which

was to a great extent Wilson's creation.

India, although an original signatory to the Covenant, felt

the anomaly of her position as still a dependency of the British

Empire. On December 14, 1919, on the eve of the Amitsar Congress,

an editorial in Tilak's paper, the V~haratta invoking Article IX

of the Covenant of the League in support of India's se1f-

determination declared;

The first and perhaps the most i~portant point that we
wish to urge on the attention of the Amritsar Congress
is about the arrangement to be made to represent India's
case before the League of Nations and to put before it
the question of the application of self-determination to
India. India's position in this respect is hopelessly
anomalous. She is an original member of the League. She
can vote in deciding appeals for self-determination made

101E• M. Bowles Alsop (ed.), The Greatness of Woodrow Wilson,
1856-1956, Introduction by D. D. Eisenhower, President of the U.S.
(New York: Rinehart & Co., 1956), p. 211.

l02Ibid ., p. 212.
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by others, but she is precluded from applying it to her
self. The denial of applying that principle to India is
inherent in the announcement of August 20, 1917 which
says that the time and manner of each advance (in the
direction of responsible government) can be determined
only by Parliament. This is just the opposite of self
determination. But, President Wilson has plainly said
in reply to a question put to him by the San Francisco
Labour Council that all claims to self-determination can
be brought before the forum constituted undelo~ticle

XI of the Covenant of the League of Nations.

Although Tilak had failed in his effort to arouse any substan-

tial interest among Allied statesmen at Paris towards India's case,

he was not disappointed. He also realized that the League of Na-

tions was more or less an empty formality from the point of view of

getting immediate results. But, he felt that it must not be neg-

lected and that "we must keep knocking at its doors, every now and

then, on one pretext or another, in order to build world opinion

104
in our favour." Similarly, the Amritsar Congress (1919) reit-

erated its declaration of 1918 that India was fit for full re-

sponsible self-government and adopted Mr. G. R. Das's resolution

that "Parliament should take early steps to establish full Respon-

sible Government in India in accordance with the principle of self

determination. 11
105

103Quoted in Parvate, op. cit., pp. 463-464.

104~., p. 490.

105Sitaramayya, op. cit., p. 179.



CHAPTER VI

AMERICAN OFFICIAL ATTITUDB TOWARDS THE POST-WAR

NATIONALIST UPSURGE IN INDIA, 1919-1922

The American official interest in the Indian nationalist move-

ment had steadily grown during the first World War owing to the

intensification of the Home Rule movement in India and to the ef-

forts of the Indian nationalist emigres to promote the cause of

Indian freedom on American soil. In the post-war years this inter-

est further increased. It was primarily due to the post-war nation-

alist upsurge in India. But in no small degree other world events

also helped to augment American official interest in the course

the Indian movement was taking. One such event was the Bolshevik

Revolution of 1917. Although the Bolshevik Revolution had little or

no direct effect upon the course of Indian nationalism in the imme-

diate post-war years, their declared objective of World Revolution

and promotion of so-called national liberation movement in colonial

areas was a matter of concern to the United States. l India, fig-

ured prominently in the strategy of World Revolution since it was

not only "the pearl of the East" but was to be "the first citadel

lFor the effects of the Bolshevik Revolution on nationalism
in the East see Hans Kohn, A History of Nationalism in the East
(New York: Harcourt Brace Co., 1929), p. 142.
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of the revolution on the Eastern Continent.,,2 This pronounced Bol-

shevik aim of subverting the Indian nationalist movement was

sufficient to rouse American concern. In India, however, it was

Gandhi's new technique of political action which have a new direc-

tion and a new purpose to the national struggle. Gandhi came when

the optimism and hope generated by Montagu's declaration had been

transformed into bitter disappointment. Gandhi's reply to the

notorious Rowlatt Act which was described by the Bombay Chronicle

as a "badge of crime and helotry on the people.,,3 was Satyagrapha,

which by insistence on truth and force derived from such insistence

sought the redress of grievances by self-suffering. The Government's

reply was the Amritsar Massacre.

On April 13, 1919, a public m~eting was being held in Jal-

lanwalla Bagh, a pUblic square in Amritsar. The Bagh was bounded

on three sides by high walls and a narrow bottle-neck formed the

only entrance to the meeting ground. An audience of twenty

thousand unarmed men, women and children were listening to their

leaders. General Dyer entered the place with the possee of Hritish

and Indian troops and ordered the audience to disperse. But within

minutes, "to teach them a lesson," he gave order to fire. Even

the Government account put the dead to 400, and wounded ran into

2Moscow, July 26, 191~, from the transmitted translation of
the Russian Blue Book on India, "India for the Indians," NA, B£§.,
Index 835. 00/220

3Quoted in Great Britain, East India Disturbances, Report of
Hunter Committee, Presented to Parliament £y Command of His Majesty
(London, His Majesty's Stationary Office, 1920), p. 59.
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4thousands. News of it was suppressed at first; then it filtered

through, incredible and stupefying; and finally Indian excitement

changed to fury and the country was roused to bitter determination.

Amritsar became a turning-point in Indo-British relations, almost

as important as the Mutiny.5 Few incidents in the British rule in

India earned greater infamy and caused a greater damage to the Brit-

ish Empire than the Amritsar hassacre. Whatever its rights or

wrongs, it was indeed a decisive step towards "the end of Em~ire.ll6

The American Consul attributed what he called "uprisings" in

India to the passage of the Revolutionary and Anarchical Crimes

Act, commonly known as the Rowlatt Act. 7 The Hunter Committee ap-

pointed by the Government of India to enquire into the Punjab dis-

turbances later agreed that the Rowlatt Bills and the enactment of

the Revolutionar;y and Anarchical Crimes Act were "largely, if not

mainly, responsible for creating the feeling against the Govern

ment. 1I8 But "disturbances" and "general opposition" to it, in

Consul Smith's opinion, had been created by "false rumors regarding

4pattabhi Si taramyya, :r~e History of the Indian llational
Congress, Vol. I, 1885-1935 (bombay: Padma Publications, 1946),
p. 164.

5Edward Thomson and G. T. Garratt, Rise and Fulfilment of Brit
ish Rule in India (London: Macmillan and Co., 1934), p. 609.

6Brian Bond, "Amritsar, 1919," History 'roday, Vol. XIII, No.
10 (October, 1963), p. 676.

7Calcutta, April, 1919.

8Great Britain, East India Disturbances, Report of Hunter
Committee, Ope cit., p. 58.
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freely circulated by Indian agitators anxious

to discredit British authority." Thus he accepted "the most con-

elusive evidence" of the ROVllatt Report that there existed in India

It~'iidespread disaffection, revolutionary conspiracies against the

Government and criminal and seditious organizations." To his utter

surprise" such a reasonable and necessary measure as Rowlatt Bill"

was voted down by "even the Noderates in the Viceroy's Council" who

were supposed "to voice the opinion of the saner and more responsible

element of political life in India. 1t While the bill had received

the enthusiastic support of the official and European non-official

members of the Viceroy's Legislative Council "the non-official Indian

members had unanimously opposed it.,,9

Thus the recent national "outbursts" which Smith said was dis-

tinct from the riots and communal antagonism were "more or less

revolutionary disturbances • • • clearly directed against European

residents and constituted authority."lO Indeed, in some places dis-

turbances had taken violently anti-European turn and in Amritsar on

April 10, 1919 when a crowd of demonstrators were fired upon and

several of them killed, a mob had burnt the building of the City

National Bank and killed its European manager. All told five Eng

lishmen were killed in the disturbances. ll There is no doubt that

9calcutta, April 28, 1919.

10~.

llGreat Britain, Ope cit., pp. 15, 19; also see Sitaramayya,
Ope cit., p. 163.
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the agitators were directed against the constituted authority, par

ticularly against the enactment of tyrannical laws. Later, police

excesses, repression, provocation and mass hysteria had introduced

anti-European bias.

Consul General Smith, while mentioning that at "Amritsar and

Lahore, the rioting was particularly severe and martial law was de

clared," did not refer at all to the Amritsar tragedy or the cir

cumstances leading to that incident. Likewise Smith's report to

the Department of State did not refer to Gandhi's declared inten

tion to launch Satyagrapha if the Rowlatt Bills were enacted nor

his call for harta1 (ceasure of work) when they were enacted.

Smith, however, reported that the Government had the situation in

control and that the occurrences were a "striking commentary on

the question of the fitness of India for self-government."l2 It ap

pears that Smith was persuaded to believe that there was a wide

spread plot in India to overthrow the existing Government and that

the Rowlatt Act was necessary to deal with such crimes as were taken

care of by the Defence of India Act. He was even told that "the

tentacles of conspiracy extended far beyond India and secret lead

ers were in touch with the Russian Bolsheviks."l3

Unlike Smith, and despite a systematic post-war British propa

ganda in the United States to depict th~ nationalist revolutionary

activities in India as the work of professional agitators and

12Calcutta, April 28, 1919.

13Ibid •
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instigated either from Berlin or Moscow",14 several United Stutes

Senators and Congressmen expressed condemnation of British repres-

sive acts in India. Senator Joseph I. France of Maryland inter-

rupted the Senate debate on the Versailles Peace Treaty and the

League of Nations on October 9, 1919 to express his disapproval of

infamous Rowlatt Act and horror at the Amritsar r~ssacre in India.

Senator France said:

And so, at the conclusion of this war, when the mil
lions of India, whose sons had fought for ~ngland and for
us on the strength of our promises of self-determination
and freedom for all peoples, demanded that right of self
determination, the infamous Rowlatt Act was passed, maY~ng

the discussion of those demands a crillie punishable with
penalties of utmost severity. And then occurred one of
the most impressive spectacles of our generation. Mil
lions of the people of India, on a given day, without
respect to the creeds which had divided them, forsook
their tasks and went into each other's temples and mos
ques to pray for liberation. Unarmed, they undertook
passive resistance. Yet these unarmed helpless protest
ing people were ruthlessly mowed down by the British
machine guns and slaughtered by bombs from the air. Thus
did England answer their plea for self-determination
whicf5she and we had promised would be the fruit of this
War.

14
See for details of such British propaganda, Harnam

The Indian National Movement and American 0 inion (Delhi:
Central Electric Press, 19 2 ,p. 9.

15

Singh,
The

U.S. Congressional Record Vol. 58, 66th Congress, 1st Ses
sion (Washington: Government Printing Office, 1919), p. 6609.
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Identical sentiments were expressed by Senator George W.

Norris of Nebraska, on February 27, 1920, when he spoke on the Ger-

man Peace Treaty in an open executive session of the U.S. Senate.

Senator Norris stated that Ihdia, which had made substantial con-

tribution to the Allied cause, also had become imbued with the spirit

of liberty. But when the War was over and the Indians demanded for

themselves the right of self-determination proclaimed during the

War, they were shot down in cold blood by British machine guns.

Senator Norris referred to the callous statement of General Dyer

that although it was quite possible to disperse the crowd at

Amritsar without firing a shot, he undertook to firing as he wanted

"to shoot well and shoot strongly so that no body would have to

shoot again." The Senator had no doubt that the Amritsar Hassacre

was lithe bloodiest slaying in the late Western history.1l16

The cowardly act of General Dyer at Amritsar was condemned by

Congressman William E. }~son as worse than German atrocities. In a

speech on February 29, 1920, at a meeting held under the auspices

of the Friends of Irish Freedom in Washington, Congressman Hason

said that "no thing worse occurred in the late Vlar than this deed of

General Dyer, who actually shot to death, who murdered, five hundred

unarmed men, women and children, and wounded and crippled fifteen

hundred more.,,17 Mason later carried the cause of India into the

16U•S• C6ng~~SSiOnal Record, Vol. 59, 66th Congress, 2nd
Session, p. 35 9.

17Young India, Vol. III, No.4 (April, 1920), p. 80.
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U.S. Congress. On }~rch 2, 1920, he introduced a concurrent reso-

lution on India into the House of Representatives:

Be it resolved by the House of Representatives (the
Senate concurring), that it is the duty of the Govern
ment of the United States to carry out the will of the
people to give such recognition without intervention to
the people of India who are struggling for self
determination, as w~~l assist them in their efforts for
self-determination.

The Mason Resolution (House Concurrent Resolution No. 52)

was referred to the Committee on Foreign Affairs and ordered to be

printed. The introduction of the resolution did not signify that

it had any chance of success. It however, brought before the

Sovereign representatives of the American people the true stories

of British atrocities in India and thus gave moral support to Indi~

in her struggle for independence.

Meanwhile, towards the close of the year 1919, the situation

in India was "not merely gloomy but portentous.,,19 An independent

inquiry by a Congress tribunal had led to the institution of an of-

ficial inquiry into the Punjab happenings. But the restricted terms

of reference and limited scope of the official inquiry made it hardly

more than a sham. To the disalPointment over the reforms which had

been but a poor performance of a vast promise was added the

18
U.S. Congressional Record, Vol. 59, p. 3784; also see liThe

Mason Resolution," Young India, Vol. III, No. 4 (A.:Jri1, 1920),
p. 80.

19S "t
~ aramayya, op. cit. ,p. 177.
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Amritsar wrongs. The country had already given positive evidence of

the acceptance of Gandhi's leadership by its tremendous response to

his call of limited passive resistance against the notorious Rowlatt

Act. One significant feature of this response had been the display

of unprecedented Hindu-Muslim unity allover India, in the year 1919.

Mr. John W. Davis, the American Ambassador in London, took note of

the British anxiety over the unrest in India. In an urgent cipher

telegram to the Secretary of State, which was said to be "most

sec!'et" by Mr. Lamier Winslow of the American Embassy in London, it

was stated that "the British Government was alarmed over spread of

unrest in India." The telegram further reported that "Mohammedans

and Hindus had been in close cooperation in anti-European agitation

and that native army had been influenced by Bolshevik agents." The

Embassy had learnt that the British War Office had ordered to India

reinforcements of thirty battalions. 20

No doubt, the British disquiet was largely due to the unity

and vehemence of protest in India against the Government's repressive

policies. It was because of this feeling and the lack of confidence

in the absolute loyalty of the native soldiery that the War Office

had Sent reinforcements to India. Although it is true, as Professor

Rushbrook Williams has said, that in India in 1919, "to the menace of

German arms there succeeded the more formidable menace to Bolshevik

20
London, January 30, 1920. Telegram from the American Em-

bassy in London to the Secretary of state, received in Dept.'s Con
fidential Code, NA, RDS, Index 845. 00/1230.
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ideas.,,2l, there does not appear to have been any direct effort by

the Bolshevik agents to subvert the loyalty of the native army. The

threat was more from the importation of Bolshevik ideas~ The British

apprehension was more because of the Soviet control over the Central

Asia which seemed to provide them with the most convenient center"

"for t~le dissemination of Bolshevik ideas through Persia, Afghani

22stan, India, and the East generally."

In India i.n 1920 however, it was not Bolshevik ideas but many

other causew which engendered unrest. To the disappointment over

the Reforms and the Amritsar wrongs was added the Khilafat

question. The terms of the proposed Treaty of Sevres to be imposed

upon Turkey by Allies were resented by the Muslims of India. They

thought that by imposing so severe terms and by sharing handsome

spoils the British Prime Minister Lloyd George had failed to honor

the pledges he had given to the Indian Muslims during the War regard-

ing the Suzeranity of the Turkish Sultan as caliph over the Muslim

Roly Places. This was the Khilafat wrong with which Gandhi decided

to make common cause. 23 Until December 1919, when the National

Congress had met at Amritsar, the issue before the country had been

cooperation versus non-cooperation. Gandhi in 1919 was for

21L• F. Rushbrook Williams, India in 1919 (Calcutta: Superin
tendent Govt. Printing, India, 1920), p. 6.

22Ibid •

23Great Britain, British Whitepaper, East India (Non-Coopera
tion) Presented to Parliament b Command of His Ma"est (London:
His ~~jesty's Stationery Office, 1922 , p. 2.
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co-operation. But the Khilafat issue in 1920 reversed the position

of Amristar parties. Gandhi, an apostle of co-operation at Amristar

now stood for non-eo-operation. And ultimately Gandhi carried the

Congress with him. No doubt, there were other grievances, but the

Khilafat question provided the immediate cause for the launching of

non-cooperation campaign of 1920.

The United States Qovernment also did not remain unaware of

the fact that Pan-Islamic influence24 was at work in India.

tary of State, Bainbridge Colby called upon the Consul General in

Calcutta to "mail report on any features of Pan-Turanian and Pan-

Islamic movement which might have been affecting situation in India

or which were connected with Bolshevik activities in Turkistan or

other revolutionary movements in Central Asia.,,25 The Calcutta Con-

sul General was instructed to forward the same instruction to Am-

erican Consuls at Tiflis and Teheran. As the American Consulate in

Teheran had been closed down, the American Legation was asked to

26furnish the desired report to the Secretary of State. Colby's

telegram of May 5~ 1920, was followed next day by another telegraphic

instruction to American Consul General in Calcutta with a request

24The bogy of Pan-Islamism was first raised by the Turkish
Sultan Abdul Hamid, lInd in an effort to save the tottering Ottoman
Empire from internal collapse and external attack. See Hans Kohn,
op. cit., p. 47.

25U•S• Dept. of State, Telegram sent to American Consul General
in Calcutta, May 5~, 1920, Index 845. 00/l236a , E!, RDS.

26
Calcutta, hay 11, 1920.
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to repeat the same to Consuls at Karachi, Bombay and Madras. They

were called upon to furnish reports on political developments in

India with reference to lithe present and prospective situation re-

garding the Swadeshi movement and Pan-Islamic movement II as well as to

report on the "present and future Bolshevism versus British rule;

Federalization, Nationalists, Moderates, Extremists, Mohammedans,

Hindus and Sikhs' part in the present and future situation and how

they affected Indian loyalty to the British Crown." Another te1e-

gram was also sent to American Consul in Constantinople to furnish

report on any features of Pan-Turanian and Pan-Islamic movements

which might affect the situation in India or which were connected

with the Bolshevik activities in Turkestan or other revolutionary

movements in Central Asia. 27

From the aforesaid instructions which were issued to the

Consular officers in India and elsewhere in Asia it becomes evi-

dent that the U.S. Department of State was aware of the interna-

tiona1 ramifications of the post-war nationalist movement in India.

There was no doubt of the fact that Pan-Is1amism had been exercising

considerable influence on the course of political developments in

India. There was at the same time a genuine apprehension in the Am-

erican official quarters that Bolshevism had been also active in

fomenting unrest in India. There were available some circumstantial

evidences in that direction. As soon as the Russian Blue Book on

India was published by the Soviet Commissariat of Foreign Affairs, it

27U•S• Dept. of State, telegram sent to illnerican Consul Gen
eral in Calcutta, May 6, 1920, NA, RDS, Index No. 845. OO/236b.
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had been transmitted to the Department of State by American Consul in

-Charge in Moscow. This so-called Blue Book on relations between

Czarist Russia and India was edited by K. M. Troyanovosky, and was

said to be based on a "collection of secret documents taken from the

Archives of the Tsarist Y.tinistry of Foreign Affairs. II The intro duc-

tion to the Blue Book expounded the first Soviet viewpoint as regards

India. The part which the Russian Revolution was to play in the

Indian Revolution on the basis of a common struggle against univer-

sal Imperialism was officially outlined. It pointed to the deadly

danger to Soviet Russia of lIWestern European • American and Jap-

anese Imperialism" and declared that "We Russian rtevolutionists and

International Socialists, must not only welcome the revolution in

India, but directly and indirectly support it with all our strength

and together with her in the name of the struggle with Imperialism,

28help her to free herself from the hateful English yoke."

Long before the Department of State received the Russian Blue

Book on India, American official suspicion towards the movement and

activities of the Indian nationalists in the United States, wh~.ch

had been augmented during the war owing to the German-Indian plot,

had continued. With the defeat of Germany, evidences were forthcoming

that some of the emigre Indian nationalists in Europe and the United

States who had banked upon Gerlnan victory and help had shifted their

allegiance to Soviet Hussia. Manbendra Nath Bhattacharji, who later

28
Moscow, JUly 26, 1918. From transmitted translation of

the Russian Blue Book on India, ~, RDS, Index 845. 00/220.
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became renowned as M. N. Roy, was one sucb suspect. Roy had come

to the United States in 1916. On his arrival in San Francisco he

had joined the Ghadar revolutionary party. On the campus of the

Leland Stanford University, Roy met and married an American girl,

Evelyn Trent. She had socialist sympathies and played a role in

Roy's conversion to communism. She subsequently accompanied her hus

band in all his travels and works. 29 Roy later came to New York,

where his socialist sympathies were further bolstered through his

contact with the American radical, Jay Lovestone. Early in 1917

Roy was arrested on the campus of Columbia University, presumably

because of his subversive leanings and associations or his alleged

involvement in the Indo-German plot which had just been unearthed.

By jumping bail Roy reached Hexico and became one of the founders of

the Mexican Communist PartJ'. In November 1919, he left for Russia,

determined to further the Soviet brand of revolution in India. He

rose to eminence as a theoretician of the Communist International

and a close associate of Lenin in the formulation of the principles

of national revolution in colonial and semi-colonial Asia. 30

As Roy during his stay in the United States had been closely

associated with many of the emigre Indian nationalists who were

2914 • N. Roy, "Memoirs," Radical Humanist, Vol. XVII, No.6
(February 8, 1953), p. 365; also see Chandra Chakraberty, New India
(Calcutta: 1951), p. 34.

3011. K. Roy, IlMemoirs," Ope cit., No.7 (February 15, 1953),
pp. 379-380; No. 32 (August 9, 1953J".p. 379; also see Evelyn Roy
"Indian Political Exlies in li'rance," l.Jabour Monthly Vol. VII,
No.4 (April, 1925), p. 209.
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working to promote Indian freedon!, even after his departure from

Mexico American official suspicion regarding bis movellients and con
31

tacts in the United States continued. Many of Roy's former asso-

ciates in the United States naturally became Bolshevik suspects in

official eyes. It was on such suspicion that in ~~rch 1918, when

an American girl, }uss Agnes Smedley, and Sailendra Nath Ghosh were

arrested in New York, they were accused of having carried on cor-

respondence with Leon Trotzky and sought his aid in stirring up

troubles in India. 32 Early in 1919, when the Senate Committee on

JUdiciary held hearings on Bolshevik propaganda, reference was made

to Bolshevik designs on India and documents were produced to sup-

port this contention. Probably all this and the confidential tele-

gram of January 1920 from the American Ambassador in London refer-

ring to the Bolshevik efforts to subvert the loyalty of the native

Indian army accounted for American. concern regarding the Bolshevik

menace to India. 33 American official concern further increased when

3
1The Secretary of State Banbridge Colby sent a confidential

telegram to American Embassy in London as late as July 28, 1920 giv
ing a detailed account of Roy's activities in the U.S.A. and Mex
ico, his movements in Europe and finally his reception in Moscow and
his future plans. This was followed by two cipher telegrams one on
August 12, 1920 and other on October 9, 1920 from the Department of
State to Amebican Ambassador in London. NA, RDS, Index 845.
00/259

a
/259 , /259c

• -- ---

32New York Times, March 19, 1918.

33
London, January 30, 1920, Ope cit.
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it became known that even many of the non-Bolshevik members of the

former Berlin Committee for India's Independence were actively seek-

ing Bolshevik support for the overthrow of the British rule in

India. 34 The American Vice-Consul in Stockholm, Orsen N. Nielsen,

had an interview with Mr. Virerdra Chattopadhya, formerly head of

the German India Committee, while the latter was in Sweden. During

the conversation Mr. Chattopadhya told Nielsen that as Bolshevism

was feared most by the British, lithe threat of Bolshevism in India

was the strongest card for the Indian nationalists to play.1l35 Al-

though they were sincere nationalists, their activities and pro-

fessions, therefore, gave rise to grave suspicion in American offi-

cial circles. In the United States as well there was a large

emigre ~ast Indian population. But even such a responsible spokes-

man of the Indian nationalists in America as Dr. Taraknath Das, in

his address to the annual convention of the Friends of li'reefom for

India went so far as to propose a "holy aJliance of all oppressed

people against Great Britain in co-operation with Soviet Russia to

destroy British Imperialism.,,36 The New York Times editorially

disapproved of his speech and he was castigated for abusing the

34see David N. Druhe, S.oviet Russia and Indian Communism
(New York: Bookman Associates, 1959), pp. 22-25.

35s tockholm, October 21, 1921, NA, RDS, Index No. 845. 00/262;
Nielsen's despatch was received and r;ad-;Ith much intere~in the
Dept. of State. See letter from Wilbur J. Carr to Dominic I. Murphy,
Consul General, Stockholm, Washington, D.C., dated November 20, 1920,
li!,~, Index No. 845. 00/262

a
•

36New York Times, December 6, 1920.
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hospitality of the United States. 37

Such expressions of pro-Bolshevik views by Indian nationals

were also seized upon by British propaganda agents who always re-

mained on the lookout for an opportunity to associate most of the

Indian nationalists in the United States either with Irish Sinn

Feinner or German or Bolshevik agents. Rustom Rustomji had been

engaged on this mission in America since during the first World

War. Speaking before the British Empire Club of Providence, he ex-

pressed concern regarding the activities of a band of his own

countrymen who in his opinion were IImostly German and Bolshevik

paid and Sinn Feinn inspired. 1l38

Although in actual discontent and unrest in India Bolshevism

played hardly any part, apparently because of Soviet pronouncements

and expressions of pro-Bolshevik sentiments by emigre Indian na-

tionalists in Europe and America, it appeared that Bolshevik agents

were behind post-war political disturbances and nationalist upsurge

in India. It was under these circumstances that the U.S. Secretary

of State, Mr. Bainbridge ColbJ', had issued instructions to American

Consular officers in India to report as to how far Bolshevism had

been affecting political developments in India. In compliance with

the Department's instruction however, American Consul Richardson

(Karachi), in his first report on political conditions in India did

not find "any malign influence of extraneous origin l ! at the back of

37New York Times, December 7, 1920.

38New York Times, December 16, 1920.
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the movement for independence in India.39 Similarly American Vice

Consul l'ioomau (Bombay) expressed the opinion that "there were not

any open signs of adherence to Bolshevism as such" in India.
40

In contrast to this, Pan-Islamic influences on Indian politic~l

developments had been pronounced. The movement had gathered

strength in India since the Balkan Wars and during World War I, and

after Turkey's entry into World War I a Provisional Indian Govern-

ment had been established at Kabul to foment a Muslim rising in the

Ast. Mahendra Pratap was the President and Barakatulla the Prime

Minister of this emigre Indian government. The Turkish Military

Governor of Hedjaz had issued a declaration of Jihad (holy war),

calling upon the Indian Muslims to declare a holy war against the

British. During the war the leaders of the Pan-Islamic movement,

Zafar Ali and the Ali Brothers (Muhammad Ali and Shaukat Ali) were

interned. But soon after their release towards the end of 1919,

they took up the Khilafat question and issued a manifesto in Janu

ary 1920. 41 Thus the Khilafat movement was another manifestation of

the Pan-Islamic sentiment. The American Vice Consul in Bombay

39Karachi, May 26, 1920.

40.oombay, May 27, 1920. Vice Consul hoomau however, ac}mow
ledged that some Bolshevik literature had been seeping through
across the Afghan frontier and had been encountered as far south as
Ahmedabad. But he did not believe that Bolshevism had any chance
of success in India.

41Indian Sedition Committee Report, 1918, pp. 175 to 179,
quoted in G. N. Singh, Landmarks in Indian Constitutional and Na
tional Development (Delhi: Atma Ram and Sons, 1950), pp. 275
2780
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informed the Department of State that it was a movement on the part

of the Mohammedan population, abetted by the Hindus, to secure and

reestablish Turkish Suzerainty over the lands formerly under the

control of Turkey and for the maintenance of Sultan as the caliph

of Islam. In his opinion "it was the same thing as the Pan-Islamic

42movement."

Thus there began a new series of political reporting on devel-

opments in India, in cO!iJpliance with the Department's instruction of

May 5~ and 6~ 1920. Although he had reported the instructions to

various posts under his jurisdiction, Anlerican Consul General in

Calcutta himself did not furnish any report. He was granted leave of

absence and was on his way to the States. He, however, offered to

report personally on the political conditions in India upon his ar

rival in Washington, n.c. 43

In India there were signs of great awakening in 1920. The

American Consul in Karachi, E. Verne Richardson felt that it was be-

cause of India's efforts "to reconcile the oriental and occidental

ideas and ideals." To him there was manifest in India "more and more

insistent demand by leaders of Indian opinion for an increased eco-

nomic and governmental independence." Richardson further observed:

The different parts of the country are in constant con
tact, one with the other, and a national political agita
tion when it exists, is fostered and supported by adherents
often widely separated geographically.

42
Bombay, May 27, 1920.

43Calcutta, May 11, 1920.

44Karachi, May 26, 1920.
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Meanwhile, the whole world's eyes were focused upon Constant-

inople, awaiting nervously the will of the West. In view of this and

because of long-standing Muslim interest in the fate of sultanate

and caliphate, it did not seem surprising to Richardson that Moham-

me dans in India shared with all Islam a grave dread lest the strong

holds of their faith should be overthrown. 45 An Indian Muslim de-

putation had left for Britain. In India Shaukat Ali warned the Brit-

ish Government that Indian Muslims would be compelled to sever their

loyal connection. Gandhi for the first time indicated his plan for

non-cooperation. While the deputation was still in Europe, the pub-

lication of peace terms with Turkey on May 14, 1920, caused deepest

indignation in India, synchronizing as itdid with the publication of

the Hunter Committee report. 46

On May 19, 1920, the Sindh Muslim League met to consider the

proposed terms of the Treaty of Sevres. A resolution demanded and

called for the adoption of non-violent non-eo-operation to save

Turkey from disintegration. What impressed American Consul Richard-

son was the fact that the said resolution was moved by Raji Abdoola

Haroon, one of Karachi's wealthiest Mohammedan merchants. He was

described as the vigorous supporter of the non-eo-operation movement.

Meanwhile. Gandhi had characterized the Turkish peace terms as a

llstaggering blow to Indian t·:ussa1mans." Gandhi's statement was re-

garded as of considerable significance. He had urged the

45Ibid •

46sitaramayya, Ope cit., p. 196.
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Mohammedans not to lose self-control nor give way to despair. He

had stated that non-Yiolent non-cooperation was the only offensive

remedy. In Richardson's opinion there was no possibility that India

would accept without protest what so many of its people considered a

grave injUstice. 47 There was no doubt that the laree part of the

Mohammedan population felt hurt, that it had been let down by the

British. As a result there prevailed serious disaffection and "a

great deal of unrest among them." The Khilafat leaders seemed com-

ott d t " 1 t t" 48m~ e 0 non-v~o en non-coopera ~on.

The meeting of the Sindh Muslim League was followed by the

meeting of the All India Congress Committee at Benares to consider

the Hunter Committee Report49 and the Turkish peace terms. The

A. I. C. C. decided to hold a special session of the National Congress

to discuss the question of launching non-cooperation. Afterwards the

47Karachi, May 26, 1920.

48Bombay, May 27, 1920.

49From London, ~nerican Ambassador John W. Davis transmitted to
the Secretary of state a copy of the Hunter Committee Report on May
28~ 1920. Later Consul Richardson (Karachi) made an exclusive report
on the Indian press comments on Hunter Report. There was marked lack
of unanimity. The English controlled press like the Civil and Mili_
tary Gazette, Lahore expressed that General Dyer was being sacrificed
for political expediency. Indian controlled press regarded the dis
missal of General Dyer not enough so long as England did not act up
to its profession and the Zamindar of Lahore urged that the whole
race of Dyers and O'Dwyers should be court martialed. The report
itself was not unanimous, the Indian members differing from the Eng
lish. While the former regarded the Punjab disturbances of 1919 an
accidental outburst, the latter called it a premeditated revolt.
See London, May 28, 1920, NA, RDS, Index 845. 00/234 and Karachi,
June 10, 1920.



333

leaders of all parties met at Allahabad on June 1, 1920, to review

further the Khilafat question. It was a joint Hindu-Muslim Khilafat

conference, "representative of all India. 1150 The Khilafat question

had attracted the attention of the whole country. From Madras the

Department of State was informed that of the political movements

which had assumed any importance in Southern India were "the at

titude of the Mohammedans with regard to the caliphate question,

and the opposition of the non-Brahmin party to the Brahmins.,,51

There was a great deal of agitation in the Madras Consular district

against Turkish peace terms. Mr. Yakoob Hasan, a member of the

Madras Legislature Council, had resigned his Council as a mark of

protest. 52

Meanwhile, the all-parties Khilafat Conference, held at

Allahabad after four days of vigorous discussion, decided in favor

of non-cooperation. It was to be put into force after a month's

notice to the Viceroy. The presence of the leaders of both the

Hindu and Muslim communities impressed Consul Richardson. A Com

mittee consisting of Gandhi, Abul Kalam Azad, Ali Brothers, Dr.

Kitchlew, Hasrat Mohani and several others was set up to give

practical effect to non-cooperation. 53

50Karachi, June 10, 1920.

51Madras, June 11, 1920.

52Ibid.

53Karachi, June 9, 1920.
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By the summer of 1920, the situation had become acute. As the

historian of the Congress Dr. Pattabhi Sitaramayya says lithe Tribeni

(Confluence of three sources) of the Khilafat and Punjab wrongs, and

the invisible flow of inadequate reforms, became full to the brim,

and by their confluence enriched both the volume and content the

stream of national discontent.,,54 As scheduled, the campaign of non-

co-operation was duly launched on August 1., 1920. According to Am-

erican Consul Richardson the non-cooperation movement was launched

as a protest against the triple wrong: "the Turkish peace terms, the

findings of the Hunter Commission and the Montagu-Chelmsford Reform

Scheme.,,55

Meanwhile, the Muslims' protest had also taken another form.

They had embarked upon a hijrat or flight to Afghanistan against

what they considered unjust Turkish peace terms. The movement

started in Sindh and spread to North-West Frontier Province. Gandhi

however, publicly disapproved of the hijrat idea. The movement ul-

timately fizzled out, although at one time thousands of people were

on their way to Afghanistan. The Amir of Afghanistan was not inclined

to welcome any large-scale immigration from India. His coolness and

the hardship which the early Muhajirin encountered on reaching the

"promised land" worked as great deterrants to the contemplated

exodus.56 The historical importance of this hijrat lay in the

54Sitaramayya, Ope cit., p. 199.

55Karachi, August 4, 1920.

56KaraChi, May 26, July 19, July 28, July 26, and August 16,
1920.
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fact that it provided first batch of converts to Bolshevism in

India. 57

The special session of the National Congress met in Calcutta

in the first week of September 1920. Lala Lajpat Rai, whc had only

recently returned from the United States was elected President. The

Congress approved Gandhi's program of progressive non-violent non-

co-operation. It was described by the American Consul in Karachi,

Richardson as the Conference of lithe protagonists of the non-co

operation doctrine of r1r. Gandhi and other malcontents. 1I58

As we have seen, there prevailed in the post-war India a gen-

eral disappointment among the Indian nationalists ranks as they had

been denied full measure of heme rule. But there were those who

were content to bide their time in the bE,lief that in the future they

would be gradually able to secure greater powers. According to the

American Vice-Consul in bombay, Moomau, it was composed principally

of Hindus who believed that India was fully capable of governing her-

self and that of ri&ht, she should be granted such powers. For the

time being this political creed seemed to be in majority. But on the

other hand, there were extremists who held that India had been and

was still being exploited by its alien rulers. They were not content

57Some of the ~luhajirs who had reached Afghanistan crossed into
Russian TurY~stan and provided the first group of Bolshevik Cadets
to M. N. Roy. Two of them Fazal-I Ilahi and Shaukat Usmani later
played important rule in the histor~ of Communism in the Indian
continent. See David N. Druhe, Ope cit., p. 35.

58Karachi, September 28, 1920.
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with the measure of home rule already granted and were in favor of

any means to attain their ends. They were very anti-British and

could not be considered loyal British subjects. But distinguished

from these two categories were Moderates, who could be regarded as

pro-British. They had a fair degree of education and were more or

less economically well-to-do and independent. Their belief was that

India was not yet capable of governing herself. But this party was

in minority. Besides, Vice-Consul Moomau found that in India poli-

tical and religious considerations were interwoven; any question

touching one affected another. The nationalist ranks in India had

been augmented by Mohammedans who desired Hindu support and vice

versa. 59

Thus this ever changing or rather evolving political kaleido-

scope in India presented a formidable problem to American consular

officers in India in the preparation of political reports. As soon

as he assumed charge as American Consul General in Calcutta, Alexander

H. 'weddell expressed his painful ai'Jareness of "his ignorance of the

vast and complex country." It was difficult for anyone coming to

India from America to remain unaffected from political bias and

prejudice, as he was "liable to be swept off his feet by the force

of local English opinion, since his official relations were so

largely with the governing and commercial classes of the country.1l
60

59Bombay, May 27, 1920

60Calcutta, January 11, 1921, from Weddell's letter to the Sec-
retary of State, subject:--Internal Affairs to State, Report on
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Despite these limitations American consular officers by and large

presented a fairly satisfactory account of political developments in

India.

Meanwhile, the program of non-eo-operation received national

endorsement at the annual session of the Indian National Congress

held at Nagpur during the last week of December 1920. The All India

Muslim League and the Khilafat Conference also met simultaneously at

Nagpur. Ths Muslim League identified itself with the revolutionary

policy of Gandhi anu passed strong resolution favorable to non-co-

61operation and also condemned the use of Indian troops abroad. The

Nuslim League in the opinion of Reginald Coupland "was virtually

merged in the Congress." It did not meet as a separate body between

1919-192 2.
62

The Nagpur Congress marked a new era in the annals of Indian

nationalism. Althoufh the Congress defeated a Republican resolution

envisaging the establishment of an Indian Republic 11by all just and

effective means," the adoption of the new creed of the Congress pro-

viding for the attainment of Swaraj by the people India "by all

legitimate and peaceful means" created an impression that at l\agpur

lithe extreme elements swept the field. 1I63 From l'~arachi

61Calcutta, January 11, 1921, Memorandum No. l;-Report on
Politico-Economic conditions in British India for the fortnight end
ing December 31st 1920; based on the reports from The American Consuls
in Bombay, Aarachi and Madras.

6~eginald Coupland, The Indian Problem (New York: Oxford Uni
versity Press, 1944), p. 74.

63Calcutta, ~anuary 11, 1921, Ope cit.
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American Consul Richardson had written to the Consu_. General Alex-

ander W. Weddell:

The eyes of the Indian community were focussed upcn the
Conference in session at Nagpur where the extremist ele
ments of the population were pressing to a point of ap
proximate and dangerous disloyalty to the Britis@4
authority their claims to practical recognition.

The Nag~ur decision, particularly the amendment of the Congress

Constitution whicl; changed its creed, was viewed in London as a radi-

cal departure from the past, an effort to eliminate the declared ad-

herence of that body to the British connection and the constitutional

methods of agitation. 65 The American Ambassador in London took note

of a series of articles which were written by Sir Valentine Chirol

in The Times. '(jnder the caption IIIno.ia, Old and New, II dealin, .. with

the effects of constitutional changes introduced in India and the

upsetting effects of the advent of Gandhi in Indian politics. Simi-

larly, other leading articles and press comments on the Nagpur deci-

sions lion the non-cooperation movement organized by Hr. Gandhi for

the purpose of upsetting those reforms ll drew Ambassador Davis' atten

tion and were transmitted to the Secretary of state. 66

The year 1921 witnessed both the hei5ht of non-eo-operation and

64Ibid •

65London, January 4, 1921. Despatch from the American Em
bassy in London, No. 40 NAt RDS, Index 845. 00/267; also see en
closed clippings from Daily Herald, Jan. 1, 1921 and The Observer,
Jan. 2, 1921-

66London, January 7, 1921, despatch from the American Embassy
in London, No. 4026, NA, HDS, Index No. 845. 00/268.
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the inauguration of the new reform scheme. The Congress undertook

to boycott the visit of the Duke of Connaught who was to inaugurate

the Montford reform. His arrival was marked by a spate of strikes

and agrarian disturbances. Consul General Weddell had no doubt that

the strike and agitation in the country had political overtones.

Indications were that "a strong undercurrent of Folitical unrest ran

through the country. I' From Karachi consular district Weddell had

received report that ir.: that region the creed of "the ultra radical

triumvirate" of Gandhi and the Ali-Brothers (Nuhammad Ali and

Shaukat Ali) had found numerous adher~nts. Sindh, Richardson said

was "notoriously the hot bed of agitation.,,67 As months passed "the

1 t d t b ... t . t flb8genera unres seeme 0 e grow~ng ~n ~n ens~ y.

Non-eo-operation agitation was carried on intensively through-

out the country. Boycott of councils, courts of law and schools and

colleges--what was called the triple boJcott, along with the picket-

ting of liquor shoFs, the establishment of Panchayts and of national

60
schools formed the salient features of the period. ~ Weddell in his

67Calcutta, January 15, 1921, Memorandum No.2; Report on
Folitico-Economic Conditions in British India for the period ending
Jan. 15, 1921; prepared on the basis of reports from J~merican consuls
in Bombay, Y>-a.rachi and Hadras.

68calcutta, February 24, 1921, 11emorandum No.3; Report on
Politico-bcon0mic conditions; prepared on the basis of the reports
from American consuls in Bombay, Karachi and i:ladras.

69C. Y. Chintamani, Indian Politics Since the l,jutiny
(Allahabad: Kitabistan, reprint 1947), p. 136.



memorandum to the Department of State on the political situation in

India referred to these features of the national movement. The op-

position tactics seemed to be "concentrated on fomenting discontent

among students in the v~rious schools and universities throughout

the length and breadth of the land. 1170 As a result there were stu-

dent strikes in Calcutta, Dacca, Patna and elsewhere in Northern

India. From Consul Richardson, Weddell had received the report that

the non-eo-operators were undermining the loyalty of students in

Sindh College, Karachi. Similarly, five hundred students of the

D. A. V. College Lahore, when prevented from holding a meeting in

Lahore City, marched to GUjranwala and held a mass meeting which was

addressed by Lajpat Rai. Students of other institutions in Lahore

followed their lead and at Sanatan Dharma College the student body

in mass demanded that college authorities disaffiliate that institu-

tion from the Dniversi ty. The Frincipal of the :V'orman Christian Col-

lege in Lahore, an American institution, to forestall the boycott de-

clared a recess. A tremendous popular enthusiasm surged through

Karachi. When an editor of Al Wahnwas charied with sedition and con-

victed, he received pUblic acclamation anJ applause of a dense

crowd which showered garlands and flowers on hi~ when he was being

conveyed through the street from court to prison. The incident was

not devoid of interest as a sidelight on the prevailing political

situation in Karachi, since in Richardson's opinion the editor who

70Calcutta, February 24, 1921, Ope cit.

7l Ibid.



was "a proven seditionist" was publicly acclaimed "a martyr.,,7
1

Fear had been cast off by the people. A sense of self-respect

throbbed the nation.

Meanwhile the Duke of Connaught continued his journey through-

out the country, delivering speeches said to be mo?t conciliatory

and filled with sentiments intended to satisfy the Indian people.

Gandhi was also on the move. By presenting himself either just be-

fore or after the royal guest in most places he did much "to mini-

mize the good effect of the Duke's efforts. 1I At the moment Gandhi

appeared to be "the authentic voice of India." Rumors were also

afloat that some of the agitators connected with Gandhi were lIin

touch with the Lenin-Trotzky regime." But while furnishing this in-

formation, the American Vice Consul in Bombay, Mr. Hoomau, doubted

its authenticity.72

The Punjab was in an infl~nmatory condition. Dissatisfied with

the mismanagement of their Gurudwaras or shrines, which were under

the control of Hahants or abbo ts, the new reforming party--the A1;:alis

took to peaceful marches and pilgrimages in parties to eject the cor-

rupt abbots froIn the shrines. When parties of reformed Sikhs, 01'-

ganized a protest march to the shrine of Nankana Sahib, near

Amritsar, two hundred of them were killed by the hirelings of the

abbot on the precinct of the shrine. 73 Throughout 1921-1922, the

Sikhs made a large-scale experiment with the concept of Satyagraha

71 Ib , ,
~.

73Karachi, May 4, 1921.

72Ibid.



and non-violent non-cooperation. 74 There was Satyagraha at

Gurukabagh where lIbands of black-turbaned Akalis ll offered peaceful

non-violent struggle to obtain the right of cutting wood from the

prohibited forest despite police beatings and indiscriminate arrests.

This drew from the American Consul in Karachi the comment that Il non-

violent subjection to police beating so long as it does no harm ap-

peals strongly to the native imagination as a desirable way to ob

tain virtue .,,75 However , it was an unprecedented spectacle to see a

martial race pr2ctising non-violent non-cooperation and Satyagraha

as mass instrument to redress their grievances.

In contrast to this unique demonstration of the efficiacy of

Satyagraha and non-violent non-cooperation there happened in Malabar

events which belied the hopes of those who had expected great re-

sults from the non-eo-operation movement. Early in September 1921,

American Consul in Nadras, Mr. H. 1~. Doolittle, wrote to the Depart-

ment of State that conditions in his consular district reminded him

of lI earl y .days in Hussia" with the difference that the population

here was not the same, but wholly oriental. Political movements and

events in the Presidency of l'1adras were in his opinion "rapidly ac-

quiring a threatening aspect." On August 19, 1921 when the police

tried to enter a mosque in the village of Tirurangadi in Nalabar

74Karachi, January 12, 1922.

75Karachi, September 2, 1922; ah;o see despatches from Ameri
can Consul, Karachi, dated September 14, 21, 1922; October 9, 17,
24, 1924; November 1, 6, 21, 1922 and December 4, 1922. They deal
with Sikhs' part in the political agitation and especially the Akali
movement.



to arrest certain suspects, they were resisted. According to Con-

suI Doolittle, "thirty thousand rebels were estimated to have at

one time been in the field. 1I76 The fiIoplahs were Huslims who were

originally the offsprings of Arab immigrants in Malabar and had

later contracted marital relations locally. They were concentrated

in Waluvanad and Erand talukas of l1alabar. They had often risen in

rebellion, altogether thirty-five times during the British rule. 77

Meanwhile, the U.S. Trade Commissioner, Mr. C. C. Batchelder

who happened to be in Delhi during Harch-April 1921 in his report

to the Bureau of Foreign and Domestic Commerce also referred to the

prevailing political conditions in India. He made particular ref-

erence to the British official feeling at Delhi in the following

words:

It is felt Rowlatt laws ought to be enforced and that
Gandhi should have been ckecked years ago, but that things
have gone so far that--if the government tries to stop his
seditious talk, the whole country would flare up••••
The political situation is certainly disturbed•••• It
is said that Viceroy Chelmsford and his Council are weak,
and the advent7~f Lord Reading is welcomed. He arrives
April 2, 1921.

76Madras, September 8, 1921.

77sitaramayya, Ope cit., p. 220; also see Great Britain, White
Paper on Noplah Rebellion (London: ~is Najesty's Stationery Office,
1921) Cmd 1552, p. B 41.

78Extracts from the report of the U.~. Trade Commissioner Mr.
C. C. Batchelder forwarded by the Bureau of Foreign and Domestic Com
merce, Dept. of Commerce, to Itr. J. V. A. Mac Murray, Chief of the
Division of Far Eastern Affairs, dated April 1, 1921, Washington,
D.C., NA, RDS, Index No. 845. 00/824.- --
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Another glimpse into the effects of non-eo-operation movement

and the impact of Gandhi on Indian political developments is provided

by a letter of Hr. Charles h. hathaway, shortly after he became Am

erican Consul in Dombay. Mr. Hathaway reported that as a result of

the gospel of non-eo-operation which was being preached even in the

remotest villages and despite Gandhi's exhortations against taking

resort to violence which he believed were "absolutely sincere" some

nasty riots had taken place. He, however, attributed these riots

and violence to some Muslim leaders whom Gandhi had attached to his

non-eo-operation movement but who did not sincerely believe in non

violence and "made no secret of their willingness to resort to revo

lution if that should promise results." Hathaway also noticed that

Gandhi was attempting to stop the importation of foreign cloth, to

induce the people to spin and wear home spun, and to close the

liquor shops. But these were only minor manifestations of what were

in his heart. At bottom, Gandhi was "a purely religious leader--a

prophet.

Buddha."

He views everything from such a standpoint as Jesus or

Gandhi, in Mr. Hathaway's opinion, was working for the

"moral regeneration of his people" and as a result of IlGandhi's

movement" there Vlould be established in India "a sense of national

unity and an Indian patriotism throu"hout all ranks of people. lI

Even if the Indians were not yet fit to govern themselves, because

of non-eo-operation movement, Englanc's position in India would not

remain the same and indeed might become "as untenable as her present



position in Ireland.,,79

The Prince of Wales, whose visit to India was postponed and re-

placed in August 1921 by the Duke of Connaught; arrived in India on

the 17lli of November, 1921. His arrival was intended as much to

bolster up British prestige as to reconcile Indian opinion by rousing

a sense of loyalty to the Crown. The very day of his arrival in

Bombay there were clashes, rioting and bloodshed, so much so that

Gandhi in anguish made a statement that Swaraj stank in his nostrils.

On November 19, 1921, knerican Consul in Bombay, Charles M. Hathaway

in a telegram to the Department of State stated that there had been

"a revolution simultaneous with the landing of Prince of Wales in

80
Bombay." But except for this lone telegram the records of the

Department of State are practically silent on the march of events

in India between October 1921 and February 1922. This period, how-

ever, was momentous. It saw the non-eo-operation program reaching

its acme during the annual session of the National Congress at

Ahmedabad (Dec. 1921), which issued a clarion call to the country to

prepare for mass civil disobedience. Two mcnths later however the

Working Committee of the Congress which met at Bardoli on February

12, 1922 following the Chauri Chaura incident, suspended the non-

co-operation campaign at the behest of Gandhi. The Bardoli decision

79Bombay, August 10, 1921, lett~r from Consul Charles M. Hatha
way, dated Bombay, August 10, 1921 to U. Grant Smith of the American
Mission Budapest, forwarded to U. S. Under Secretary of state Henry
P. Fletcher.

80Bombay, November 19, 1921 telegram received at the Dept. of
State, Washington, D.C. Nov. 19, 1921, ~, EQ2, Index. 033 /4145.
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was endorsed by the All India Congress Committee at Delhi during

the last week of February 1922. The All India Congress however, re-

affirmed its faith in the principle of Civil disobedience and made

individual civil disobedience permissible. Systematic non-eo-opera

tion was abandoned for a constructive program. 8l

The Government of India had expected the complete repudiation

of the civil disobedience, both in principle and practice. There-

fore, after the All India Congress Gonmdttee adjourned, the Govern

ment decided ti imprison Gandhi. 82 In this Sir George Lloyd, the

Governor of the Bombay Presidency was the prime mover. In one of

his letters to an American friend C. Van H. Eugert, Sir George Lloyd

later confessed that he had threatened to resign unless the Viceroy

issued orders for the arrest and prosecution of Gandhi. 83 The new

American Consul in Bombay, 1~. North ~inshop, also attests to this

fact. The Governor is said to have urged the Frosecution to ask for

nine or ten years of exile for Gandhi during his trial. Instead, he

got six years simple imprisonment for the Mahatma. The other two

members of the Khilafat-non-co-operation triumvirate, the

81sitaramayya, Ope cit.

82Great Britain, East India, Non-Co-operation, Ope cit., p. 1,
Stationery Office, p. 1.

83}'rom the letter of Bombay uovernor Sir George Lloyd to his
American friend C. Van H. Eugert, dated Bombay, iiovember 23, 1922.
Memorandum on the basis of the said letter in the Division of Near
Eastern Affairs, January 11, 1923, rated confidential, NA RDS,
Index 845. 00/382. -- ---



Ali Brothers, were alreaciy in prison and with Gandhi bound the Gov-

ernment expected that the voice of sedition would be stilled in

I d " 84n J.a.

Although the Khilafat embers were still live, there was appar-

ent cooling in the warmth and ardour of Hindu-Huslim unity. There

had been a recurrence of communal riots. The coincidence of Nuslim

violence in India viith simultaneous repcrts of disturbances in

Persia, Iraq and the news of Turkish victory in Asia ~unor roused

the apprehension of political officers, as a possible indication of

an international riohammaden conspiracy under Soviet direction or

under SOlne possible common direction. The British were apprehensive

of a probable Hohammedan uprising along the Baluch- .Afgh.::.n f~'ontier,

if the Turkish armies developed operations in the regions bordering

the Bosphorous. The suspicion arose because of the rejoicings and

jUbilation Vlhi.ch followed in India in the Hohammedan community at

the successful termination of the Turkish campaign against the Greeks.

In this jubilation American Consular officers in India found prac-

tical demonstration of Pan-Islamic sentiment. It was further con-

firmed when there was renewed effort to raise public subscription

for aid to the Angora nationalists. 85

The Khilafat agitation bad subsided with the arrest, trial and

imprisonment of Ali Brothers in tne autumn of 1921; but it was not

84Bombay; March 13, April 4, 1922.

85Karachi, September, 6, 12, 19, 21, 1922.
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at an end. By the close of 1922 however, the whole basis of Pan-

Islamic crusade in India appeared to have been nullified. The sign-

ing of the Armistice at Hudania in lctober 1922, following the Turl-::.-

ish victory over the Greeksthe rise of Ataturk and the summoning of

the Lausanne Conference for a new peace, left no doubt that the

. Khilafat que8tion was nearing its natural solution. The Khilafatists

in India, however, continued to entertain high hopes regarding the

Sultan as the caliph of Islam even when his temporal powers and in-

86tegrity were being questioned by the Turks themselves. Simul-

taneously with the National Congress, the All India Khilafat Confer-

ence met in Gaya in the last week of December 1922. The Khilafatists

were uneasy at the prospect of the breakdown of the Lausanne Confer-

ence. They were particularly a]:J.frehensive of the British and feared

that war would be resumed against Turkey. In that event the

Khilafatists were to recruit a legion named IJAngora legion" in sup

port of the ~ationalist Turks. S7

From the very beginning the Pan-Islamic sentiment in India had

been aroused and later considerably strengthened owing to the mili-

tant tone of certain sections of the English, French and i~erican

press and by the demand of influential sections of :E:n(;lish and

86Later the establishment of a stron~, self-confident and a
secul",r Turkish Republic not only left the Indian Khilafatists wi th
out any cause but also made their position extremely anomalous.

87stanley Reed, Indian Ye~r Book, 1922 (Bombay: Bennett Coleman
and Co. 1923), pp. 660-661.



American opinion that the Turks should be expelled from Constant-

inople and reduced to the status of a ~ourth rate power. Fresh

Armenian massacres of 1920 had called forth strong and passionate

protests from Christian organizations both in ~urope and the United

States. This anti-Turkish feeling in the West had produced reac

88tion in India, particularly among the educated Mohammedans.

The Department of State was interested in knowing to what ex

89tent the movement in India had popular supfort. The American Con-

sul General in Calcutta confirmed the authenticity of the report

that an "Angora legion" might be formed. He stated that there had

been much talk for a number of months in the local press regarding

the formation of so-called Angora legion. He had, moreover, no

doubt that "the Turkish successes--mi1itary and diplomatic had had

a profound repercussion in India among the followers of the Pro-

phet. II He however,

a legion in support

success, in view of

Government. 90

discounted that the proposed decision to form

of the Turkish nationalists had any chance of

the legal restrictions placed on them by the

On October 8, 1923, the United states High Commissioner in

Angora, Rear Admiral f~rk L. Bristol, informed the Secretary of

State that during the past year several committees of Indian Muslims

88L. F. Rushbrook Williams, India in 1921-1922 (Calcutta:
Supt. Govt. Printing, 1922), p. 35.

89Instruction issued by the Dept. of ~tate to Consul General
Alexander W. Weddell, Washington, D.C., January 12, 1923,--!:!!, ~,
Index No. 745. 671/--.

90Calcutta, February 10, 1923.
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had visited Angora with rather ill-defined mission to enlist sup-

port of the Nationalist Government in their so-called struggle for

freedom of the Muslims of India. In general those committees had

not met with a warm reception from the leaders of the Nationalist

Government, who had been too much occupied with their own affairs.

Mr. Bristol referred to the recent visit of Abdurahim Siddiqui Bey,

a Muslim leader from India. Bey claimed to represent the Indian

Muslims and asked for an interview with Kemal Ataturk. The latter

however, refused to see Bey on the ground that he did not possess

any authentic credentials which would have shown him to be a true

representative of the Indian Muslims. 9l

The Department of State had at the same time continued to

take an interest in the fate of the non-eo-operation movement, which

had been practically abandoned after the sad finale of the great

days of 1920-1921. In his despatch from Calcutta for the month of

November, 1923, American Consul General Weddell pointed out that

the "non-eo-operation movement as set forth by Gandhi was dead. 1I

Gandhi, who had once appeared as the authentic voice of India, had

left no successor "like the great Grecian Conqueror." Thus after

his forcible removal from the political scene there prevailed be-

wilderment and perplexity among his followers and people in gen

eral. 92 Mr. Weddell's views were, however, not readily accepted

91Angora, October 8, 1923. Despatch from Angora, Turkey,
No. 945, li!, RDS, File 845. /403, Index 745.67/1.

92Calcutta, December 6, 1923.
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by the Department of State. An aide-memoire en Weddell's despatch

addressed to the Chief, Division of Western Buropean Affairs, Mr.

William R. Castle, Jr., questioned Consul General Weddell's conclu-

sions. From other reliable sources it was learnt that non-coop-

eration, by which was meant the Swaraj movement was "far from

dead.,,93 Weddell's own account seemed to contradict his conclu-

sion. It was understood that Itt. C. R. Das was carrying on the

work of Gandhi. Weddell had also stated in his report that the

great wave of popular feeling evident during the election of 1923

in favor of th~ Swarajists, if not originated by Gandhi had been

strengthened and vivified by his flaming personality which had con-

tinued, and lIa lthough radically changed--in form w"as in essence the

same. 1l94 Weddell's long absence from India was advanced as the

reason for his deficient conclusions.

In view of these doubts and discrepancies in the despatch, a

strictly confidential instruction was despatched concurrently by

William Phillips, on behalf of the Secretary of State, to the Ameri-

can Ambassador in London, Mr. Frank B. Kellogg, and the American

Consul General in Calcutta, Mr. Alexander w. ~eddell. They were

called upon to furnish more authentic information regarding the

course of the non-eo-operation movement and the effects of

93An aide memoire addressed to the Chief, Division of Western
Zuropean Affairs. Prepared by ABS on the pad of the Division of
Western European Affairs, dated~nuary 19, 1924. See NA, RDS,
Index 845. 00/417.

94Calcutta, December 6, 1923.
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Gandhi's arrest and imprisonment on Indian political developments. 95

In compliance with the U.S. Department of State's confiden-

tial instruction, a member of the Embassy of the United States in

London had an informal discussion with Mr. J. W. Hose, a highoffi-

cial of the India Office. Hose stated that Gandhi's influence on

the mass of the Indian people was on the decline and was not very

important politically. While Gandhi had been released recently on

grounds of health, Hose did not expect that his release would have

any political bearing. In the opinion of the Government of India,

C. R. Das was not carrying out Mr. Gandhi's principles. Instead,

he had decided to take an active part in the Government, although

it was based on his and his followers' desire lito obstruct the

Government activities." Thus any far-reaching changes of which Mr.

Das was exponent were impossible. 96

After having given earnest and careful consideration to the

objections which were raised in the Department of State on his pre-

vious statement, Consul General Weddell felt absolutely convinced

of the correctness of his contention that non-cooperation as enun-

ciated by Gandhi was dead. In his opinion C. R. Das stood for poli-

cies which were fundamentally opposed to Gandhian precepts of non-

cooperation. During a visit to Delhi, he utilized his presence

95Instruction to Frank B. KellOGg (London) and Alexander W.
Weddell U.S.Dept. of State, Vanuary 24, 1924, NA, B£§, Index 845.
00/417.

96London, February 11, 1924. From F. A. Sterling, on behalf
of the American Ambassador in London to the Secretary of State, Em
bassy Despatch No.8, NA, ~, Index 845. 00/418.
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there in conferring with several members of the Central Legislative

Aseembly on this point. Without exception and without qualifica-

tion, the persons intervi~wed whom he described as representing va-

rious shades of opinion substantially confirmed the correctness of

his previous statements. 97

Weddell was partially correct in his appraisal of the non-

co-operation movement. But as with other contemporary observers,

Weddell failed to foresee the revolutionary potentialities of the

policy of obstruction from within the Councils. If it was far less

than non-eo-operation, it was decidedly not responsive co-opera-

tion. In the fullness of time it became constitutional non-

cooperation.

steadily growing American official interest in Indian na-

tionalism rose to new heights during the immediate post-war years.

Many untoward events had followed the War. Great empires were in

ruins. There had been the Bolshevik Revolution in Russia. The

world designs of the Bolshviks portended ominous prospects for the

future. Although Bolshevism had not as yet crossed the frontiers

of victory, "the foundations of European civilization trembled in

the early post-war years.,,98 A wave of sympathy and concern were

sweeping the Muslim East over the uncertain future of the

97Calcutta, March 24, 1924; also see despatches from Cal
cutta, July 5, 1923 and September 6, 1923.

98Winston S. Churchill, The Second World War, The Gathering
storm (Boston: Houghton Mifflin Co., 1948), pp. 14-15.
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Ottoman Sultan who was at the same time the Caliph of Islam. The

United States, which had fought the war to end all wars and to

reshape a new world order based on the doctrine of self-determina

tion, could not remain indifferent to political development in any

part of the world, although its immediate concern was Europe. It

was not only in Europe that the new nationalism was afire. The

whole of Asia was in ferment. In India where the greatest nation

alist upsurge of the century was taking shape, America did not re

main indifferent. The Indian nationalist movement, which had been

greatly stimulated during the War, had received further encourage

ment in the post-War years by the vindication of the doctrine of

self-determination in Europe and neighboring Asian lands.

In Gandhi Indian nationalism found a leader who gave to it a

new depth and a new direction. India had displayed unprecedented

national solidarity in her protest against the infamous Rowlatt Act.

This had alarmed Britain. The American Secretary of state, after

having learnt about this Indian nationalist upsurge, bad responded

by issuing first instructions to American official representatives

in India to watch and report the developments there. A far greater

interest is discernible in American official circles in the course

Indian nationalism was taking than ever before. Indian nationalism,

which had already cast off the purely national character and had

assumed international significance in the post-War years, naturally

drew the attention of the lovers of freedom and democracy all the

world over. The United States Government was not an exceptiono



355

Thus in compliance with instructions from the U.S. Secretary

of State, Bainbridge Colby, the American Consular officers sta

tioned in India specifically devoted their attention to political

developments in India. India according to them was not only seeth

ing with discontent but was also passing through a great national

awakening. This ferment was attributed to the efforts by Indian

leaders to reconcile the ideas and ideals of the ~ast and West.

They saw a growing demand in India for greater economic and politi

cal freedom. This was not confined to any particular region or re

ligious community, but was "a national political agitation. 1I99 Al

though religion and politics seemed to be interwoven at times as

on the Khilafat issue, the agitation had more of a political flavor.

They found practical demonstration of Pan-Islamic sentiment in

India. But the Khilifat question was seized upon as cornman cause

by both Hindus and Muslims, under the leadership of Mahatma Gandhi.

The American official representative in India however, did not find

any sign of adherence to Bolshevism or any such "malign influence of

extraneous origin" at the back of the movement for greater inde

pendence in India during the period under review. 100

Although the American official representatives in India dis

cerned in Gandhi's tenets of non-eo-operation "elements of extreme

political bias" and disloyalty tothe British political authority,

they at the same time acknowledged that a genuine and strong

99Karachi, May 26, 1920.

100Ibid., also see Bombay May 27, 1920.
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under-current of political unrest r~n throughout the country. The

working class, the peasantry and the youth all were in ferment ow-

ing to the deep disaffection which prevailed in the country. More-

over, there was also a systematic effort by the non-cooperators to

undermine their loyalty to the British. It was evident that the

people had cast off fear and had come to regard even "a proven sedi-

tionist as a martyr." To all intents and purposes Gandhi in 1921

appeared to be "the authentic voice of India. 1I101 In the opinion

of American Consular officers Gandhi was more than a political

leader. He was lI a prophet, who viewed everything from such a

standpoint as Jesus or Buddha. 1I102 Thus it appears that in American

official records too, a Gandhi legend was in the making.

However keenly the American officials felt for the Indian

nationalist cause, they had to keep their views and feelings to

themselves, a closely guarded confidential secret of the files, to

avoid any diplomatic embarrassment in their relations with Britain.

This was illustrated in April 1921, when an Indian journalist

Prabodh Chandra Ghosh, asked for a message from President Warren G.

Harding on Indian affairs. The Secretary of State, Charles Lvans

Hughes advised the Secretary to the President to acknowledge Mr.

Ghosh's letter, but he did not think it "advisable for the President

to enter into correspondence with Hr. Ghosh." liThe political

101Calcutta, January 15; Feb~uary 24, 1921.

102Bombay, August 21, 1921. A letter from American Consul
Charles M. Hathaway to U. Grant Smith forwarded to U.S. Assistant
Secretary of State, Henry P. Fletcher.
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situation in India was such that the President could not afford to

take the risk of a possible misinterpretation of some friendly

sentiments or personal view which might be expressed in a letter or

in a statement on Indian affairs. 1I103

But if in order to avoid misinterpretation or diplomatic em-

barrasBment, they were not in a position to express themselves of-

ficially, American officials were nevertheless convinced that the

non-eo-operation movement had swept India like a tempest, and shook

the very foundations of her national life and that although it had

become quiescent after the arrest and imprisonment of Gandhi, it

had irrevocably changed the aspects of India's national and spiritual

landscape. England's position in India was never to be the same,

and in due course her position in India would become as "untenable

as in Ireland. 1I104

l03Letter from the Secretary to the President (George B.
Christian, Jr.) to the Secretary of State, Hon. Charles Evans Hughes,
White House, April 5, 1921; rep1yfrom the Secretary of state Hughes
to the Sec. to the President, April 9, 1921, NA, RDS, Index 845.
00/330. - -

104Bombay, August 10, 1921. Letter from Consul Charles H.
Hathaway to Smith, op. cit.



CHAPTER VII

AMERICAN OFFICIAL ATTITUDE TOWARDS INDIAN POLITICS

AFTER NON-COOPERATION, 1922-1929

The period which followed the abandonment of non-cooperation

in Indian politics was one of stalemate. The great captain had

sounded the order of retreat just when the political enthusiasm

was reaching the boiling point. To quote Bose it was "nothing short

of a national calamity."l No doubt even in his retreat Gandhi had

already accomplished what Tilak had failed to do. He had converted

the Indian nationalist movement into a revolutionary movement. He

had taught it to pursue the goal of India's freedom by means beyond

constitutional pressure on the government. The nationalist move-

ment which had been restricted before his advent to the upper and

middle clas~es, had got a mass basis for the f1rst time. 2 But

Bandhi's forcible rerr.oval from the political scene and the fact that

he left no successor "like the great Grecian Conqueror,,3 found the

people not only left without its master but also without any guidance.

lSubhas C. Bose, The Indian Struggle, 1920-1934 (London:
Wishart and Co., 1935), p. 90.

2A• R• Desai, Social Background of Indian Nationalism (Bombay:
Oxford University Press, 1948), p. 393.

3Calcutta, December 6, 1923.
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They felt bewildered and perplexed. There was also frustration and

seeming disillusionment. It was to fill this void and save the

Indian nationalism from disintegration that the Swaraj Party em-

erged. The Swarajists reverted to parliamentariani-sm and took up

constitutionalism to promote the object of non-co-operation--the

establishment of Swaraj within the British Empire. If however,

they decided to enter the constitutional power-house, it was only

4with the object of trying to put the machinery out of gear. Re-

sistance to the obstruction placed in their path to Swaraj by the

bureaucracy was to be the keynote of the Swarajist creed. For the

Swarajists, councils became the sounding-board of the Indian na-

tionalist movement. But whatever might have been their intention,

it once again turned the focus of attention in Indian politics to

the working of the Montford Reforms. lncian nationalism was back

to constitutionalism.

This made the course of the Indian nationalist movement be-

tween 1922-1929, for the most part before the announcement of the

Simon Commission towards the end of 1927, look like a monotonous

tale of pious resolutions, factional bickerings, perpetual strifes

in the councils and worst of all, of occasional orgies of com-

munal violence. Despite all this, the American official interest

in it, not only remained _undiminished but increased to a consid-

erable degree. There was recognition of the fact among the official

4R• Coupland, The Indian Problem (New York: Oxford Univer
sity Press, 1948), p. 80.



American representatives in India and England that the peaceful

realization of India's national destiny within the British Empire

was of II supreme consequence ll not only to India and Britain but also

to the United States. If the frequent communal outbreaks brought

to the fore the perennial problem of inter-communal relations, the

rock on which Indian nationalism was foundering, it was also the

period when Indian politicians, although many of them reluctantly

not only became adept in the use of their parliamentary talents and

constitutional acumen, but gave maturity to Indian nationalism

through their experiences in working the reform. They also tried

their hand at constitution making. In all this American Consular

officers in India and diplomatic personnel in London evinced con-

mderable interest in Indian problems and displayed their unusual

gift of keenness of observation and perception in their reports to

the Department of State. If at times they showed greater apprecia

tion of the British case, neither were they reluctant to appreciate

the Indian nationalist standpoint and when occasion demanded to

call a spade, a spade. Their interest in the governance of India

and her national destiny soared up with the appointment of the

Indian Statutory Commission and after the declaration by India of

her goal of complete independence.

The American official interest in the good gov~rnance of India

and particularly in the new reform scheme began when the Act of

1919 was still on the anvil. On August 6, 1918, Sir Edward

Montagu, the Secretary of State for India had outlined his proposals



for the future government of India in the House of Commons. The

American Consul General in London immediately transmitted to the

Department of State the proceedings of the House of Commons and

drew particular attention of the U.S. Secretary of State to

Montagu's statement on India. 5 Similarly the American Ambassador in

Londo~ His Excellency John W. Davis acquainted the Secretary of

state with the significance of Montagu's proposals as soon as the

Joint Committee of both Houses of the British Parliament on the

Government of India Bill, 1919, made public its recommendations.

Along with the question of Irish self-government then pending be-

fore the British Cabinet and the impending visit of the Milner Com-

mission to devise a new constitution for Egypt, the proposed

Montagu-Chelmsford Reform for India was described by Mr. Davis as

the third simultaneous effort by Great Britain to introduce into

parts of the Empire some form of self-government similar in prin

ciple to that obtaining in full form in Canada and Australia. 6

The cardinal concept of the Montagu-Chelmsford report on

which the Government of India Bill 1919 was based was the scheme of

"dyarchy." 'fhe Joint Select Gommi,ttee of bo th Houses had endorsed

it. Ambassador Davis however, found that the British opinion was

very much divided concerning the dyarchic principle. While its

protagonists considered the scheme of dyarchy as an instrument of

5London, ~gU6t 16, 1918.

6
London, December 3, 1919. Despatch from the ~nerican Em-

bassy in London, No. 1777 of December 3, 1919, ~, ~, Index No.
845. 01/2.



great ingenuity which would prove most educational to Indians, its

critics found in the concept of divided responsibility, seeds of

continuous conflict rather than concord. Above all, the majority

of the British in the Indian Civil Services and the British opinion

familiar with India were firmly opposed to the scheme in its en-

tirety since according to them India was not prepared to assume even

the limited responsibility provided for in that bill. On the other

hand, the visiting Indian nationalist delegations had expressed

their vehement protests against the bill as it did not accord with

the right of self-determination. Under the circumstances, Ambas-

sador Davis felt that the Bill could bettE:r be described as "neither

fish, flesh nor fowl--gives either too much or too little responsi

bility into the hands of the people of India."? It was this Bill

which became the Govt.rnment of India Act 1919 and came into effect

in India in 1920-21.

The National Congress labelled the reforms as embodied in the

Act of 1919 as "inadequate, unsatisfactory and disappointing. lIB In

1920 the National Congress having decided for non-eo-operation, the

boycott of reformed councils played a dominant part in the Con~ress

activities. The response to the council boycott was tremendous and

the no-vote campaign was a remarkable success. Because of the boy-

cott of the general election of 1920, only a small fraction of the

7Ibid.

8pattabhi Sitaramayya, The History of the Indian National
Congress, Vol. I (Dombay: Padma Publications, 1946), p. 154.



electorate participated, and elected some liberals or moderate lead-

ers who had cut themselves away from the mainstream of national

movement.

By the middle of 1922 however, there grew up inside the Con-

gress a sizable section which wanted that Congressmen should enter

the legislatures and "non-eo-operate from within.,,9 After the sus-

pension of the non-cooperation movement by Gandhi and his own arrest

and imprisonment there was created a void which although partially

filled by the adoption of constructive program called for more

vigorous political activities. The manner in which the non-coop-

eration movement was suddenly suspended was not liked by many fore-

most Congress leaders. C. R. Das and Pandit Motilal Nehru, who

although reluctant converts had become warm apostles of non-coop-

eration, resented the way G~ndhi had suspended the movement. They

were now in favor of changing tactics IIthat would carry non-coopera

tion into the very aisles and chancels of Bureaucratic Church. 1110

But before a change of program was finally decided upon, the All

India Congress Committee meeting at Lucknow in June 1922, constituted

a committee to inquire into the desirability of proclaiming again

civil disobedience in some form or some other measure of similar

11character.

9C• Y. Chintamani, Indian Politics Since the Mutiny
Allahabad Kitabistan, reprint, 1947), p. 139.

10Sitaramayya, Ope cit., p. 243.

llKarachi, July la, 1922 and November 9, 1922.



The tour which the members of the committee undertook to col-

lect first hand information from selected witnesses to determine the

desirability of civil disobedience appeared to American Consul Avra

N. Warren as mainly intended to make speeches advocating a spirit

of mutual restrain and political unity among the Hindus and Muslims.

No doubt, because of growing estrangement of relations between the

two communities, the members of the Commission availed all opportu~

nities to promote the national program of communal unity. There

was also visible to him internal fissure and Mr. Warren wrote about

the "divergence of opinion and contrasting belifs" which prevailed

among the members of the committee. When the report of the Civil

Disobedience Enquiry Committee was published early in November 1922,

Warren rightly regarded it as "fairly representative of all shades

of political thought within the Congress." Although he found a

complete unanimity in respect of a limited and gradual form of

civil-disobedience, there was Ilequal division of opinion on the

most important question of entry into the Legislative Councils.,,12

While Dr. Ansari and Messrs. Kasturiranga Iyengar and ~ajagopala

Chariar were for maintaining the boycott, Hakim Ajmal Khan, Pandit

Mottlal Nehru and f~. V. J. Patel took the contrary view. The

former came to be known as "no-changers" and the latter "pro-

changers."

There was a battle royal between "no-changers ll and pro-

changers" at the Gaya Session of the Indian National Congress in

12K hOarac ~, July 10, October 25, November 9, 1922.



December, 1922, which was presided over by C. R. Das, the leader

of the "pro-changers." AlthouGh "no-chan8ers" won the day at

Gaya, the victory was to be shortlived. D~s had two precious

documents in his pocket when he presided over the Gaya Congress-

one was the Presidential address, and the other his resignation

together with the Constitution of the Swaraj ~arty advocating the

policy of Council entry for the purpose of carrying on national

struggle there. Having failed to carry the Congress to his pro

gram of Council entry, C. R. Das resigned from the Congress Presi

dentship and launched his Swaraj Party. Open split in the Congress

was however, averted through the efforts of young Jawaharlal, who

just out from the prison displayed first time on the national-scale

his marvellous capacity as a great compromiser. Through his ef

forts and that of Maulana Abul Kalam Azad, the All-India Congress

Committee Meeting at Bombay in the last w~ek of May, 1923, suc

ceeded in patching up differences between the majority party which

was opposed to the ccuncil entry and the Swaraj Party of Mr. C. R.

Das determined to capture legislative councils il~ the coming elec

tion. The compromise resolution urged the Congressmen to present a

united front and desist from any propaganda against the program of

council entry.13

In the opinion of Mr. Shantz, the Vice-Consul in charge in

Calcutta, the resolution was of considerable importance. The sur

render of the majority for the sake of unity was received with

13calcutta, June 7, 1923.
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widespread approval both in the Congress and without. The Moder-

ate and Liberal press saw in the Council entrJr of the non-coop

erators a steady march towards the same path, that of Constitutional

opposition to the government within the Councils, in place of illegal

obstruction outside. The Liberals who had of late viewed with grow-

ing concern the reactionary tendency of the Government, the latest

demonstration of which had been the "Certificationll of Salt Tax by

the Viceroy, welcomed the Congress decision to seek election to the

Councils. They believed that it would prove a valuable addition to

the Liberal opposition in the Council Chambers. 14

But there was still "o.n important element in the Congress"

which viewed the program of Mr.Das as a "departure from the

spirit of non-co-operation" and felt that the A.I.G.C. had commit-

ted II wanton-suicide." As a result, seven members of the Working

Committee belonging to this group resigned. Das had already re

signed from the Fresidency. Consequently a new Working Committee

was formed, of what Vice Consul Shantz termed from "the Central

party." The Calcutta non-eo-operation organ 'llhe Servant hurled in-

vectives at the compromise and at the policy of responsive coopera-

tion since it found that "the entry into Councils would widen the

breach between the Hindus and the Mussalmans and intensify communal

bitterness on every hand.,,15

Already the political atmosphere of the country had been



polluted by communal disturbances. There had been communal riots

in Multan in September 1922.16 In April 1923, there was an out

break of street fighting in Amritsar. The hostility between the

two major communities Eindus and Muslims seemed to be growing

"steadilyll and II more intense. 1I Referring to the Hindu-Huslim unity,

Vice Consul Harold Shantz expressed the opinion that IIi twas non-

existent." The understanding which had existed between the two

communities was "one of convenience and not of fundamental inter-

est. 1I With the practical aim of the Khilafat movement accomplished

first, the failure of the Treaty of Sevres and second, the restora-

tion of Turkey as a Buropean power,1I the principal bond which held

the Muslums to the non-eo-operation movement had become severd. II

Whatever might have been the immediate cause of riots and disturb-

ances in a particular place, Vice Consul Shantz further felt that

lithe principal bone of contention between the religious groups was

upon the question of communal representation."l? Among other prin-

cipal causes were referred the reconversion to Hinduism of Malkana

Rajputs in Agra district through Shuddhi movement and reported cam-

paign of conversion among a Hindu hill tribe of more than two and a

half million in East Bengal by Mussalman Naulvis. Both of these

movements helped increase the antagonistic religious feelings between

the Hindus and Muslims. Significantly enough some ~nglish controlled

newspapers were also active in aggravating the misunderstanding

16Karachi, September 6, 12, 1922.

l?Calcutta, May 3, 1923.



between the two communities. Vice Consul Shantz co~nented:

The British papers naturally make much of the friction between
the various religious groups in India as exemplifying the neces
sity for the maintenance of British rule, The statesman refi~ring

to the Amritsar rioting as 'a religious War in the Punjab.'

In this connection, what impressed the American Vice Consul was

the "strenuous efforts" made by Hindu communities "to bring about an

understanding." The Congress and the League leaders joined hands to

"quell the rising tide of feeling." In the midst of all this however,

there occurred another riot near Allahabad, but this time, it was not

between two contending communities but within a community, "between

the Mohammedans of the Shiah and those of the Summi faith. lIl9

In May, 1923, occurred another event which caught the nation's

attention. Vice Consul Shantz saw the sparl~ of civil disobedience

again rekindled with "the flag of Swaraj carried in procession and

flown from buildings by non-cooperators in Nagpur and JUbbalpore in

20the central provinces and at Madura in Madras." The movement was

heralded by launching of Stayagraha or civil disobedience at Nagpur

when the police objected to a procession carrying the National flag

in a particular direction. The volunteers insisted on their right

to carry the flag where they willed, even in places prohibited by

the authorities. It soon became a nation-wide movement with

Vallabhabhai J. Patel at the head of the agitation. It continued

during June and JUly and thousands from all parts of India came to

offer Satyagraha and courted arrest. The Nagpur Satyagraha became

18Ibid • 19~.

20Calcutta, June 7, 1923.



a symbol of national resistancE:l and a struggle "to vindicate the

honor of the National flag." It came to an end when the Government

permitted a procession carrying flags to pass through a hitherto

prohibited area. At this the Anglo-Indian press showed considerable

irritation and characterized it as the "weak-kneed action of the

Government of the Central Frovinces.,,21 In this connection it is

significant to note that American Consul in Bombay, Mr. T. M. Wil-

son, as of possible interest to the Department of state sent a rep-

lica of the "National flag" which was adopted by the All India

Congress Committee at Bombay on May 25, 1923. Wilson described it

as a tri-color divided into equal horizontal stripes of white, green

and saffron, superimposed with the design of a Charkha (spinning

wheel), "the non-eo-operation emblem of Swaraj.1l22

Another important event which had the "most profound effect

on Indian politics" in 1923 was the British Government's decision

on the status of Indians in Kenya which provided for their exclusion

from the highlands and laid down a policy of controlled immigration.

It shocked the Indian Liberals and shook their confidence in Brit-

ish good faith. A successful nationwide hartal ceasure of work)

as a protest against the Kenya decision called by the National

Congress once again demonstrated that "the Congress still had a

hold on the mass of the Indian people." For the first time the

moderates and extremists were "finding some common ground.,,23

21 6Calcutta, August 2, 1923; September ,1923.

22Bombay, June 6, 1923.

23Calcutta, August 2, 1923; September 6, 1923.
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But it did not mean that there was any unanimity in political

thinking or approach. Politically-conscious Indians remained di-

vided in three broad groups.

The first group consisted of those who had actively cooperated

with the Government for the last three years through their partici

pation in the Legislative councils and working of the reforms. They

were seeki.ng re-election to the councils. In this group were nU-

merous so-called parties without party organizations, a conglomera-

tion of various splinter groups and factions like "the National and

Democratic parties of the Indian Legislature; the Liberal Party;

the National Home Rule League of Dr. Annie Besant; the Brahmin and

non-Brahmin parties of Southern India; and the constitutionalist

party which had recently been organized in Bengal. 1I Vice Consul

Shantz placed in the second group that section of the Congress which

had been seeking election to the Council Chambers. Since the Indian

National Congress still had "within its ranks majority of Indians

qUalified to vote" indications were that lithe Swaraj or pro-Council

party of Hr. Das would gain the victory.1I This party had the IImore

aggressive program" of destroying the reforms by constitutional

methods. But along with it there was also the extreme section of

the Congress which constituted the third group of politically con-

scious Indians, and still held to the non-cooperation methods ad

vocated by Gandhi.
24

As anticipated the second election under the Government of India

24Calcutta, September 6, 1923.
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Act 1919, resulted in substantial successes for the Swaraj Party.

Many of the prominent liberals who had cooperated with the govern-

ment in the past three years were defeated. On the whole, the re-

suIts indicated "marked success for the opposition," whose aims and

ideals ran from "almost revolutionary principles to a mild parlia

mentary opposition.,,25 The Times, London, thought that the Swaraj

Party, aimed at "revolution from within,tt had come into the field.

The Times considered the Swarajists "no less revolutionary than the

non-eo-operators" si..-:.ce they also stood for the "transfer of power

t th 1 II d t f' dm" t t' 26 Ith ho e peop es an no mere re orms ~n a ~~s ra ~on. A oug

the election had demonstrated great "diversity of political opin-

ions ll of the candidates, what impressed American Consul General

Alexander W. Weddell was the fact that in very many cases a man

who put himself merelJ• in opposition to the so-called British rule

was sufficient to secure a majority over an opponent favorable to

Government. Weddell described the political temper of the people

and their attitude to the reforms in the following words:

There appears to be an inability, either natural or
wilful, to consider the government granted under the Re
forms as in any sense Indian and indigenous; in the eyes
of the average elector it is foreign; therefore hostile
to the best interests in the countr~1 it is essentially
British and therefore to be fought.

25Calcutta, December 6, 1923.

26London, December 19, 1923. Despatch from Post Charge de
Affairs ad interim, American Embassy, London; NA,~, Index----;
enclosed clipping from The Times, London, Dec. 17, 1923.

27Calcutta, December 6, 1923.
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The year 1924 opened with little prospect for the success of

the new reform scheme. ~lection had resulted in the definite acces-

sion of strength for the opposition, the Swarajists preponderating

in both the central and provincial legislatures. Radical elements

in the opposition were more vocal and their general scheme had

come to envision for India a republic and the establishment of a

Panchayat Government. Still, for the time being more moderate ele

ments in the opposition could be satisfied with dominion status.

Nevertheless, there were visible signs of smouldering unrest and a

sense of grievance in the country. Conditions in India were best

reflected in the remark of American Consul General Weddell that

"India today, politically, was seething like a cauldron. 1I28

The end of the year 1923 was also marked by constructive ac

complishments or rather positive efforts in that direction. At

tempts had been made to solve the communal problem through provincial

and national pacts. The Bengal Swaraj party under the leadership of

C. R. Das approved a pact for Bengal subject to an All-India Hindu

Muslim pact of the Congress. It accepted representation in the leg

islature and local bodies on the population basis with separate

electorate with a ratio of 60 to 40 for majority and minority commu

nities respectively. In the services 55 Fer cent of seats in Bengal

were to be reserved for the Mohammedans with 65 per cent going to

the non-Mohammedan minorities. 29 ~is disproportionate weightage

28Calcutta, January la, 1924.

29Ibid •
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in favor of the Muslims was received with alarm by the Hindus, who

considered that it struck at the very foundation of nation-building.

Amrit Bazar Patrika commented that the effects of the arrangement

would be "not to remove, but to increase communal discord.,,30 Das's

effort to get an All-India Pact on this pattern did not succeed at

the meeting of the SUbjects Committee of the National Congress at

Coconada, Madras. Instead Lala Lajpat Rai and Dr. M. A. Ansari

were authorized to prepare a National Pact.

The Coconada Congress which was regarded by the Congress his

torian Sitaramayya as lithe grandest Congress,,31 also impressed

Consul General Weddell. Although for discussion it was an "unwieldy

body" he saw that "through the creation of Committees matters were

largely thrashed out before submission to the Congress.,,32

As soon as the National Pact drafted by Lala Lajpat Rai and

Dr. M. A. Ansari was published, Weddell acquainted the Department

of state with its salient features. V/eddell found it "very general

in terms" having all the "earmarks of a compromise document." It

reaffirmed that the aspirations of all the cooonunities were the at-

tainment of Swaraj and the establishment of a Federal democratic

government in India g~aranteeillg to the people of India political

freedom and religious liberty. Hindustani was to be the national

3°Amrit Bazar Patrika, Jan. 10, 1924; enclosure to the des
patch from Calcutta, January 10, 1924.

3lsitaramayya, Ope cit., p. 262.

32Calcutta, January 10, 1924.
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language. The pact was proposed to be ratified by a National

Convention. 33

Two paragraphs elicited special corr~ents from Consul General

Weddell. While the pact guaranteed full religious liberty, para-

graph five of the pact declared that "no government funds shall be

given for the promotion of denominational institutions." Weddell

thought that this might "strike a severe blow at many educational

institutions maintained in large measure by foreign contributions

but which received government funds.,,34 Another paragraph which

struck Weddell related to free India's role in Asia, thus envisag-

ing India's future foreign policy. It was quoted in extenso and

reads as follows:

While cherishing feelings of the most friendly nature
towards all nations of the world at large it is further re
solved that the people of India should participate in the
formation of a Federation of Eastern countries to be es
tablished for purposes of mutual help in trade and commerce
and the emancipation of the East from economic exploitation
and domination by Europe and with a view to encourage and
support oriental culture and generally to maintain good
and friendly relat~gns between the various nationalities
allover the East.

Another fact which was brought to the notice of the

33
Calcutta, February 14, 1924.

35~.
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Department of State was the beginning of Japanese propaganda in

India. Weddell found that the Japanese Consulate General was con-

stantly giving out to the Indian press declarations of Japanese

statesmen setting out Japanese point of view, especially in relation

to the United States. He noted with concern that even the moderate

Bengalee commented that there was a cha.nce of "Tokyo coming to the

rescue of the Philippines" and of Japan adding "feather to her cap

by bringing Washington on her knees over this matter.,,36

The advent to power of the British Labor party in England was

looked upon by the Indian opposition hopefully and there was expec-

tation that much would be done to me8t their national aspirations.

But the appointment of Sir Sidney Oliver in place of Josiah Wedg-

wood as the head of India office caused surprise and disappointment

in Indian circles. On the top of it came Labor Prime Minister

Ramsay Hacdonald's statement that "No party in Britain will be

cowed by threats of force or of policies designed to bring Govern-

ment to a standstill, and if any Indian sections are under the delu

sion that it is not so, events will sadly disappoint them. 1I37 Ap-

parently he was referring to the declared Swarajist policy of ob-

struction within the councils to wreck the reform scheme. This

brought a great relief to the British circle in India who had shown

distinct uneasiness at the Labor party's coming to power. Soon it

was evident that there was to be no chani;e in the British policy

37~.



towards India or any consequent effect on the policies of the Gov-

ernment of India.

As a result political conditions in India reached a crisis dur-

ing the month of March, 1924. Already the Assembly had voted

Pandit Motilal Nehru's amendment in favor of "a Round Table Confer-

ence to recommend a scheme of Full Responsible Government." The

Legislative Assembly at Delhi and the Bengal Legislative Council

"out voted" Government demands for supplies. The Viceroy had to

use his power of "Certification" to declare the outvoted Finance

Bill to be law. Althoug'h the pro-Government press bandied it as

"illogical,lI "unjustified," "futile," lI childish," lI s illyll and·"in

effectual,1I38 the Swarajists considered it their achievement. The

action of the Assembly was tantamount to the refusal of supplies,

although it could not be effective in this case because of the ex-

traordinary powers vested in the Governor General in Council under

the Government of India Act 1919. American Consul General Alexander

w. Weddell then in Delhi had conversation on this subject as well

as on the working of the reform scheme with Hohammed Ali Jinnah, a

member of the Legislative Assembly from Bombay's Mohammedan dis-

trict. Jinnah told Weddell that the "so-called Reform Act was a

sham" and the opposi tion was IIbidding for world public opinion. ,,39

Meanwhile, Mahatma Gandhi because of his sudden illness and

operation was released from prison. It is significant to note that

shortly after his release, the American Consul in Bombay,

38Calcutta, April 3, 192~·.

39Ibid •-
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Mr. Wilbur Keblinger had an interview wit}) Gandhi for an hour during

which he discussed with Hahatma "almost all phases of his policy of

non-eo-operation and non-violence as a means to attain Swaraj for

India." In a comprehensive report to the Department of State, Con-

sul Keblinger described Gandhi as a man "with high sense of duty to-

wards the people. II Gandhi was reported to have expressed pleasure

at meeting a representative of the United States. Keblinger how-

ever, explained to him that his "visit had no political significance

and resulted from a personal desire on his part to meet a disting-

uished Indian. II Gandhi stated that llhe quite understood" but smil-

ing and in good humor expressed that "he never lost an opportunity

to advertise his policy or to put propaganda in motion.,,40

Keblinger's despatch was first received at the Division of

p

Far Eastern Affairs of the Department of State which recommended

commendation to Consul Keblinger. A note from the Division of Far

Eastern Affairs to the Chief, Division of Western European Affairs,

Hr. W. R. Castle Jr., stated that it was "an interesting report,"

but as it was not even marked 'Confidential', fear was expressed

40Bombay, !'J.arch 28, 1924; Keblinger's He:;::ort of his inter
view with Gandhi covered eight foolscap size typed pages and while
conveyed his general impressions he gathered from his meeting with
Mahatma as a man also dealt with varied topics as fitness of India
for self-government, Gandhi's understanding of the masses, uplift
of suppressed classes, Swarajists' entrance into the Councils, the
Non-Co-operation policy, size of the Indian Army, when Swaraj will
be obtained, Hindu-Muslim unity and cloth-making and Independence.
It shows that Keblinger had a long and fruitful conversation
during which he discussed with Gandhi his entire program.
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that "such an interview, if known, would be full of dynamite. ,1 41

Later Wilbur J. Carr, on behalf of the Secretary of State, in his

note to Keblinger acknowledged that his report of interview with

Gandhi had been "received and read with interest." 'l'he note while

stating that lIinformation of this character was always helpful to

the Department,1I and that "his enterprise in securing it was appre-

ciated," also appended a cautioning paragraph. Keblinger was ad-

vised to lIexercise the greatest discretion in interviewing indivi-

duals, the association with whom, in view of their political be-

liefs, might give rise to embarrassment. 1I l1oreover, all information

so obtained was to be "handled in the most confidential manner

possible. 11
42

After Gandhi's release Consul General Weddell felt that there

was a comparative lull in political affairs in India. Liberals met

in Allahabad and decided to send a delegation to Bnglano, consisting

of their President, Sir Tej Bahadur Sapru, and Mrs. Annie Besant

to place before the Labor Government India's political needs and as-

pirations. The radical Indian opinion however, which had counted

much from the Labor Government, was already disillusioned and hoped

41
u. S. Department of State, note from the Division of Far

Eastern Affairs to the Chief of the uivision of Western European
Affairs, May 2, 1924. See NA, BQQ, Index No. - 845. 00/422.

42
u.S. Department of State, a note from Wilbur J. Carr to

Consul Wilbur Keblinger, May 10, 1924, NA, ~, Index No. 845.
00/422.
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nothing spectacular from the Labor leaders. 43 The All-India Mus-

iim League, somewhat moribund during the activity of the more

vigorous Khilafat organization, had come under the control of the

more moderate Mohammedan element when it had held its 15~ annual

session at Lucknow in ~~rch 1923. 44 For the forthcoming Lahore

Session (1924), it elected Mohammed Ali Jennah as its President.

The President-elect soon declared that the League would hencefor-

ward "concentrate Mohammedan opinion on the question of the present

constitution and to further harmonious relations between the Hindus

and Hohammedans. II I<Ir. Jinnah' s statement drew from Consul General

Weddell the significant remark that "this great question of the re

lations getween the two communities was fresh and perennial.,,45

But soon the issuance of statements by Mahatma Gandhi and the

Swarajist leaders Messrs C. R. Das and Pandit Xotilal Nehru after

their Juhu conversations taking seemingly ~ontrary positions on

boycott and non-eo-operation bewildered Weddell and consequently

he :reported to the Department of ,state that "political conditions

in India again seemed to be ir: a very fluid state." In Weddell's

opinion Gandhi's declaration that he was not only for the boycott

of British goods especially cloth, but for the boycott of all for-

eign cloth appeared to be an outcome of his idiosyncrasies. Weddell

remarked: ('Gandhi has apparently from time to time confused

43Calcutta, Hay 8, 1924.

44Calcutta, Hay 3, 192~·.

45Calcutta, June 3, 1924.
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personal idiosyncrasies with political and economic principles.,,46

Weddell believed that India industrially was hardly i~a position to

meet her own needs of cottons, and hence Gandhi's ideas appeared to

him economically unsound. Although Gandhi seemed to be "a changed

and softened man," he had not given up his opposition to council

entry. On this primar~ issue he found in Gandhi's own words that

"there was an honest and fundamental difference" between Gandhi and

Messrs. Das and Nehru. For Gandhi council-entry was inconsistent

with non-cooperation, although he also conceded that once the

Swarajists were inside the legislatures, they were justified in pur

suing their policy of obstruction. 47

Messrs. C. R. Das and Pandit Motilal Nehru, on the other hand,

reaffirmed their conviction in the soundness of the Swarajist pro-

gram of council entry and its policy of obstruction within the leg-

islative bodies. They also claimed that it was consistent with non-

co-operation. They declared that within the legislative bodies the

Swarajists would continue to throw out any and all proposals by

which bureaucracy proposed to consolidate its power.
48

It was natural for ~eddell to foresee in this difference, a

definite parting of Gandhi froH: other party leaders, and containing

"seeds of disintegration of the whole opposition movement. 1I49 An

open split in the Congress seemed to be a fact accompli. In his

subsequent despatch Weddell reaffirmed his belief that lithe Indian

46Ibid•

48Ibid •

47Ibid.

49~.



National Congress was divided into two parties on the basis of the

methods to be pursued to attain home rUle.,,50 When the A. 1. C. C.

meeting at Ahmedabad held in the last week of June 1924, at the in-

sistence of Pandit Motilal Nehru, but with the concurrence of

Gandhi who had originally moved the yarn-franchise resolution del-

eted its penalty clause, it was described as a "pitifully patched-

up compromise ll and that "the split was avoided in name though not

in spirit.,,5
1

There was also reference to Gandhi's obsessior. with

his spinning program. 52 In Weddell's opinion Gandhi lacked many

of the characteristics of a great political leader. 53 On the other

hand, in the opinion of American official observers in India, the

Swaraj party and its leaders seemed to be more and more in the

forefront of the political life. Weddell was convinced that Das

was "proving to oe a much more virile and firing agitator and poli-

tician" than Gandhi, who in his opinion was "sinking into political

oblivivion.,,54 Later William L. Jenkins, the American Consul in

Charge in Calcutta also came to believe that Gandhi had come under

the complete domination of C. R. Das. In October, 1924, the Gov-

ernment of Bengal promulgated the Bengal Criminal Law Amendment,

ostensibly to cope with the growing seditious movement in Bengal,

50Calcutta, July 10, 1924.

51Ibid.

52Calcutta, August 6, 1924.

53Calcutta, October 9, 1924.

54Calcutta, September 4, 1924.
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but it was generally understood to be aimed at the Swaraj party.

Gandhi came to Calcutta and while he condemned anarchy and violent

methods, he criticized the Ordinance and described it a lawless

law of repression. Gandhi's denunciation of the Ordinance was con

sidered as an appeasement to the Swarajists, that in his overwhelm

ing desire to have Indian political parties present a united front

in the fight for autonomy he had "allowed hil!lSelf to become com

pletely dominated by Mr. C. R. Das and his fellow Swarajists and

has stigmatized the Ordinance as a bureaucratic and repressive

measure.,,55

Similarly, when Gandhi in November 1924, signed a pact at

Calcutta with Messrs C. R. Das and Fandit Motilal Nehru and agreed

in substance with their views on Council entry and boycott, and in

order to secure the co-operation of all parties, suspended non

cooperation as a National program, and allowed the Swaraj Party to

work in the legislative bodies on behalf of the Congress, it was

hailed as the high-water mark of Gandhi's political bankruptcy.

"He surrendered practically everything that he (Gandhi) still had to

surrender," remarked Consul General Julius G. Lay. "He may still

be considered a sincere social reformer, but he had proved conclu

sively that he was no politician." However, the Calcutta-pact was

approved by the A.I.C.C., which met at Bo~bay and was later en

dorsed by the Belgaum Congress, 1924, over which Gandhi himself

55Calcutta, November 12, 1924.
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But while doubts were expressed regarding Gandhi's political

leadership, there was general acknowledgment of the fact that he

had done everything in his power to bring about harmony among the

Hindu-Muslim communities in India. It was realized quite early as

an "axiomatic" fact by American official observers in India that the

success of any political scheme depended upon the drawing together

of Hindus and Muslims.57 In view of the great importance of this

question of Hindu-J'.Iuslim unity "in relation to present and future

political conditions in India" , Consul General Alexander W. Weddell

had sent to the Department's perusal Gandhi's article on "Hindu-

Huslim Tension--its Causes and Cure" pUblished in Young India (Hay

29, 1924) which urged both the communities to remove friction and

irritation "through voluntary efforts. 1I58

In spite of Gandhi's persistent efforts and tenacity to pro-

mote communal unity to the chagrin of all, in the latter part of

1924 there was outbreak of baneful communal riots in various parts

of India. There was rioting in Delhi, Gulburga, Nagpur, Lucknow,

Shahajahanpur, Allahabad, Jubbalpore, anG worst of all, at Kohat.

The events proved unbearable for Gandhi, who as a penance and a

prayer of his bleeding heart commenced a twenty-one day fast on

56Bombay, January 28, 1925; Madras, February 4, 7, 1925.

57Calcutta, ¥~y 8, 1924.

58Calcutta, June 3, 1924.
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September 18, 1924.59

According to American official observers in India, the an-

nouncement of the f&st caused great concern among the many friends

and admirers, Hindus and Mohammedans alike, of Mr. Gandhi. While

the people allover the country urged him to give up fast for the

sake of the country, the Mohammedans of Madras, Delhi and the Pun-

jab in response to the fast promised to entrust all their differ-

ences to arbitration and refrain from writing anything calculated

to stir up reli~ious friction. A Unity Conference of leading

Indians of all communities including non-official Englishmen and

native Christians met in Delhi and decided to set up a National

Panchayat for the resolution of communal differences. The Confer-

ence gave public recognition to the necessity of religious toler-

ance in all walks of life among the different communities. Jenkins

wrote: "There is no doubt but that the fast is having a far-reach-

ing effect throughout India." Vice Consul was however, not sure

whether the results would be more than temporary. In his view it

was the lack of eaucation among the Indians which chiefly accounted

for the continual friction between the two communities. It was among

the uneducated, as in all countries, that recourse to violence was

taken and the religious passion such as haa recently been witnessed

in India could be roused to sanguinary heights at almost any moment

among the mass of uneducated Indians. This friction could not be

59Calcutta, September 25, 1~24. See also enclosed clippings
from Young India (September 24, 1924); The statesman, September 25,
1924.



attributed solely to the failure of political leaders or the inabi-

lity of educated men of both communities to work together. Since

education was one of the best cures for intolerance, to Jenkins it

seemed to be the "only final solution of that great problem. • •

one of the chief obstacles to political autonomy and independence.,,60

In India the year 1924 was also replete with commissions and

committees, appointed by the Government of India in an apparent at-

tempt to adjust itself to the new conditions arising out of the

Montford Reforms. On the one hand, the dearth of British recruits

owing to the reluctance of young English graduates to serve under

superior Indian officers under uncertain political situations

necessitated the appointment of Lee Commission on the services which

recommended extraordinary and substantial increase in their compen-

sation. On the other hand, the radical transformation in the fiscal

system in the wake of the reform led to the institution of a Tax-

at ion Inquiry Commission. But the most important of them all was

the appointment of the Reforms Inquiry Committee to examine the

working of the Montford Reform. From its Chairman, Sir Alexander

Muddiman, it derived its designation, the Muddiman Committee. Among

its Indian members were Sir Tej Bahadur Sapru and Mohammed Ali

Jinnah. Pandit Motilal Nehru, the leader of the Swaraj party in

the Legislative Assembly (Delhi) declined an invitation to serve on

the Muddiman Committee. Jinnah, who agreed to sit, nevertheless,

60Calcutta, September 25, 1924, October 13, 1924.



expressed regret that the scope and extent of the enquiry was

"limited lt and "contrary to the views which he held" and that It no

real advance within the Act was possible, especially in the Central

61Government. It

Still, it came as an evidence of the approach of quieter con-

ditions or, at least, was thought so by the American Consul in

charge in Calcutta, William L. Jenkins. While some causes of dis-

content remained, the prospect seemed to be that political progress

in the country would be "along peaceful lines." At the moment how-

ever, the power of the opposition to accelerate that progress be-

yond the desires of the Government was weak. 11oreover, because of

Britain's economic preponderance and enormous capital investment in

Ind~a, Jenkins did not think that the British authorities were go-

ing to permit any chan<;e that Vlould affect their position and the

62welfare of the country.

In view of this and the limited terms of reference of the

Muddiman Committee, no spectacular changes were expected. But by

and large the witnesses who were examined by the Commission were

practically unanimous in suggesting that the only satisfactory

course to pursue was to end the so-called "dyarchylt. One witness
6

said that IIdyarchy can be mended only by being ended. 1t :;

61
Calcutta, July 10, 1924.

62calcutta, July 10, 1924, a confidential report under sepa
rate cover antitled lIGeneral Review of Political Conditions in India.

63Calcutta, September 4, 1924. Enclosed clipping from ~
statesman, Sept. 4, 1926.



The report of the I·iuddiman Committee was published early in

March 1925. Soon after its publication American Consul General

Julius G. Lay transmitted to the Department of State five copies of

the report under separate cover, of whic~ one was intended for the

Government of the Phillipine Islands.
64

There were practically two

reports, the majority report representing official viewpoint did not

touch the question of constitutional reform at all. The minority

report which vias sit;;ned among others by Sir Tej Bahadur Sapru

and M. A. Jinnah on the other hand, recognized the failure of dy-

archy as a settled fact and reco~~ended definite steps towards con

stitutional advance. It represented ~nofficial Indian opinion. 65

Meanwhile, the Viceroy Earl of Readins was expected to visit Zng-

land in April, 1925. AlthoUg~ it was officially anno~nced as a per-

sonal visit, Consul General Lay wrote to the Department of State

that it was really intended to discuss the Indian situation with

the Secretary of State for India in the light of the Report of the

Heforms :i!;nquiry Committee (Huddiman Committee). 66 l·ir. F. A. Ster-

ling, the American Charge de Affaires ad interim in London also

expressed similar view i~ this connection.

64It has to be noted that in accordance with the Department
of state's Instruction of February 26, 1923 (File No. 105 P.I.
(219), an additional copy of the report frow the American Consul
ate General in Calcutta was regularly being sent to the Dept. since
April 1923, intended for the use of the Government of the ?hilippine
Islands.

65Calcutta, harcl1 12, 1925. For details of Ue report see
N. N. Mitra, The Indian Quarterly Register, Jan.-June 1925 (Calcutta:
Annual Register Office, 1925), pp. 37-65.

66Culcutta, March 12, 1925.
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Mr. Sterling informed the Secretary of State that Lord Read

ing's visit to England might "serve as a fitting opportunity for the

Government to define its Indian policy more clearly." He however,

stated that the Embassy had recently been advised that there was

"little probability of any substantial alterations of the Hontagu

Chelmsford Constitution in the immediate future." Even the modest

views of Professor Rushbrook Williams to the effect that the Indian

people as a whole were now becoming affected with a desire for home

rule were IInot shared by many responsible officials in the India

office," who believed that the vast majority of the peoples were

profoundly indifferent to the problem of how they were ruled and

had little or no interest in political affairs. No doubt there ex

isted in Great Britain extreme divergence of opinion in regard to

the policy which should be pursued in India, but all political par

ties were "substantially in agreement that India as a whole was

unable to govern itself at the present time." The prevailing im

pression seemed to be that since the advent of the Conservative

Government to power, conditions had materially changed in India and

the belief was that if the present Government followed a firm but

moderate policy, the divisions in the ranks of Indian extremists

would be accelerated, the moderates who had of late shown more

disposition to cooperate with the reforms, would be strengthened,

and that the next two or three years should show material progress

in the political education of India toward a greater capacity for
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government.

C. R. Das and the Swaraj party however, had not given up its

fight against the Star-Chamber methods of government. The latest

evidence of their continuing struggle had been the defeat of the

Bengal Government in the Council in its a~tempt to regularize the

Bengal Ordinance. In the opinion of Consul General Lay the triumph

of the Opfosition showed that the ideas of non-eo-operation were

still worldng. 67 But while Das had continued his struggle against

the Government's responsive policies, he had also shown readiness

for reconciliation with the Government. His new manifesto had de-

nounced violence and political assassination in the severest terms.

Moreover, he had offered hand of cooperation to the Government, if

only the Government could seize it. Das's gesture, an "olive

branch" as it was termed had been welcomed by Lord Birkenhead, the

Conservative Secretary of State for India. Das carried further this

theme in Faridpur address at the Bengal Provincial Conference on

May 2, 1925. In what was to become his last political testament,

Das pronounced his terms of settlement. He declared that Britain's

recognition of India's right to Swaraj would pave the way for 00-

operation with the Government. He again repudiated violence as a

means of gaining Swaraj, which he said was not in keeping with

India's historical traditions. Das also dwelt on the "advantages

66London, Harch 24, 1924; despatch from American Embassy,
London, No. - 1137, ~, ~, Index 845. 01/21.

67Calcutta, January 8, 28, 1925.
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of being partner in the Commonwealth of Nations, the British Em

pire" and passionately pleaded for peace. 68

In response to Das's offer Lord Birkenhead made a speech in

the House of Lords and reiterated that the Reforms co~ld not be

hastened by the tactics of restless impatience and still less by

violence. The date of the Royal Commission to review the Montford

Reform could only be accelerated if the res?onsible Indian leaders

evinced genuine desire to co-operate in making the best of the pres-

ent constitution, i.e., "dyarchy." This however, had already been

rejected by the Indians, moderates and the extremists alike. Al-

though Consul General Lay characterized Birkenhead's declaration a

"considered statement," the Swarajists refused to accept the posi-

tion assigned to them: "We cannot cooperate merely to strengthen

the hold of Britain on India.,,69

In the meantime the Swarajist hands were being strengthened

by Gandhi. He had been doing his utmost for the Swaraj party. He

had yielded more and more, and ultimately so much more that it ap-

peared that he had effaced himself. After the death of C. E. Das on

June 16, 1925,70 Gandhi in a letter to Pandit Motilal Nehru absolved

the Swaraj party from the pact he had with Das thus cancelling the

68
Calcutta, April 16, 1925; July 30, 1925, report of the

po1i tico-economic conditions L.India during the month of April, Hay,
June and JUly.

69Calcutta, July 30, 1925, Ope ci~~

70The American Consul General Lay described the death of C. R.
Das, a loss to the Indian cause. In his opinion "while Hr. Gandhi
had been the spiritual leader of the Swaraj movement, Das had been,
without doubt, its ablest political leader--the tactical brain which
had directed and determined policy." See Calcutta, July 30, 1925.
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spinning franchise, and placed at the disposal of Pandit Motilal

Nehru the whole machinery of the Congress. Shortly before this

transpired, Consul General Lay had an interview with Gandhi in which

Mahatma expressed the view that while his spinn~.ng program had not

made much headway, it was "accomplishing much in this direction

politically, aside from the disciplinary effects on the people."

But to Lay it appeared that Gandhi's political influence was on the

wane, so much so that "he was not even, in the Indian sense, a poli

tician and had ~one of the qualities of a political leader. 117l

American Consul General Lay was not alone who thou;htthat Gandhi was

politically a spent force. The New Statesman in an article en-

titled "The Calm in India," which was transm:i.. tted to the Secretary

of the American Embassy in London, also commented that "the Swaraj

party, as at present known and organized, may wax or wane; but it

seems to be unquestionable that Mr. Gandhi need no longer be reck

oned with as a political force.,,7 2 The real significance of Gandhi's

voluntary self-effacement and abandonment of yarn franchise were how-

ever, not understood by many. But, in the opinion of Richardson in

Karachi, there was "still live :::park in the ashes from the fires

kindled by Gandhi. ,,73

The report of the Reforms Inquiry Committee was presented to

71Calcutta, July 30, 1925, Ope cit.

72London, October 28, 1924; American Embassy despatch from
London, ~, ~, Index No. 845. 00/490.

73Karachi, August 31, 1925.
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the Central Legislative Assembly on September 7, 1925 by nome Kem

ber, Sir Alexander Muddiman (formerly the Chairman of the Commit-

tee), who moved a resolution recommending to the Governor General

in Council the acceptance of the principles underlying the majority

r0port of the Committee. To this a joint Swarajist-Independent

amendment was tabled by Pandit Motslal Nehru, the leader of the

Swaraj party in the Legislative Assembly. The Nehru amendment

which was adopted by the Assembly by 72 to 45 votes against the

Government, called upon His ~1ajeaty's Government to make an imme-

diate declaration in Parliament indicating the establishment of

full responsible goverllwent in India and to summon a representative

conference to formulate a scheme of Dominion Constitution, with due

regards to the interests of the minorities, for enactment by farlia-

mente The Nehru amendment became the basis of what came to be

called the "National Demand," the rallying cry of the Swarjists and

the Indian nationalists in general. 74

At its annual session at Kanpur in December 1925, the Indian

National Congress gave overwhelming endorsement to the 'National De

mand'. Consul General Lay sent a very comprehensive report to the

Department of State on the Kanpur Congress which ran to 15 typed

pages. Reference was made to the "eloquent opening address to the

Congress" bJ' the President of the session, Mrs. Sarojeni Naidu

and to the luain resolution adopted by the Congress that if the Gov

ernment did not make a responsive gesture to the 'National Demand'

74calcutta, November 26, 1925.
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by the spring of 1926, the National Congress was to issue a mandate

to all those who came within its spheres to vacate their seats in

the central and provincial 1egislatures. 75 Lay however, considered

the policy formulated by the Swarajists to leave the legislatures as

a "futile plan.,,76

While the Indian National Congress was holding its annual ses-

sion at Kanpur, the Liberal party was simultaneously in session at

Calcutta. Mr. Lay noted that as distinguished from the Congress,

the Liberals believed that the working of the Constitution was a

powerful factor in strengthening the Indian case for the fuller

realization of full responsible government. But this party was com-

paratively small in number and did not make the popular appeal like

the Swarjists who stood for immediate independence. Although lib-

era1s also advocated attaining independence, it was through slower

method of improving the "reforms" offered by the British Govern

ment. 77

In contrast to both the Swarajists and Liberals and prominent

Hindu and l1uslim leaders like Gandhi and !'J.essrs Ali Brothers who em-

phasized the importance of Hindu-Muslim unity, Lay found that Sir

Abdur Rahim in his presidential address to the All-India Muslim

League at Aligarha laid stress on the formation of an exclusive and

independent Muslim party as a means to self-protection against a

75Calcutta, December 30, 1925_

76Calcutta, January 7, 1926.

77Ibid •
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Hindu movement inimical to Kuslim interests, which he characterized

as "the most serious challenge to thE:ir religion they had ever had

to meet since the Christian crusade." Hr. Lay however, expressed

the opinion that Sir Abdur Rahim's statement showed undue exaggera-

tion and that "he had sown more seeds of dissension at a time when

the whole country was striving to put an end to communal enmity and

bitterness and from this point of view his speech was a

misfortune.,,78

In the midst of all this political excitement, however there

was an official announcement that Rt. lion. E. F. L. ~ood, son and

heir of Lord Halifax was to succeed Lord Reading as the Viceroy and

Governor General of India. Wood was largely unknown in India, but

in the opinion of Mr. Lay, the British Government probably did not

wish to have a man at this junction in India who had been closely

associated with the contentious reforms and policies which marked

the political history of India during the last four or five years

and hence chose a non-controversial man. 79

Before leaving India Lord Reading made his penultimate speech

while opening the winter session of the Indian Legislative Assembly.

His speech was exceedingly conciliatory and touched on the constitu-

tional question. He deplored the meagre response he had received

79Calcutta, November 5, 1925; also see London, November 2,
-1925 and November 13, 1925; American Embassy's Weekly Report of

November 2, and exclusive repcrt of Nov. 13, 125, E!, ~, Index
No. 841. 00/887.
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from India but made a parting appeal for co-operation in working

80the reforms.

But instead of response as the British statesmen and admin-

istrators asked for, there was growing resistance. In pursuance to

the decision of the Kanpur Congress, the Swarajist members vacated

their seats in the Legislative Assembly in Delhi and from the pro-

vincial councils in Assam, Bihar and Orissa Bengal, Bombay, Burma

and the Punjab. In Delhi walk-out was staged on March 8, 1926

under the leadership of Pandit Motilal Nehru. Consul General Jul-

ius G. Lay found that this "dramatic demonstration" by the Swarajists

in the different legislative bodies aroused "considerable excite

ment in the country.,,81 American Vice-Consul in Bombay, Mr. Curtis

T. Everett however believed that by their withdrawal fro~ the Coun-

cils, Swarajists "lost a good opportunity to influence important

legislation.,,82 Consul General Lay also considered its effects to

be very doubtful, "certainly their proceedings had little effect

upon the Assembly and the demonstration was not likely to impress

the country. The only effect upon the Imperial problem in ~ng1and

could be to raise grave doubts as to India's fitness for her pres

ent constitution. 1I83

80Calcutta, January 26, 1926.

81calcutta, April 1, 1926.

82Bombay, March 27, 1926.

83calcutta, April 1, 1926.
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Political conditions in India seemed to be in a state of flux.

Impression was that none of the political parties possessed pro-

gram or policy that had a substantial chance of retaining a hold on

the people. Mr. Lay also saw that although Gandhi was still being

consulted by the Swarajist leaders, but what might have been

termed the spiritual plank in that party's program which he (Gandhi)

had supplied was no longer the keystone. On the top of it Gandhi

had announced his retirement from the politics for a year and the

Independents changed their slogan from "respoLsive co-operation"

to "discriminatory cooperation." In view of these vacillations

and confusion which reigned in Indian politics, Consul General Lay

observed:

Party dissensions and discussions for floating new
groups indicate better than anything else that the
country was not ready certainly for any change before
1929 in the Reform Constitua4on for which the
Swarajists were clamouring.

Although Motilal Nehru and Vithalbhai Patel were in spirit

unbending, many of their weaker brethern in the Central and Provin-

cial Assemblies had been affected by their close association with

the administration. By late 1925, signs of fissure were visible in

the Swarajist ranks. It first came to the fore in October, 1925,

when a Swarajist accepted an Executive Councillorship in the Central

Provinces. VJhile Pandi t Hotilal Nehru, the natioZlal leader of the

~ Ibid.
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(

Swaraj party condemned this action, many, especially in the ~ombay

Presidency, contended that this was as justifiable as Patel's ac-

ceptance of the Presidentship of the Legislative Assembly. The

controversy split the party. The leaders of the dissidents were

N. C. Kelkar and Mr. M. R. Jayakar. Their breach was further evi-

denced when the Swarajist dominated National Congress at its an-

nual session in Kanpur decided in favor of complete withdrawal from

the Council Chambers. Those to whom this decision was not palatable

broke away to form the party of Responsive Co-operation. The Lib-

erals and the Conservative elements in the country lent their sup

port to the Responsivists. 85 Moreover, to facilitate a common ap-

proach to constitutional question, through the efforts of Pandit

l''ladan l'lohan Halaviya, Vijayargha-Vachariar Charian and other Respon-

sivist leaders, a conference met in Bombay in the first week of

de-Bahadur Sapru and

- 86.t-'arty of India.

April 1926 under the Presidency of Sir Tej

cided to form a new partYt the Nationalist
~~;"';;"';';;';';;;;;;;'';;''';' ....;..ol'--;~'''';==';;'

The split in the Swarajist ranks was viewed by the American

Consular officers in India as an indication of disintegrating pro-

cess working in the Indian ~olitics. The American Consul in l~achi,

E. Verne Richardson took very extreme and bleak view of the situa-

tion in India. In view of the political discJssions in the coun-

try, he felt that the Indian longing for independence could at best

85Bombay, January 28, 1926.

86Bombay, April 28, 1926.
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be regarded as an "Utopia." He found in all British official acts

and policies "demonstrations of the superior wisdom of the govern

ment in power. u87 There is no doubt that Consul Richardson had a

tendency to take extreme and sometimes pro-British rather than neu-

tral view of the situation in India which was later pointed out by

American Consul General Robert Frazer in his confidential report to

88the Department of State.

Edward Wood raised to Earldom on his appointment as the Gov-

ernor General of India succeeded Lord Reading as Lord Irwin in

April 1926. 89 But hardly the new Viceroy had time even to look

around and take his bearings, he was brought face to face with the

most obstinate and persistent of all the many problems distracting

India in its progress towards nationhood. Soon after his arrival

the most serious outbreak of riots took place in Calcutta on April

2nd, 1926. A telegr~n to the Department of State sent from the Am-

erican Consulate General in Calcutta indicated that all business was

at standstill. 90 It gradually died down within a week. But hardly

87Karachi, January 30, 1926.

88The American Consul General Frazer in his comments on rtich
ardson's political reporting wrote: "He knows India well and writes
well and, if sometimes a little extreme and pro-British, rather than
neutral in his views, submitted interesting and well prepared re
ports." Similar opinion was expressed by Frazer regarding Consul
Keblinger of Bombay. Calcutta, April 3, 1929, Confidential Report
sent in compliance with Dept.'s General Instruction, Consular
No. 1040.

89calcutta, April 22, 1926.

90Telegram from the American Consulate General received at the
Dept. of State, April 7, 1926.



399

had there been comparative calm for two weeks than there was another

severe outbreak. The Bengal Government, which throughout remained

at Darjeeling, failed to foresee the outbreak and once rioting had

started did not take adequate steps to combat its momentum. That

the action taken by the authorities to quell the riots was inade

quate is corroborated by the statement of American Consul in Charge

in Calcutta, who said that lithe police were not strong enough to

control the situation." Leaders of both Hindu and Muslim communi

ties pleaded for more drastic measures. 91

American Consul in Charge Charles J. Pisar, referring to the

outbreak of the riots, said that the amity and animosity existing

between these two communities were "matters of psychology, tempera

ment, history and upbringing." Although there existed deep-seated

religious differences between the two major communities, in the

opinion of Charles Pisar, the reprehensible acts of the past weeks

were the works of "goondas or gunmen II who had been terrorizing

all classes of people irrespective of their religious affiliations.

To him riots ,were not an organized movement but an outbreak of com

munal violence which were taken advantage of by the "goonda elements

or the criminal classes." He found that the Swarajist Mayor of

Calcutta, J.M. Sen Gupta, described by Pisar as a product of Har

vard, had tried in vain to restore peace. Both Mayor Sen Gupta and

Maulana Abul Kalam Azad attributed the communal atrocities to the

"bad characters of the city." They also condemned the attitude of the

91Calcutta, April 8; May 1, 3, 6, 1926.



400

Government in hindering their efforts to educate the pUblic ol·inion

against the cult of communalism. Pandit Motilal Nehru categoric-

ally denied that these differences were inherent in the communities

rather they were the results of alien ru1e. 92

During most of the period when Calcutta went through communal

carnage, American Consul General Lay had been in Darjeeling, rest-

ing due to his illness, as the guest of the Bengal Governor, Lord

Lytton. Lytton confidentially told him that the riots caused con-

siderable concern to the Government. But the concern was "not so

much because of their effect on the local situation as the poli-

tical use that would be made of them in England by the opposition

Labor .i:-arty." So far it had an effect on Indian politics the Gov

ernment felt more setrngthened. 93

But there were other consular officials who did not view the

situation in the same light. American Consul Richardson found in

these outbreaks added evidence in support of what he called tlfree1y

recognized view that as 'East is East and West is West and never the

twain shall meet', 80 in the East are elements who can know no coal

escence.,,94 As usual his aplJraisa1 of the whole situation was exag-

erated. But even Richardson struck the keynote of the whole problem

when he ascribed the prevailing Hindu-Muslim discord to their acute

selfishness, acquisitive instincts and lust of official preferment.

92Ibid.

93Calcutta, May 6, 1926.

94Karachi, June 30, 1926.
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He significantly observed:

That this self-seeking which is at the root of the
communalism which is infecting the people of India to-day
is unquestionably true, although the actual outbreaks
which have lately occurred with such regrettable frequency
have been the work of the illiterate rather than that
of the enlightened classes. To trace the influence
of the leaders to the led may be difficult, but between
the two is an intimate relationship which even casual
investigation cannot fail to discover. In other
words somebody is paying or otherwise supporting the
actors in the continuous communal per~§rmance now be-

ing staged at various points in India.

There also prevailed in India an opinion that the political

and economic policies of the Government were designed to promote

communal strife and disunity. Some as usual attributed it to the

British policy of divide and rule. Consul General Lay did not find

justification in these accusations. In his opinion they were being

advanced by "anti-British politician and press" but he had also to

admit that "communal differences to perhaps make it easier for Great

Britain to govern India. 1l96 "Probably" he said, "there was no

truth in the allegation that British officials have intentionally

shown favoritism toward the Muslim community, but since the Reforms

started to operate in 1920 and provide for communal representation

in favor of the Muslims as a minority community there has been more

95!J&s!.

96Calcutta, July 22, 1926.
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communal strife than for many previous years." Lay however, justi-

fied the separate electorate and weightage given to the Muslim com-

munity on the ground that "the administration. was faced with the

task of bringing along two yoked partr.ers of unequal strength. 1I97

In view of ~he fact that there seemed to be much misconception out-

side India as regards the communal problem, that it was solely based

on religious differences, American Consul General thought it ad

bisable to report to the Department of State that it was more di-

rectly to political and economic causes that the rivalry between

the two communities could be traced. The principal cause of the

split between the communities was the feeling being fostered by

some leaders of the Mohammedan community that further advance to

wards self-government might mean Rindu domination. 98

Although Lord Irwin made no immediate move in the matter, his

concern for the recent unfortunate happenings in India was great. A

man imbued with deep religious devotion and humanitarian instinct,

the Viceroy availed the dinner held in his honor under the auspices

of the Chelmsford Club in Simla on July 17, 1926 to put all his

faith and fervor in his exhortation to the people of India "in the

name of Indian national life and of religion to rescue the good

name of India from the hurt which the present discord inflicts upon

it." American Consul General Lay was present at the dinner and the

Indians with whom he talked expressed themselves as greatly impressed

97Calcutta, August 5, 1920.

98simla, September 2, 1926.
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with Viceroy's sincerity and frankness. 99 Lord Irwin continued to

appeal for sanity and reasonableness and :uring his visit to :3ombay

when he was presented an address on behalf of the Huslim community,

he cautioned them not to regard the communal represe~tati0n as an end

in itself, but as a means to the common cause of service to India.

In contrast to Irwin's "Lincolnesque ll eXhortation, Lord Birkenhead,

Secretary of State for India warned the two major communities to

compose their differences without which there could be no further

d . f 100a vance ~n re orms.

ther as a result of Irwin's earnest appeal, Pandit Motilal Nehru

and Abul Kalam Azad, who had long realized the baneful effect of

communal feeling in India sponsored the formation of an Indian Na-

tional Union, a non-political organization to combat communalism.

Consul General Lay thought that prospect of the success of the Union

lib . ht ,,101was r~g •

In the meantime both Lord Birkenhead and Lord ~interton, Sec-

retary and Assistant Secretary of State for India, in their state-

ments to the British Parliament had welcomed the formation of the

Nationalist Party of India. In it they saw the emergence of a strong

united moderate party pledged to cooperate with the Government in

working the Montford Reforms. 102 There were signs that the Swarajist

99Simla, July 22, 1926.

100Simla, August 5, 1926.

101Simla, September 2, 1926.

102Simla, August 5, 1926; a separate despatch on the same date
under separate cover.



404

ranks were being thinned. Disgusted with what he called the illogi-

cal walking-in and walking-out of the Swarajists, Lala Lajpat Rai

left the Swaraj party. He considered the Swarajist policy of walk-

out as distinctly harmful to the Hindus. But despite disintegrat-

ing tendencies, American Consul General Lay did not consider the

Nationalists as a match for the Swarajists, who through their power-

ful organization and continuous work retained their hold on the

electorate. Under the circumstances the Swaraj Party although

weakened was nevertheless still strong in comparison to other par-

ties. It was supported by Gandhi and the All India Congress Commit-

tee which according to Hr. Lay had almost become "a sort of Tammany

of the Swaraj party." Added to it was the disaffection of even the

Moderates and Liberals with the existing constitution. While in

Simla, Lay had met the leader of the i'ioderate Independent group, Er.

Nohammed Ali Jinnahl03 who told him that "he (Jinnah) and his co1-

leagues were losing interest in attending the Assembly which was

nothing but a debating society.,,104

Consul General Lay did not think that any f~ndamental issues

were involved in the election which was to be held in 1926. All

favored Swaraj which meant Self-Governing Dominion Status. If

l03Jinnah was the leader of the Independent group in the Leg
islative Assembly, although he was closely associated with the Muslim
League in public life and represented Bombay 11u61im Constituency.
As yet, there was no separate Muslim parliamentary group in the
Assembly.

104simla, September 2, 1926.
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there was any difference, it was only as regards the methods to be

used to obtain the goal. This could be reduced to cooperation ver-

sus non-eo-operation. Cnly the Swarajists were explicit ir. seeking

a mandate to continue their policy of obstruction, which "might be

sUicidal, but it was nevertheless a clear program.,,105 In the pre-

vailing confusion the only other clear issue and influence seemed

to be the fateful Hindu-Muslim strife. The American Consul in

Madras rightly stated that formidable obstacles in progress towards

the ascendancy of political over communal ideas was comffiunal repre-

sentation. "Based on such a communal representation, the continued

adherence to communal ideas was more to be expected than other-

. ,,106
w~se. Enlightened Indian politicians realized that "the virus

of communalism injected in this campaign was an evil and a serious

menace to the development of civic consciousness and national life

in India.,,107 Later .anerican Consul General Lay reported that not

only the hohammedans but Liberals also who claimed to stand for "re-

sponsive cooperation" acquired its strength not by reason of poli-

. 1 d b t b II' t h . 1 . f 1" ,,108t~ca cree u y ~ s c amp~onSl~p 0 re ~g~on.

In the opinion of Consul General Lay the vital importance of

the election of 1926 lay in the fact that the fundamental principle

l05Calcutta, November 11, 1926.

106Madras, Cotober 11, 1926.

107Calcutta, November 11, 1926.

108Calcutta, December 9, 1926.
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embodied in the reform experiment was being put to the final test

to ascertain how far the Indian people were to be trusted not only

in the management of their own affairs, because that after all was

primarily to be their own concern, but "to provide adequate protec

tion to the very large financial and political interests acquired

by the British people in India. 1I This was the r'main issue in the

present reform experiment. II In this however, l-ir. Lay found poli

ticans of the dominant political party wanting. By appealing to the

people on the platform of non-eo-operation they would fail to in

spire confidence among the people of England. They must realize,

the Consul General stated, that the British Parliament could not be

r.::xpected to sanction any change until "it was reasonably assured

that the large British interests in India would normally be safe in

the hands of the Indian legislature.,,109

The triennial general election under the Government of India

Act 1919 resulted in slight reduction in Swarajist strength. But

the election did not fulfil the high expectations of the British

statesmen that the electorate would withdraw its support completely

from the Swarajist policy of obstruction. The Swarajists who had so

long functioned under the banner of the Swaraj party as the accredited

parliamentary wing of the National Congress now took over the name

of the parent body and became the Congress Party. It still remained

the largest single party in the Legislative Assembly. ?andit

Motilal Nehru led a contingent of 45 Congress members, as compared

109Calcutta, November 11, 1~26.
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to 18 Nationalists and the same number of Independents. Although

the Congress performance was not so impressive in other provinces,

in Madras it won a decisive victory defeating the Justicists who

had worked the dyarchy for the last six years.
110

So with the ex-

ception of Madras, chances were that dyarchy would have be~ter trial.

But there was nothing to suggest that the experiment would be suc-

cessful. The election results showed that the country was sharply

divided on the issue of co-operaticn versus non-cooperation. Lay

however, felt that the verdict of the country showed a reversion

of public feeling against the Swarajist tactics and their poli

cies. lll At best, the verdict of the country was doubtful.

While the country was still analyzing the election results,

on December 23, 1926, Swami Sradhananda, a Hindu champion of

proselytism, was murdered by a Muslim fanatic. Although both the

Hindu and Muslim leaders joined hands in condemning the dastardly

crime, Consul General Lay had no doubt that "the effect of the as-

sassination on the nationalist movement in India tended further to

widen the breach between the hindu and Muslim communities. 1l112 On

the top of it M. A. Jinnal~, while moving a resolution on the con-

stitutional reforms at the annual session of the Muslim League de-

clared his unmistakable opposition to the concept of the mixed

electorate and any territorial redistribution that might adversely

110
Calcutta, December 9, 1926, February 17, 1927.

III -
Calcutta, Uanuary 6, 1927.

112Calcutta, December 30, 1926.
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affect the Muslim majority in the Punjab, Bengal and the North-

West-Frontier Province. That the communal problem was eating into

the nation's vitals daily became clearer. In the opinion of Consul

General Lay it showed the difficulty of bridging "the gulf between

the two communities in the country.,,113

Meanwhile, the Indian National Congress also met at its an-

nual session in December 1926 at Gauhati under the presidentship of

Srinivas Iyenger. It reaffirmed its policy of refusing offices as

the gifts of the Government and reiterated its faith in resistance

to the bureaucracy within the councils. The wearing of Khaddar

(home spun) was made compulsory at all times for the members of the

Congress. The significance of this decision was explained by

Gandhi who said that it would serve as "a golden link connecting

the masses of the people with their leaders in the making of Swaraj

in the country a reality to masses and classes alike." For the

first time, a Congress President in his address made direct refer-

ence to the problem of Indian States. "The people of British India,

where they were fighting for Swaraj," said President Iyenger, "were

entitled to have the Indian States brought into line with British

I d · ,,114n J..a.

The reference to the question of reforms in the Native States

created quite a sensation. American Consul Bichardson considered it

113,
Calcutta, Uanuary 6, 1927.

l14Ib · "J..Q.
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"letting out of the bag a cat whose hidden presence there had been

long suspected." He also predicted rather prophetically that the

Congress would "dare to do what the British Government had never

yet dared to suggest--amalgamate the Native states with British

India under a common constitution." But having long evinced a

tendency to hold extreme views and very often giving expression to

pro-British sentiment, Consul Richardson referred to the Congress

as "an iconoclastic organization which holds annual meetings at

which anti-British feelings of delegates find free expression in

oratory of a flagrantly disloyal and subversive order." He further

described the Congress as "a decadent body of disappointed politi

cians predominantly Hindu. 1I115 While Consul General Lay in part

agreed with Richardson that the Congress at the time was far less

national and very largely Hindu, he still considered the Hational

Congress to be'~he keystone of the national movement in India. llll6

Meanwhile, Lord Irwin's announcement in the Legislative As-

sembly for the despntch of Indian troops to China for the protec-

tion of ~hat he called legitimate British interest, and the lives of

British nationals from the violence of nationalist Chinese in the

British Zones of the port cities, led to violent attacks on the

Government on the floor of the Assembly and in the nationalist

117press. The A. I. C. C. meeting in May, 1927 characterized the

ll5Karachi, February 5, 1927.

l16Calcutta, January 6, April 21, May 5, 1927.

117Calcutta, February 17, 1927.
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Government of India's decision to send troops to China "an unwar-

ranted and unrighteous interference in China's struggle for freedom"

and expressed the sympathy of the Indian people "with the brave

t d f th Ch ' 1· t 1" d . t· ,,118 I ths an 0 e lnese peop e agalns a len omlna lon. n e

Indian nationalist sympathy and support for China's independence,

Consul General Lay discerned the growing impact of Chinese nation-

alism on the Indian nationalist movement. Drawing the attention of

the Department of State "to the importance to India of Chinese

situation" Lay observed "The repercussion upon the nationalist

movement in this country (India) will be more apparent as China

gradually throws off foreign control,,,119

The opening session of the new Legislative Assembly was marked

by a bitter discussion over the release of Bengal detenues. The

issue had been made more acute by the election to the Central Legis-

lative Assembly of Subhas Chandra Bose, a political detenue, who

according to Consul General Lay was livery popular in this (Calcutta

Consular) district," A motion for the release of political prison-

ers was carried by 63 votes to 50, amounting "to a vote of censure

of the Government.,,120 It was during this opening session that

Sir Sankaran Nair moved a resolution in the Upper House of Indian

Legislature, i.e., the Council of State, that unless the communal

representation was abolished there should be no further grant of

118
Calcutta, May 5, 1927; also see Bombay, Jan. 28, 1927;

Madras, February 7, 1927.

119Calcutta, February 17, 1927_

120Ibid •
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reforms. This turned the attention of the whole country again to

the peril which the communal representation posed. Consul General

Lay found that there was general belief shared even by many British

Statesmen that communal representation had "tended to perpetuate

than dissolve" the malaise. Lay had a feeling that "unless Gandhi

can bring about a genuine change of heart, the problem of government

and administration in India will continue to be colored by communal

sentiment.,,122

The discussion of the problem in the Council of State had one

salutary effect. There took place a conference of Mohammedan lead-

ers in Delhi under the presidentship of M. A. Jinnah. It decided

in favor of the institution of joint electorate on the basis of cer

122a
tain qualifying proposals. The Delhi proposals as they carne

to be known were received by the sober sections of the Hindu, Mus-

lim and Parsi communities with universal commendation as "a good

b . . . th . ht d' t' ..122beg1nn1ng 1n e r1g 1rec ·~on.··

the Indian National Congress circles.

There was jubiliation in

But if the Congress wel-

corned it, the Council of the Punjab Hindu Sabha and other Muslim

leaders led by Suhrawadry expressed disapproval of the Delhi pro-

posals. This made Consul Richardson in Karachi remark that "this

was typical of the whole course of the so-called Hindu-Muslim unity

123movement during the pest six or more years."

122
Calcutta, April 21, 1927.

122aIbid • Also see Karachi, April 2, 1927.

122bBombay, March 28, 1927.

123Karachi, April 2, 1927.
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But while the Indian leaders were engaged in introspection

and finding solution of the bedevilled communal problem, India

passed through a serious.~orm following the publication in America

in May 1927 of Katherine Mayo's Mother India. 123a The incident be-

came an episode in Indo-American relations which temporarily stirred

emotions and caused a passing rancour. Miss 11ayo had not only as-

saul ted the social and moral strongholds of Hinduism; her book was

a scornful indictment of a whole way of life, written with the pas-

sion of a preacher but the status of a tourist. It was then widely

suggested that the British Government had sponsored it. The Ameri-

qan Vice-Consul in Charge in Calcutta, Mr. Richard R. Willey ac-

quainted the Department of State with the "furious storm of pro-

test ll the book had aroused from Indians. He wrote that the Indians

"consider the book not only defama tor;,;, of all Indians, but thoroughly

"deroagtory. He further stated that the book was considered "a piece

of British propaganda published purposely that it will have a pre-

jUdicial effect on the investigations of the statutory commission

and also that it will prejudice British public opinion that Britain

124
will not be willing to concede any further measure of reform."

Vice Consul Willey had no doubt that in the impendinG task of re-

moulding India's Constitution, "the book was a distracting

and
123aK th .a er~ne

Co., 1927).

124
Calcutta,

Hayo, Nother India (New York: Harcourt Brace

August 15, 1927.
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influence.,,125 Only Gandhi seemed aloof from the frenzy over

Mother India. To the Hahatma it was "a drain inspector's report"

a book"unfit to be placed before Americans and Englishmen" but a

book that "every Indian can read with some degree of profit. 1I126

In less than a year another American official Consul General,

Robert Frazer Jr, wrote to the ~ecretary of 0tate that Mother

India "seems to have been read by everyone who can read English in

tbis country." He pointed out that the book had given an added im-

petus to the social reform movement and especially to efforts for

more effective legislation to outlaw child marriage. Frazer also

noted that many denials of the statements contained in the book had

been made and several books had been written by Indians in refuta-

tion. but in bis opinion, they contained little but recrimination

and allegations, largely quoted from a book of JUdge Lindsey127

regarding social conditions in the United States.
128

If Miss Mayo provoked recriminations in India and threatened

to damage American image in IndiR, Jabez T. Sunderland's India in

Bondage tried to undo the adverse effects of Mother India. In

contrast to Miss Mayo's brief, designed to prove India's congenital

125Ibid •

126Hahatma Gandhi, Drain Inspector's Report," Young India,
1927-1928 (Madras: S. Genesan, 1935), p. 348.

127Reference is here to Judge Benn B. Lindsey's Book, Revolt
£! Modern Youth (New York: 1927). Extracts from Lindsey's book was
extensively quoted by C.S. Ranga Iyev in his Father India, A Reoly
to Mother India (London: Selwyn and Blount Ltd., Nov. 1927).

128
~alcutta, June 10, 1928.
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capacity for self-government, the theme of Sunderland's book was

India's right to freedom and a place among the Great Nations based

on the famous dictum of Abraham Lincoln that "No nation is gooe

enough to rule another nation." Sunderland said that the book was

not an accident, but a necessity because "a great, historic nation,

t 1 · f f d d d . ,,129s rugg ~ng or ree om, eman s a vo~ce. Maybe, as Dr. Earl

Robert Schmidt says, Bunderland was less successful in America,130

but he undoubtedly won the heart of India. The book was simul-

taneously pUblished in America and India in 1929. But in India it

was promptly suppressed. American Consul General informed the Do-

partment of State that Mr. S. K. Das, the editor of a Bengali

journal, "Sanibarer Chiti" and Hr. Ramananda Chatterjee, editor of

The Modern Review were taken into custody by Bengal Government for

having printed and published Sunderland's India in Bondage.131 This

was another illustration of British Government's double-faced policy

and dual standards in dealing with the circulation of books and read-

ing materials. While Miss Mayo's book containing questional state-

ments regarding India was given free circulation, a far more sober

and scholarly work by a distinguished American ~as banned in India

for supporting Indian freedom.

129Jabez T. Sunderland, India in Bondage (New York: Lewis
Copeland Co., 1929), pp. II-VI.

130Earl Robert Schmidt, "American Relations with South Asia,
1900-1940, unpublished Ph.D. dissertation in International Relations,
University of Penna., 1955), p. 233.

131Calcutta, June 28, 1929.
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In India the question of the Statutory Commission had loomed

large. Irwin in his address to the autumn session of the Legisla

tive Assembly however, did not break the political suspense. There

was no reference to the commission. Instead, he warned the Indians

that unless they exercised self-control, political self-government

would be an empty name and merely serve to disguise something

perilously akin to civil war. The suggestion stung some prominent

members of his audience to make the efforts themselves; but the

Unity Conference at Simla in September was inconclusive.132 But

it was viewed as a step in the right direction, particularly because

of the impending announcement of the Indian Statutory Commission.

As the Commission was to inquire ir:to the working of the system of

government in India and to suggest desirable changes, the appoint

ment of the Commission was looked upon with considerable interest

even in the American official circles in India and England.

A day ahead of the official proclamation from Whitehall and

the Viceregal Lodge, Ray Atherton, American Charge de Affairs ad

interim in London, ir:formed the Department of State of the coming

announcement of the iJersonnel of the Indian Statutory Commission.

The Commission was going to be exclusively a parliamentary one,_

with a Liberal member of ~arliament, Sir John Simon, as Chairman,

two Conservative and two Labor members of Parliament and two rep

resentatives from the House of Lords. Apart from Sir John Simon,

the membership of the Commission in Hr. Atherton's opinion seemed

132Calcutta, September 15, 1927.
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to consist of less important personages. He indicated that al-

ready there had been agitation in India to boycott the Commission

unless Indian members were appointed on it. He referred to the let-

ter of the Maharajah of Burdwan to The Times, London which had ex-

pressed the view that entrusting a task of such vital importance to

India and the Empire to a purely parliamentary Commission would be

a reversion to methods of inquiry abandoned many years ago "a nega-

tion of the now firmly established system of British and Indian

partnership. ,,133

Having this in mind, a good section of the London press except

the Times134 supported the idea that Indians should not be denied

a share in the wor l·: of inquiry. 135 Prime 1'1inis ter Baldwin' 6 an-

nouncement of the personnel of the Commission and the procedure of

inquiry in the Commons on November 8, 1927, was subjected to much

criticism in the beginning by the Labor and Liberal parties. The

Labor Party, not satisfied with the Government's solution of what

according to Atherton was "a difficult probleml ' came out v/ith lI an

official statement regretting that the procedure announced by the

1331,0ndon, Nov. 7, 1927, American Embassy despatch from
London, No. 2264, NA, lli2.§., Index No. 841. 00/108I.

l34The Times in a leading article on Nov. 1, 1927, which to
Atherton "showed every indication of having been officially inspired"
came out in support of a Commission w~ic}! in effect should be "a
travelling committee of the Imperial ~arliament;" despatch from
London, November 7, 1927, 0p. cit.

135
Ibid.
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Conservative Government fell short of affording fullest opportunity

to the representatives of the Indian opinion to express their

views." The Labor party wanted to {:;et the proposals so amended that

would give "a more direct and co-operative voice in the delibera

tions" to the Joint Select Committee. 136

Since the ultimate authority for any change in the Government

of India Act was vested in the British Parliament, the British

Cabinet's decision to constitute a purely parliamentary body seemed

quite natural to Mr. Atherton. Moreover, he had a feeling that in

case the Government would have endeavoured to appoint Indians on the

Commission "it would have most assuredly involved itself in a hope-

less and even a dangerous controversy. II In view of the "intense

politico-religious feuds in India • • • the Government did well to

choose a purely Parliamentary COlnmission and thereby avoid stirring

up hornets nest of political rivalry amongst the Indians themselve~~7r

More or less similar sentiments were expressed by the Vice-

roy, Lord Irwin. ~hile announcing the formation of the Commission

Lord Irwin had stated that as Communal issue was interwoven with

political it was open to doubt that a Commission constituted so as

to include a substantial proportion of Indian members would be im-

partial and ramain unaffected by any process of prior reasoning.

Thus in his view onl;)' an exclusive parliamentary body would be

136London, November 8, 1927, Novelilber 11, 1927, American Em
bassy despatches from London Nos. 2255 and 2268: B!, BQ2, Index No.
845. 01/29 and 945. 01/30.

137Ibid •
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"unbiased and competent to present an accurate picture of the fact

to Parliament.,,138

Mr. Atherton was therefore, not an exception in holding th&t

only a purely parliamentary body was conceivable under the circum-

stances then prevailing in India, although it was by and large

British official explanation of the situation. Meanwhile, Atherton

also heard from India continued reports of l·strong disaffec tion."

But it was suggested to him that this had been "stirred up by

Indian Nationalists who had hoped to gain political prominence for

themselves.,,139 But he had no doubt that the Statutory Commission

was by far the most important undertaking in the Empire affairs of

the day. Atherton wrote to the Department of state as follows:

India may be called the Keystone of the whole Imperial
structure. British policy vis-a-vis Russia, in the Med
iterranean and Near and Far East largely revolved around
India. Great Britain's chief concern is to educate
India slowly in such a way that the Indians themselves
will become conscious of their weaknesses, their mul
tiplicity of religions, lack of cohesion, and vulnera
bility, and realize that they can have a greater na
tionalistic life within the Empire than outside it.
For that reason the success or failure of the Commission
will be a matter of supreme consequen1aOand its delib
erations in India will bear watching.

138Calcutta 23, 1927; enclosed clipping from The Pioneer,
Nov. 10, 1927. Also see American Embassy despatch No. 2255,
Index 845. 00/29 and enclosed clippings from the Times, London,
Nov. 9, 1927.

139London, Nov. 14, 1927, American Embassy despatch from
London, No. 2274; B!, RDS, Index No. 845. 01/32.

140Ibid •
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In commenting on the appointment of the Commission, Mr. Ather-

ton had earlier remarked:

It does not seem unlikely that the appointments may
create a storm of resentment there, particularly among
those Indians who are anxious either to attain their
political independence in one swoop or to agitate
whenever1~~portunityaffords against British adminis
tration.

His predictions proved to be correct, as the American Consul in

Charge in Calcutta reported, with the exception of the English edited

press and leaders of European thought, who had welcomed the Commis-

sion, "practically all parties and party leaders in India were un-

animous in urging boycott and a refusal to assist the Commission in

142any manner whatsoever." Despite the fact that the Government of

India had been emphasizing that the Commission was to act as "a

rapporteur and not as a judge," the general feeling remained that

the exclusion of Indians from the personnel was a deliberate insult

to the Indian people anG a challenge to their self-respect. Sir Tej

Bahadur Sapru described the exclusion of Indians as Ilarbitrary, unjust

and unfair. 1I For Lala Lajpat Rai, it was "a huge farce." 'l'he Viceroy's

speech had moreover, added insult to injury. For Gandhi the solution of

the problem had never been a half-way house. lncia wanted friends and

not a master. So his advice was that Ilan active ;.;enera1 boycott will be

141London, November 7, 1927, Ope cit.

142Calcutta, November 23, 1927.
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an effective answer to the British Government.,,143

But despite Indian protest, both Houses of the British Farlia-

ment endorsed the personnel of the Commission and the procedure of

enquiry, almost unanimously on November 25, 1927, with only one dis-

senting voice, that of Shapurji Saklatwalla, an Indian born

M p 144 I I d" b1.. •• n n 1&, however, oth the Congress and the Muslim League

decided to boycott the Commission.

It was in the teeth of this Indian opposition that in December

Sir John Simon announced a preliminary visit of the Statutory Com-

mission to India to take a brief look at the Indian situation and

mainly "to make friends." In Atherton's opinion however, "the omens

for the journey did not seem to be propitious. 1I It was being real-

ized even in the British official circles that unless a satisfac-

tory procedure was devised to secure Indian cooperaticn, there was

little prospect of the success of the Commission. 145 In the mean-

time, the Viceroy made what was described as Il a reasoned appeal to

India." While disclaiming that the British Government intended any

affront to India by excluding Indians from the Commission, he warned

that the Commission would. carry through the inqu:Lry and present its

report to Parliament either with or without the

143~.

144London, November 29, 1927; American ~mbassy despatch from
London, No. 2304; ~, gpS, Index 845. 01/33.

145London, January 23, 1928; American Embassy despatch from
London, No. 2433, ~, ~, Index 845. 01/35.
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I d " C t" 146n ~an o-opera ~on.

In India meanwhile, disaffection was mounting. The American

Consul General in Calcutta, 11r. Robert Frazer after three months of

residence in India found that "the overwhelming majority of the

Indians were either openly anti-British or opposed to a continuance

of British domination in India.11147 Although soon after his ar-

rival in India in early February 1928, Sir John Simol;, to meet in

part the Indian insistence for participation in the en~uiry pro-

posed a Joint Free Conference, the objection to the Commission re

mained unaffected. 148 While hartals (ceasure of work), mass meet-

ings, boycott of British goods and general agitation in the country

such as India had not known for some years, as a sequel to the ar-

rival of the Commission shuwed the popular opposition to the Simon

Commission, the adoption of a no-confidence motion in the Legisla-

tive Assembly gave constitutional validity to Indian opposition. In

the opinion of the American Consul General Frazer, the apparent

close vote of 68 to 62 from analysis revealed that out of the 62

votes in favor of the Commission, only 23 came from independent

elected elements and the rest were ex-officios and nominated mem-

bers. Thus the real ratio was 23 to 68 wtich Ilprobably represented

not inaccurately the proportion of educated Indian for and against

l46London, February 6, 1928; American Embassy despatch from
London, No. 2467 (841. 00P.R16), Index No. 845. 00/610.

147calcutta, March 17, 1928.
l48London, Feb. 21, 1928; American Embassy despatch Nc. 2504,

~, ~, Index No. 845. 01/36; also see Calcutta March 17, 1928.
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149the Simon Commission in the country at large. 1I

Since the Simon Commission had the backing of all three poli-

tical parties in Znglanci, to Atherton it seemed that it was left to

India to make the next move. But m0ve on the part of India was in-

dubitably in the direction of lIabsolute boycott. 1I As India was re-

garded the pillar of 3ritish imperial prestige, there were not want-

ine; people in England who in ti1is deadlock continually saw the II hand

of Russia behind all disturbances in the East." At the same time

"the knowledge that all non-Christian countries connected in one

form or another with British interests reacted intensely to the

course of events in India, had not lightened their uneasiness."

All Englishmen of whatever political party seriously involved with

the problems of Empire realized that the Statutory Commission" rep

resented a crucial ~ove in Anglo-Indian relations. 150

Refusal to co-operate with the Commission however, did not

mean mere sulking on the side-lines; the representatives of all par-

ties in India tried their hand at constitution making. An All-

Parties Conference met in Delhi during February-Barch 1928 to formu-

late a constitutional scheme which should be acceptable to all

shades of progressive Indian opinion. Accordine to Frazer this con-

ference was attended by the delegates of all the anti-Gov8rnment

parties in India. It entrusted the actual wor~ of drafting a tenta-

tive constitutional proposal to a sub-committee of 21 members under

149Ca1cutta, March 17, 1928.

150London, Febrwary 20, 21, 1928; American Embassy despatches
Nos. 2504, 2508, HA,~ Index Nos. 845.01/31, 845. 01/36.
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f.J the Chairmanship of Dr. H. A. Ansari which included .i:'andit Hotilal

Nehru and }l. A. Jinnah. In its labors the Committee wes to be

guided by thr0e basic principles, that the Constitution was to pro-

vide for full responsible government, that it should include the

Indian States and last but not least that it should provide for a

system of joint-electorate with reservation on the basis of popula-

tion as the basis of representation. The report of the sub-committee

presented on ~~rch 8, 1928, covered the first two principles but

left the last one undecided. The report as it appeared was not

intended to be a formal document. American Consul General Frazer

considered it too complicated, althou9;h "it was interesting for the

light it threw on the attitude of the All-Parties Conference towards

the extremely complicated problems with which India was faced.,,151

Another session of the All-Parties Conference ~as held in

Bombay on May 19, 1928 with the representatives of 31 political or-

ganizations attending. The Conference was in session for a day

only, during which it appointed a Committee with F'andit Hotilal

Nehru as Chairrr~n to draft the principles of a constitution for cir

culation among various political bodies. 152

The Nehru Committee submitted its report to the President of

the All Parties Conference Dr. M. A. Ansari. The report declared

that nothing short of Dominion Status would satisfy India. The

151Calcutta, April 12, 1928; also see enclosed clippings from
The Englishman, !-larch 13, 1928 and New India, Harch 15, 1928.

152calcutta, June 10, 1928.
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form of Government to be established in India was to be the same and

not lower than that of other Self-Governing Dominions. The Commit-

tee at the same time drew the attention of the people to the fact

that the Butler Committee was attempting to convert the Indian

States into an Indian Ulster. 153

On the question of cooperation with the Simon Commission and

support to the Nehru Report, the Muslim opinion was greatly di-

vided. A new Central Muslim Farty named as the Huslim Central and

Provincial Legislature Association was formed under the leadership

of M. A. Ghuznavi, a member of the Bengal Legislative Council to

co-operate with the Simon Commission. His Highness Aga Khan lent

his sup~ort to this body. A sectiun of the Muslim League led by

Sir Miyan Mahomed Safi was also in favor of the co-operation with

the Commission.154 Jinnah had opposed the Commission and supported

the All-Parties Conference at the earlier stage of its work. Later

however, he became lukewarm to these efforts and joined hands with

the Safi group of the Huslim League, rejected the Nehru report and

F P . t b' f . 155issued his ourteen o~n s as the only as~s 0 comprom~se.

Dr. M. A. Ansari and Sir Ali Imam were staunch supporters of the

Nehru report. The discussion in the All-India Muslim League became

so acute that its Delhi Session in March 1929 ended in pandemonium.

l53Calcutta, August 17, 192~; also see enclosed clip~ings
from Amrit Bazar Patrika August 16, 1928 and The Statesman, August
15, 1928.

154Calcutta, June 10, 1928.

l55Calcutta, April 12, 1929; July 20, 1928.
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American Consul General Frazer reported that the League was " now split

into no less than four divisions apparently hopelessly at odds with

each other; i.e., those who advocate the adoption of the Nehru Con-

stitution as it is; those willing to adopt it with modifications;

those who reject it in toto; and a party which has split away from

the second group and has not yet clearly enunciated its

principle. ,,156

Under the circumstances however, to American Consul General

Frazer, the situation in regard to the Simon Commission in India

seemed far from satisfactory. Of the two branches of All India Leg-

islature, the Council of State, containing predominantly nominated

element, voted to co-operate, while the Legislative Assembly refused

co-operation. Ultimately the Viceroy appointed some self-chosen

persons on the Central Committee under the Chairmanship of Sir

Sankaran Nair to co-operate with the Commission in the examination

of evidence. Of the Presidencies, Madras voted not to cooperate,

Bengal and Bombay voted for co-operation and so did the Punjab,

Burma and Assam. The United Provinces (Uttar Pradesh) and C. P.

t d . t t' 157vo e aga~ns co-opera lone Thus Frazer felt that "the opposition

to the Commission was as strong as ever." Even where the cooperation

resolutions had been carried, it had been invariably through the

help of ex-officio and nominated elements of the legislatures: "If

only representatives elected directly by the people had voted, the

156calcutta, May 26, 1929.

157Calcutta, July 20, 1928.



426

158result would have been a decision not to cooperate. 1I

An event which at this time attracted Consul General Frazer's

attention was India's s;ymbolic battle at Bardoli as a protest

against an increase of taxes on land, which he said was "both poli-

tical and economic in character. 1I The people had refused to pay

enhanced taxes and launched a no-tax campaign. They continued this

campaign of passive resistance despite Government's attachment pro-

ceedings and dummy auction sales. Frazer reported that lithe solid-

arity and fixity of purpose of the landowners have been noteworthy,

a great many having offered themselves as willing to suffer impris

onment if necessary. 1I159 It came to a successful end under the

leadership of I~ardar Vallabhabhai Patel. The Government revoked

its previous decision. This made Consul General Frazer comment

that "the most important lesson contained in the Bardoli affair was

the unwisdom of imposing taxes by executive decree instead of by

legislative enactments. lIl60

A significant development in India-America relations in 1928

was the extension of a cordial invitation to the Goverr~ent of India

by the United States Government to become an original signatory to

the multilateral treaty for the renunciation of war. The invitation

was addressed to the Government of India through His Majesty's Sec-

retary of State for Foreign Affairs lI a t the same time and in the

158 August 17, 1928.Calcutta,

l59Calcutta, June :LO, 1928.

160
JUly 20, ..iugust 17, 1928 •Calcutta,
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same manner as to other Governments." His 1"iajesty's Government in

Brit~in signified its consent to associate the Government of India

with the general treaty for the renunciation of war. 16l Consul

General Frazer noted that Mr. KelloL;g' s proposals had been greatly

acclaimed in India and the fact that the invitations issued in-

eluded India on the same basis as the other British Dominions was

"highly apprcciated.,,162

When the multil~teral peace treaty was being considered by

the Senate for ratification on January 9, 1929, objections were

raised to the reservations made by the British Government, and

Senator Blaine of Wisconsin moved a resolution for the removal of

the said reservations. He st~ted that the various Governments in

their communication to the Secretary of State had questioned the

British reservations. He particularly referred to India's objec-

tion. The people of India, he said, had the spark which would

bring to them their independence. lie said:

They have their F'ranklins; I do not propose to deny
to them their Lafayetts, their Kossuths, their Von
Steubens, their Kociuskos, or their de Kabs. The people
of India have sent to America their representatives, as
the colonies went from port to ~ort in Europe through
their representaf~~es in aid of the war that made our
Nation possible.

l61London, June 19, 1928, American Embassy despatch No. 2853
(711-4112 Anti-War/133), Index No. 711. 4512/4.

162Calcutta, June 10, 1928.

l63U•S• Congressional Records, Vol. 70, Part II tWashington:
U.S. Govt. Printing Office, 1929), p. 1406.
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Sena tor Blaine referred particularl;r to Nrs. Sarojini Naidu,

an ex-President of the Indian National Congress, who was then on a

good-will tour in the United States, whom he described as "a cul-

tured, refined, and intelligent representative of the people of

India.,,164 Senator Blaine read a telegram from l'1rs. Sarojini

Naidu which ran as follows:

The issue you have raised in the course of the debate
on the multilateral treaty with special reference to
British reservations is of momentous importance to India •.
To accept such reservations in their entirety is to en
dorse and assume responsibility for all arbitrary poli
cies and actions which mieht conceivably work to the
detriment of my people in their legitimate aspiration and
endeavor to secure full national freedom. As an unoffi
cial but duly accredited spokesman of my country, I
question the claim of Lord Cushenddun to committ India to
any treaty in which her own representatives were neither
included nor consulted. Though India has always upheld
the high gospel of peace toward the recognition of which
principle this pact in its original intentions consti
tuted an admirable gesture she cannot be held bound in
all circumstances to honor any vicarious pledges made in
her behalf and without the consent which deprives her of
a single national or international right, but she must
reserve to herself complete inde~endence of action in
all its implication to establish and maintain her unde
niable af§5inalienable birthright of political
liberty.

164
Ibid.
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Meanwhile in India the Simon Commission was back on its Second

sojourn and was being greeted allover with black-flags and slogan

166of lISimon go back." The end of the year 1928 was marked by the

Calcutta Congress, described in the annals of Congress as one of the

most important of National gatherings. 167 In his report to the De-

partment of State, Consul General Frazer noted that lithe great an-

nual meeting of the Indian National Congress, composed both of the

Swarajists and Nationalists took place in December last and was very

largely attended. The writer was present at one session at which

were some 20,000 delegates from different parts of India.,,168 The

Calcutta Congress was significant since it heralded the mementou6

return of Gandhi to politics. The principal action taken by the

Calcutta Congress, in Frazer's opinion, was the adoption of Gandhi's

compromise resolution declaring Dominion Status as provided in the

Nehru Constitution to be the goal of India. But if the British Gov-

ernment did not confer Dominion Status by the end of 1929, Gandhi

himself was to lead non-violent non-cooperation for independence.

The All-Parties Conference which met simultaneously in Calcutta under

the presidency of Dr. M. A. Ansari also formally approved the Nehru

Constitution. 169

The Simon Commission concluded its labors and left India on

166Calcutta, April 12, 1929.

167s · t . tk aramayya, Ope Ck ., p.

168Calcutta, April 11, 1929.

169Ibid.

328.
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April 13~, 1929.170 But hardly had it settled down in ~nsland that

the general election of May 1929, brought the Labor party to power.

The advent of the Labor Government however, made little change in

India's political barometer. The Indian question was being looked

upon in Englann as outside of party politics. Although a few months

back, while not in office, Ramsay Macdonald had predicted that

"within a period of months rather than years there would be a new

Dominion added to the Commonwealth of our nations," his assumption

of office did not Touse undue optimism in Indian political circle~?l

Meanwhile, the events which had taken place in the first half

of 1929 had roused considerable emotion in India. There had been

the arrest of alleged communists throughout India in March 1929, a

bomb outrage in the Assembly when the Public Safety Bill was being

discussed, and then the Meerut Conspiracy trials of the alleged com-

. t . t 172
mun~s consp~ra ors. Still, at the time of Lord Irwin's depart-

ure to England in June 1929 for consultations with the new Secretary

of State "a comparative political quiescence " prevailed. 173 On the

eve of his departure, in Simla, Lord Irwin had sounded an optimstic

note by reaffirming that the object of His Majesty's Government

was the progressive realization of responsible government in India

which would enable her to take her place as a Dominion of the Brit-·

ish Empire. The Viceroy was however, warned by the iindustan Times,

170Calcutta, May 24, 1929.

171Calcutta, JUly 26, 1929.

172Calcutta, April 12, 1929, Hay 24, 1929, June 28, 1929.

173Calcutta, July 26, 1929.
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which in Frazer's opinion was "comparatively rather moderate Indian

paper and one of the best edited among them" that he would be mis-

taken if he believed that the Congress ultimatum of general civil

disobedience if Dominion Status was not achieved by December thirty

first, 1929, was in the nature of a mere threat. 174

An atmosphere of hope and a sense of expectancy prevailed in

the last quarter of 1929.175 Lord Irwin returned to India on October

25~, 1929. On October 31st, he formally announced the intention

of His Majesty's Government to call a Round Table Conference for

the purpose of seeking the greatest possible agreement on the final

proposals of constitutional advance to be presented to Parliament.

"I am authorized on behalf of His Majesty's Government," declared

the Viceroy, "to state clearly that in their judgment it is im-

plicit in the declaration of 1917 that the natural issue of India's

constitutional progress as there contemplated, is the attainment

of Dominion Status.,,176

The effect of Lord Irwin's statement on Indian opinion was

electrifying. At a stroke it transformed the entire situation. In

the opinion of the U.S. Consul General Frazer, the issuance of the

Viceroy's proclamation had "most excellent results in clarifying the

174Ibid ., also see enclosed clipping from Hindustan Times,
June 23, 1929.

175Bombay, October 30, 1929.

176See S. Gopal, The Viceroyalty of Lord Irwin, 1926-1931
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1957), p. 50; also see Sitaramayya,
£E. cit., pp. 349-350.



situation and the intentions of the British Government and in very

greatly mollifying all but the most extreme Indian opinion" repre-

sented by "die-hards" like Subhas Chandra Bose, Kitchlew and Moulana

177 l'lMAbdul EarL In India there was "a revival of trust." In less

than twenty-four hours, the Working Committee of the National Con-

gress was in session and on November 2, 1929, a Manifesto was is-

sued in which the signatoriee, including Jawaharlal Nehru, who had

"allowed himself to be talked into signing, 11
1 79 through the persua-

sion of Gandhi, expressed their appreciation of the sincerity under-

lying the Viceroy's declaration and tendered their co-operation to

his Majesty's Government in evolving a scheme of Dominion Consti-

t t · 180u ~on.

There can be little dnubt that the wider outlook of the Labor

party was responsible for the new alignment. Probably the Social-

ist Prime Minister Ramsay Macdonald wished his new Labor Govern-

ment to distinguish itself by "a far-reaching Constitutional change

in India.,,18l The United States Embassy in London was informed

"by a member of the Cabinet in conversation" that "the Dominion

Status will have been achieved in India by not later than

l77Calcutta, January 24, 1930, Calcutta Despatch No. 639.
This Political Report from American Consulate General covers the
period since August 1929.

l78S• Gopal, Ope cit., p. 51.

l79Jawaharlal Nehru, Towards Freedom, An Autobiography (New
York: The John Day Co., 1941), p. 147.

180
Calcutta, January 24, 1930, Ope cit.; also see Sitarmayya

Ope cit.

l81Winston S. Churchill, The Second World War, The Gathering
Storm (Boston: Houghton Mifflin Co. 1948), p. 32.
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December 31st, 1931,,182 The real test was whether other political

parties in Britain also meant what the Viceroy had said. Strong

objections were raised against Irwin's declaration by the Conserva-

tives and Liberals. Die-hards amongst the Conservative suspected

Baldwin's full acquiescence and Lord Rothermere's Conservative

Daily Mail castigated him for his "crowning blunder." The American

Charge de Affairs ad interim in London, Mr. Atherton reported to

the Secretary of Sta.te that although Baldwin was "aware of the

Labor Government's policy of appeasement towards India in view of

the unrest in that country, he was not aware of the statement

which Lord Irwin was to make in Delhi. 1I Atherton however, considered

Irwin's lIopinion and advice" on the Indian situation and his declar

183ation as "sound."

The Viceroy's declaration was discussed in the Lords on Nov-

ember 5, and in the Commons on November 7, 1929. The debates in

both Houses did not show any repetition of the intention of the

Labor Government that a definite date for the attainment of the

Dominion Status had been set. The debate also made it clear that

the Viceroy's statement merely reiterated the ultimate goal in the

political development of India and that it would be attained as

stated by Hr. Baldwin lIin fullness of time." The retreat of the

182
London, November 8, 1929, American Embassy despatch No.

388, NA, ~ Index 845. 00/6500.

183London, November 5, 1929, American Embassy despatch No.
378, NA, ~, Index No. 845. 00/649.



Labor Government from such a committment as "setting any definite

date" was attributed by Hr. Atherton to the "very strong and sound

opposition against it" from the Conservative and the Liberals

1 0k 184a ). e.

Thus the debates in Parliament had revealed both the weakness

of Labor Government's position and implacable opposition of the

Conservatives and Liberals to even what Irwin called an indefeasible

assurance of Dominion Status. For wheras to the English Dominion

Status connoted an achieved constitutional position, to Indians it

was mainly a promise of full rights to come. 185 The real question

was of Britain's sincerity for Gandhi had said:

I can wait for the Dominion Status Constitution, if
I can get the real Dominion Status in action, if to-day
there is real change of heart, a real desire on the part
of the British people to see India a free and self
respecting nation, and on the PfE~ of the officials in
India a true spirit of service.

But Irwinism had failed to win Eritain although it won India.

184
London, November 8, 1929, of. cit.

185Irwin's note on Dominion Status as understood in Great
Britain and India, November 1929, reproduced in Alan Campbell
Johnson, ViscQunt Halifax, A Political Biography (New York: Ives
Washburn, 1941), pp. 231-234.

186~uoted in D. G. Tendu1kar, Mahatma, Vol. II (Bombay:
1954), p. 502.
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Had Parliament reflected Irwin's magnanimity, the misunderstandings

of an era might have been swept away and a splendid future of con-

structive collaboration assured. But it was not to be. Although

the Viceroy and Gandhi both tried on December 23 to reconcile the

seemingly irreconcilable views of Britain and India, they failed.

"Now all roads lead to Lahore" wrote Pandit Ivlotilal Nehru. 187 On

December 31st, the National Congress at its historic session ush-

ered in a new era. The L~hore Congress signified that not only

its President, Jawaharlal but the Congress itself had come of age.

Even a British scribe had conceded that the ~ahore Congress was

in short "a splendid jamboree which could be magnified into the

Renaissance of India or the death scene of the British Raj.1l188

It was swamped b J special correspondents not simply from Britain

and India but from America and every part of the world. 189 Thus

before the searching eyes of the world, at midnight on December 31st,

on the banks of Ravi, the flag of complete independence was unfurled

by Jawaharlal Nehru amidst thunderous shouts of Inquilab Zindabad

(long live the Revolution).

The American Consul in Karachi, Mr. Henwick HcNiece, attested

to the fervor and enthusiasm which prevailed in Lahore. IlUp with

187Motilal Nehru's letter to Vithalbhai Patel, Dec. 1929,
quoted in S. Gopal, Ope cit., p. 52.

188
Alan Campbell Johnson, Ope cit., p. 241.

189Ibid •



Revolution, down with Imperialismll was the common slogan. Thus the

forty-fourth sessi0n of the Indian National Congress passed its

long-awaited resolution and went before the country on a platform

of independence. The passing of the program, noted Hr. HcNiece,

was a tribute to the influence and reputation of ~~hatma Gandhi.

He further observed: "Whatever may be thought of the merits of the

case decided upon, this important political party has turned its

back on the Round Table Conference and the goal of Dominion Status

and has launched a campaign for political independence.,,189B- There

was also noticeable "a definite trend toward socialism in the out-

look of leaders of the country." The application of socialism, how-

ever, to Indian economic life at that stage seemed to Mr. HcNiece

"rather a futile aspiration." "Socialism presupposes a fairly

widespread level of political intelligence and a sense of social

solidarity which are entirely lacking in India. • • • Nevertheless,

among the youth who are beginning to be political minded, socialism

has made a superficial appeal.,,190

To Consul General Frazer, the most striking aspect of the

situation was the speed at which events were marching and the great

change in the general attitude during the past two years or even

twelve months. Views which were held to be extreme a year ago were

considered moderate now. The Congress "the largest and best or-

ganized political organization in India" had come out for what was

l89a
Karachi, January 11, 1930.

190~.
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formerly an extremist aim, complete independence. 191 Indeed, the

dominating urge of the moment was independence and not the vague

and inchoate yearning for socialism. And 60 the Working Committee

under the inspiration of its youthful President declared January

26, 1930 as the Independence Day192 and the people of India took

the pledge which read as follows:

We believe that it is the inalienable right of the
Indian people to have freedom and enjoy the fruits of
their tort and have the necessities of life, so that
they may have full opportunities of work.

We believe also that if any Government deprives the
people of their rights and oppress them thI9~eople have
a further right to alter it or ~bolish it.

Just as did the changing political l~liedoscope drew the at-

tention of the American official representatives in India, so did

the fluctuation in the fortunes of political leadership of that

country. In 1920-'21, Gandhi had appeared as the ilauthentic voice

of India." But early in this period and until late 1928, it ap-

peared that Gandhi had sunk into political oblivion. It is true

that Gandhi's high sense of duty towards the people was admired

but at best an impression was created that he could be a "sincere

191Calcutta, February 21, 1930.

192Karachi, February 6, 1930.

193Jawaharlal Nehru, Ope



social reformer" but "no politician." But even with his "'personal'

iciosyncracies" and "obsession" with what was then believed his

unsound economic fad of home-spinning and weaving, Gandhi's

catholicity of outlook, his saintliness and respect for All reli-

gions and particularly his views on Christian faith and Jesus Christ

drew special commendation from American official representatives

stationed in India, as shedding lusture on Gandhi's noble and

beautiful character. 195 He was looked UDon not only as an apostle

of communal harmony and peace in a country torn with hatred and

violence but as symbolizing the hope of a struggling nation.

But while Gandhi was the spiritual leader of the Swaraj move-

ment, C. R. Das until his death in June 1925, was undoubtedly,

"its ablest political leader--the tactical brain which had directed

and determined pOlicy.,,196 C. R. Das's death was described as a

loss to the Indian cause. Pandit Motilal Nehru afterwards seemed

to dominate the political scene as the high priest of Hindu·-Iviuslim

unity and because of his vieorous leadership described as "a veri

table Parnell in India's struggle for home rule. 1I197 Jinnah, then

still a promising polit.ician was twice interviewed by American Con-

suls General in India to know his views on reform experiment. Among

other distinguished Indian nationalist leaders '....ho put their stamp

1955ee Calcutta, September 23, 1924.

196
Calcutta, July 30, 1925.

197Karachi, May 29, 1926.
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on the politics of the period and were frequently mentioned in

American Consular despatches were Dr. H. A. Ansari, Hrs. Sarojini

Naidu and Mr. S. Srinivas Sastri.

The great question of the relations between the two major com-

munities Hindus and Muslims which remained during this period ever

"fresh and perennial,,198 also engaged the attention of the American

Consular officers in India. The American official representatives

stationed in India felt that the virus of communalism injected into

the national life was a serious menace to the development of civic

consciousness and national life in India. They however, emphatically

refuted the allegation that Britain was deliberately following a

policy of divide et impera in the country and they acknowledged that

"the communal differences did perhaps make it easier for Great Brit

ain to govern India.,,199

But if the communal differences were hampering the progress of

India in its struggle for nationhood, they were neither the whole,

nor the only issue involved in the reform experiment in that country.

In the opinion of American official representatives there, the re-

form experiment was essentially intended to test how far the people

of India were to be trusted not only to manage their own affairs

but "to provide adequate protection to the very large financial and

1 , t' l' t t " b th B' t' h l' I d' ,,200po ~ ~ca ~n eres s acqu~reQ y e r~ ~6 peop e ~n n ~a.

198Calcutta, June 3, 1924.

199Ca1cutta, JUly 22, 1926.

200
Calcutta 1 November 11, 1926.
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Since any measure of responsibility could be transferred to India

only by an Act of the British Parliament and that Parliament being

at the same time the ultimate custodian of all British interests,

national and imperial, it could not be expected to sanction any

change until it was reasonably assured that the large British

interests in India would normally be safe in the hands of Indian

legislation.

To the American official representatives in India, howe~er,

there had never seemed any bright prospect for the success of the

Montford Reforms. In their opinion, the government granted under

the reforms was never regarded by the people of India in any sense

Indian or indigenous. It was essentially British and therefore to

be fought. ~~en interviewed by an American Consul General, even a

moderate politician like M. A. Jinnah expressed that the so-called

201
Reform Act of 1919 was "a sham." The consensus essentially

of Indian opinion, moderate and the extremist alike, was in favor

of scrapping the constitution of 1919 as soon as possible. Their

main disagreement was on the method to pursue their end.

It was in this background of Indian insistence for the early

appointment of a Statutory Commission to review the reform and recom-

mend changes that the announcement of the Simon Commission was

considered of far.·reaching import.snce by American deplomatic per-

sonnel in India and England. Although there seemed to be general

201Calcutta, April 3, 1924.
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agreement among them that only a purely Farliamentary Commission was

feasible and conceivable at the moment, they immediately took note

of the strong disaffection which the British decision to exclude

Indians from the Commission roused in India. India being the key-

stone of British imperial structure and a pivot on wt~ch Anglo-

Russian relations revolved in the Mediterranean, the Near and Far

East, the success or failure of the Commission was indicated to be

"a matter of supreme consequence" to the United States as well. The

deliberations in India deserved "watching.,,202 The conciliatory

speech of the Viceroy Lord Irwin, (later Viscount Hailfax), on Oct-

ober 31st 1929, outlining the national issue of India's constitu-

tional advance as Dominion Status roused great optimism in the Am-

erican diplomatic circles in India and Britain. This was incre8sed

when the American Embassy in London was informed by a responsible

member of the British Labor Government (a Cabinet member) that De-

~ember 31st, 1931 had been set as the tentative date for India's at-

tainment of Dominion Status. But the American official hope of the

early realization of India's national destiny as a fUlly Self-

Governing Dominion of the British Empire which had also been fore-

shadowed in the invitation of the United states Government to India

to become an original signatory to the Multilateral Treaty for the

Renunciation of War (Kellogg-Briand Pact) "at the same time and in

202 d l' 9 .Lon on, November ~,l 27, Ope c~t.
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the same manner as other Governments,,,203 could not be fulfilled

when owing to the strong Conservative-Liberal OPI;osition, the La-

bor Government had to abandon its con~ittment an "indefeasible

assurance,,204 of Dominion status for India. Thus the British po-

licy of vacillation and intransigence again allowed to slip a

splendid opportunity for the early commencement of an era of

friendly co-operation between Britain and India. Instead, there

was a temporary parting of the ways between the two.

203London, June 19, 1928, Ope cit.

204Alan Campbell Johnson, Ope cit., p. 231.



CHAPTER VIII

CONCLUSION

Hitherto the generally accepted view had been that American

official interest in Indian nationalism began during the Second

World War (1939-1945), that prior to it the United States Govern-

ment had little knowledge of or interest in Indian nationalism.

The fact, however, seems to be that American official interest in

Indian nationalism began with the manifestation of first symptoms

of extremism in Indian politics during the closing decade of the

nineteenth century, following the advent of Bal Gangadhar Tilak

on the Indian political scene.

The beginning of American official interest in Indian nation-

alism, moreover, was neither sudden nor accidental, but a culmination

of more than a century of Indo··,A,merican relations, which had "started

before the American Revolution."l No doubt, much of this early

relationship is shrouded in obscurity, but what has come to light

through the efforts of scholars and researchers suggests that from

an inconspicuous beginning, the relatione between America and

India by the end of the Nineteenth century had become many-sided

1W. Norman Brown, The United States and India and Pakistan
(Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1963), p. 361.
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and full of possibilities.

This promising relationship between America and India had been

cultivated on the unofficial level by American merchantmen, mis-

sionaries, poets, philosophers and scholars of Indic studies and by

the visiting American statesmen and travellers to India; and on the

official level by American Foreign Service Officials (Consuls)

stationed in India. By 1900, the American Consular establishments

in India had expanded to nearly half a dozen posts and their "work

on the information level had increased .11
2

It was just when the United States had vigorously started to

"look outward"3 and begun to playa more active role in the world

affairs than ever before, that the first signs of a revolutionary

nationalism also made its appearance in India. The political phe-

nomena which seemed to be developing in India created uneasiness in

American official circles. Moreover, the Spanish-American iiar had

already begun an era of Anglo-American cordiality and laid the

foundations for a closer concert between the United States and

Great Britain in facing the problems of the world. Under these

circumstances, it was natural that as soon as there were new mani-

festations of nationalism in India in 1905, the American official

response to it was sharp and immediate. As a matter of fact, if

2Earl Robert Schmidt, "American Helations with South Asia,
1900-1940," (unpublished Fh •.0. dissertation in International Rela
tions, University of Fennsylvania, 1955), p. 370.

3Julius W. }ratt, A History of United States Foreign Policy
(New York: Prentice naIl and Co., 1955), p. 381.



there appears to be a general paucity of attention paid by the

United States Government and its representatives in India to Indian

nationalism before 1905, it was Ilbecause more serious crises in-

curred by Indian demands for Swaraj did not assume wide signifi

4cance until after the beginning of the twentieth century.1I
c:

It was in 1905 that lithe Indian Revolution began. lI ;;! The pe-

riod before 1905, although important, was the seed-time of Indian

nationalism, when the foundation for future progress was laid.

Gandhi has rightly said that "the seed is never seenll and "works

underneath the ground. " Thus, it was only when lithe real awaken-

ing took place after the partition of bengalll6 and the Swadeshi

and the boycott movement, though beginning as a local movement of

protest, led to, and merged itself in, a national struggle of all-

India character that its impact was directly felt by American offi-

cial representatives stationed in India. As a result between 1905

and 1929, there was steady growth in American official interest in

Indian nationalism.

Both these dates, i.e., 1905 and 1929, are great landmarks in

the history of India's struggle for freedom. The year 1905 marked

the end of the period of Ilpoli tical mendicancy,,7 and the beginning

4Bernard Saul SterlJ., "American Views of India and Indians, Ii

(unpublished Ph.D. dissertation in History, University of Pennsyl
vania, 1956), p. 239.

5R. C. Majumdar, History of the Freedom Hovelllent in India,
Vol. II (Calcutta: Firma K. L. Mukhopadhya, 1963), p. xvi.

6M. K. Gandhi, Hind Swaraj or Indian Home Rule (Ahmesdabad,
Navjivan Publishing House, 1938), pp. 24-25.

70. Y. Chintamani, Indian Politics Since The Mutiny (Allahabad:
Kitabistan, 1947), p. 82.
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of a more militant phase of Indian nationalisnl. This phase came to

an end with the advent of Gandhi on the Indian political scene in

1919, who gave a new direction and a new purpose to the Indian na

tionalist movement. Henceforth, Gandhi dominated the political

scene; it mattered little whether he was in the vanguard of the na

tional struggle, or in prison or political retirement. The period

between 1919-1929 marked the first crucial decade of the Gandhian

era. It began with the first experiment of ncn-violent non-coop

eration on a national scale and ended with the demand for complete

independence and a call for the launching of general civil

disobedience.

During this period of nearly a quarter of a century (from 1905

to 1929), American official views and attitudes towards Indian na

tionalism were subject to change with the changing political

kaleidoscope in India. It depended as much on the nature and com

plexion of a particular political phenomena in India as on the state

of the political climate in the United States. No less important

in its influence on the American official attitude were the balance

of power among nations and other world events and international de

velopments. In the period between 1905-1919 also, all these forces

can be seen at work in determining American official attitude to

wards Indian nationalism. The extent of the influence of each fac

tor, however, varied from event to event.

The Swadeshi and boycott movement first drew the American of

ficial attention towards Indian nationalism. Although the immediate

cause of the Swadeshi and boycott cam~aign had been the partition
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of Bengal, the new spirit which was growing and spreading over India

was also being fostered by an awakening in the entire Eastern ;Jorld

following the marvellous victories of a little Asiatic David (Japan)

over an European Goliath (Russia). The decisive battle of the

Tsushima Straits moved Asia from one end to the other; the sleep of

the centuries was finally broken. The United States could not have

remained indifferent to the impact of the Russo-Japanese War in

other parts of Asia. In India moreover, the Swadeshi and boycott

campaigns posed an ideological threat to the concepts of free trade

and the open-door and a practical threat to foreign governments and

foreign merchants interested in trade with India. These two prin

ciples (free trade and the open-doors) had been the basic tenets

of the United states policy since the beginning of its contacts

with Asia and, as the boycott campaign affected the sale of j~eri

can manufactures as well, American official concern for events in

India was genuine.

But the Swadeshi and boycott campaigns, which were being preached

in India with religious fervor, did not excite that concern and

anxiety in American minds which were later shown when there was

manifestation of extremism and terrorism in India. Despite the fact

that the boycott adversely affected the sale of American manufac

turers in India and hurt American economic interests, an undercur-

rent of sympathy and understanding of this pnase of Indian nation

alist protest to British administrative policies werencticeable in

the American Consular reports on political developments in India.
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According to American Consul General William H. !"ichael, the only

way the Indian could oppose the British was "by protest in words,

by the boycott without violence, and by lifting himself above de

pendence as far as possible,,,8 thus foreshadowing the philosophy of

~ndhi's non-violent resistance and economic self-dependence. In

the situation then obtaining in India, a boycott was considered to

be "the only logical and potent argument in their fight for large

concern in the Government. 1I9 }1oreover, there was also a clear

recognition of the fact that India would continue to I'groan" in

its wretched poverty so long as her movable and surplus wealth con

tinued to flow "into the coffers of English capitalists. 11
10

This

attitude, however, changed with the Rawalpindi riots and manifes-

tations of widespread violence and bomb-outrages in and out of

Bengal.

Not since the Mutiny had India witnessed the violence that

broke out in the last months of 1908. At this, the American official

representatives in India began to feel that there was a plan of

kindling a revolution along the line of 1857, although it was never

seriously felt that such an uprising would succeed.

Since the closing decade of the nineteenth century the British

Government had attached great importance to American official and

unofficial views of British rule in India. As early as

8Calcutta, September 29, 1906.

9Calcutta, August 8, 1907.

10 . 6Calcutta, ~ctober 27, 190 •



449

December 1897, Sir Julian Pauncefote, the British Ambassador in

Washington, had drawn the attention of the British Foreign Gffice to

defamatory articles in the United States against British rule in

I d " 11n J.a. In view of this the statement of a distinguished Ameri-

can, William Jennings Bryan, after his visit to India in 1906, that

the British rule in India was "worse than Russian despotism,,12 was

enough to cause concern in the British mind. Moreover, a section

of the American press during 1907-1908 published certain articles

which were critical of British rule in India. On the other hand,

President Theodore Roosevelt, in response to the appeals of British

friends, openly praised British rule in India to the great delight

of the British. William Heward Taft thought precisely the same way

as his predecessor, holding that "English rule in India was a great

advance for humanity. 1I13 Both represented ana reflected a state of

American opinion and political climate which was in the ascendancy.

President Theodore Roosevelt, however, was not opposed to

orderly constitutional advance in India. Indeed, when

llBritish Foreign Office, A despatch relating to defamatory
articles published in the United States against British rule in
India, No. 2600, India Office Library, IOL, LI 61/59/105; Mic. Reel
#10, Duke University Library, Durham, North Carolina.

l2Wi1liam Jennings Bryan, British Rule in India (Westminster:
pUblished by the British Committee of the Indian National Congress,
1906), pp. 6-8.

l3some American Opinions on the Indian Empire (London: T.
Fisher Unwin Ltd., 1916), p. 3.
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Sir John Morley, the Liberal British Secretary of State for India

undertook to introduce reforms in India, Roosevelt wished him god

speed in his efforts. Roosevelt realized that the conquering coun

tries had a moral responsibility of administering their conquered

territories and possessions not in their own interests, but in the

interests of the conquered peoples. Similarly, American official

representatives in India saw in the contemplated reforms the dawn

of a new era in India and expressed immense gratification when the

British Government revoked the hated partition of Bengal.

Efforts by Indian nationals in the United states to promote

India's freedom also drew American official attention during 1905

1919. The Indian nationalist emigres in the United Stated rend

ered yeomen's service to the cause of Indian freedom by exposing

true nature of British rule and by counteracting false British

propaganda regarding India in America. Although in the nineties of

the last century Vivekananda had tried to correct the many miscon

ceptions about India in America and made a section of the American

pUblic appreciative of India's hoary past and her emerging national

aspirations, organized nationalist activities began onl J' after 1905.

The British Ambassador in Washington, Sir James Bryce, took

cognizance of the nationalist activities of British Indian subjects

in' the United States. In a letter to the Governor General of India

in 1908, Sir John Morley expressed his concern "that a tide of strong

opinion might one day swell in U.S.A. about our rule in India, of

the same kind as had prevailed here (in England) about Austria,
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Russia and the Turks.,,14 By 1910, the Inspector General of the

Criminal Investigation of the Government of India was drawing the

attention of American Consul General in India to the fact that Ameri-

can soil was being utilized by Indian nationals to undermine the

British rule in India by the publication of "revolutionary and an

archical papers.,,15 and their shipment to India. The United States

Government however, did not take any drastic measure to stop the

legitimate and perfectly peaceful Indian nationalist propaganda on

its soil.

In 1910 an Indian Association was organized in Portland

(Oregon) and in 1913 during the "anti-imperialist Wilson administra

tion,,,16 the Hindustan Ghadar Party was formed on American soil with

its avowed object of overthrowing British imperialist rule in India

and establishing a sovereign democratic national republic. It aimed

at an armed revolution.

With the outbreak of the First World War, the members of the

Hindustan Ghadar Party in America became involved in clandestine con-

spirational plots with the German diplomatic representatives in the

United States, under the direction of the Berlin Committee for

India's Freedom and the German Foreign Cffice. With their base in

l4Secretary of State for India, "Letters to Earl of Minto,
Vol. I, 1906-1908," India Office Library, Mic. Reel #5, Duke Uni
versity Library, Durham, North Carolina.

l5Calcutta, January 23, 1910.

16Pratt, op. cit., p. 422.



California, the Ghadarites were engaged in gathering arms and smug-

gling them to India. There was also an effort to organize an armed

expedition to bring about an armed rebellion in India, on the

largest scale since the Mutiny. But the Ghadarites, who had sailed

on the steamship Korea from San Francisco on their revolutionary

expedition, were apprehended and the plan of revolution was nipped

in the bud.

This, however, brought to light the "freedom of restraint

which they (Indian nationals) were allowed to enjoy in the United

17States." In spite of British diplomatic representations, the

United States Government was not disposed to take action against

Indian nationals so long as no unimpeachable connection was estab-

lished between them and the German sabotage ring, thus warranting

their conviction under the Federal Criminal laws.

The Lahore conspiracy trial, howe~er, proved without a shadow

of doubt that the "conspiracy for the overthrow of British rule in

India was, in fact, planned, organized and financed in the United

States.,,18 The British Government sent a special representative to

Washington, who on January 24, 1916, presented a memorandum to the

Secretary of State on the Ghadar activities in the United States and

also impressed upon the Secretary of State that the suppression of

the pernicious Ghadar propaganda and breaking up of the seditious

17From the letter of Sir Charles Cleveland, Director General
of Criminal Investigation, Government of India to j~erican Consul
in Bombay. See despatch from Bombay, August 2, 1914.

18British Memorandum to the Sec. of State on the Indian Revolu
tionary Movement in the U.S., January 25, 1916, NA, RDS, Index No.
845. 00/205.
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society by the U.S. Government "would be regarded both by the Brit

ish Government and the British people as a most friendly act. ,,19

No action however, was taken by the United States Government until

March 1916, when it was fully established that Indian nationals were

involved with German agents in the United States to bring about an

armed rebellion in India. Large numbers of Indians were taken into

custody in San Francisco, Chicago and New York charged with violat

ing the neutrality of the United State under Section 37 of the

Criminal Code. Thus the hey day of Ghadar revolutionary activity

was over and there was a decided hardening of American official

opinion towards Indian nationalist activities in the United States.

If however, the clandestine and conspirational activities of

the members of the nindustan Ghadar ~arty and their involvement in

plot with German agents hardened American official attitude towards

Indian nationaliEt activities in the United States and caused in-

calculable harm to India's cause, the perfectly constitutional,

peaceful and legitimate propaganda work of Lala Lajpat Hai, and his

India Horne Rule League of America, for the cause of Indian freedom,

proved far more enduring in its results. With a break of six months,

Rai lived in exile in the United States continuously for more than

five years (November 1914 to November 1919). As a result of his ef

forts the cause of Indian freedom was carried to the Chambers of

U.S. Congress, at a time when the ~aris Peace Conference was re

drawing the map of burope and Asia on the doctrine of



self-determination. Lala Lajpat Rai and Dr. N. 6. HardikeT. as

sisted Mr. Dudley Field ~ialone in presentinG on behalf of the India

Home Rule League of America the Indian nationalist case for self

determination before the Foreign Relations Committee of the U.S.

Senate. As a result of Rai's efforts various Congressmen and Sena

tors echoed, in their speeches to the nouse of Representatives and

the Senate, India's national aspirations for self-determination and

openly condemned the British rule in India. The pattern of con

structive and constitutional work and nation-wide lecture tours,

initiated by Lajpat Rai, was carried forward by Dr. Syed Hussain,

Dr. Krishnalal Shridharani, Dr. Anup Singh, Dr. H. T. Ma~umdar, and

Sardar J. J. Singh. Their sustained efforts of decades also received

impetus from temporary visitors from India--such as Mrs. Sarojini

Naidu, Reverend C. F. Andrews, and the sister of Prime Minister

Nehru, Madame V. L. Pandit.

Moreover, during the first World War, the principle of Wilson

ian self-determination stimulated greatly the home Rule movement in

India. The War, although it did not originate the demand for Home

Rule in India, gave it a new significance and a new urgency and an

air of reality which it had never possessed before. The unequivocal

support which the ideal of self-determination received from the

American President, Woodrow Wilson, gave moral impetus to the cause

of freedom everywhere. Lala Lajpat Rai firmly believed that ~ilson's

words were "going to be the war cryof all small and subject and op

pressed nationalities in the world" for whom Woodrow Wilson had



455

conferred" a new charter of democracy and liberty.,,20

In India, the Home Rule movement, which had been gathering

momentum under the leadership of Tilak and Mrs. Annie Besant,

reached its peak in 1917. For carrying on Home Rule agitation and

shortly after printing and circulating Wilson's War message in India,

Mrs. Besant was interned by the ¥~dras Government. Voices of pro-

test were raised in the United States, by American Theosophists and

others. The President of the All India Home Rule League, Sir S.

Subramania Aiyo.r, addressed a letter to President 'lilson in which

he drew President ~ilson's attention to British misrule and ~pres-

sion in India, the latest instance of which was the interment of

~~s. Annie Besant.

But as Sir Subramania Aiyar's letter to President Wilson was

released to the press by 11r. and Mrs. Hotchner, who had been the

bearers of the letter, without the prior consent or approval of its

distinguished addressee, on the advice of the Secretary of State,

Robert Lansing, the letter was not formally acknowledged by the

President. But its publication in the American press created an im-

.pression in India that Sir Subramania's letter llprofoundly convulsed

Arnerica1l2l and brought about some unwonted change in the angle of

vision of the stolid Indian Government, whose evidences were seen in

the decision to release Mrs. Annie Besant and the announced visit

20Lala Lajpat Rai, "India and the World War," Young India,
Vol. I, No.2 (February, 1918), p. 2.

21The Indian Annual Register, 1919, part II, p. 46.



to India of the Secretary of State for India.

On January 2nd, 1919 Lokamanya Tilak, accredited by the Indian

National Congress to present India's case before the Faris Peace

Conference, addressed a letter to President Woodrow Wilson, asking

for support in favor of India's claim to self-determination.

Tilak wrote:

The world's hope for peace and justice is centered in
you as the author of the great principle of self
determination. I, therefore, feel impelled to bring the
enclosed brochure (on India's case for self-determination
to your notice for consideration and such action as the
peace of the world and the principles of right a~~ justice
for all nations may demand in the case of India.

On behalf of President ~ilson, Tilak's letter was acknowledged

by Mr. Gilbert CloGe, who expressed the hope that India would

achieve its goal of self-determination in the fullness of time. 23

In India, the influence of the Wilsonian doctrine of self-

determination was pronounced. In a sense it became the battle-cry

of the post-war Indian nationalist movement.

The fact that the tempo of political agitation in India had

risen to new heights during the war did not remain unnoticed by

the American Secretary of State, Robert Lansing, who instructed the

22
Editorial Notes and News, "Tilak and Mr. Viilson,ll Younr;

India, Vol. II, No.2 (November, 1919), p. 244.

23T• V. Parvate, Bal Gangadhar Tilak, (Almedabad: Navajivan
Publishing House, 1958), p. 463.
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American Consular officials to report "promptly and frequently all

political developments in India. 1I24

In the immediate poat-war years, American official interest

in Indian nationalism rose to new heights. It was primarily due to

the post-war nationalist upsurge in India. Moreover, there was a

resurgence of Pan-Islamic sentiment in India in support of the deca-

dent Ottoman Sultan as the caliph of Islam. ~his had solidified the

Indian opposition to Britain. Just at this time the advent of

Gandhi on the Indian political scene, gave to Indian nationalism a

new depth and a new direction. It was generally believed by the

American official representatives in India that as a result of the

advent of Gandhi the situation in India had irrevocably changed.

India would never be the same and bng~and's position there would

become as "untenable as in Ireland. 1I25

Although for about half a decade from 1922 to 1927 there was a

lull in the political life of India and the course of the Indian na-

tionalist movement look like a monotonous tale of pious resolutions,

factional bickerings, perpetual strifes in the Councils and worst of

all, of occasional orgies of communal violence, the extent of the

!~erican official interes~, instead of diminishing, further in-

creased. It was evident in the large volume of political reportings

24u.s. Department of State, Telegram sent to American Consul
General in Calcutta, April 18, 1918, NA, RDS, Index No. 345. 00/219a.

25Bombay, August 21, 1921, letter from American Consul in Bom
bay to U. Grant Smith of the American legation in Vienna, forwarded
to the Assistant Secretary of State.



on the Indian political situation from American official representa-

tives in India and England.

With the appointment of the Simon Commission in the latter

part of 1927, there was a clear recognition in the American offi-

cia1 circles in India and Britain that the peaceful realization by

India of her national destiny within the British Empire was destined

26to be of Ilsupreme consequence" not only to India and Britain who

were directly connected, but to the United States as well. Although

there seemed to be general agreement among them that only a purely

Parliamentary Commission was conceivable at the moment, they also

took note of the strong disaffection which the Eritish decision to

exclude Indians from the Commission roused in India.

However keenly the hmerican officials and the Government of

the United States felt for the Indian nationalist cause, they had to

keep their views and feelings to themselves, a closely guarded con-

fidential secret of the files, to avoid any diplomatic embarrassment

in their relations with Britain. Still, the invitation extended by

-the United States Government to the Government of India in 1928 to

become an original signatory to the Kellogg-Briand Pact, on the same

footing as that of other self-Governing Dominions of the British Em-

pire, showed the working of American official minds on this point.

The Department of State was neither apathetic to nor unaware of

political developments in India, from the very outset of the

26
London, November 14, 1927, despatch from American Embassy

in London, NA, ~, Index No. - 845. 01/32.
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manifestations of nationalism in India. The pronounced interest

evinced by President Franklin Delano Roosevelt in the Indian prob

lem during the Second World War was, therefore, not an isolated phe

nomenon or just an outcome of political expediency or the exigencies

of war, but the culmination of an interest which had begun decades

ago in the democratic development and self-determination of the

Indian nation.
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