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The Viceroxaltz of Lord Reading 1921-26;
with particular reference to the political and
constitutional PIOgress of India

Christine Hazel Turnbull,

This thesis will investigate and evaluate the Viceroyalty
of Lord Reading, from 1921-26, with particular reference to the
constitutional and political progress of India during that time.

Reading faced political unrest from two organisations, the
non-co-operation movement led by Mahatma Gandhi, and the Khilafat
movement, under the Ali Brothers, which were temporarily united
in opposition to the Government., In order to restore political
stability it was essential for Reading to pacify this opposition,
and the degree of success he achieved will be investigated.
Reading faced the problem of whether to arrest the nationalist
leaders, how to pacify Muslim opposition to aspects of British
Foreign Policy and how to keep India tranquil during the visit
of the Prince of Wales in December 1921,

Reading's handling of political unrest was regarded by some
of his Provincial Governors as unsatisfactory. This brought the
Viceroy and three of his Governors into conflict., The causes
and consequences of this conflict will be examined, as will be
the conflict between the Viceroy and three Indian princes who
were unwilling to accept the overlordship of the Raj.

In the area of constitutional change Reading was to be re-
sponsible for the introduction of the reforms laid down in the
Government of India Act 1919, This Act included such measures
as the introduction of dyarchy. The Indianization of the services
was also to be introduced. The process by which these changes

were made, and the role played by the Viceroy in their smooth
introduction, will be analysed.

The Viceroy's responsibilities also included control of eco-
nomic and foreign policy. After a series of unbalanced budgets,
India was facing severe economic problems in 1921, and Reading
needed to find a solution. In foreign affairs two areas caused
concern, the problems of Indians living in southern Africa, and
the threat of Russian involvement imn Afghanistan., Reading's att-
empts to solve these problems will be analysed.

Finally, as a member of the British judiciary, Reading's in-
fluence on the Indian legal system was significant, and the Viceroy
was to regard it as his most valuable contribution to India.
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Introduction

The aim of this thesis is to investigate in depth the Viceroyalty
of Rufus Isaacs, 1st Marquess of Reading, who was in India from April
1921 to March 1926, During that time he was to be responsible for
ensuring the smooth implementation of the Montagu-Chelmsford reforms,
which changed the system of government in India. The reforms were part
of the Government of India Act of 1919. However, the Viceroy faced
considerable opposition from the Indian Nationalist movement, led by
such politicians as Mohandas K.Gandhi, C.R.Das and Motilal and
Jawaharlal Nehru,

The end of the First World War led to demands by the Indian
Nationalist movement for independence. Even before the war some
members of the British Parliament, such as Edwin Montagu, Under-
Secretary of State for India in 1912, had been prepared to admit that
there was a need for change in the Indian system of government. Ultimately
the goal the British hoped to achieve in India was that of ‘self-
governing dominion status's The Government of India's Reforms Despatch
of 1916 demonstrates that there was a commitment to self-government.
Edwin Montagu, who became Secretary of State for India in 1917, and Lord
Chelmsford, the Viceroy between 1916 and 1921, had devised a scheme
intended to prepare India to govern herself, 'by allowing an increasing
association of Indians in the administration, leading to a gradual
development of responsible government within the British Empire'.

P.G.Robb identifies five facets of this policy; that there should
be collective responsibility in consultation with local governments, that
national politicians should be allowed to operate without government

interference, that racial discrimination should be attacked both

internally and internationally, that political crime and disorder should




be repressed and that the Central Adminsistration should preside over

!
constitutional reform. This policy, designed and introduced by Montagu

and Chelmsford, was carried out by Reading after 1921,

Chelmsford's interpretation of the policy was to work through
consultation and collective decisions, not a method of administration
which found favour with traditional administrators, or, indeed, with

Montagu. However, it was a move away from autocracy towards devolution.

Unfortunately, Chelmsford failed to fulfil his role as co-ordinating

heado

The political nature of India was also changing, as nationalism
developed. Anil Seal argues that the roots of this develépment lay
in British rule which sharpened the competitiveness of nationalist
groups:z The origins of nationalism lay, he contends, in the Presidencies
where, in the early 1800s, Indians under British rule, whatever their
religion or Caste, had one thing in common, they were all under the
political authority of the Imperial power. D.Page also argues that, as
the Raj depended on its District Officers, politics were necessarily
conducted at local levels, thus disputes and grievances were initially
dealt with at local levels also:5 However, the introduction of the lorley-
Minto reforms of 1909 began to change this. A substantial elected
element was introduced at Provincial level. The elected members had no
real power; they could only ask questions and speak in budget debates, but
the experience increased their political awareness. The reforms also

resulted in grievances being taken from local to Provincial level.

The Imperial power further contributed to the growth of nationalism
because of its intention that political power, as represented by the
Morley-Minto reforms, should not go to those who were demanding reform

but to those who could be guaranteed to remain loyal to the Raj. Thus




as avida rage suggests, the introcuction of rarliamentary institutions

{

1 1909 and 1919 were not an attempt to absorb ''those on the outside

trying to get in' but to improve and extend the existing system of control,
L

to include all those collaborating with the ..aj. The inaj had always
depended on the goodwill and co-operation of the collaborators.

For those left out of the scheme, notably a growing nuwber of ecuucatec
and professional Indians, the fcontagu-Chelmsford reforms presented a
challenge and increased competitiveness among those seeking power. anil
seal points out that educational development, even in the Fresidencies, was
uneven, and was related to the religious, the caste,and the linguistic and

: : . . : 5 '

economic situations in which they lived. Increased competitiveness
between different groups also meant that graduates and their communities
lost touch with each other. In addition, Wwestern education disturbed
the existing social structure, and, in some places, increased competitiveness
between men of different communities and castes. DBy increasing the size
of the electorate, the Government hopec to make it impossible for urban
politicians to canvass and control the rural voters, thus ensuring that many

of the Raj's old allies were returned to office.

Juaith Brown suggests that the British Imperial power also applied

T

external pressures on India. Their system of law ancd administration, ancdc
modern communications began to create one country wihere pefore there hac
only been an unstable federation of separate regions. The most

powerful agent of change, in her eyes, was the ‘.estern education imported

by the Britishmb Through education, an indian could hope to gain a place

of power in the administration or law, but this prospect was only available
to a few. In fact, due to patronage and family connections, such

advancement was available to fewer than expected it. [his created «

discontented group looking for an outlet in politics. P.G.xX0bb argues



that the reforms themselves were a response to the demands of educated

-
Indians.

However, the Nationalist movement could not genuinely claim to have
all-India support. The British administration attempted to treat India
as a whole and this necessitated the creation of a political structure
among Indians which would reflect the administrative structure of the
British., Nevertheless, at local levels, national unity was largely
imaginary: each community had its own grievances which made government from
above difficult , if not impossible, as there was little agreement
between communities. Anil Seal comments that "its ‘ghe Nationalist
movemenE] unity seems a figment. 1Its power appears as hollow as that
of the Imperial authority it was supposed to be challenging."ﬁalndian
politics operated at several levels, the role of the Imperial power
was to encourage the linking of those levels.

Relations between Chelmsford and the influential and articulate
classes began to deteriorate after 1918. Chelmsford had tried to retain
the support of the educated classes, as he believed an educated minority
could influence the masses. Indeed, the masses were influenced against
the Raj by educated leaders such as Motilal and Jawaharlal Nehru, C.R.
Das and Gandhi,

Against the background of growing nationalism Gandhi's non-co-operation
campaign was launched. 1Initially the Government paid scant attention
to the campaign, believing it had little chance of success. Rural
unrest developed, for example an outbreak of hat looting occurred in
Bihar and there were attacks on liquor stores in the Central Provinces .
However, most of the trouble was related to local problems, for example,:.

there was a mill strike in Madras. The Central authority, following

its policy of non-interfence, appeared to be doing nothing about this

unreste.



In the midst of this policy came the events at amritsar in 1919,
where, according to the official account, some four hundred Indians were
killed. General byer, in charge of implementing martial law in the area
following outbursts of violence ana looting, handled the situation with
extreme repressive measures, such as the 'Crawling acts', which, according
to Lala lLajpat Rail 1in his Presidential Address to the Calcutta Congress,
had increased racial tension:a

By January 1920 it appeared that Gandhi's campaign was in abeyance
and the liahatma's attention had been diverted to bringing politics to
the masses. This seems to have been what Chelmsford aimed for, and his
policy of non-interference, or, rather, interference in abeyance, was
intended to manoeuvre Gandhi in this direction, in P.G.Robb's Opinion.uj
There was a change in the tone and priorities of Chelmsford's campaign
and, by the enad of 1920, the policy was also intended to manoeuvre Ganadhi
into a position in which it would be safe to arrest him. The emphasis
was on expediency, and tactics varied according to political considerations,
such as Gandhi's popularity.

The events at Amritsar had a widespread impact and came at a time
of rising prices, epidemics, increased tuslim grievance following the
events of the 1919 peace talks in Paris and economic dislocation. All
these problems had the potential to turn local grievances into major
provincial, and, indeea, national 1issues,

Consequently, as Chelmsford began to near the end of his Viceroyalty
riontagu decided that he needed a different type of Viceroy. In his opinion,
formed during his tour of India during November and December 1917, the

kind of man usually selected as Viceroy was wrong:

[hey approach the problem from the wrong side



they do the work they are called upon to do;
they wade through files; they think of their

regulations, and themn as to the socaal side,

precedence, precedence, precedences.
Lord Chelmsford was, in Montagu's opinion, a very good example of the

problem: he was cool and cautious, whereas Montagu himself was volatile

and emotional. When the Viceroy made a decision he stuck to it with
consistency and inflexibility. Ideally, Montagu would have liked to
see the Viceroyalty split into two parts. His mind was already on a new
type of leadership, with a Royal Viceroy for functionary purposes, and a
Prime Minister appointed in Britain to do all the other work:

The junction of the two seems to me to be an

intolerable nuisance and it is all wrong.

You see, the Indian Princes who are here treat

the thing with amused and benevolent contempt,
as something which has ceased to mean anything.

(1

He went on to express the view that the type of man needed as
Viceroy was a politician able to ''make friends'" with the Indians. On
his tour he had found it easy to make friends, and he suspected that,
as a Jew, his ‘oriental mind' was responsible for this. Montagu
discussed his idea with Lord Chelmsford on 13th November and was
pleased that the Viceroy appeared to like it. The Secretary of State
even considered writing the necessary changes into the Government of
India Act. However, the Prime Minister's reception of the idea was
less than enthusiastic, and it was temporarily shelved.

During 1920, as the end of Chelmsford's term of office approached,
it became necessary to select a new Viceroy. Montagu again proposed a
splitting of Viceregal duties. Initially, he suggested that he should
become a temporary Viceroy, and he asked the Prime Minister to consider

13
this possibility. He would then begin the re-organisation of the role

of the Viceroy preparing for the appointment of a Royal Viceroy within



three years. He went on to list the reasons why he believed he would be a
good choice; Indians trusted him and he thought he had been trained for
the role by Lloyd George himself. However, before the matter could be
discussed, Lloyd George left for San Remo on holiday. The debate was
re-opened on 3rd June 1920, when Montagu wrote to the Prime Minister:

It 1s a paramount necessity to the continuance
of the Imperial tie that the representative of
the King Emperor should remain a dispassionate
spectator, performing ceremonial functioms,
aloof from party strife and from criticism,
whilst a political head of the Indian
Government governs.e..answering criticism,
dealing with political extravagance, keeping
order and arranging for progressf“

For the first role he suggested either one of the King's sons, or
another member of the Royal Family. Failing that, a nobleman would have
been acceptable. For the second role he wanted a 'first-class British
statesman accustomed to administration.' 3

However, after much to-ing and fro-ing of letters on the subject,
Lloyd George decided that the idea was not suitable and Montagu dropped
ite Thus the search began for a suitable candidate to replace Chelmsford.
Initially, Reading was not under consideration. Montagu's first choice
was Austen Chamberlain, although he did suggest Sir Harcourt Butler,
Winston Churchill or H.A.L.Fisher. Butler was rejected by Lloyd George
because he was virtually unknown in Britain.tb The other candidates were
unwilling to accept the position. For a while it appeared that the
Viceroyalty was being offered indiscriminately, which was contributing

to dissatisfaction in India, in Montagu's opinion:

«seogreat harm is being done by the suggestion
that you want to get rid of these great men and
that is why you are trying to force them to
India; or the alternative, that the Viceroyalty
is being hawked about. "’



Finally, Lloyd George suggested that the post should be offered to

Lord Reading, the Lord Chief Justice. A great friendship existed between
the two, strengthened by the crisis they had both faced in 1913, when
they had both been involved in the Marconi Scandal. Lord Reading, a

Jew like Montagu, and already sixty-one years old, had had a varied
career up to that point. As Rufus Isaacs he had been elected Member of
Parliament for Reading in 1904, but his greatest success had been in the
legal field where he had had a brilliant career as a barrister. In 1910
he had become Attorney-General and in 1913 he was appointed Lord Chief
Justice. At the end of the First World War he had served as Ambassador
to the United States, returning to the post of Lord Chief Justice, in 1919,
somewhat reluctantly.

Reading's friendship with Lloyd George, and with Asquith, had
greatly helped his career, yet the Viceroyalty was to severely strain that
friendship. In July 1922, after the scandal surrounding Montagu's
resignation, Reading was convinced that Lloyd George blamed him, and he
wrote to the Prime Minister:

«ssperhaps 1 attribute too much importance to not
hearing from you, and yet, when I think of the
messages 1 have sent to :you without any direct
answer, 1 wonder if there is more significance in
your silence than mere p]:eoczc:upat:i'.onq..'s

Lloyd George was so anxious that Reading be appointed Viceroy that
he was prepared to conduct some undercover dealings in order to ensure
that his friend was available for the job. Reading was pleased to be
offered the post; he had been unhappy for some time as Lord Chief Justice
and longed for some excitement. However, he could not accept the post

without first considering two problems. Firstly, he was concerned

about his wife's health which had never been good. Having been reassured



that his wife could stand up to the Indian climate, he was able to

contemplate the second problem, availability.

Reading had not served long enough as Lord Chief Justice to be
entitled to a pension, so he and Lloyd George devised a scheme by which
the post of Lord Chief Justice would be regained by Reading on his
return from India. It was agreed by the two of them that Gordon Hewart,
the Attorney-General and Reading's successor, should be asked by the Prime
Minister to stand aside from being Lord Chief Justice on the grounds of
public interest, and continue as Attorney-General., The post of Lord
Chief Justice would then be offered to Lord Sterndale, an elderly judge.
Moulton, Head of the Appeal Court, would be offered a peerage in October
1921, and Hewart would be offered his position. 1f the position of

Lord Chief Justice fell vacant while Reading was away it would then be

1)
offered to Hewart.

The scheme needed the approval of Hewart. Lloyd George approached
him and suggested that if he was appointed Lord Chief Justice immediately
on Reading's resignation, the Conservatives would be discontented, on
the grounds that the Liberals were being given more than their due’’ Lloyd
George proposed that when the post became vacant it should be offered to
Hewart, with a real opportunity of accepting or declining it. Hewart would

decline, and it would then be offered to an elderly judge, who would

agree to give up the post any time the Prime Minister requested, which he

2\
would certainly do before the next election.

Hewart was unwilling at first to accept the proposal. He suggested

that the public, unaware of the plan, might think there were doubts

about the Attorney-General's competence. Lloyd George then said it
was impossible to appoint Reading Viceroy without Hewart's agreement, as
the Government needed Hewart, and could not afford a by-election. Hewart,

who thought the British legal system would not be best served by the plan,



was subjected to tremendous pressure from the press and from the Prime

Minister. On 14th February he wrote to his friend and colleague, Bonar

Law:

veel do feel that the political difficulties
would not be relieved but would be increased if
any temporary or provisional arrangement or
understanding were to be attempted...'?':L

Later the same month he made the same point to the Prime Minister:
Many of my legal friends of long experience

pointed out to me that any such plan was improper
and detrimental to the administration of justice.

23

Lloyd George replied that had he known that Hewart felt so strongly
no question of a vacancy in the Lord Chief Justiceship would have arisen.
Even more pressure was applied when Hewart visited Reading who dejectedly
told Hewart that the offer of the post of Viceroy had been withdrawn. In
an effort to ease the pressure, Hewart visited Lloyd George and it was
indicated to the Attorney-General that, ''you may never succeed at all”;g;

A good Attorney-General was essential in the Prime Minister's opinion,
and Bonar Law, when consulted by Hewart, agreed. Hewart therefore
accepted the arrangements, fearing that if he refused he would never have
another chances.

The announcement of Reading's appointment was generally well received.
There can be no doubt that Reading was himself pleased at his new
appointment. Gordon Hewart commented that Reading had come to enjoy
diplomacy and longed to get back to itfb Lord Riddell added that, '"for
some time past he had been on the gloomy side. Now he is like a school-

L7
boy let out for the holiday'. Reading himself vowed, "I will never look

. 2Y
at a law report again if I can help it. 1 never want to see another one'l.
He admitted that part of the attraction of the job, as he saw it, was to
be the dispenser of British justice and the initiator of liberal reforms

29
to a politically naive people. In his farewell speech to the Bar, he

10



said that he regarded himself as passing ftrom one arena for the

administration of justice to another. He declared that justice would be °

the keynote of his India policy:

I trust those in India, who may be reading of
my appointment, who are now at the outset of;
great progressive reforms...may recognize that
in selecting the representative of Justice from
this country to take the supreme place...it is
the desire of His Majesty and His Majesty's
servants to make manifest in India that justice
will remain the supreme guiding factor in the
destinies of India.>‘

On the whole the announcememt was alsd well received by the press.
Reading cut out and kept some of the press cuttings. Only the Morming

Post attacked the choice of Viceroy, on the grounds that Reading was a

A

Jew, as was the Secretary of State.” This fact caused concern, in certain

quarters, that the pair were lacking in the traditions of the British
Empire, and might thus embark on foolish ventures:

We hope Lord Reading will stick to his job on the

bench - where he is, par excellence, the right man

in the right place. India might easily prove the

grave of his great reputation. -
Other newspapers did not agree. One undated and unnamed paper in

Reading's collection reads:

The Morning Post bitterly deplores the possibility
of both Secretary of State and Viceroy being Jews,
but surely if English Jews retain any trace of
their oriental mentality Lord Reading is not, 1in

iy

this case, a liabilty, but an Imperial asset.’’
This certainly seemed to be the case. Reading's appointment was
well received in India. The Indian people imagined that Reading's faith
would help him to understand the minds and ways of Eastern people.
One unnamed newspaper clipping kept by Reading reads:
It is clear that the selection of Lord Reading

to succeed Lord Chelmsford has been well
received by the Indian people, who in these

11



matters are helped by an imagination finer
than is sometimes possessed by persons‘in this
country who profess to speak for them.™
On 12th February 1921, Lloyd George spoke at the English Speaking
Union dinner, wishing Reading luck and expressing his confidence that
his friend would be as successful as Viceroy as he had been in his other
R
high offices.
Certainly Reading was determined to succeed. He spent several hours
every day studying the Indian political situation at the India Office.

His collection of books, donated to the India Office Library, suggested

that he read widely. They included such varied works as A Passage to

India, by E.M.Forster, India; its administration and progress, by Strachey

and Mystic India, by Baulnois, as well as copies of the Government of India
Act of 1919, Consequently, he was able to write to the Prime Minister

on 21st February with conviction:

Ever since I went to the India Office I have
done my utmost to inform myself as to the causes
of the condition of unrest in India that I might
arrive at my own judgement.?’"

Reading arrived in India on 2nd April 1921 and immediately faced a
series of political problems, the full implications of which he had not
totally understood before his departure. As well as the demands of the
Nationalist movement and Gandhi, Reading also faced the task of
introducing the Montagu-Chelmsford reforms, which had been boycotted
by the non-co-operators in the elections of 1920, The poll had varied
between 50% in Madras to 22% in the Central Provinces. He had to be
responsible for the implementation of the Indianization programme in the
Civil Service and the Army, which was unpopular with India's European
community.

The Treaty of Sevres, made with the former Ottoman Empire at the

end of the First World War continued to cause unrest among India's

Muslim community resulting in the formation of a pact - known as the

12



Khilafat Movement - between Hindus and liuslims against the Raj. The
Movement pressed for a revision of the Treaty of Seévres and vowed to
protect the Khalifa and the independent lMuslim Empire he led. Reading
could understand the concern of the Muslims and hoped to persuade the
British Government to change its foreign policy in order to pacify
India's lMuslims. He wrote on 23ré January 1921:

I cannot express too strongly on His Majesty's

Government the injurious effect that will be

produced in this country should Britain assist

the Greeks against the Tufks.yi
However, those members of the British Government responsible for foreign
policy did not always believe that Indian opinion should be a factor
for consideration. For example, Lord Curzon, in charge of negotiations
with Turkey, complained to lMontagu, ''Is Indian opinion always to be the
final court of HMuslim 0pinion”.3q

The Viceroy was also responsible for India's foreign and Imperial
policy and had to be aware of problems of discrimination against Indians
elsewhere in the Empire. By 1921, India was suffering from severe
economic problems, and Reading, aiming at economic stability and
balanced budgets, was often forced to resort to measures which went
against his liberal principles, such as introducing protectionist
policies.
Above all, he hoped to be remembered for his reform of the judicial

system, and here too he had to deal with problems of discrimination,

-and again he faced opposition to his plans from all sides: from the
Government at home, from the British in India and from the Indian
nationalist movement.

Although Reading still had te prove his ability as Viceroy, the

Secretary of sState believed that Reading could fulfil the role:

No one can say who is going to make a good
Viceroy, but one can confidently predict that

13



1O
Rufus ought to make a good one.

This thesis will consider each of the problems Reading faced, and examine

his success in handling thems,

14



‘hapter One; Reading and Anti-Government Unrest, April to December 1921,

Reading arrived in India in April 1921 and immediately faced
problems. The events at Amritsar had contributed to the lingering
discontent of many Indians, especially those who had suffered as a
result of Dyer's harsh handling of the situation. This discontent was
made worse among some of the Muslims in India by Britain's attitude to
the Turkish Empire, the future of which was being discussed at the Sevres
peace talks. Tension between the Indian luslims and the British Raj had
been deepening for some time. Administrative changes, introduced from
1900 onwards, which increased the powers of the district officers+and
appeared to benefit educated Hindus, contributed to this growing tension,
Muslims believed, in the opinion of lMNushirul Hasan, that these measures

\
were an attempt to pacify Hindu revivalists.

The position of the Muslims in political terms varied greatly from
province to province, depending on their social and economic importance.
In those provinces, such as the United Provinces, where the liuslim
landowners had been left largely undisturbed by the decline of the HMoghul
Empire and the rise of the Raj, they played a greater role in the Imperial
system, which depended on district officers. 1In 1913, in the United
Provinces, luslims made up 147 of the population, but held 357 of the

A
top jobs. In those areas, such as Bombay, where the Muslims were largely

merchants, Muslim political influence was negligible. In 1913, in Bombay
Muslims made up 207 of the population, but held only 107 of the top
jobs.,

Within the oldest centres of British rule, Calcutta, Bombay and

Madras, college education was beginning to grow and improve, but liuslims

15



in those areas were unable to take advantage of these advances because

of their poor economic positiom. In Bombay and hadras, for example,
money was invested in trade. Therefore, the educated and professional
elite became an important source of opposition to the Raj, especially
as even in Muslim majority provinces, such as the United Provinces,
agents of the Raj were selected not on educational grounds, but, rather

on family contacts.

Francis Robinson suggests that in the United Provinces, where Iluslims
~were well placed educationally and politically, they feared that not only

would the Hindu majority interfere with their religious practices, but

would also discriminate against them in secular fields such as education

and employmentF; The existence of British rule had cut Muslim power in

the United Provinces following a series of municipality and council
acts, which limited the role of officials, most of whom were Muslim.
Robinson argues that the United Province Muslims directed their politics
towards compensating for their loss. They aimed for a protected share
of power;LF

. In 1906, Nawab Salimullah of Dacca suggested an independent all-India
Muslim political association. Although the idea was opposed by the Aga
Khan, young Muslim males were clamouring for a political association.
Each major province then started its own branch, and each of these took a
local issue as its major cause of concern. For example, the Eastern Bengal
and Assam League was concerned with the preservation of Eastern Bengal as
~a separate province. However, the members of the League did work together
on national issues, and, from the formation of the League, its members
did begin to demand separate electorates and other concessions, such as
the reservation of Government jobs for them. Nevertheless, although the
Muslim League claimed to be fepresentative of all Muslims in India, many

Indian Muslims remained loyal to the Congress Party, and, indeed some

United Province Muslims deserted the League

16



in the 1920s.

David Page suggests that the Muslim community cannot be treated as
a coherent unit at this time. Divisions had begun to emerge between
the traditionally educated leaders and the growing body of Western educated
Muslimsf: Robinson agrees, pointing out that Muslims were further divided
by their different interests in government service, land and religionf' Sir
Harcourt Butler suggested, in April 1913, that the Muslim League had been
founded to harness the enthusiasms of Muslim youths who might otherwise

7
join the Hindus in Congress.

Nevertheless, educated Muslims, such as Mohamed Ali, continued to
support the Raj, believing that such an attachment would be beneficial.
Mahomed Ali believed that it was the social distinction between the races,
and not the British that caused distress. However, Mohamed Ali's views
began to change, and during the First World War it became necessary for
the Raj to imprison both him and his brother when they began to publicise
the ideal of Pan-Islam. In 1919, Mohamed Ali appeared at the Amritsar
Congress as the spokesman for Muslim Opinion,ﬁin particular with regard
to the Khilatat campaign.

The Khilafat movement which resulted stemmed from concern over
the spiritual and temporal authority of the Khalifaj; a desire to
maintain the territorial integrity of the Turkish Empire and to divert
British aggression from Turkey. Among Indian Muslims there was a great
deal of sympathy for the Khalifa, and a desire to see the remains of the
great Turkish Empire survive. It was an essential part of the doctrine
of the Khalifa that he should have "adequate territories, adequate
military and naval resources, and adequate financial resources".lg It
seemed possible that the peacemakers at Sevres would take those essentials

away. The situation could have been avoided if the allies had dealt

magnanimously with Turkey and if relations between the Government of

17



India and Indian Muslims had been more cordiale Mahomed Ali said:
Our sympathy with Turkey was not political or
territorial, but religious, for the Sovereign
of Turkey was the successor of the Prophet and
the Commander of the Faithful. It was our
religious duty to prevent the further
disintegration of the temporal power of the
Khilafat which was indispensable for the defence
of our faith, to maintain the inviolabilty of
the sacred regions of Islam,d
Mahomed Ali used his right as a British subject to put pressure
on the Government in respect of his religious requirements. The temporal
allegiance of Indian Muslims depended on the Government's respect for
religious obligations. David Page suggests that Mahomed Ali and like
thinking Muslims took pride in the independence of Turkey as a
: | o
compensation for the Muslim fall from power in India. They wanted to
see the revival of the Ottoman Empire. As early as 1914 this problem had
been pointed out to the British by Lord Hardinge, who had explained that
such a move as the break up of the Ottoman Empire would be regarded as an
It
insult by those Muslims in India who were committed to its preservation.
Nevertheless, this warning went unheeded, and the break up of the
Khilafat seemed inevitable
At the end of the war Indian Muslims hoped that when the Empire
was broken up, separate Muslim states would be created in Arabia, Syria
and Mesopotamia., Some Muslims felt they had been deceived when the
peacemakers appeared not to consider the idea., The fact that the
solution to the Turkish problem was still being discussed some time after
the end of the war also contributed to a feeling of unreality, some were
able to 'forget' the nature of the problem. The Government White Paper
on the progress and condition of India in 1920 said of the Khilafat

movement:

As to the ultimate origin of the intensive
agitation in India directed towards the
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modification of the Turkish Peace texrms, it is
not so easy to speak with certainty. In its
inception it appears to have originated among

a certain section of advanced Muhammedan opinion,
whose views can broadly be described as Pan-
Islamic and Pro-Turkish.™

In addition to their deep religious conviction and commitment to the

Khilafat, the Muslim Nationalists, seeing the success of the Swadeshi

campaign in Bengal, and feeling that their traditional loyalty had been
unrewarded, increasingly lost faith in British rule. Mushirul Hasan
suggests that they now began to claim concessions through agitation

'S _
and vigorous protest. Robinson argues that not all Muslims were equally

committed to protecting the Khilafat, Traditionally educated Muslims, whose
interests were tied to government and who hoped to gain power and prestige
under the Montagu -Chelmsford reforms, only expressed concern over the
treatment of the Khilafat. It was the new political group of Westem
educated Muslims who needed the weight of Muslim identity to compensate for
their weakness:q Agitation was motivated by religious considerations, but
some Muslims realised that agitation could improve their personal position

and might contribute to their influence in the community generally.

Thus it can be seen that a complex movement, based around intellectual

and Western educated Muslims, was developing. This was further
intensified by the attitude of the Secretary of State for India who, in
1912, vetoed hopes for progress towards the foundation of a Muslim

university in Aligarh along lines suggested by the forward Muslim Party

who wanted to remove the secular modernists and European members of

staff.

Mohamed Ali, while in prison, had become more deeply religious, and

had been motivated by communal loyalty, now he became motivated by

what he saw as his religious duty,

19



However, Prabha Dixit suggests that this is somewhat misleading.

Muslims chose the ideal of Islamic brotherhood for the articulation of
their political aspirations because of their minority stat:us...5 He argues
they wanted a share of power in excess of their numerical status. This -
view is born out by Mahomed Ali himself, who wrote

When it is remembered that this community,

numbering nearly 400 million: people throughout

the world, whose ambition is to convert the

rest of Mankind...who claim and feel a unique

brotherhood: to talk of it as a minority is

absurd. '© |

However, Mushirul Hasan disagrees with any view that members of the
Khilafat movement used their religious belief to further their political
power deliberately. Such_an interpretation, in his opinion, ignores the
religious symbolism of Indian Islam, and undefestimates the sense of
religious unity between Indian Muslims and Muslims elsewhere in the world.’
This provided the driving force behind Muslim ideology and the Khilafat
movement

In fact, neither view seems totally satisfactory. Some leading
professionals undoubtedly used the existing network of religious
organisations to bring themselves closer to the masses. They then used
local discontent to stir up religious discontent, in the hope of winning
political support. However, communal distubances after 1922 also suggest
that, for the masses, religious symbolism and the tenets of their faith
were of greater importance than political power, of which they had none
anywaye.

In 1920 the Hindus and the Muslims sought to work together, through
the non-co-operation movement, inaugurated in August and ratified by
Congress in September, to peacefully coerce the Government of India into
meeting their demands. The movement's policies were embodied in a

resolution which advocated non-violent non-co-operation until, ''the

said wrongs are righted and Swaraj is established'.
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It is important to understand some of the motives behind the

involvement of the Hindus in the movement, which also involved a
commitment to the Khilafat movement. As Motilal Nehru said at the
Amritsar meeting of the Indian National Congress in 1919, "it is
impossible for one part of the nation to stand aloof while the other
part is suffering from a serious grievance”.%

It was Mahatma Gandhi who brought Hindu support to the Muslims and
transformed a minor inconvenience into a major problem for the British.
On 18th November 1918, Gandhi wrote to Mahomed Ali:

My interest in your release is quite selfish. We

have a common goal and I want to utilize your

services to the uttermost in order to reach that

goal. In the proper solution of the Mahommedan

question lies the realisation of Swaraj.'
It was also something of a problem for Gandhi to persuade two conflicting
cultures to co-operate and ultimately he failed. Whereas his political
programme was non-violent non-co-operation, that of the All-India Muslim
League was based on the belief that violence was acceptable if the end
result was favourable.

For the Muslim leaders the problem was how to harness religious
feelings into a movement.directed against the Government, By allying
with Gandhi and adopting his programme, the Muslims hoped that any ideas
of jihad would be forgotten, Therefore, Gandhi became the spokesman for
the movement in 1919,

Gandhi did not commit himself to the Khilafat movement without
careful consideration. In his autobiography he explained that he wanted
to work for the removal of religious barriers while acknowledging that
different religions were inevitaple in society. For him the former meant

giving support to the Muslims, not only because of ethical principle;

but also because of the reality of Lloyd George's own admission of the
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justice inherent in the Khilafat movement's demands. Gandhi wrote, "I

felt, therefore, bound to render what help I could in securing a due

20
fulfilment of the Prime Minister's pledge'.

Yet Gandhi undoubtedly realised the value of having Hindus and
Muslims working together and he hoped to use the power thus generated
to force the British to grant ‘'Swaraj in one year'. Nevertheless, the
alliance was a fragile one, the warlike Muslims with the ever-peaceful
Gandhi and supported by extremist Hindus. Mushirul Hasan has suggested
that Gandhi was also responsible for urging the Khilafat leaders to
intensify their campaign, in order to keep himself in the forefront
of national politics:J He goes on to argue that the Khilafat movement,
although it was a movement in which a large spectrum of the Hindu and
Muslim communities combined, was just a passing phase.ﬁ The clash of
interests between Hindus and Muslims led to the swift collapse of the
alliance and the imprisonment of its leaders. To some people, the
movement appeared to be the forerunner of the worst forms of communalism:us

Reading went to India fully aware of the problem facing him. Even
before his departure he began a campaign aimed at changing British foreign
policy in respect of the Ottoman Empire. Despite the evidence that this
would benefit the Indian Government, his pressure, and that of others
involved in Indian affairs, went largely ignored. Indeed, this policy of
constantly expressing the strong views of Indian Muslims to the British
Government had been begun by Lord Chelmsford. The Government of India{
realising that the peace terms with Turkey were likely to be unwelcome to
the Indian Muslims, began to warn Muslim deputations privately to expect
the worst. They also sought to publicise their own efforts. As P.G.Robb
points out, the central feature of Chelmsford's approach had been to .

appease the Muslim's feelings, not to oppose them, although he came

close to an admission of the divergence between his policy and that of
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the British Foreign Office discussing the future of Turkey.

In the same position, in March 1922, Reading, as we shall see, did
publicly admit that the solution being discussed would not ease problems
in India.

However, Reading did benefit from his flood of letters and telegrams
on the subject of the British Government's attitude to Turkey. His
persistence enhanced his position and contributed to eventual.success in
winning the support of moderate and traditional Muslims. This is evident
through the letters Reading received from some of those Muslims regarded
as moderate, congratulating him on his handling of the Turkish problem.

Reading started his campaign on 21st February 1921, when he wrote
to Lloyd George emphasising:

esehOW important it is in my judgement to

make some concessions to Mahomedan opinion

if you think they can safely be made.,?’
His campaign was supported by the Commander-in-Chief of the Indian Army,
General Lord Rawlinson, who also expressed concern about the Treaty of
Sevres in February 1921. He believed that it would be impossible to control
India if the Treaty went against Muslim demands;ua

Reading left England in March 1921 full of hope, confident that

agitation over past grievances could not be maintained, provided there
were no further problems:DFThose further problems came about when it was
reported in the Daily Mail on 31st May 1921, that Britain intended to
abandon her position of neutrality in the war in Asia Minor, as a result
of hostile attacks on British subjects. Such action, wrote Reading, would
have disastrous consequences in both Hindu and Muslim circles:

«sswho will look on such action on the part
of the British as contemptuous disregard of

Indian opinion.25

However, that step was still to be made and Reading had already made
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gains, such as his private talks with Gandhi, since his arrival in April.

It has often been suggested that the British followed a policy of
'divide and rule’, keeping Hindu-Muslim antagonism alive in order to
make their own position easier. This aspect of British rule will be
examined in another chapter. There is no evidence to suggest that Reading
was directly instructed to follow such a policy, but, from the time of
his arrival he looked hopefully for signs of cracks in the alliancefﬂ In
this he was helped by a certain sympathy for the Muslims' position in
wanting the 'freedom' of their ‘'motherland'. His own political career
had not been without its anti-Semitic hurdles and the idea of a nation
state to which minority groups could identify must have been appealings
although he was not a Zionist himself. He acknowledged some justification
for Muslim grievances over the Treaty of Sevres, and he saw the solving
of those grievances as of cardinal importance. Nevertheless, he admitted
that it was the major responsibility of the British in India to maintain
peace. On 4th May, he wrote to the Prime Minister:

We can never forget our responsibility to India,

where we have, generally speaking, kept the peace

between the races, creeds and castes, for over

a hundred and fifty years.
Therefore, it is obvious that Reading's policy had to be a somewhat
precarious balance between maintaining the peace yet exploiting the
differences,

It was the widely varied political and religious views of the leaders
of the two sections of the Hindu-Muslim alliance which gave Reading the
chance, whether intentionally or otherwise, to exploit the weaknesses in
the alliance. Immediately on his arrival Reading began to assess the
strengths and weaknesses of the alliance, and he decided that its

emphasis had changed in recent months. The Viceroy concluded that Gandhi

no longer felt he would get the support of the intelligentsia for a

policy_such as non-co-operation, which would lead to violence. Instead
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he made his appeal to the masses in an attempt to rouse the pressure of
millionss' Reading saw the change as an attempt to create a spirit of
nationalism, which would, in turn, press for independence. Such a mass
movement, argued Reading, could not be ignored, and arrests and prosecutions
were inevitable. It was the Ali brothers who first courted arrest.

The Ali brothers had been willing to become part of Gandhi's non-
co-operation movement in 1920. They had already served time in prison
between 1915 and 1919,_and,_following their release, had regained their
positions as spokesmen for the Khilafat Organisation. As Mahomed Ali said,
although their present policy co-incided with the Mahatma's, their
religion did not, as Islam not only permitted the use of violence, but

encouraged it, as we have seen. Thus Muslims could not be completely

: : 52
committed to non-violence .-5

Initially, Gandhi's promise of ''Swaraj in one year' kept the huslims
behind him. However, by April 1921, that year was drawing to a close
without any perceptible results except the appointment of a new Viceroy,
and the Al: brothers decided that more physical action was called for,.

This action took the form of inciting Muslims to resign from the
army. Reading arrived in the middle of this campaign, and, needing to
establish firm control over India quickly, he indicated that he would
arrest anyone involved in incitement. He wrote to the Secretary of State
explaining that, in his view, the action of the Ali brothers was doing
great harm, and required swift action from the Govermment to prevent
any further damage. He wrote, '1 cannot see Government authority openly
and persistently flouted by incitements, direct or indirect”;E)However
sympathetic he may have been to the demands of the Khilafat movement

he was still a representative of the British Government.,

The prospect of the arrest of the Ali brothers worried Gandhi, as it
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would obviously weaken the Hindu-Muslim alliance to have its Muslim
leaders in prison, while 1its Hindu ones remained free. In an attempt

to avoid the situation he broke the principle of non-co-operation by
seeking an interview with the Viceroy, to try to sort out the problen,

and effect a suitable compromise, That interview, or series of interviews,
was to weaken Gandhi's position, not only as a leader of the Muslims, but
also in the eyes of some Hindus, as we shall see later.

Although Reading agreed to the meetings he did not hold out much
hope for their success. He realised that Gandhi was under pressure as
the one year drew to a close without the possibility of Swaraj being
achieveds The Viceroy believed that Gandhi, in his desire to maintain :
the Hindu-Muslim alliance, would forgo his non-violent policies by
ignoring violent tendencies within the movement. Nevertheless, the
meeting took place on 14th May, although little was achieved at the
preliminary session. Gandhi made four demands; that the pensions
of O'Dwyer and Dyer be stopped because of their involvement in the events
in Amritsar in 1919, that all Government officials involved in the affair
be dismissed, that all fines be repaid, and that all unlawfully
detained prisoners be released;’.?:+ Reading, naturally, was unable to agree,
and, following such demands, he was not optimistic about the success of
the meeting. He wrote to the Secretary of State:

eeeto be frank I see little, if any, hope of
arriving at anything satisfactory with Gandhi.

35

This first meeting did give Reading the chance to assess Gandhi's
politics. The Viceroy concluded that Gandhi was an impractical 1dealist,
with profound religious convictions, although the Mahatma was well aware

of the importance of the Hindu-Muslim alliance from his point of view.,

Reading wrote:
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Gandhi wishes to maintain the non-co-operation
wishies to e

movement, and strive to increase its power at
any cost...the chieftainship of the non-co-

operation movement is now as important to him
as any religious faith.*®

Nevertheless, the meetings continued, and, by 19th May, some common

ground had obviously been found, as Reading wrote more hopefully to

London, '"Altogether you will judge that 1 liked him, and that I believe
- y - "1337 . . e
there are possibilifties for the future.., Although believing him

politically naive, Reading found that Gandhi could express his political

33
views with sincerity.

A solution to Gandhi's problem had been found. Gandhi would
persuade the Ali brothers to withdraw the statements which were regarded
as incitement, and would apologise. In doing so they would avoid arrest.

After a great deal of discussion, a text for the apology was agreed
on by both Reading and Gandhi. Gandhi then had to persuade the Ali
brothers to accept it without alteration. Reading made it clear that he
would not allow the two Muslims to put forward any conditions.
Nevertheless, when ngdhi next approached the Viceroy, on 29th May, his
reply was that the Ali brothers were prepared to sign the statement with
some minor changes. Rather than adopt a totally uncompromising attitude
Reading conceded the minor changes, arguing that it was better to have

39

the signatures than to prosecute. No doubt Reading realised that to arrest

the Ali brothers while they were so popular would lead to increased
violence., As it was, the apology, as we shall see, weakened the Ali

brothers' position, ensuring their eventual arrest was peacefully

executed.

The text of the apology was recorded in Rushbrook-Williams annual

report on the moral and material progress of India:
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Friends have drawn our attention to certain
speeches of ours, which, in their opinion,
have a tendency to incite to violence. We
desire to state that we never intended to
incite to violence, and we never imagined
that any passages in our speeches were capable
of the interpretation put upon them....We
therefore sincerely feel sorry and express our
regret for the unnecessary heat of some of
the passages in those 5peeches.“°
As a result of the apologetic statement the Government suspended
further action against the Ali brothers, and refrained from instituting
criminal proceedings. However, Reading did not want to set a precedent
for India by allowing 'criminals' to apologise and avoid prosecution. He
made it clear that this was an unusual incident which would not be
repeated. In a letter on 30th May to the Secretary of State he wrote:
The Government of India desire to make it plain
that they will enforce the law relating to
offences against the State as and when they think
fit, against any persons who have committed breaches
Y Y
of it.
On 9th June he followed this statement with another identifying
what he would regard as serious cases of incitement and propaganda,
There were two types; speeches denouncing Government policy and exhorting
disaffection, and speeches containing serious mis-statements accompanied
by 'incitement to hate the Government'. In both cases prosecution
. o &l
would proceed immediately.
There has been some criticism of Reading's action, both contemporary
and in retrospect, because it was believed that the continued freedom
of the Ali brothers contributed to the Moplah rebellion which raged in
the summer of 1921, the causes and consequences of which will be examined

later, Criticism came in August 1921, from Lord Willingdon, Governor

of Madras, in whose Province Malabar lay:
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I.am sure you won't mind me speaking frankly
and saying that this undiscipline [sic] and
unrest which has been created in the country
through the non-co-operation propaganda, has
resulted, as far as we are concerned, in this
outbreak here. I am quite convinced that the
policy of leaving the leaders of the movement
alone and dealing only with the rank and file
when you can is perfectly useless. You know
that I much disliked the policy of your getting
as apology from the Ali brothers and would

have been glad to see them prosecuted then,

f'

» -

'

Sir Archibald Rumbold echoes that view, saying that the Moblah

rebellion was the penalty to be paid by the Government of India for being

T
seen as weak., Yet there were those, such as Lord Rawlinson, who could

see the purpose behind the policy of negotiation. To his friend, Earl
Haig, the Commander-in-Chief wrote on 10th May 1921:
I think he is right to try peace by negotiation

before proclaiming war and even if he fails,
his eventual position will be the stronger for

having made the .%a.tl:empt:.«.‘LS
That being the case, it is necessary to try to understand why Reading
acted as he did. P.G.Robb suggests that the policy of allowing important
leaders to remain free had first been implemented by Sir William

Vincent, the Home Member, during Chelmsford's Viceroyalty. The aim of

the policy was to avoid the creation of ‘martyrs' by avoiding attacks on

b
people of importance. Thus Reading was adopting an existing policy.

However, it was a policy particularly suited to his nature. He had
undoubtedly been sent to India as a committed member of the Liberal Party,
following the failure of arch-conservatism under Chelmsford. He had no
wish to play the heavy father to India, although he realised it might

be necessary. As a man with legal training, he understood the value

of compromise rather than conflict. He knew that the apology would weaken
the Ali brothers and Gandhi, and, consequently, the Hindu-Muslim alliance.

To split the alliance would make the position of the Government of India
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more secure, to arrest the Muslims without first discrediting them would
only have strengthened the anti-British alliance.

Certainly the Secretary of State for India was initially very
pleased with the results. Reading seemed to be achieving success, and
other people at home seemed to agree:

Many people have expressed to me their belief

that the recantation of the Ali brothers must
detract from their political forceo ™!

The effect on the Hindu-Muslim alliance of the apology seemed
almost immediate. By 9th June, Reading was able to telegram to Montagu,
saying that he saw signs of dissemsion, though faint, in Gandhi's camp:ﬁa
He followed this the same day with a letter going into greater detail:

From all I read and hear my impression is that

the effect of the Ali brothers recantation has had
a distinctly damping effect on the Khilafat
supporters and the Gandhi movement.'

As a result of this, in Reading's opinion, Gandhi was not getting
the financial and manpower support he expected. He berated his followers
in a speech at Simla, saying they were not fit for 'Swaraj'. The news
of the apology was, Reading thought, well received in India and many
people appreciated the Viceroy's handling of the negotiations.go

The decline in the position of the Ali brothers became more marked
during June. It seemed that the other leaders were less confident of
success and less bitter towards the Government. Reading explained the

decline of the Ali brothers to the Secretary of State on 20th June:

There is no doubt that the Ali brothers' apdlogy
has reduced their influence and was a great
setback to certain sections of the non-co-

operation party. '
Then on 23rd June, he went on to explain the weakness of Gandhi's
position:

It is evident that Gandhi has been very hard-
pressed by non-co-operationists on the one hand
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who have written protesting against his

interviews with me on the ground that they

were a direct negation of the principle of

non-co-operation; on the other he has been

assailed by Mahomedans who are of the opinion

that he gave away their leaders.>*

With the leaders of the movement under such pressure it was almost

inevitable that they would make mistakes which would complete the work
of destruction the Viceroy had started. Reading continued to gain the

support of moderate Muslims by his favourable attitude as to the position

of Turkey, while the Ali brothers became more fanmatical and Gandhi less
confident, not about the possibility of eventual success, but about the

ability of the Indian people to complete a non-violent campaign. As The

Times reported on 8th September 1921:

Mr. Gandhi preaches non-co-operation to the
mob, the Ali brothers talk to the Mahommedans
about the woes of Turkey. Mr. Gandhi professes
to be disconcerted when his dupes translate
non-co~-operation into terms of violence, but
what has he to say when he discovers that
primitive Mahommedans, when once influenced

by "incendiary propaganda’ forget about Turkey
and start killing Hindus? >’

It was obviously impossible to appeal to the religious fervour of the
"primitive’ people and expect them to remain non-violent. It was also
rather absurd on Gandhi's part to believe that he could.
Following the criticism directed at them over their apology, the

Ali brothers were anxious to re-establish their position as leaders among
the Muslims. Some accused the Ali brothers of cowardice and although
they protested, as Mahomed Ali did in the Presidential Address at the
Karachi Conference in July 1921, when he said:

Regarding the so-called statement (apology

or whatever you call it) I wish to say that

it was primarily meant for the publiCeeee

I want you to understand that the apology is

meant for you. We can never apologise to
iy
the Government. *
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they were not believed. Later, a letter dated 23rd July was intercepted
between Mahomed Ali and Dr. Abdul Hamid Said of Rome which expanded this
point, and claiming that Gandhi had not been told by Reading that the
brothers were likely to be arrested. The statement of regret was not
made to avoid prosecution but to allay Hindu suspicions and to prove

to Gandhi that they accepted his 1eadershipfS The whole letter has a
hint of desperation to be believed, the explanation becoming long and
involved. It could not be denied that the Government had achieved a

success and the Hindu-Muslim alliance had revealed a weakness. Reading

noted on 14th July that Mahomed Ali, in particular, was very angry, and

was expressing that anger by making speeches against the Viceroy. Reading

—

was ignoring these as unimportant: Some of the speeches were further
upsetting Ali's own followers, and the Hindu members of the alliance, as
they were rather wild and high-handed. There was great activity among the

Khilafat movement in an attempt to arouse unity, and this was directed

mainly at British attitudes to the Khilafat.

For a while, it seemed that the needs of the Ali brothers to re-
establish themselves by some decisive action, and the need of Gandhi to
retain the Hindu-Muslim alliance would draw Gandhi into accepting violence
However, Reading discounted:thisTpossibility, as the essence of the

AT
movement was non-violent.

Meanwhile, both Reading and Montagu continued to be concerned about
the Turkish situation. Reading's letters and telegrams continued to
emphasise the effect the unresolved peace talks were having on India.
Most notable of these is a long letter written on 11lth June to the
Secretary of State expressing concern about a proposed change in Cabinet
policy. Reading believed that the change would nullify the favourable

results he had achieved, and that it would be seen by Hindus and Muslims
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as yet another attack by Western people upon the Eastern people, an
attempt by Christians to destroy Muslims. As such, it would 'fill the
crack" so recently achieved by the Ali brothers' apology*....‘;q3

Montagu also kept up pressure at home, so much that 'people think
that it is an idiosyncracy of my own”;gqlnthe same letter to Reading on
19th July, Montagu suggested that Reading might like to appeal to the
Prime Minister as an old and valued friend; "I know how much he values
your opinion, and he is inclined to think that I overstate the case''.

Montagu felt that Lloyd George owed it to Reading to support him, as

Reading had taken on such a difficult job.

At the end of July the Ali brothers issued a further inflammatory

statement published in The Independent:

«.esin the present circumstances the Holy Shariat

forbids every Muslim to serve or enlist himself

in the British Army or to raise recruits for it

eeeit is incumbent on all ulama in particular to

carry this religious commandment tobevery Muslim

soldier in the British Indian Army. ©

This passage contravened the statement issued by the Viceroy on

30th May, detailing what he would regard as breaches of the law. Thus
the Ali brothers had committed a criminal offence. There were immediate
demands for the arrest of the two Muslims, but the action they took was
very necessary to the Muslim leaders. Following accusations of cowardice
they were obliged to court arrest in order to prove their 'bravery'.
Even Gandhi was forced to concede that the steps were necessary, thus
partly condoning the subversion of the military. Nevertheless, an
analysis of reported attempts to tamper with troops shows thirty cases

in 1920, eighty-~two cases in 1921 and fifty-nine cases in 1922, a total

of one hundred and seventy-one cases. Reading wrote to the Secretary of

State on 22nd January 1923, '"There is no evidence to show that any great

33



harm was being done ... it is believed that the main bulk of Mahomedan
soldiers are not interested enough in the Khilafat matters to be

TN A
adversely affected.

Pressure for the arrest of the Ali brothers from within India came
particularly from the Governor of Bombay, Sir George Lloyd, an out-
spoken critic of much of Reading's work. He later accused Reading of
bringing further trouble to India by delaying the arrest of Gandhi, although
as we shall see, he was partly responsible for that delay. Lloyd
wrote to Reading on 22nd July about the subversive statement:

1 do not see myself how I can properly allow
statements of this character to be made and

remain passive, nor do I see how 1 could
justify my position hereafter if 1 did so.

b2

Reading also felt that the Ali brothers had now gone beyond the
acceptable limits, and he agreed to their arrest omn 29th August when he
wrote to the Secretary of State that the Ali brothers and five of their
associates in Bombay would be arrested for forbidding Muslims to join the

63
armye.

Further time elapsed when leyd himself requested a delay. In
a telegram to London Reading wrote, 'Ali brothers, Lloyd's view
postponing arrest till after September 13th, when Mahomedan holidays
expire «....This delay is regrettable, but he must judge"fgﬁfter that date,
Reading emphasised, there was to be no further delay. It is important
to note that, at this stage, August 1921, it was Lloyd who advocated the
‘continued freedom of Gandhi, who seemed to be courting arrest.* Lloyd
wrote, ''I want him left alone to accomplish his failure in the face of
the public"fﬂrAgain, when this led to increased trouble, especially with

regard to the visit of the Prince of Wales during the winter of 1921 to

1922, Lloyd placed all the blame for the non-arrest of Gandhi on Reading.
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The arrest was duly carried out without the expected violence,
1t seemed the earlier tactics of delay were to be beneficial. Reading,
while not jubilant, allowed himself a hint of optimism in his report
to ontagu:
1l do not wish, however, to draw hasty inferences.
We must wait awhile before we can gauge future

intentions of the Khilafat extremists or non-

co-operators. Iy impression is that the arrests
have created a good effect.?

50, it seemed that the Hindu-lFuslim alliance was in serious
difficulties by the summer of 1921, partly, but not totally, due to the
efforts of Reading to split the alliance. The Ali brothers, with their
inflammatory statements, such as those stating their support for the
proposed invasion of the Amir of Afghanistan into India to remove the
British, had also alienated many Hindus who had no more desire to live
under lMuslim rule than under that of the Raj. In the report on the moral
and material progress of India in 1921 it is recorded:

The Hindu-Muslim unity to which he [Gandhi]
attached so much importance, and for which he
demanded so many sacrifices, seemed to be on the
point of crumbling....A large section of Hindus
was being alienated from the non-co-operation
movement by the manifest religious intolerance

and Pan-Islamic aims of its extreme Mussalmen
supporters,...ré’7

As we have seen, the use of religious imagery to inflame the masses
could lead to trouble, as it did in lMalabar in the summer and autumn of
1921. The only way to motivate the masses effectively was through the
use of their religion. This, in its turn, heightened religious awareness
and was bound to lead to comnflict.

As has already been mentioned, some critics of Reading believed that

it was his policy of allowing the continued freedom of the Ali brothers
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which caused the problem. There had, however, been trouble 1in kalabar

for many years. A number of reasons have been suggested for this. Since
British rule there had been thirty-five serious incidents of communalism,
The iwuslims in the area numbered 953,381 in a total population of
3,015,119fgand were particularly fanatical. They also felt themselves
isolated in Southern India, and, due to the high rate of illiteracy,
particularly vulnerable to domination by Hindus and Christians.

Conrad Wood argues that one of the primary causes of these outbreaks
was the resentment felt by tenant farmers in the Ermad and Walluvanad
taluks towards Hindu landlords whose position was being protected by
various British land tenure actsf¥‘8tephen Lale agrees, pointing out that
the attécks represented the;continuation of the Moplah challenge to the
economic and social power of the upper castes and the political authority
of the Hajjo lHowever, Roland Filler, while accepting that Moplah resentment
of the British was a basic element, also identifies other aspects,
notably religious fanaticism, born of anger and anxiety. He argues that
the Moplah society had barely been disturbed by the collapse of the
foghul Empire. It was a closed community which avoided being a ghetto
only because the lMoplahs used the Malayayan language of Malabar, and
because of their residential patterns and the need for commercial social
intercourséz‘ Their isolation continued until the end of the First World War.

During 1921, koplah fanaticism was increased by the arrival of
Khilafat agitators. The Khilafat movement brought Islamic concerns
directly to the centre of Moplah preoccupations at the lanjeri Conference
of the Kerala Congress on 28th April 1920, and it became the immediate

cause of the rebellion. Conrad Wood suggests that the idea of the

invincibility of the Turkish Empire against a Christian power became
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an article of faith for the Moplahs, who believed it would lead to the

removal of British power in Indias Stephen Dale argues that the rebellion

was a genuine revolt; an attempt to establish an Islamic state in

7
southemn India.*s

The seriousness of the incident was acknowledged by the Government

White Paper, Details of the Moplah Rebellions between 24th August and 6th
December, in a paper prepared by the Madras Publicity Board, called

Malabar and the MoElahs:

There have been many Moplah outbreaks in the past.
But the present one is different from all that

have preceded it in its wide extent and

evidence of systematic preparation and organization.

T4

However, the Raj contributed in two ways to the seriousmess of the incident.
In the first half of 1921, troops garrisoned at Malappuram were withdrawn,
which suggested to the Moplahs that the war had weakened the British,

The danger of this impression being given had been pointed out by various
British officials in the area, notably G.W.Dance, the Collector, and
R.H.Hitchcock, the Superintendent of Police.

Secondly, as signs of excitement, notably the raising of the Khilafat
flag and the wearing of insignia, increased among the Moplahs, the British
moved more troops into the area. Police repression exacerbated the problem,
and provided the opening event of the rebellion.

Trouble began on 22nd August when it was reported that the District
Magistrate and the police had tried to make arrests in Tirur, but had been
attacked, resulting in two casualties and two persons missing. By 24th

the District Magistrate:had been forced to withdraw to Calicut, and to

ask for martial law to be imposed. However, there had been hints of the
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depth of the discontent as early as May, when communal tension in the

area began to increase. On 31st May, the Viceroy wrote to the Secretary

of State:

comewhat to the detriment of Gandhi's propaganda

the . Khilafat movement assumed definitely [sid}
religious aspect in Malabar,’®

The main protaganists were the Moplahs, described by Rushbrook-
Williams in his report on the moral and material progress of India as:
Fanatical Muslims, poor and ignorant - under
the thumb of a bigotted priesthood, they are
prone to sudden waves of religious mania,

which inspires with the simple desire to win

the Martyr's crown-after killing as many non-
Muslims as possible,’®

Victor Trench described the rebellion as a "bloodthirsty campaign of
T e

murder, "arson, looting and incendiarism , and Willingdon himself was a

great critic of the Government's handling of the affair. As we have seeny

he placed the blame squarely on Reading's policy, which allowed agitators

to remain free and stir up an excitable race. On 22nd August he wrote

to the Viceroy:
But there can be no doubt that non-co-
operators have been busily working quietly
and stirring up the feelings of these people

on the Khilafat question, and the result 1is
the postition today. ’®

Willingdon also wrote to the Commander-in-Chief in the same vein
shortly after. He emphasised his opinion that the non-co-operation
campaign was causing indiscipline. However, he did acknowledge that the
Government's plan of campaign was not a new one, and bemoaned the fact that
India had not been properly governed for two years. He was concerned that

L

the governing of India had been handed to Gandhi., Rawlinson replied that

he thought that this policy of delay was due to Reading's legal training

which inculcated compromise or settlement by agreement. He tried to
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persuade Willingdon that it was best to allow the Viceroy to try his

w °C

&

own methods first, and he added, "I do not think it has done much harm

Nevertheless, Willingdon's fears were real, and, in some ways, justified.
Further concern was caused by the news that volunteers were being

enrolled, dressed in uniform and drilled, although the accuracy of this was

later questioned. It seemed likely that the leaders of the Khilafat

movement recognised how dangerous this would be. Later it was difficult

to find concrete evidence of this drilling, and Reading was not unduly

concerned:

As regards the drilling on the part of the
Moplahs, it is difficult to get at the facts,
but our information does not suggest that it
was on an extensive scale.

While Reading wished to take stern action against the Moplahs, he
understood that the communal tensions could only benefit him by revealing
the weaknesses in the Hindu-Muslim alliance. Naturally, he would have
preferred there to be no trouble, but if trouble did occur it could be used
as propaganda to the Raj's benefit. He must have expressed some of these
ideas to his wife's secretary, Yvonne Fitzroy, as she wrote to her
father on 29th August:

As to Moplah, H.E. seems to think it may do
indirect good by showing all sincere non-co-
operationists the inevitable result of their
preaching on a fanatical and ignorant
population, and equally the Moplahs themselves

have helped by cutting the throats of so
many Hindus. **

In any case, the position was a difficult one for the Government of
India. The only way to put down the revolt was by the use of military

forces, yet this step would take some explaining, both in India and at

home °

The mainspring of the Moplahs campaign was the conversion, by
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force or otherwise, of the Hindus to Islam. Women and children faced
the additional risk of being carried off by the Moplahs. Conversion was
itself risky, to repeat the Muslim creed meant ‘a Hindu was regarded as
apostate, ‘it was a Muslims duty to punish him with death if he reverted
to Hinduism.

Trouble continued until 3rd September when the Moplah leader, Ali
Musaliar, known as the Raja of Ernad, was arrested, and by the 5th H.M.S.
Comus had arrived to relieve Calicut. At this point, anxious telegrams
reached Reading from London demanding to know what action was being
taken. There were demands in the media that the ringleaders, previously
named by Reading, be arrested. The British Government expressed its
concern on 26th September, and Reading was asked if more troops were
necessary as isolated pockets of trouble continued to cause concern. The
situation was worsened when some prisoners were moved in a luggage van
in hot weather, and seventy out of one hundred died. Although the officer
in charge was prosecuted for negligence, he was later acquitted. This
increased anti-Government bitterness in the area, but Reading, somewhat
tersely, refused the offer of more troops, saying it was the difficulty of
the mountainous forest terrain, not shortage of manpower, that was causing
the delay.

In answer to a question put in the Council of State to the Home
Minister, Sir William Vincent, by Mr. H.D.Craik, on 15th September, an
assessment of the damage was given. Twelve Europeans had been killed,
and ten injured, although there were no figures for casualties among
Hindus. Final assessment of structural damage was not complete, but four
railway lines and two stations had been damaged, two'post offices and

two treasuries, containing 1 lakh 30,000 rs. cash and 4 lakhs of notes
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had been looted and road telegraph links had been broken. This hardly
seems to justify Trench's claim that "its ferocity and recklessness
had no parallel in this century”.%5

Trench seems to have been influenced by Willingdon's own opinion of
that the whole incident was unnecessary, as no doubt it was. Willingdon
continued to protest to Reading that it was his action that had caused the
trouble. Before the trouble started there had been persistent preaching
in the Mosques about the wickedness of British peace terms with Turkey.
Willingdon believed that the fact that these went unchallenged by the Raj
helped to convince the Indian people that the Raj was dead or dying.
Reading sent a conciliatory letter to Willingdon pointing out that
the imminent arrest of the Ali brothers would help the situation, by
removing the chief agitators.

In view of the Government of India's version of events, it seemed
that Willingdon overreacted to the trouble. Communalism was a perennial
problem in India, and this, while more serious because of its orgamnisation,
was only a local problem. The Moplahs attacked the Hindu landlords,
using religious fanaticism as an excuse., No-one likes to have trouble on
their own doorstep, and Willingdon obviously felt that the trouble on
his doorstep was not of his making, so he therefore protested vehemently.
Neither can all the blame be put on the Khilafat movement. Agriculturally
the region was facing serious problems. Both famine and a failed monsoon
contributed to discontent. This discontent was mishandlgd by the Government

who did nothing in the area of agricultural reform and failed to recognise

the seriousness of the original incident, which perhaps supports Willingdon's

view that the Raj was seen as ''dead or dying'.
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To Reading, the problem seemed only minor when viewed within the
picture of the whole of India. Yet the initial picture created by the
Government White Papér is misleading. It is impossible to find exact
figures for the number of Hindu casualties, but certainly they were high,
The Times of India estimated 200, The Pioneer suggested between 1,000 and
2,000, In view of the fact that the troubles disrupted the planting
of crops, leading to food shortages and starvation later in the year,
10,000 is probably a conservative estimate. These shocking figures make
Reading's handling of the situation seem rather callous. He did take
a wider view of Indian political problems than Willingdon and he was able
to understand the important benefits that the Government of India could
gain from the trouble. There were benefits which were felt almost
immediately, but was the cost too high? On 19th September Reading wrote
to Willingdon that there were no reports of trouble following the arrest
of the Ali brothers, due partly to their apology, ''and more particularly
to the attacks on Hindus in Malabar they have exhausted sympathy, except

3y
from extremists''.

The revolt also helped to improve the situation in Malabar.financially
as funds were raised elsewhere for the relief of the area. later, this
money was used to set up permanent institutions to help the Moplahs. GSome
Hindus also began to question Gandhi's role in the affair when he was
reported in the Indian press as saying that the Moplahs were provoked

by the Government officials in the area. He expressed sympathy for the

Muslims, action not likely to win him much support from those Hindus who

feared communalism in their own areas.

Meanwhile, Gandhi faced problems elsewhere. Some Muslim members

of the Khilafat movement, as we have seen,through Reading's
correspondence, felt that Gandhi had betrayed their leaders, while

members of his own party felt that the consultations with the Viceroy were
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breaking the non-co-operation movement's policy. Gandhi did not regard
the meetings in this way, but as a valid step in the maintenance of

the Hindu-Muslim alliance, so vital to the eventual success of his plans.
He had always said that he saw nothing wrong in presenting his case to

an official, and that his approach to the Viceroy had fallen into that

il

3
ca tegory.

However, prominent Hindu politicians, such as Motilal Nehru, did
not agree., Later in 1923, when Gandhi vehemently opposed council entry
and continued to advocate the boycotting of the Montagu-Chelmsford
reforms, the role of the original meeting must have been questioned. Even
immediately after the meetings between Reading and Gandhi, Motilal Nehru

wrote to Gandhi:

Very serious questions affecting the whole
movement arise for consideration. Indeed it
seems to me that the whole principle of non-co-
operation has been given away.%b

The situation was doubly difficult as far as Gandhi was concerned
because of the confidential nature of the meetings. Reading was determined

to maintain that confidentiality, having no wish to be drawn into a
public debate. Therefore, statements by the Ali brothers that their
apology was not due to Government pressure could not be substantiated,
thus limiting Gandhi's attempts to explain away his meetings. Not
everyone, however, regarded Gandhi's lack of explanation as evidence of
his guilt. Sarma, an Indian politician, told the newspaper editor, Durga

Das:

Don't you see he has failed to pull off a deal
with Gandhi? He is a Jew., He does not want it
to be said he parleyed with a rebel....He had
to show that it was Gandhi who sought the
interview, and that he scored over Gandnhi by
remarking that the interview was not entirely

’ ‘X
fruitlesse o’
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Reading did see some benefits in the meetings, and felt that they
could be resumed in the future if necessary, as he wrote to Montagu

on 14th July 1921:

I have always in mind that Gandhi is
undoubtedly an enormous influence here, and

that it might be necessary or desirable at
some time in the future to see him again.%“

Maybe Gandhi also hoped for further consultations, as we learn from
Fitzroy's diary of 17th July that, having reached Simla, a place he was
never expected to visit, Gandhi seemed reluctant to leave.%q

However much criticism there was of Reading's policy, there is no
escaping the fact that it was, at least partially, successful. During the
summer of 1921 it became obvious that there was a subtle change in Gandhi's
appeal to the masses. He concentrated on his social reform programme,
and fund raising, and, in Reading's opinion,the cult of Gandhism was

.« 4 “C
taking a strongly superstitious turn,

During June 1921, traditionally a month of widespread political
activity due to the lack of agricultural work, there was little political
activity, a fact which pleased Reading, and gave him hope that Gandhi was
losing influence, He wrote a reassuring letter to the King on 23rd June:

He has dropped his old tack and has adopted a
new one, with more social and economic motives,

as yet he has achieved little success.
Dissension has broken out among the non-co-

operation movement.
Although events after 1926 proved Reading wrong, events at the time

certainly seem to indicate that Reading's assessment was accurate, at

least in a political sense.

As a result of the criticism, and his lack of success in some areas,

GCandhi became more vehement in his attacks on the Government. On 16th

August Reading wrote:
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At the moment Gandhi is in a state of considerable
irritation, owing to criticism of him regarding
interviews with me. It is noticeable in the
vehement tone of his articles and exaggerated
statements of fact. =

However, Reading decided to ignore much of the vehemence, which was merely

rhetoric repetition of familiar advice to soldiers and civilians to leave

Government employment. He felt that if Gandhi's challenge was ignored
A%

it would not be a bombshell but a "squib", resulting in further loss of

tace for Gandhi. To arrest Gandhi would leave the way open for a new

and perhaps more radical leader, with the added advantage that a martyr

was in prison.,

Gandhi also urged those who did leave Government employ to
abandon foreign cloth and wear homespun. Some did, so great was their
devotion to the Mahatma, As Reading wrote to the King on 3rd November:

1t is a striking commentary upon the actual
influence of Gandhi to make men of character
leave their occupations; but it is perhaps not
so surprising having regard to human natureyeee.
that men should leave well paid and regular
emp loyment in order to take to weaving and
webbing which is Gandhi's substitute. &
However, not everyone was impressed by the new campaign. C.F.Andrews

protested about the burning of foreign cloth when so many Indian coolies
were insufficiently clad. Gandhi believed the economic fallacy that
destruction is the quickest way of stimulating production. Reading
realised that Gandhi's boycott of foreign cloth and his advice to leave
employment were doing the movement no good. In fact, the number of
resignations from Government service were negligible, and the Economic

Report published in August 1921 showed a slight increase in the amount of
white cotton imported of 35 million yards, although grey and coloured
Qs

cotton imports had fallen by 70 million yards. It seemed to Reading that

Gandhi's manifesto had fallen flat, and on 2nd November he wrote to the

Secretary of State:
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I may be optimistic about this but the
impression is gradually being produced on
my mind that Gandhi has passed the high
water mark of his popularity and is now
in the ebb tide. ™"

In some ways that fact worried Reading. Gandhi had been a
restraining influence on violent passions in India, and Reading felt that
future agitators would blame Gandhi's lack of success on his belief in
non-violence, thus supporting the possibility of effective violent
action. Reading's policy, therefore, seems to have been one of patience
and tolerance, allowing Indian politicians to make their own mistakes
and thus bring about their downfall. 1In view of the relative peace
which ensued after 1922 he regarded it as a successful policy, but others
could, and did, look upon the increased incidence of communalism as a
condemnation of that policy. Certainly, one cannot help feeling that the
policy may have been successful as long as there was no violence.

As soon as violence did occur, as in Malabar, a sterner and more
immediately successful policy was needed in order to prevent loss of life
Yet, in the aftermath of the First World War, this was a time to avoid
conflicts everywhere, and India was no exception.

Although Reading was optimistic, he did not wish to totally
discount the possibility of further trouble; he appreciated that India's
problems had not been solved during 1921, and that, until they were,

non-co-operation, or some other form of political agitation, would remain.
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Chapter Two: Reading and the Visit of the Prince of Wales.

December 1921 - January 1922.

Gandhi was not yet completely defeated., He had made plans for
the disruption of the visit of the Prince of Wales, anticipated in

December 1921, which, while not completely successful, did show that

he could still cause trouble.

The Prince had originally been expected to visit India in 1920
to inaugurate the new constitution, but ill health and an exhausting
tour of Canada led to the cancellation of the visit. Both the Govern-
ment at home and the Indian administration were therefore, anxious
that the visit should go ahead'in the winter of 1921-22. However,
due td the activities of the non-co-operation movement in the early
part of 1921 it was rumoured that the visit would be canceélled again.
In April Willingdon wrote to the Viceroy warning him that the disturbed

nature of the country would make the visit difficult:

oo uUnless you perform a miracle this non-
co-operation agitation will be in full force
next cold weather and until you have got the
country quieted down I feel it would be most
undesirable to have the inevitable hartals
and boycotting, which are sure to be set on

fOOto\

General Rawlinson was also concerned. He had heard from a
colleague in London about the poor state of the Prince's health.
He believed that the only way to guarantee a peaceful visit was to
arrest Gandhi before the royal visit. However, the Commander-
in-Chief also felt the time was not opportune for arrest, as he
recorded in his Journal on September 18th 1921:

The Viceroy, rightly I think, insisted that
the present was a most inopportune moment to
put Ghandi [sic] in prison - To do so on top
of the Ali Bros. would only be to push the

Hindus and Muslims into each others arms. We
want, of all things, to separate them., >
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In view of the need to avoid pushing Hindu and Muslims together
Rawlinson argued that the visit should be postponed. Also, he felt
that the Prince of Wales was too valuable a person with whom to take
risks. Only if the success of the visit could be guaranteed should
it continue, in Rawlinson's view. He believed that there was only a
10 to 1 chance of success...l+

King George V, however, was anxious for the visit to go ahead,
and had personally asked Reading before his departure for India to
assess the situation and, by June, to have reached a decision. By
3rd June Reading héd made up his mind. He had considered several
factors which could make the visit difficult or undesirable: the dis-
turbed state of the country and the possibility of hartals and boy-
cotts; the fact that some Indian Princes wished the visit to be can-
celled for financial reasons; the financial problems of the Indian
Governmentg and the fact that, following the visit in 1920 of the
Duke of Connaught, a further royal visit might be unwise because the
event might encourage Indians to expect large favours to be granted,
as had been the custom of previous royal visits, but which were im-
possible in the aftermath of the Montagu-Chelmsford reforms. He
finally concluded that the most important factor was the risk of
hartals, but that to cancel the visit for that reason alone could be
regarded as a success by the non-co-operation movement:

No sufficient reason could be given for a
further postponement except that the country
is too disturbed. If this reasom for post-
ponement were given, non-co-operationists
would regard it as a tremendous triumph.sr

One further major consideration in favour of the visit taking place

was that it had been promised, and should go ahead.



1t was decided that the Prince should arrive in Bombay on 17th

November 1921 unless the political situation deteriorated. In the

: . . 6
view of Sir Algernon Rumbold the decision was a mistake. In his

view Gandhi regarded the visit as an insult to India. At home,
however, the King and Lloyd George did not seriously believe there
would be any genuinely hostile demonstrations although it was
recognised that the Prince might be received with only a formal show
of respect;v

The Prince was looking forward to the visit, although he was
tired after his previous hectic tour of Canada. 1In his autobiography
he wrote, ''"The East had always fascinated_me";% However, he was a little
apprehensive about Gandhi's potential, writing, 'Would he try to spoil
my show?!

Within India preparations went ahead to receive the Prince.
Reading was hopeful that the visit would achieve something for
India. He met a delegation of Punjabi Muslims and, in answer to
"a question, said "I tell you, if India honours the Prince, Swaraj
is within your grasp. The Prince would make his visit memorable',
This was a rash statement in view of the fact that the Cabinet
were generally against any further changes in the Indian constitution,
at least until the lMontagu-Chelmsford reforms had been thoroughly
tested. In fact, Reading, perhaps luckily for him, never had to explain
why his statement had never been fulfilled.

Meanwhile, in Bombay, for two or three weeks before the Prince's
arrival, posters and advertisements appeared urging Indians to
boycott the visit. Nevertheless, for several days before the Royal

visit, witnesses such as George Lloyd, the Governor of Bombay, and

Lord Rawlinson, the Commander-in-Chief, reported that there were

many people going into Bombay.
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On the day of the Prince's arrival there were crowds of people in
the city, although not all were there to greet the Prince.

The situation in Bombay was a difficult one. On the surface
the visit seemed succesful, with the crowds giving the Prince a
good welcome, as George Lloyd, the Governor, reported to the
Viceroy:

The crowds were immense and were continuous

for 4% miles. The cheering was also pretty
continuous and the whohf reception was really
warm and enthusiastic.

However, there were serious undercurrents as the hartal was partly
successful. Crowds of non-co-operators met outside the city and
when they heard of the crowds who had greeted the Prince they
became angry. They took to the streets in violent demonstrationms,
setting fire to foreign cloth. Perhaps in the desire for dramatic
effect, some authors, notably Victor Trench, have been inclined to
exaggerate these incidents. Trench describes the Prince's visit

as taking place, 'amidst a bonfire blaze of foreign cloth and the

3
blood orgy of class riots',

In fact the trouble only started after the Prince had reached
Government House, and the two groups, spectators and non-co-operators,

clashed on their way home. The non-co-operators began to terrorize the

loyal crowds in the back streets, welcoming the opportunity provided by the

removal of the police and troops from those areas. A good impression
was not provided in Britain the following day when the headlines

read, ''Prince lands in Bombay. Native riots"“;iving a false impression
of the Prince having to battle through hostile crowds. The disturbances,

which continued with isolated incidents until the end of the visit,

put a dampener on the Prince's tour.
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However, by 24th December, when he departed from Bombay, the streets
were densely packed and the Prince was joyfully received.

The Viceroy wrote to the Secretary of State to reassure him that

the trouble had not been serious:

The disturbances that occured could not

have been prevented by any human effort, but
even these cannot minimise the effect of the
wonderful and spontaneous demonstrations by the

people.'®

In a letter to her family, Yvonne Fitzroy, Lady Reading's secretary,
emphasised that Reading was pleased with the visit to Bombaj. In spite
of bitter political feeling, the Prince had managed to make his charm
felt and to do just the right thing.u+

The All India Congress party had proclaimed that the hartal in
Bombay would be repeated in all the major cities on the Royal itinerary,
a prospect which worried Reading. However, the Viceroy had his own
plans to try to ensure a welcome for the Prince should this prove
necessary, although they were doomed to failure. The original idea
came from Pandit Madan Mohan Malaviya, the moderate Hindu leader, who
suggested a conference to which Gandhi would be invitedes In return he
would stop the hartal threatened for the Prince's all important arrival
in Calcutta. Reading telegraphed this idea to Montagu on 18th February,
suggesting that trouble could possibly be prevented, although he suspected
it might be too late to cancel the hartal. The conference would serve two
purposes in Reading's opinion; it would ensure a suitable welcome for
the Prince, and it would enable Reading to meet with the agitators

to discuss theit political programme, some of which he found difficult

to understand. Since his arrival in India he had been anxious to meet

in this way. After eight months of working with the constitutional

reforms, he could see where lmprovements could be made, and this is

what he wanted to discusss
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At this moment I am not myself prepared
to go further than say 1 can conceive
proposals for amendments bf the present
Act with the object of improving the
constitutional machinery and advancing
on the road to the ultimate goal of
Dominion status.'”

One of these improvements would possibly have been to replace
Dyarchy by full responsible self-government in the Provinces. This
would certainly have been an improvement as Dyarchy had proved
unwieldy and cumbersome, creating as many problems as it solved.

However, the Conference was not to be. Montagu refused to
allow it. His objections were threefold; the members would need to
be elected rather than just selected from those taking part in the
hartals; the British Parliament would neveragfee; and the con-
ference would achieve nothing without some idea of the end product.

Montagu was correct in thinking that some members of the
British Parliament would not agree. A group of MPs, led by Austen
Chamberlainy believed the reforms had gone far enough and expressed
disgust at what they saw as an attempt to "buy a welcome"™ for the
Prince. They felt that the situation was out of control and
demanded some firm action by the Viceroy. Equally, Montagu did
not like the idea of making bargains with nomn-co-operators; it would
set a dangerous precedent for the future. Thus Reading's idea was
abandoned. Montagu wrote to Reading:

It appears to us that any idea of such

a bargain would be most improper and
certain to have unfortunate results in

the future. '°

In any case, Gandhi himself, in Reading's words,'put an end to the

present discussion on the Conference,’ by his inflamatory writings

. V7
published in Young India.

The Prince of Wales countinued his visit by going on to

Allahabad at the beginning of December.

22



Here, the boycott was much more successful than it had been in
Bombay, not so much due to loyalty to Gandhi as to the local hero,
Jawaharlal Nehru. The Provincial Government probably made a big
mistake when they arrested Nehru just before the Royal visit. The
Prince of Wales described his arrival in Allahabad in his autobio-
graphy:

When on the appointed day 1 emerged from
the train, in full dress uniform, and
started from the railway station in a
State carriage, it was to be met in the
native city by shuttered windows and
ominous silence along the troop-lined,
deserted streets. It was a spooky ex-
periences 1 attempted to maintain a ri-
gid and majestic pose in the carriage in
order to show that I had risen above the
insult. But curiosity got the better of
me; and, peering up the empty side-
streets., I was gratified to see, peek-
ing furtively round the corners of the
blocks the heads of many Indians, '

However, that afternoon a polo match had been organised, and
the crowds, obviously thinking they had avenged Nehru's arrest,
turned out to watch, laughing and cheering. Nevertheless, there
was also a serious problem at the University, where the Prince was
to present awards. The students were absent for the most part, al-
though those who did attend were well behaved, in spite of being
unable to get a meal due to a strike in the kitchen. The Prince was
very upset by the inciaent. While he felt one could excuse the ig-
norant masses, who would follow their leader like sheep, he was dis-
tressed that educated people should ignore hime He wrote of his
anger to the Viceroy:

...but I must say I was very angrey (sic]
and felt insulted, when at the universities
of Lucknow, Allahabad and Benares, practical

ly all the students ... refusedﬁfo meet me
or attend university functious.
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Following the early boycott, the people of Allahabad did turn-

out to greet the Prince on later occasions. On 19th December Har-

court Butler reported to the Viceroy that the Prince had had a splen-
ble

did reception, but the damage had been done. The Press in England

featured the fact that the Prince had been ignored, and consequently

damaged the sympathy towards India expressed by Liberal and Socialist
gTOUpS.

After his apparent successes in Allahabad and Benares, Gandhi's
requests for boycotts were ignored, and the tour continued without
any other major incidents. At Poona, the Prince's visit was regard-
ed as a personal friumph, which went a long way towards securing the
success of the rest of the visit. It wag important that he was well-
received in Calcu;ta. In view of theevents of 1756 leading to the
massacre of 123, as believed at the time, Calcutta held a special
place in British public opinion, and a poor reception from the city
would further antagonise those who remembered.

The Governor of Calcutta, Lord Konaldshay, held the opinion that
the Prince's reception on Christmas Eve was comparable to the recep-
tion in Bombay, and better than expected, but he was concerned about
deeper issues. He wrote to the Viceroy:

On the surface the day has passed off
so much better that I expected that I

feel the surface appearance may be to
some extent deceptive.”

Lord Rawlinson had, however, become convinced that the visit was
a failure. He did not deny that the ¥rince's reception was good but
he saw the real problem as being the boost the visit had given to
Gandhi's movement. In his Journal oan Uecember Zéth he wrote:

At Bombay when the Prince arrived, .
really looked as if Ghandi [sic] was
down and out, since then the issue of
the strongly worded Govt,of India
letter. arging the arrest of all who
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broke the law was hard on the assumption
that Ghandi {siclwas on his last legs and
that the arrest of his followers would
crush the Non-co-operation movement

altogether has had exactly the reverse _
effect. +2

He made the same point in a letter to his friend, Lord Derby,

emphasising that Government repression during the Royal visit had

provided a new stimulus to Gandhi's movement{ls

Rawlinson's view that the visit had failed is one shared by
many commentators on the period. The Prince of Wales was himself

initially very upset, as he felt the visit was a failure. This opinion
is recOreded in a letter written on 16th December 1921 to his father,

in which he wrote of his feelings that the tour was not 'doing a

2 L
scrap of good'.L*A.few“days_later, on 28th December, he wrote to the

Viceroy along similar lines:

1 feel sure that you will agree with
me when I say that it is a great
pleasure to work hard on a tour like
this provided one can always feel that
one is doing some good to the Empire,
but it makes it desperately hard and

a real worry and anxiety if one has a
constant feeling that money and time
are beingwasted.ls

In the same letter, he went on to express his concern that the tour

which he suspected was going to be a failure, would be worse for
:the Empire in the long run than no tour at ail. He later adopted
a different point of view, but initial impressions are an important
consideration and it was that initial impressiom which remained
in many peoples' minds.

The Prince was also concerned about the security arrangements,

which he regarded as excessive. In view of the trouble of the

preceding months it was ohvious that the security had to be watchful,

but the Prince felt that the lines of soldiers and policemen along

the roads were preventing the Indian masses from having any real

contact with him.
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The military lining the route were forced to face the crowds which
meant they could not see the Prince themselves. Also the crowds
were herded together like sheep. The Prince felt that in order
for the tour to succeed it was necessary to take some risks. He
wrote to the Viceroy on 28th December: "In my opinion, such severe

police tactics can scarcely be conducive to encouraging even loyal

. 25
natives to come and see me."

As a result of this concern shown by the Prince, Reading

decided that it might be possible to make some changes to the

security arrangements as requested by the Prince. He wrote to
all Governors on 12th January 1922 asking them to look at their
security arrangements to see if they could be improved:

I have assured him that you will make

every effort to do away with too

elaborate precautions. I suggest that
whenever it_is 'reasonably safe, i.e.

where there is no special reason to
anticipate trouble, a freer opportunity
should be afforded to Indians of
welcoming His Royal Highness.“b
In theory, the non-violent, non-co-operation movement did not
condone violence or assassination. However, some members of the
movement had shown that they did not hold the same views.. To try
to decide where there was ''no special reason to anticipate trouble"
must have caused the Provincial Governors a great deal of anxiety.
The Prince had a further concern, the high cost of the tour,
He was thoroughly disillusioned about the success of the tour and
felt ashamed when he found that it had cost twenty-five thousand
pounds plus many lakhs and rupees. Hough had written that the

Prince's A.D.C. found it very hard to keep up the Prince's spirits

in the face of the boycott and the violence, ''The pomp and ceremony,

: S |
Mountbatten reported, could not disguise the desperate poverty.
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Philip Zeigler makes a similar point when he notes a letter that
Mountbatten wrote to Prince Albert on 25th January 1922 commenting

on the Prince of Wales' depression, ''David goes through his 'black’

<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>