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Abstract

Between 1919 and 1935, the lion’s share of the interwar era, the British government’s
most important overriding task was constitutional reform of India. The subcontinent’s
importance to Britain was undoubted: economically as an important trading partner and militarily
a source of fighting men and material, as demonstrated in the Great War. However, scholars
have relegated India to a relatively minor topic and instead have portrayed Britain’s interwar
period as the era of appeasement. Appeasement only became an issue in 1935 and a major topic
with the Munich crisis of September 1938. Voluminous press coverage of the India issue
throughout the interwar period demonstrates that India was the major issue of the era, not just the
final few years.

This dissertation examines the coverage of the English press and the paramount issue in
interwar Britain: The press played an important role in the debate over the political future of
Britain’s most important possession as newspapers and periodicals still enjoyed a veritable
monopoly in disseminating information; radio was still in its infancy and television only existed
in research laboratories. The newspaper and periodical owners, editors, and leader writers, part
of the “chattering class,” held enormous sway in setting the parameters and tone of the India
debate: press views of the British imperial mission, Indians, as well as the reforms process
colored the discussion over political changes on the subcontinent. Press coverage of the India
issue also helped mold the identity of the Conservative Party, and, ultimately, of imperial Britain

between the wars.



Chapter 1
Introduction

Flip through any general history book about interwar or twentieth-century Britain and one is
left with the impression that the topic of appeasement dominated political affairs and public
debate for the twenty years between 1919 and 1939. Discussions of appeasement encompass
scores of pages, if not entire chapters, in many British history surveys while the subject of India
receives scant, if any, coverage.! The comparison is even starker in terms of books specific to
the subject. Well over one hundred books on appeasement have been published in the United
States and Britain in the past twenty years while I have only been able to find two books on
British policy towards India in the interwar era.> Other works on the National Government and
the Labour Party have given India adequate coverage but amount to a mere puddle compared to
the ocean of appeasement.®

Yet a survey of the contemporary media of the 1920s and 30s reveals a very different picture:
India is the dominant topic throughout the interwar era while appeasement only becomes an issue
in 1935 and a major topic with the Munich crisis of September 1938. The subject of

constitutional reform in India, as well as pivotal events on the subcontinent, absorbed news

' William Rubinstein, Twentieth Century Britain: A Political History (London, 2003). Appeasement: 18 % pages,
India 2 %2 pages. John W. Young, Britainand the World in the Twentieth Century (London, 1997). Appeasement:
13 ¥ pages, India: 1 ¥4 pages. Charles More, Britain in the Twentieth Century (London, 2007). Appeasement: 6 %2
pages, India: ¥ page. Thomas Heyck, The Peoples of the British Isles, Volume Ill: From 1870-Present (Chicago,
2002). Appeasement: 3 %2 pages, India %2 page. Peter Clarke, Hope and Glory: Britain 1900-2000 (New York,
2004). Appeasement: 6 %2 pages, India: 1 %2 pages. Walter Arnstein, Britain Yesterday and Today: 1830-Present
(Lexington, 1992). Appeasement: 6+ pages, India: 1 %2 pages. Noreen Branson and Margot Heinemann, Britainin
the 1930°s (New York, 1971). Appeasement: 15 pages, India: 1 page. Martin Pugh, We Danced All Night: A Social
History of Britain Between the Wars (London, 2009). Appeasement: 6+ pages, India: 2 pages. Malcolm Smith,
Democracy in a Depression: Britain in the 1920’s and 1930’s (Cardiff, 1998). Appeasement: 8 pages, India: 1
sentence. Also see Kevin Williams, Read All About It!: A History of the British Newspaper (London, 2010).
Focused on appeasement and the abdication crisis as the major stories of the 1930’s; India is not mentioned.

2 Carl Bridge, Holding India to the Empire: The British Conservative Party and the 1935 Constitution (New York,
1986). Andrew Muldoon, Empire, Politicsand the Creation of the 1935 India Act (Burlington, 2009).

* Nick Smart, The National Government, 1931-1940 (New York, 1999). Nicholas Owen, The British Left and India:
Metropolitan Anti-Imperialism, 1885-1947 (Oxford, 2007). Also see Chandrika Kaul, Reporting the Raj: The
British Press and India, ¢. 1880-1922 (Manchester,2003) and Chandrika Kaul ed., Media and the British Empire
(New York, 2006).



stories and leaders in the daily and periodical press, as well as radio talks on the BBC, cinema
newsreels and hundreds of books. India was the major political, not just imperial, issue
throughout the interwar period. The British press recognized it as such at the time. Why, then,
have historians relegated India to a minor nuisance in British domestic politics and foreign
affairs? The reason is simple: World War Il.  With the greatest conflagration the world has ever
known, the question of the war’s origins, and the role that appeasement played in those origins,
achieved new paramountcy. But only a prescient few could see world war on the horizon up to 1
March 1939; the process of granting greater self-government to Britain’s largest dependency
seemed far more real and far more pressing.* Conveniently, India receded in importance in the
British press with the achievement of a new Indian constitution in August 1935. Two months
later, with the Italian invasion of Ethiopia, the attention of Britain’s political elites began to shift
toward the prospect of war and, therefore, toward the ongoing policy of appeasement.®

Until 1935, however, India dominated the political agenda—ijust as it played a dominant role
in Britain’s economic and military security. India served as an important British trading partner
and recipient of capital. British trade in the interwar period was shifting away from foreign
markets to the Dominion and colonies and India was the largest purchaser of British goods until
the late 1930’s. India also contributed to balancing Britain’s balance of trade by exporting gold
to Britain. The Great War demonstrated India’s military importance to Britain. India supplied 1.
4 million soldiers, tons of materials, and £100 million at the outset of the war and £20-30 million

annually during the war. The Indian Army was self-supporting, meaning that it was paid for by

* The British press covered events like the Anglo-German Naval Accords (June 1935) and the Italian invasion of
Ethiopia, butthe press debate about appeasement did not truly begin until the Munich crisis.

> See David Gillard, Appeasementin Crisis: From Munich to Prague, October 1938-March 1939 (New York, 2007).
R.A.C. Parker, Chamberlain and Appeasement: British Policy and the Coming of the Second World War (London,
1993). The topic of appeasementdid not gain the interest of the press until the Italian invasion of Ethiopia in
October 1935 and did not become a major issue until Munich in the autumn of 1938; I can find no contemporary
books on the subject until after the start of the war.



Indian, not British, taxpayers, and served as the “imperial fire brigade,” putting out “fires” in the
newly acquired British mandates in the Middle East. More generally, the subcontinent served as
a vast British military base in South Asia and the foundation of British global power and
prestige.® The growing demand for Indian political independence threatened to deprive Britain
of this base.

The Government of India was in the hands of a Viceroy appointed to five year term, who, in
turn, was responsible to a cabinet level official, the Secretary of State for India who was
responsible to Parliament. The Imperial Legislative Council, an all-British body, assisted the
Viceroy while British Governors oversaw the eight provinces of the Raj. Provincial councils
made up of Indians appointed by the Government of India advised these governors. The only
major change to the structure of the Raj since 1858 was the Government of India Act of 19009.
Also known as the Morley-Minto Reforms, this act, which allowed Indians to be elected to
legislative councils, sought to co-opt educated politically minded Indians into cooperating with
the regime. At this point, few British politicians or policy-makers viewed Indian self-
government as anything more than a distant goal. In India, however, nationalism was already a
powerful force. A.O. Hume established the Indian National Congress in 1885 to obtain for
educated Indians increased opportunities for self-government. Initially a loose confederation of
Western educated professionals, not a political party, Congress petitioned for increased
opportunities in the civil service and the legislatures for Indians.

The experience of World War | radicalized Congress. Great Britain’s declaration of war on

Germany and Austria-Hungary automatically brought India into the war without consulting

® See Judith Brown, Modern India: The Origins of an Asian Democracy (Oxford, 1994); B.R. Tomlinson, The
Political Economy of the Raj, 1914-1947 (London, 1979); Burton Stein, A History of India (Oxford, 1998); Percival
Spear, The Oxford History of Modern India, 1740-1975 (Oxford, 1997); Sugata Bose & AyeshaJalal, Modern South
Asia: History, Culture, Political Economy (New York, 1999).
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Indian leaders. The Defense of India Act, passed in March 1915, allowed special trials without
juries and the imprisonment of suspects without trial.  Approximately 1.4 million Indian and
British soldiers of the British Indian Army took part in the war in numerous theaters: the Western
Front, Mesopotamia, East Africa, Palestine, and Gallipoli. India also contributed large amounts
of money and supplies to the Allied cause. Increased defense spending by the Government of
India led to increased taxes on the Indian people. The war, which cost India 74,000 men dead
and 70,000 wounded, left India in flux. Food shortages, inflation, and the influenza pandemic
fed the growing political discontent. During the Great War, Congress, led by Balawantrao Tilak
and Englishwoman Annie Besant, set up Home Rule Leagues throughout the subcontinent.’

The emergence of Mohandas Gandhi as a nationalist leader furthered the radicalization of
Congress and transformed the Indian nationalist campaign from a minority concern into a mass
movement. Gandhi, who had immigrated to South Africa in 1893, returned to India in 1915 and
embarked on a one Yyear trip across the subcontinent to reacquaint himself with his homeland.
During 1917-8 he started three local non-violent non-cooperation campaigns which established
his reputation as an effective leader of mass agitations. In 1919 Gandhi made his move into
politics at the all-India level for the first time. He united politically minded Hindus protesting
the Rowlatt Acts (these extended the Defense of India Act into peacetime) with Muslims
discontented with British and Allied treatment of Turkey, home of the Islamic Khalifat.
Although Gandhi called for peaceful civil disobedience, outbreaks of violence did occur in

Delhi, Bombay, and the Punjab and culminated in the horrific Amritsar massacre. On 13 April

’ Sugata Bose & Ayesha Jalal, Modern South Asia: History, Culture, Political Economy (New York, 1999).
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1919 at Anritsar in the Punjab, Brigadier-General Reginald Dyer fired without warning upon a
prohibited meeting in Jallianwalla Bagh killing 379 and wounding over 1,200.8

In the midst of this turbulence, the British Government pushed through important reform
measures. Lloyd George’s Cabinet, to counteract growing Indian nationalism and war weariness
as well as reward Indian loyalty in the war, agreed to accelerate India’s political progress. Edwin
Montagu, the Liberal Secretary of State for India, made the announcement, known as the
Montagu Declaration, on 20 August 1917. The declaration stated that the British Government’s
goal was the gradual development of self-governing institutions to achieve responsible
government for India within the framework of the British Empire.  Out of the Montagu
Declaration came the Government of India Act of 1919, with its controversial provision for
dyarchy, the division of the portfolios of provincial governments into reserved and transferred
subjects.  The Governor’s Council retained control over the former, such as security and
taxation, and elected Indian ministers assumed responsibility for the latter, which included
education, health, and agriculture. The reforms passed Parliament and attained royal assent in
December as the Government of India Act of 1919.

In October 1919, the Government of India, under public pressure from Indians, appointed a
committee under Lord Hunter to investigate the disturbances in Delhi, Bombay, and the Punjab
the previous April. Other than Hunter, the commission consisted of four British members and
three Indian. It was through the commission and its hearings that the British press and public

heard the truth of what happened at Anritsar.’ General Dyer was ordered to resign by the

® The press reported the disturbances but the incident at Amritsar was not revealed to the British press until eight
months later; the India Office claimed thatthe delay stemmed from a broken telegraph cable in the Mediterranean
Sea.

® The committee published its reports in May 1920; commission members divided on racial lines with the British
members submitting the Majority Report and the Indians the Minority Report. Both reports severely censured Dyer;
the majority only reprimanded Punjab Lieutenant-Governor Michael O’Dwyer while the minority condemned him
as well.



Commander-in-Chief of India, Major-General Sir Charles Munro.  Winston Churchill, the
Secretary of State for War, echoed this decision by stating that Dyer would be forced to resign
from the army altogether.

In spite of Dyer’s condemnation, Gandhi’s civil disobedience campaign and the Muslm
Khalifat movement continued to cause trouble on the subcontinent during 1920 and 1921. When
the Prince of Wales, the future Edward VIII, disembarked in Bombay in November 1921, the
local Congress committee organized a hartal and a demonstration. Gandhi demanded non-
violence, but riots broke out. Lasting four days, the riots left many Europeans dead or injured.
The police opened fire on the protesters: fifty-three demonstrators lay dead and hundreds
wounded. Gandhi toured the city and was sickened by the devastation; he fasted for three days
to make amends for the victims of the riots. Protests reached a violent crescendo only a few
months later after the Prince’s departure. In February 1922 at Chauri Chaura in the United
Provinces, police fired on a procession and were attacked by an angry mob. The twenty-two
policemen took shelter in their station but were forced out when the mob set fire to the premises.
The mob hacked the officers to death and threw their bodies into the flames.°

The events at Chauri Chaura led to a temporary lull in mass nationalist campaigns. As a
result of the massacre, Gandhi called off the civil disobedience campaign and went on a five-day
fast in repentance. Nevertheless the Government of India arrested Gandhi and sentenced him to
six years in prison. He served only two, but then relinquished his leadership role in Congress and
instead devoted the next five years to his homespun and Hindu education campaigns. At the
same time, Muslims lost their major grievance against the British when Turkish president Kemal

Ataturk abolished the Khalifat in 1924.

10 judith Brown, Gandhi: Prisoner of Hope (New Haven, 1989). B.R. Nanda, Gandhiand His Critics (New Delhi,
1985).



In 1927, however, nationalist protests resumed, in response to what became known as the
Simon Commission. A provision in the 1919 Government of India Act specified that a
commission be formed after ten years to investigate the workings of the Act. With elections due
in 1929, the Conservative Secretary of State for India, Lord Birkenhead, feared that if the Labour
Party won office and determined the make-up of the commission, it might grant India dominion
status. In 1927, then, Birkenhead announced the naming of the body of inquiry two years ahead
of schedule (thus ensuring that its members were chosen by a Conservative Government). These
members were announced in November 1927: Sir John Simon of the Liberal Party as chairman,
two Conservative members and two Labour members (including the future PM Clement Attlee)
from the House of Commons, and two Conservative Lords. Furious that no Indian members
were appointed, the nationalist movement in India protested the commission. A countrywide
hartal and demonstrations greeted the Simon Commission when it disembarked at Bombay for
its first tour of India in February 1928; protests also arose in other cities that the commission
visited during its journey.

After two tours of India and numerous consultations over two years, the Simon Commission
presented its report to Parliament in two volumes on 10 and 24 June 1930. The commission’s
main recommendation was to scrap dyarchy in the provinces and introduce full ministerial
responsibility at the provincial level;, the central government would continue to remain fully in
British hands. The Simon Report, however, mattered little; it was essentially out of date on
arrival because of the independent actions of the Viceroy, Lord Irwin. With little confidence in
the success of the Simon Commission, Irwin came up with his own plan supported by the Labour
Government, one that he hoped would attach liberal Indian opinion to the Raj and split the Indian

National Congress. The Viceroy wanted to avoid a clash with Congress, with its demands



backed by the threat of civil disobedience. The Irwin Declaration, issued on 31 October 1929
(while the Simon Commission was still touring India and nine months before it issued its report),
reaffirmed that dominion status was the ultimate goal of British rule in India; it also included a
proposal for a series of talks between representatives of the British Government, British India,
and the Indian Princes.'  Congress responded to the Viceroy’s offer with a declaration of
independence at its annual conference on 31 December 1929.

Nevertheless, the first set of talks, the first Round Table Conference, took place in London
between 12 November 1930 and 19 January 1931.}> Representatives of all major Indian parties
and the princes attended, with one glaring exception: the Indian National Congress declined
Irwin’s offer. Unwillng to conform to a British agenda or to accept the princes as equal
representatives of the Indian people, Congress instead prepared for a new round of civil
disobedience to commence early in 1930. This campaign included hartals, boycotts of British
goods, picketing, a no-tax campaign and a no-rent campaign.

On 2 March 1930, Gandhi, set out on his own satyagraha campaign from his home in
Ahmadabad for a 240 mile walk to the sea in protest of the government monopoly on salt.
Thousands jomned him on his trek, including journalists from around the globe. The “Salt March”
became a true media event. Gandhi reached the shore at Dandi on 5 April and ceremonially
made salt on the beach in defiance of the law.®

The Gandhi-lIrwin Pact, essentially an armistice between the Government of India and

Congress, was agreed to by the Viceroy and Gandhi after weeks of negotiations in early March

! Andrew Roberts, The Holy Fox: A Life of Lord Halifax (London, 1991). Earl of Halifax, Fulness of Days
(London, 1957). Earl of Birkenhead, Halifax (London, 1965). S. Gopal, The Viceroyalty of Lord Irwin 1926-31
(Oxford, 1957).

2 The main accomplishment of the meeting was the agreement that India should achieve dominion status as a
federation of British India and the Princely States.

* The Government of India largely ignored the proceedings.
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1931. Gandhi and the Viceroy came to the negotiating table as both feared that Congress would
resort to violence to break the stalemate. By the agreement Congress suspended its campaign of
civil disobedience. Gandhi agreed to attend the second Round Table Conference in exchange for
the release of political prisoners, the return of confiscated property, and a relaxation of some
emergency coercive powers. By the terms of his pact with the Viceroy, Gandhi attended the
second Round Table Conference (15 September to 1 December 1931) as the sole representative
of Congress. The meeting accomplished little; discussions quickly devolved into bickering over
reserved seats for religious minorities. The same was true of the Third Round Table Conference
which took place between November and December 1932.

Because of the failure of the second round table conference to decide the distribution of seats
in the provincial and federal legislatures in the future federated India, the British Government
made the Communal Award. Announced by Prime Minister Ramsay MacDonald in August
1932, the award granted separate electorates to minorities including Muslims, Sikhs, and
untouchables. Congress opposed the award because it removed untouchables from the Hindu
electorate; Gandhi fasted in protest against it. The award was superseded by the Poona Pact,
concluded in September 1932 between Dr. Ambedkar, leader of the untouchables, and the
leaders of the caste Hindus. Untouchables kept their separate electorates but took their place
under the umbrella of caste Hindus.

The India White Paper of March 1933 encapsulated the agreements reached at the three
round table talks and the Communal Award: it called for British India and the Princely States to
combine into a single federation, with a Central Legislative Assembly elected by separate
electorates. The bill abolished dyarchy in the provinces, all government departments were to be

controlled by elected Indian ministers. However, thanks to the powerful safeguards, Governors



could dismiss ministries whenever they deemed it necessary. The India White Paper became the
basis of the Government of India Act, which received its official assent in August, 1935.
Between the assent of the India Act and the outbreak of the Second World War in September
1939, the only major event in India was the provincial elections of 1937. In spite of the franchise
being limited to property owners, Congress won control of seven of the eight British Indian
provinces; in the following year it controlled all eight. The Viceroy, however, still held supreme
executive power, as evidenced by his entering India into the World War Il alongside Britain
without consulting Indian leaders.

The ongoing crisis in India helped transform the Conservative Party. In the wake of the
Great War, British party politics changed dramatically as the result of two interlocking
developments.  First, by the Representation of the People Act of 1918, which enfranchised
virtually all men over 21 and women over 30, Britain finally became a democracy.!* The upper
and middle classes of Britain had to confront the fact that they were no longer in control of the
political game; the masses had the vote. Second, the Labour Party replaced the Liberal Party as
the party of the Opposition. The prospect of an avowedly socialist party coming to power in
Britain, especially after the Bolshevik revolution in Russia, made the upper and middle classes
practically swoon in terror. Added to these major changes in politics was the continuing
introduction of mass media. Industrial printing techniques made the mass production of cheap
newspapers possible and the railroad allowed for quick and easy national distribution. And the
advent of radio and cinema provided new avenues for politicians to reach the newly enfranchised

electorate.

' The electorate increased from 8 to 21 miillion voters; approximately 13 million men versus 8 million women.
Women received the vote at 21 by the Representation of the People Act of 1928 which increased the electorate to 29
million. Before the war only 10% of males 21 and over had the vote because of property restrictions.

10



In response, the Conservative Party had to change or confine itself to political irrelevance.
The war undermined or erased the old causes of the Tory party: preservation of the union with
Ireland, preservation of the Church, and tariff reform. And change it did: the party confirmed its
transformation from the party of the landed elites to the party of the commercial and business
classes. It did this by reorganization: developing mass organizations for women, young people,
and wage earners.”®> The Conservatives portrayed themselves as the party of free trade, Empire,
and anti-socialism. The reorganized Conservative Party became the dominant political party of
the interwar era, controlling the Government, alone or in coalition, for all but three years
between 1919 and 1939. Conservatism remained strongly imperialist, nationalist, and anti-
socialist. In spite of the official line of free trade, however, the party was deeply divided over
the issue with some notable Conservatives favoring protective tariffs or an imperial customs
union.

Imperial issues also divided the Conservative Party. Three groups emerged: reformers, led
by party leader Stanley Baldwin; the constructive imperialists, best exemplified by Leo Amery;
and the romantic imperialists, also known as the diehards, unofficially led by Winston
Churchill.*®  Baldwin was the dominant character of British politics from 1924 to 1937 as leader
of the Conservative Party, Prime Minister (1924-9 and 1935-7), prominent member of the
National Government (1931-1935), and leader of the Conservative opposition (1924 and 1929-
31). In 1929 Baldwin became an avid supporter of Indian constitutional reform; he, and other
reformers such as Samuel Hoare, saw it as the surest way to cement peaceably India’s place

within the empire. Baldwin also worked to ensure that Indian reform was a bipartisan effort

!> See Neal R. McCrillis, The British Conservative Party in the Age of Universal Suffrage: Popular Conservatism,
1918-29 (Columbus, 1998).

'® But notall diehards were Conservative. A prominent diehard and frequent contributorto the Sunday Times,
British Weekly, and Saturday Review was the Liberal Lord Meston. Meston served in the Indian Civil Service at the
turn of the century and served as Lt. Governor of the United Provinces from 1912 to 1918.
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along with the Labour Party. Amery and the constructive imperialists were more concerned with
the economic development of British possessions in sub-Saharan Africa and Southeast Asia than
they were with India. In contrast, the diehards viewed events in India as pivotal — and feared a
disastrous repeat of the Irish experience. Churchill was willing to risk his political future on the
issue: he resigned from the shadow cabinet in January 1931 in order to be free to speak out
against the Indian reforms.’

The split between Baldwin and Churchill was based on personality as well as opposing views
of empire. Churchill’s and Baldwin’s temperaments and personas were on opposite ends of the
spectrum: Churchill was passionate and romantic, embracing causes, such as India or
rearmament, deeply and zealously, while Baldwin was more pragmatic and even-tempered,
doing what was practical and possible. On the issue of empire, the divide was stark: Churchill
was an imperialist while Baldwin was not; also, when thinking of the empire Churchill thought
of India’s importance first while Baldwin viewed the White Dominions as most vital. On the
issue of India, Churchill’s vision of the subcontinent dated from his time there in the 1890°s as a
subaltern in the British army; he wanted to identify the Tory Party with the 19" century empire.
Baldwin wanted to adjust the Conservative Party’s conception of empire to post-war realities,
namely the necessity of dealing with the Indian nationalist movement.

Baldwin, and other Tory pro-reformers, looked to the precedent of Ireland: they believed that
the British Government withheld reform from Ireland far too long resulting in a bloody civil war
and the loss of southern Ireland. They viewed reform as the means to secure peacefully India in

the empire; no one contemplated a self-governing India any time in the near future, let alone an

VK. Veerathappa, The British Conservative Party and Indian Independence, 1930-1947 (New Delhi, 1976).
Meshahuddin Ahmed, The British Labour Party and the Indian Independence Movement,1917-1939 (London,
1987). Ross McKibbin, Parties and People: England 1914-1951 (Oxford, 2010). Martin Pugh, The Tories and the
People (London, 1985). Philip Williamson, Stanley Baldwin: Conservative Leadership and National Values
(Cambridge, 1999).
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independent India. Baldwin wanted to maintain the empire in the background of his vision of the
Conservative Party and to keep Indian reform out of the domestic political arena.

In contrast, Churchill and the diehards saw reform, not the lack thereof, as the root cause of
Ireland’s troubles. The dichards, however, were not reactionaries. They recognized the need for
constitutional reform in India but their vision meant a much slower pace and less far-reaching
measures. A self-governing India, if the diehards had their way, would be centuries away.
Convinced that the party, if not the entire country, sympathized with their views, the diehards
wanted their image of India and empire forefront in the Conservative Party; they therefore sought
to make Indian reform a domestic political issue.®

In the interconnected struggles to shape the futures of both the Conservative Party and India,
the press played a crucial role. The interwar years were the golden age of British newspapers. In
the twenties, radio was in its infancy; the BBC did not become a major news source until the
thirties.  Television was still in the developmental stages confined to research laboratories;
hence, virtually everyone still got their news from the daily and periodical press.*® Although the
London press dominated England, provincial papers such as the Manchester Guardian and
Yorkshire Post also achieved national circulation. The Daily Mail was the first true national

daily, established by Alfred Harmsworth (made Lord Northcliffe in 1905) in 1896. Changes

'® See Kenneth Young, Baldwin (London, 1976), Paul Johnson, Churchill (New York, 2009), G.M. Young, Stanley
Baldwin (London, 1952), Stuart Ball, Baldwin and the Conservative Party: The Crisis 0f 1929-1931 (New Haven,
1988), Roy Jenkins, Churchill: A Biography (New York, 2001), John Charmley, Churchill: The End of Glory
(London, 1993). The Labour Party, although notan unswerving anti-imperialist party, kept its official rhetoric anti-
imperial enoughto keep it at the forefront of British radicalism. As we shall see, however, Labour was the product
of an imperial society and held the same orientalist assumptions as its Conservative and Liberal counterparts.
Moreover, like the Tories, Labour was rent with factions concerning imperialism.  Classical Marxists, liberal
socialists, and Fabians all had their own views of empire. For example, the Fabian wing of the party, dominated by
intellectuals such as Sidney Webb, favored progressive imperialism, meaning that the British state must develop the
Indian economy before transferring political power to the Indians themselves. See Andrew Thorpe, A History of the
British Labour Party (New York, 1997). Nicholas Owen, The British Left and India: Metropolitan Anti-
Imperialism, 1885-1947 (Oxford, 2007).

'% See Richard Cockett, Twilight of Truth: Chamberlain, Appeasement and the Manipulation ofthe Press (London,
1989). Benny Morris, The Rootsof Appeasement: The British Weekly Press and Nazi Germany in the 1930’s
(London, 1991). Franklin Reid Gannon, The British Press and Germany, 1936-9 (Oxford, 1971) .
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introduced by Northcliffe included a cheaper cover price, women’s and sports pages, and higher
quality photographs. The Mail’s rival, the Daily Express, established in 1900, innovated news
on the front page, banner headlines, and full-page advertisements. The war taught even quality
papers, such as the Times, that urgent and important news deserved headlines and front page
coverage.

The interwar years were also the golden age of the British press lords. Membership in this
select group included Lord Burnham, who sold the Daily Telegraph to Lord Camrose in 1928,
and Viscount Astor, who acquired the Times from Lord Northcliffe in 1922. The most notorious
press lords, however, were Lord Beaverbrook of the Daily Express and Lord Rothermere, who
acquired the Daily Mail from his brother Northcliffe upon his death in 1922.2° The press lords,
Beaverbrook and Rothermere especially, attempted to use their newspapers to influence party
politics and government policies. Beaverbrook and Rothermere blamed Baldwin for the Tory
electoral defeat in 1929 and worked in tandem to unseat him from the leadership of the
Conservative party.  The two press lords, however, differed on their views of India.
Beaverbrook favored “Empire Free Trade,” effectively an imperial customs union of the White
Dominions and Britain; India did not figure into his calculations.  Rothermere, in contrast,
considered the continued control of India as paramount to British prosperity and world power
status.  Strongly opposed to Baldwin’s plans for increasing Indian self-government, Rothermere
advocated a crackdown on the Indian nationalist movement. His United Empire Party combined
his desire to oust Baldwin from his leadership perch with his interest in India.

The power of the press is undisputed but immeasurable. It is taken as a given, but

difficult to explain. Scholars disagree over the degree to which the press mirrored and molded

22 AJP. Taylor, Beaverbrook (New York, 1972). S.J. Taylor, The Great Outsiders: Northcliffe, Rothermere and the
Daily Mail (London, 1996). Alan Wood, The True History of Lord Beaverbrook (Portsmouth, 1965). Anne
Chisholm, Beaverbrook: A Life (New York, 1993).
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public opinion. However, there is a consensus that the press both mirrored and molded public
opinion and politicians ignored the press at their peril. Stephen Koss described press power as a
“great force” and concluded that both newspapers writers and readers believed that papers were
influential, that this influence was pervasive, and “mistaken or not, this conviction created its

921

own reality. Andrew Sharf contended that the press was considered to be a powerful and

22 Newspaper editors

potentially dangerous political mstrument “and this i itself gave it power.
had the power to pick and choose, amongst the wide variety of topics of the day, which ones to
concentrate upon and emphasize as important to their readers. And in this case, from 1919 to
1935 editors consistently selected India as an important issue. India merited not only articles
explaining current events in or about the subcontinent, but also leaders to explain the paper’s
opinions on India. Kevin Williams stated that newspapers played an important role in the lives
of the British people as more newspapers per capita were bought in Britain than in most other
countries; newspaper reading was, and remains, a major leisure activity in Britain. Williams also
contended that there is a strong correlation between social class and newspaper reading in
Britain: “newspapers have been...strongly divided along class lines.”?® Martin Conboy
described journalism as a complex intersection of conflicting relationships involving political

and economic power and thus referred to it as an example of discourse.?* Julie Codell asserted

that newspaper helped create and shape Britain’s imperial identity: readers “derived their sense

?! stephen Koss, The Rise and Fall of the Political Press in Britain (Chapel Hill, 1984), p. 7.

22 Andrew Sharf, British Press and Jews Under Nazi Rule (Oxford, 1964), p. 3. Alsosee, Armin Rappaport, The
British Press and Wilsonian Neutrality (Stanford, 1951) and Franklin Reid Gannon, The British Press and
Germany, 1936-9 (Oxford, 1971)

2 williams, p. 9.

** Martin Conboy, Journalism: A Critical History (London, 2004), p. 3.
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of their own and others’ places and spaces from the press, which offered a major site for the

production and re-production of national identities.”

Circulation of these papers and periodicals varied greatly. These estimates are from

1938:%°

Table 1: English Press Circulation
Daily Express 2,329,000
Daily Mail 1,580,000
Daily Telegraph 637,000
Daily Herald 2,000,000+
Observer 214,000
Times 192,000
Yorkshire Post 29,000
Manchester Guardian | 56,000
Sunday Times 270,000

Most British editors were the product of the middle class. Only George Lansbury, founder,
editor, and proprietor of the Daily Herald and James Garvin of the Observer, came from
working-class families. (Lansbury’s father was a railway timekeeper and Garvin’s was a poor

Irish Catholic laborer).?”  Geoffrey Dawson of the Times, Walter Layton of the Economist,

2% Julie Codell, ed., Imperial Co-Histories: National Identitiesand the British and Colonial Press (London, 2003), p.
16.

26 Report on The British Press (London, 1938).

*’ David Avyerst, The Guardian: A Biography of a Newspaper (London, 1971). Frank Beckwith, The Yorkshire Post
(, 1954). David Ayerst, Garvin ofthe Observer (London, 1985). John Evelyn Wrench, Geoffrey Dawson and Our
Times (London, 1955). Keith M. Wilson, A Study in the History and Politics of the Morning Post, 1905-26
(Lewiston, 1990). Wilfrid Hindle, The Morning Post 1772-1937: Portrait of a Newspaper (London, 1937).
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Charles Prestwich Scott of the Manchester Guardian, Arthur Mann of the Yorkshire Post,
Kingsley Martin of the New Statesman, Evelyn Wrench of the Spectator, and H.A. Gwynne of
the Morning Post all emerged from the British bourgeoisie. Dawson’s father was a banker,
Mann’s father was a merchant who also served as mayor of Warwick while Scott’s father was a
partner in a coal company. Other diverse occupations such as Congregationalist minister
(Martin), professional singer (Layton), Irish land commissioner (Wrench), and schoolmaster
(Gwynne) all fit under the middle class umbrella in Britain.

Their educations also reveal their middle-class status. Scott attended Clapham Grammar
School, Dawson was educated at Eton, Layton attended King’s College School (London), Martin
went to Mill Hill School (London), Wrench attended Summer Fields Prep (Oxford), and Eton,
Gwynne went to Swansea Grammar School and Mann attended the Warwick School. Four of
these editors not only went to university but to Oxford or Cambridge: Martin studied history at
Magdalene College, Cambridge, Layton took degrees in history and economics from Trinity
College, Cambridge; Dawson studied classics at Magdalen College, Oxford; Scott studied
classics at Corpus Christi College, Oxford. Again, Garvin and Lansbury are the exceptions:
Garvin left school at 13 but continued his education on his own; he entered journalism as a
proofreader for the Newcastle Daily Chronicle in his early 20’s. Lansbury’s education was
intermittent up to the age of 14; he left school to do a variety of manual jobs.

Two future editors remained in academia early in their careers. Layton went on to post-
graduate studies in economics at Gonville & Caius College, Cambridge, and eventually became a
lecturer in economics there. Martin was a visiting scholar at Princeton and became an assistant
lecturer in politics at the London School of Economics. Of the three who did not go to

university, two were apprenticed to journalists after they completed their secondary education.
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Gwynne, for example, began at the Times and moved to Reuters serving as a foreign
correspondent for many years. Wrench became a briefly successful entrepreneur out of Eton; he
was itroduced to the newspaper game as Lord Northcliffe’s private secretary, a job he held for
eight years. Two of the future editors served in the civil service. Layton joined at the outbreak
of the Great War and served in a variety of ministries including the Local Government Board
under Seebohm Rowntree, the Board of Trade, and the Ministry of Munitions. Layton also stood
for Parliament as a Liberal unsuccessfully three times (1922, 1923, and 1929). Dawson served in
the Colonial Office under Joseph Chamberlain and in South Africa for the High Commissioner,
Milner. Garvin took, and failed, the civil service exam.

Many of the editors’ biographies also highlight the connection between British journalism
and parliamentary politics. Lansbury ran unsuccessfully for Parliament in 1895 and 1900 as a
Social Democratic Federation candidate, and in 1904 and 1906 as an Independent Labour Party
candidate. He served as Labour MP from 1910-12 and 1922 to his death 1940. Many editors
had prominent politicians amongst their regular correspondents.  Regarding India, Dawson
frequently corresponded with Viceroy Lord Irwin, India Secretary Wedgwood Benn, and Tory
leader and oft Prime Minister Stanley Baldwin. Dawson essentially served as a sounding board
and unofficial advisor for Irwin during his Viceroyalty. Scott and Garvin frequently
corresponded with Statutory Commission chairman Sir John Simon.  Gwynne exchanged
numerous letters with MP’s associated with the India Defense League, an organization devoted
to the diehard cause.

As the above biographies make clear, many editors and contributors floated in and out of
three arenas throughout their careers: teaching at university, serving in the civil service, and

serving stints at major newspapers or periodicals. Hence, these editors not only often had
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contacts with the politicians and corresponded on a regular basis they also formed part of
Britain’s political elite. They used their papers to publicize and popularize the upper and middle
classes views of India and its place in the British Empire.

To discover what the press thought about India and the reforms processes between 1919 and
1935 | examined eighteen English newspapers and periodicals. The papers under investigation
were overwhelmingly Conservative in their political affiliation or leaning: the Times, Sunday
Times, Morning Post, Daily Telegraph, Observer, Yorkshire Post, Truth, Spectator, Saturday
Review, Daily Mail, and Daily Express. Only two papers were affiliated with Labour — the Daily
Herald and New Statesman -- while the Manchester Guardian and Economist remained loyal to
the Liberal Party. Three papers remained somewhat anomalous: the Nation & Athenaeum
(merged with the New Statesman in January 1931 to form the New Statesman & Nation) can be
best be described as Liberal/Labour, Time & Tide described itself as above party but tended to
side with the Conservatives, and the British Weekly identified itself as a Christian paper with no
overt political party affiliation. For simplicity (and sanity’s sake), I concentrated my research on
twenty-four “hot points,” key events in India or in the making of British policy toward India
between 1919 and 1935. These were events where the majority of papers commented upon, as
opposed to incidents that only a few papers remarked on, while most did not, such as when
Baldwin named Irwin Viceroy and the publication of the Nehru Report.

Table 2: “Hot Point” Events In or Concerning India, 1919-1935

Disturbances in the Punjab April 1919

Montagu-Chelmsford Reforms May, June,
November,
December 1919

Dyer Controversy December 1919;
May & July
1920
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Prince of Wales Visit

November 1921

Chauri Chaura

February 1922

Simon Commission Named

November 1927

Simon Commission Arrives in India

February 1928

Irwin Declaration and Aftermath

November 1929

Congress Declaration of Independence

January 1930

Gandhi’s Salt March March & April
1930
Simon Report June 1930

First Round Table Conference

November 1930
& January 1931

Gandhi-Irwin Pact

March 1931

Second Round Table Conference

September &
December 1931

Communal Award

August 1932

Poona Pact

September &
October 1932

Third Round Table Conference

November &
December 1932

Indian White Paper

March 1933

India White Paper Report

November 1934

Queen’s Hall Debate

December 1934

White Paper Debate

December 1934

India Bill Introduced

February 1935

India Bill Passed

August 1935

India Bill Enacted

December 1935
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Writing about Britain in the 1930’s, AJ.P. Taylor quipped that “if the importance of a
subject were to be measured by the columns which it took up in Hansard, the entire nation would
seem to have been obsessed with the intricacies of India’s constitutional future.” Taylor went on
to insist, “This was not so. India was a specialist affair,” although he admitted, “an important

one all the same.” 28

While the entire nation was not obsessed with India, Britain’s politicians
and policy makers — as well as the press, saw India as a central concern. The press debate over
the future of India was a closed debate between and among the upper and middle classes of
Britain broadcast via newspapers across the country.

This dissertation addresses five major points. First, it shows the essential lack of debate in
the press concerning the future of India. There was no divergence of opinion across the political
spectrum or across the seventeen years under investigation over the British imperial mission or
perceptions of India and, ultimately, only minimal differences over the pace and scope of reform.
Second, it highlights the differences between assumptions explained and those left unspoken.
Many assumptions, such as the eternal animosity between Hindus and Muslims, are explained at
great length while others, such as that of race and the benefits that control over India brought to
Britain are left tacit. This is likely a result of a combination of assuming the reader already
knows these facts as well as editors avoiding sullying the British imperial mission.  Third, the
dissertation shows the paradoxical relationship between the diehards and democracy both in
Britain and India. The diehards, adjusting to the new reality of universal manhood suffrage in
Britain inaugurated in 1918, attempted to use the issue of India as a means of co-opting new
voters and retaining existing ones as well. Churchill and the other India diehards believed that

the new voters shared the same traditional views of India and empire and were only ignorant of

what the Conservative leadership’s and Labour’s reform plans meant to the Raj. Once the

2 AJP. Taylor, English History 1914-1945 (Oxford, 1965). p. 355.
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general public found out the truth, the diehards believed, the voters would demand a change in
Tory leadership and an imperially centered Conservative Party most likely led by a diehard.
Fourth, this study wades into the debate between John MacKenzie and the ‘Manchester school”
and Bernard Porter and the imperial skeptics by examining the limits of Britain’s imperial
culture.  MacKenzie sees empire as prevalent in British society and argues that a pervasive
imperial culture included the working class while Porter disputes the existence of an imperial
culture and claims that empire was only of interest to Britain’s upper and upper middle classes.
This work shows that an imperial culture did exist, but even so empire was only of interest to the
chattering classes.  Fifth, this study demonstrates that India was the major issue of concern to
those chattering classes in interwar Britain. The press recognized its importance through its
voluminous coverage of events on the subcontinent and reforms processes. As will be seen, the
press discussed India a lot, and this dialogue helped determine the identity of the Conservative

Party —and of imperial Britain between the wars.
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Chapter 2
The Raj at Bay, 1919-1922

Under the protection of the existing system the Indian must learn the art of self-
government in the only way possible — by practice. This is the beginning, as we
are proud to think, of the great and difficult period of ‘handing over’ in India.

B  “The Blessed Word ‘Dyarchy.”” Editorial. Observer. 8 June 1919: 10a.

What an irony that this should be the moment when in a fit of indecision and at

the bidding of a capricious, wilful, undecided, and over cultivated politician, we

should take the first step in withdrawing the benefits which Western methods of

rule have brought to India — the land which till British rule was established

therein never knew any period of peace and prosperity longer than one
generation.

B “National Mismanagement: The New Indian Constitution,” Spectator, 6 Dec. 1919, 758.

In 1919 the British Empire was under siege. In January Sinn Fein MPs refused to take their
seats at Westminster, set up their own parallel government in Dublin, and proclaimed Ireland a
republic. The “Troubles” began mn early summer with the Irish Republican Army (IRA), the
paramilitary wing of the Sinn Fein government, instituting a violent campaign against the Royal
Irish Constabulary (RIC). The IRA murdered policemen, attacked police stations, and burned
RIC barracks. In Egypt, a mass movement for the full independence of Egypt and Sudan
organized by the Wafd Party at a grassroots level, using the tactics of civil disobedience. In
March the British authorities arrested the Wafd leadership and exiled them to Malta.
Demonstrations, strikes, and a violent uprising in the countryside spread like wildfire across
Egypt bringing normal life to a halt. By July, 800 Egyptians were dead and 1,600 wounded.

Against the backdrop of this imperial turbulence, Gandhi made his move into politics at the
all-India level for the first time. In 1919 he united politically minded Hindus protesting the
Rowlatt Acts with Muslims discontented with British and Allied treatment of Turkey, the Islamic
political power. The Rowlatt Acts extended the Defense of India Act into peacetime. Although
Gandhi called for peaceful civil disobedience, outbreaks of violence did occur in Delhi, Bombay,

and the Punjab and culminated in the horrific Amritsar massacre. On 13 April 1919 at Amritsar
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in the Punjab, Brigadier-General Reginald Dyer fired without warning upon a prohibited meeting
in Jallianwalla Bagh Killing 379 and wounding over 1,200. In the midst of this turbulence, the
British Government pushed through important reform measures. Edwin Montagu, the Liberal
Secretary of State for India, pushed his reforms through Parliament culminating in the
Government of India Act of 1919, with its controversial provision for dyarchy, the division of
the portfolios of provincial governments into reserved and transferred subjects. The empire
survived 1919 intact (though both Southern Ireland and Egypt were lost by 1922) and imperial
resolve in India, as will be seen, remained undiminished. The English press consensus across the
political spectrum was already in place by 1919 as Liberal, Conservative, and Labour papers
express like views of the imperial mission, Indian society and nationalists; themes that will
continue to 1935. This period also witnesses the creation of the India diehards who resisted the
1919 India Act as a betrayal of Britain’s imperial mission. The debate over Conservative and
British imperial identity came under fierce debate during the 1919-1922 period especially over
the Anritsar massacre and Dyer trial.  Also in this turbulent atmosphere the Montagu-
Chelmsford reforms navigated its way through Parliament to become the Government of India
Act of 1919, the Prince of Wales visited the subcontinent on an imperial tour, and the unrest
climaxed with the gruesome murder of twenty-three policemen by an angry mob in the town of
Chauri Chaura.

The English press did not feel overly compelled to justify British rule in India; the justice of
that rule is largely assumed. Primarily the papers had to explain the occurrence of disorder in
India. Press leaders explained the tumult as the result of variables beyond Britain’s control,
rather than either specific British policies, such as the Rowlatt Acts, or British rule over India in

general. Both pro-reform and anti-reform papers portrayed India as a divided land and Indian
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nationalists as irresponsible agitators. The Raj was necessary, according to the press, as it
established and preserved peace and order on the subcontinent; pro-reform papers highlighted the
benefit of tutoring Indians on the skills of self~-government.  On the subject of Indian
nationalism, the press placed nearly all of its focus on one man: Gandhi. Focusing on one man
seemingly made it easy for the press to marginalize and discount the Indian nationalist
movement as a temporary phenomenon that was incapable of peacefully taking charge of the
Indian government. The press also sought to use the Prince of Wales, who visited India in
November 1921, as a contrast with Gandhi or to demonstrate the loyalty of the Indian masses to
the Raj. No paper attempted to make domestic political hay with the issue of India. Perhaps
there was just a common assumed agreement in the press to keep India out of the domestic
political arena.

The most popular scapegoats for the turmoil in India were the Bolsheviks. The belief in
communist complicity was so strong that many papers continued to support it even after the
Hunter Commission found that there was no organized conspiracy behind the disorders, let alone
involvement by the Bolsheviks."! Bolsheviks were behind the war with Afghanistan with the aim
of weakening the British Empire and “Bolshevist propaganda” helped to cause the troubles in
India; papers charged that either the Government of India or the India Office blocked this

information from reaching Britain.? Because of the Bolsheviks® skill at propaganda it was not

1 In October 1919, the Government of India, under public pressure from Indians, appointed a committee under Lord
Hunter to investigate the disturbances in Delhi, Bombay, and the Punjab the previous April. Other than Hunter, the
commission consisted of four British members and three Indian. The committee published its reports in May 1920;
commission members divided on racial lines with the British members submitting the Majority Report and the
Indians the Minority Report. Both reports severely censured Dyer; the majority only reprimanded Punjab
Lieutenant-Governor Michael O’Dwyer while the minority condemned him as well.

2 “India and Afghanistan.” Editorial. Morning Post. 23 May 1919: 6c. The paper refers to the Afghan War of 1919-
21. The Afghan offensive was easily pushed back within three weeks; the remainder of the war consisted of RAF
attacks against Afghan villages.
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“extravagant to suppose they have got into touch with seditious elements in India™® and that
Bolshevik misinformation took root in the soil of ignorance in India.* Even the normally staid
Times had its conspiracy theory about the disorders in India: “The tentacles of the conspiracy
extend far beyond India, and the secret leaders are now unquestionably in touch with the Russian
Bolshevist movement.’”® This theory was repeated verbatim in the Times eight months later in
December 1919.° The British Weekly and New Statesman also stuck with their Bolshevik
conspiracy theories in spite of the findings of Lord Hunter.’

Two papers saw the external causes not in Bolshevism but in one of Britain’s enemies
during the war, the Ottoman Empire. These papers contended that Britain’s troubles with the
peace treaty with the Turks, the Islamic power, led to Indian Muslims joining forces with Hindus
in demonstrations against the Raj. Blaming the Turks also helped to explain similar disturbances
occurring simultaneously in Egypt, and why Muslims were joining Hindus in the disorder. The
Yorkshire Post cited the difficulties surrounding the Treaty of Séwres led to troubles with
Muslims not only in India but also in Egypt.® Inflammatory language by Gandhi about Egypt
was evidence that the disturbances arose from religious causes. The New Statesman also claimed
the work of Turkish agents during the war to induce a rising of Muslims against the British was

bearing fruit.” The Statesman saw the defeat of the Turkish Empire as a reason Indian Muslims

3 «“Untitled.” Editorial. Truth. 23 Apr. 1919: 632.

* «Order and Progress in India.” Editorial. Observer. 20 Apr. 1919: 8b.

5« Open Rebellion’ in India.” Editorial. Times. 19 April 1919: 11a.

® “The Anvitsar Disclosures.” Editorial. Times. 16 December 1919: 15b.

” See “The Trouble in India.” Editorial. British Weekly. 18 Dec. 1919: 271d. Print, and “The Common Sense of
Coercion,” New Statesman. 20 Dec. 1919, 340.

8 «Unititled.” Editorial. Yorkshire Post. 23 May 1919: 6a.

° “India, Egypt and the Jehad,” New Statesman. 26 April 1919, 87.
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were up in arms against the British,*® though the paper would also contend that all of the troubles
of India would disappear once the reforms materialized.

Other papers did not point to a single conspicuous cause of the unrest but to a litany of
sources. The Observer, Daily Mail, and Manchester Guardian described the world war as
triggering a world revolution which affected India as it did elsewhere. The Guardian portrayed
the Indian tumult as “symptoms of a political and spiritual unrest which we cannot in the full
sense hope to estimate” unleashed by the ‘“prodigious forces of upheaval which have been
working through the world during the past five years,” forces that included the influenza

outbreak, food scarcity, and high prices. 2

The entire world was remaking itself after the Great
War according to the Observer:

It is not the West only which is painfully recasting itself under the break-up of

forms and theories which have done duty for a century. The East is stirring in the

same process of dissolution and renaissance. '3
The Daily Mail blamed the riots in India on the “wave of unrest that has spread over the whole
world since the close of the war” which was also the cause of troubles in Egypt, Ireland, and the
Continent.**

While British papers had differing explanations of the source of post-war India’s unrest,
they agreed that the Rowlatt Acts were not to blame, with one exception: the New Statesman.

The Times, Daily Mail, and Morning Post each stressed that the Rowlatt Acts were the pretext

for and not the cause of the unrest. The Times described the opposition to the acts as “never very

10 «“The Indian Discontents,” New Statesman, 19 April 1919, 62.

1 “India, Egypt and the Jehad,” New Statesman, 26 April 1919, 87.

12 «The Disturbances in India.” Editorial. Manchester Guardian. 16 Apr. 1919:6a. “India.” Editorial. Manchester
Guardian. 23 May 1919: 6a. The British Weekly also blamed the influenza epidemic, scarcity of food, and “failure
ofrains” for the disturbances. “Unrest in India.” Editorial. British Weekly. 29 May 1919: 123.

13 «Order and Progress in India.” Editorial. Observer. 20 Apr. 1919: 8b.

14 «“German Trouble in India.” Editorial. Daily Mail. 16 Apr. 1919: 6a.
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sincere” and attributed the disturbances to “inflammatory agitators.”*® The acts, the Daily Mail
asserted, were “measures which any right-thinking or loyal Indian might have been expected to
support.”*®  Looking back from December 1919, the Morning Post claimed that the Rowlatt Act
was “made necessary by the attempts to overthrow British rule during the war” and that
“agitators seized upon this measure to organize an agitation which threatened the very existence
of British rule in India.”"’

The press could not conceive of Indians themselves wanting to overthrow the Raj
because of all the benefits that British rule conferred to the people of the subcontinent.
Unsurprisingly, or perhaps ironically, considering the strife afflicting India, the press highlighted
maintenance of peace and order as first and foremost amongst British achievements. The
Yorkshire Post summed up Raj’s role of providing stability and protection to India in describing
why Indians in the army and police stayed loyal during the disorders:

It may be that they know the advantages, internal and external, which India

derives from her connections with the British Empire, and that they recognize the

inability of the people of India, as a whole, to themselves resist invasion by some

other Power, if the safeguarding hand of the British Empire were removed. '8
This sentiment was effectively echoed in the Spectator:

India throughout her history has been cursed by the demon of anarchy except

during the period of our rule. It is our greatest claim to the gratitude of mankind

that we stopped anarchy among the vast populations of India.*°

The British had made themselves responsible for the “security and happiness of a great part of

the human race in India?® and if the British withdrew from India “there would be chaos,

15 “India and the Rowlatt Acts.” Editorial. Times. 9 Apr. 1919 13a.

16 «“German Trouble in India.” Editorial. Daily Mail. 16 Apr. 1919: 6a.

17 «“What Happened at Anitsar.” Editorial. Morning Post. 15 Dec. 1919: 6¢. Truth described the Rowlatt Act as
“one of many examples of'the difficulty of running Imperialism and Democracy in double harness.” “Our Indian
Liabilities.” Editorial. Truth. 28 May 1919: 888.

18 «Untitled.” Editorial. Yorkshire Post. 23 May 1919: 6a.

19 “The First Stage Towards Indian Anarchy,” Spectator,20 Dec. 1919, 849. Also see “National Mismanagement:
The New Indian Constitution,” Spectator, 6 Dec. 1919, 758.
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confusion, and decimation indescribable.”?*  Therefore, the first duty of the Government of India
was the restoration of order and the prevention of further danger of disturbance.?? Sections of the
press highlighted the need for peace and order to be restored first before the reforms process
could be carried out. This idea was best expressed by the Yorkshire Post:

At a time when the Indian people are being trusted with a larger measure of self-

government, and have yet to show how far they are ready for such

responsibilities, it is more than ever essential that a strong hand should be taken

against those who are out to wreck all possibility of peaceful, orderly, progress.?
Domestic order, to the Daily Telegraph, was a sine qua non of “the most elementary measures of
constitutional development.”24

Other benefits of British rule received much less attention during the 1919-1922 period;
the press only mentioned education and the instruction in self-government. The Observer noted
that Indians were finally coming to embrace Western ideas: “Indian interest has turned eagerly in

25 The instruction of Indians in the

the direction in which it has been our policy to guide fit.
difficult art of self-rule was another important benefit of the Raj. This was best stated by Truth
in May 1919:
There is no justification for British rule in India that will in these days stand
debate before a democratic electorate, except this — that we simply remain in India
for the purpose of putting the Indian people in the way of learning to govern
themselves, in this performing a duty which has devolved upon us, and which we
cannot repudiate without inflicting grievous misfortune upon the Indian people.®
The Observer concurred, claiming that the Government of India was “working more and

more...for its own supersession” and that it was the goal of British rule was “to devolve

20 “The Indian Disorders.” Editorial. Daily Telegraph.17 Apr. 1919: 8e.

21 “The Premier on India.” Editorial. British Weekly. 16 Feb. 1922: 439%. Also see “British Rule in the East.”
Editorial. Observer. 19 Feb. 1922: 12b.

22 Opserver 25 May 1919

23 “The Bombay Disturbances.” Editorial. Yorkshire Post. 21 Nov. 1921: 6b.

24 «“The State of India.” Editorial. Daily Telegraph. 15 Feb. 1922: 10c. See also “German Trouble in India.”
Editorial. Daily Mail. 16 Apr. 1919: 6a, and “.” Editorial. Daily Mail. 23 May 1919: 4b.

25 «“The Blessed Word ‘Dyarchy.” Editorial. Observer. 8 June 1919: 10a.

26 «“Qur Indian Liabilities.” Editorial. Truth.28 May 1919: 888.
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responsibility upon Indians.”?’

Britain was “carrying a long step farther the doctrine which is at
the base of our Indian policy,” namely self-government for India, according to the Manchester
Guardian. The paper concluded that the justification of the Raj was that “the peoples of India
shall derive benefit fiom it.”® The most ostentatious language describing Britain’s tutelage of
Indians came from the usually serious Times:

The task of Great Britain is still, as in the past, to guide them onward march, with

unresting zeal, with prudent boldness, and in a faith indomitable that the reward

of sacrifice to pure ideals is sure.?°

The press devoted more space highlighting dominant British perceptions of India and its
peoples. In its pages India appeared as a land of divisions, divisions based on mistrust if not
outright hatred, and particularly on a seemingly impassable gulf between Hindus and Muslims.
The assumption of permanent sectarian divisions, however, presented leader writers with a
problem: editors could not explain how Hindus and Muslims were able to work together in
demonstrating against the Raj in the spring of 19109.

Most press leaders agreed that the divisions of India, especially the gulf between Hindus
and Muslims, were a major stumbling block to reform. The Yorkshire Post wondered aloud
whether it was possible to transfer power to Indians “due to the variety of language, caste, and
social conditions.” To illustrate this point the Post pointed to the condition of Russia, going
through a brutal civil war at the time, even though it was more unified with no religious
differences.®®  The Daily Mail saw a subcontinent “seething with a newly born race-
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consciousness” growing in an atmosphere of “acute political unrest. The Morning Post

2T “British Rule in the East.” Editorial. Observer. 19 Feb. 1922: 12b.

28 «“A Great Experiment.” Editorial. Manchester Guardian. 16 Feb. 1922: 6b. Alsosee “The Indian Disorders.”
Editorial. Daily Telegraph. 17 Apr. 1919: 8e.

2% “India’s Charter.” Editorial. Times. 20 Nov. 1919: 13b.

30 “Untitled.” Editorial. Yorkshire Post. 23 May 1919: 6a. The paper must not have known of the myriad religions
of Russia.

31 “Troubled India.” Editorial. Daily Mail. 15 Feb. 1922: 8c.
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worried most about the threatened dominance of Hindu lawyers in a self-governing India. The
Post condemned the “politically minded class whom Mr. Montagu misrepresents as the ‘people

of India.” They are not the people, but the enemies of the people.”?

India as a whole was loyal,
but Montagu’s machinations with the “educated and wealthier classes” led to unrest. The paper
concluded that the Indian masses would fare worse if power were transferred from the British to
Indian lawyers and landowners.*?

The English press blamed Indian nationalists for inciting the uneducated masses by
spreading lies about the Raj. Those Indians who rioted were nothing but “the foolish dupes of
agitators who sought ‘naked revolution,” and nothing less.”®* The riots did not reveal a people
united for political freedom; instead, they resulted from the vicious efforts of a, “minute and
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selfish minority, chiefly composed of an arrogant priestly caste;””” merely a collection of “half-

educated. ..native journalists and lawyers who are not more than 5 per cent of the population.”*°
These agitators aroused support by blaming all of India’s ills on the “wilful malevolence on the
part of the British” and spreading “poisonous falsehoods” about the Rowlatt Acts, describing the
acts “as giving sanction to the most atrocious and irresponsible tyranny.”*’ They corrupted the
minds of illiterates who, “understanding little of the points at issue, interpreted their instructions

in their own way,” that is to say, through violence.%®

In the Sunday Times, Lord Sydenham
asserted that since Congress had been taken over by extremists, who also controlled the Indian

press, “the growth of anti-British feeling among the turbulent classes of the towns and even in

32 “India and Afghanistan.” Editorial. Morning Post. 23 May 1919: 6¢. In what would become a major issue of
contention in the 1927-1935, the Sunday Times asserted that 94 percent of India’s population was illiterate and had
“no desire for political change.” Lord Sydenham, “Organised Rebellion in India,” Sunday Times, 27 Apr. 1919, 8g.
33 “Untitled.” Editorial. Yorkshire Post. 23 May 1919: 6a.

% “Disturbances in India.” Editorial. Times. 26 Apr. 1919: 13b.
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the country villages was continuous.”

The Times discounted the possibility of passive
resistance when “the passions of the credulous populace have been stirred up by the
dissemination of wilful lies.” Only the Sunday Times put the onus of responsibility for
constitutional progress in India on Indians themselves; the paper meant that Indians needed to
work out all of their internal disputes before properly working towards self-government. The
paper claimed that “liberty, reform, and progress” depended on “the political ability and good
sense” of the Indian people.40

Gandhi personified all that was wrong with India in the English press. So fixated was the
press on the person of Gandhi that in all of the press leaders in this period, the name of the Indian
National Congress appeared only once.** Anything remotely positive about Gandhi in the press
was immediately qualified. Editors saw Gandhi motivated by a “mixture of shoddy
sentimentality and anti-British venom™? who incited the masses to violence and fasted in
contrition afterwards. ~ This “well-known and bitter critic of the Indian Government™® was
unprincipled, reckless, and unstable, “one of the deadliest and most unscrupulous enemies of our

4

country and everything it stands for.”** A “crude idealist,” he has been “driven to wring his

hands in despair over the blazing up of a fire to which he has put the match” and was “a grave

»45

menace to society. As the Times insisted, Gandhi was “a misguided and excitable person,

46

who is used by others as a stalking horse.” The Times depicted Gandhi as weak and without

principle: “he stirs up some section of the ignorant masses to tumult, finds he cannot control

3 10ord Sydenham, “Amritsar — The Commission’s Report,” Sunday Times, 30 May 1920, 9.

40 “The Indian Debate.” Editorial. Sunday Times. 19 Feb. 1922: 10d.

1 Lord Sydenham, “Amritsar — The Commission’s Report,” Sunday Times, 30 May 1920, 9.

42 «Gandhi’s Chat.” Editorial. Daily Express. 21 Nov. 1921: 6b.
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them, expresses regret, and after an interval of quiescence behaves in the same way again.”*’

Similarly  William Joynson-Hicks, in the Sunday Times, condemned Gandhi as ‘“the great
Bombay agitator” who professed to be the leader of a peaceful movement, though “men who
committed arson and assaulted women did so with his name upon their lips.”*®

Many papers predicted appalling consequences in India if “the hatreds and jealousies of
race and creed which Mr. Gandhi affects to ignore were indeed loosed under cover of his

teachjng.”49

Press portraits of Gandhi also focused on the impossibility of his political and
economic programs. The Spectator, for example, declared that Gandhi’s goal of revolution
without violence was impossible,”® while both the Observer and Time and Tide condemned
Swaraj, Gandhi’s goal of Indian economic self-sufficiency, as nostalgic and unrealistic: “The
return to a golden age of handlooms and Vedic virtue is a principle which would, were it put in

951

practice on any scale, beggar India. The Nation & Athenaeum and the New Statesman

dismissed Gandhi as “Tolstoyan.” 2

Some papers, however, expressed qualified praise, or at least sympathy, for Gandhi.
Warning that passive resistance was “a very dangerous idea,” the New Statesman conceded that
Gandhi possessed “enough practical capacity to realise that if the movement becomes violent it
must fail”®®  Though the Daily Mail regarded Gandhi as “a misguided man,” it admitted that

those who knew him best were convinced of his honesty and sincerity. The Mail added that

when Gandhi apologized for violence carried out in his name:

47 “The Riots at Bombay.” Editorial. Times. 22 Nov. 1921: 1lc. Alsosee “Mr. Montagu and India.” Editorial.
Times. 15 Feb. 1922: 11b.

8 William Joyson Hicks, “Anritsar,” Sunday Times, 23 May 1920, 8f.

49 «A Chastened Gandhi.” Editorial. Manchester Guardian.21 Nov. 1921: 6e.

50 «Asia and Europe,” Spectator, 26 Nov. 1921, 696.
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it is not because he is a coward trying to evade responsibility but because he

really feels that his policy is bad, and is having disastrous consequences and

wishes to express his contrition.>*
Time & Tide praised Gandhi as “a fine man” as he was able to admit his failure in creating “the
sort of spiritual movement of which he dreamed.”™ The Manchester Guardian declared that
Gandhi tried to quell the Bombay disturbances following the arrival of the Prince of Wales and
make amends through fasting. The Guardian also stated that Gandhi admitted civil disobedience
was not possible “until all who believe in it are prepared to practise it without violence.”®®  The
Times called Gandhi “an emotional but sincere agitator” who was ‘“entirely well-meaning” but

“becomes an unconscious foe to peace and order."’

The Daily Herald argued against the arrest
of Gandhi as he was a genuine pacifist who used his great influence to prevent violence.>®

The British press used the Prince of Wales, visiting India as part of his tour of the empire,
to demonstrate the continuing allegiance of the Indian masses as well as a contrast to Gandhi.
The prince disembarked in Bombay in November 1921; the local Congress committee organized
a hartal and a demonstration. Gandhi demanded non-violence, but riots broke out. The press
used the Prince’s visit to demonstrate the loyalty of the masses, thus discounting the alleged
popularity of Indian nationalists. Many papers stated that the Prince received a magnificent
welcome “from Indians of every race, religion, caste, and colour,”59 and claimed that “the heart
of the people beats with the loyalty — the free and willing loyalty — which their fighting-men

60

showed during the war.’ Others predicted that “all disorders will vanish in well-ordered

5% «“Mr. Gandhi Does Penance.” Editorial. Daily Mail. 21 Nov. 1921: 8b.
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progress” thanks to the Prince’s arrival®®  The New Statesman claimed that the Prince
overshadowed Gandhi and Gandhi’s prestige suffered a blow as “half the population of the city
disobeyed him by gathering to welcome the Prince with remarkable enthusiasm.”®> The Prince
was used as a contrast to Gandhi; progress versus backwardness. The press associated the Prince
with peace and order, advancement, and growth while it connected Gandhi with mysticism,
chaos, and disorder.

In sharp contrast to the unrest on the subcontinent in April 1919 in Britain the Montagu-
Chelmsford Report was introduced to Parliament. The Report wound its way through Parliament
and Parliamentary committees during the summer and autumn 1919 to emerge as the
Government of India Act of 1919 in December of that year. The most controversial provision in
the reforms and eventually the Act was dyarchy, the division of the portfolios of provincial
governments into reserved and transferred subjects.  The Governor’s Council retained the
former, such as security and taxation, and elected Indian ministers assumed the latter, which
included education, health, and agriculture. The majority of the press supported the reforms, but
the measure generated little enthusiasm in even pro-reform papers.

The pro-reform press insisted that that the lack or the slow pace of reform led to the
violence; hence, reforms must be enacted swiftly, though only after order had been re-
established. This view was contrary to that of the diehards who contended that the unrest was a
direct result of the reforms process. Reform in the face of native resistance made British
authority appear weak which simply incited the agitators to commit further violence. The

diehards wanted draconian means to suppress agitation not only in India, but also Egypt and

61 «At the Gateway of India.” Editorial. Daily Express. 18 Nov. 1921: 6b. Also see “The Prince in Bombay.”
Editorial. British Weekly. 24 Nov. 1921: 179¢, “India’s Choice.” Editorial. Observer. 20 Nov. 1921: 12b, “The
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Ireland. The Manchester Guardian and Truth argued that reforms must be carried forward in

spite of the political disaffection on the subcontinent.®®

Truth added that using the riots as a
pretext to postpone reforms would disappoint a large section of loyal Indians.®* But the
Guardian was prepared for extraordinary measures to quash the unrest:

if there should be any material extension of the disturbance we must be prepared

to hear of drastic executive action, coupled with a demand for unqualified support

from Parliament and the British public for any policy which, in the opinion of the

Viceroy’s Government, it may be necessary to adopt.®
The Observer stated that the reestablishment of order was necessary but claimed any “negative
policy of ‘firmness’ would only aggravate the turbulence. The paper concluded that there was
“a far greater danger of our being scared away from than being stampeded into execution of the
Montagu-Chelmsford proposals.®® On the other hand, the Times suggested that order and
punishment of the guilty were necessary before reform could be enacted.®’

Even pro-reform papers viewed the proposed changes as a great experiment, a fact that
tempered their own enthusiasm for the measure. While both the Observer and the Times advised
moving forward with the reforms as “senile caution in India would be the real danger,”®® the
Daily Telegraph stressed the importance of measured progress: responsibility should be

rewarded only gradually as Indians gained political experience.’® The British Weekly, too,

expressed optimism in the reforms but declared that much depended on “the wise extension of
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local government throughout India.”’® The New Statesman argued that the disturbances resulted
from, and could be resolved by, British actions:

Indians were impatiently waiting for Mr. Montagu’s schemes to materialise, we

gave them the Rowlatt Bills...if the Viceroy of India and the Home Government

can make up their minds to modification of the Rowlatt Bills, accompanied by a

speeding up of the promised reforms, the unrest will subside in India.”
Admitting that the bill was a good start, The Daily Herald warned that “until it provides for
responsible self-government, for which India is clamorous, it will never be enough.”’?> The
Herald hoped that Labour MPs would attempt to amend the Bill in order to widen its scope as
the legislation did not meet what Indians asked for: the right of self-government. Nevertheless,
the Bill, “a definite break with the past,” provided the assurance that “once the Labour
movement comes into power, a full and complete measure will be passed.”’®

Pro-reform papers were not entirely happy with the provision for dyarchy, the
introduction of limited self-government at the provincial level. However, with no alternative
available, these papers feared having to restart the reforms process from scratch. Both the
Observer and the Manchester Guardian praised the Bill as the fulfillment of Indian aspirations,
with dyarchy as the first step in the “transfer of power from a despotic Executive to Ministries

374

responsible to elected representatives. While not entirely pleased with dyarchy, the Guardian

concluded that it was “so completely woven into [the Bill’s] texture that no amendment short of
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disruption would seem to be possible. The Observer defended dyarchy as an experimental

measure that would transfer a share of power so Indians could learn the art of self-government by

7% “Unrest in India.” Editorial. British Weekly. 29 May 1919: 123.
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practice. The paper viewed this as the first part of “the great and difficult period of ‘handing
over’ in India and dyarchy would last “until India can...assume full responsibility for her place
in the line along with the other nations of the Commonwealth.”®

The name of the author of the reforms, Edwin Montagu, appeared in pro-reform accounts
much less frequently than in the anti-reform papers. Perhaps the pro-reform papers attempted to
disassociate the man from the legislation as he proved to be such a lightning rod for criticism.
Montagu, who came from a rich Jewish family, attended the Universities of London and Oxford,
where he started his connection with the Liberal party. He was elected to Parliament in 1906 and
held the seat until 1922. Montagu’s connection with India began in 1910 when he became
undersecretary to the India Office; he visited India on a tour two years later. At the outbreak of
war he moved to the Treasury and eventually to the Ministry of Munitions. Montagu joined the
Cabinet in 1915, as Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster and the inner War Committee of the
Cabinet in July 1916 as Minister of Munitions. He followed Lloyd George with the fall of
Asquith and the new Premier named him Secretary of State for India in July 1917. Montagu
served as the head of the Indian delegation to the Paris Peace Conference but was compelled to
resign his position in March 1922 for violating the principle of collective Cabinet responsibility
by publishing the views of the Government of India on revising the Treaty of Séwvres. He died
two years later of a combination of arteriosclerosis and septicaemia coma. John Maynard
Keynes, the eminent Liberal economist, described Montagu as possessing a ‘“remarkable
personality” but suffering from “violent fluctuations of mood” ranging from reckless courage to
abject panic and dejection. Montagu’s status as an outsider in English society and politics was

summed up by Keynes, an admirer:

76 «“The Blessed Word ‘Dyarchy.” Editorial. Observer. 8 June 1919: 10a.
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he was an Oriental, equipped, nevertheless, with the intellectual technique and

atmosphere of the West, drew him naturally to the political problems of India, and

allowed an instinctive, mutual sympathy between him and its peoples.’’
Although he was not a practicing Jew, Montagu was seen as the “other,” an Oriental in Western
dress with a Western education, but certainly not English. His supposed Eastern heritage was
perhaps the reason why he was given important roles in the India Office. The existing literature
on Montagu sheds little light on why he was such a lightning rod for criticism; the best
explanation comes from the Dictionary of National Biography: “antisemitism was a constant
undermining factor in his political life.”"

Montagu’s greatest enemy in the press was the Morning Post. Much of the Post’s
distrust and rewulsion of the ethnically Jewish Montagu may have stemmed from the anti-
Semitism of its editor, H.A. Gwynne.”® The Morning Post chided Montagu for attempting to
impose democracy on India and place power in the hands of “politically-minded lawyers and
seditious Brahmans and Bengalis” who would exploit the masses. The recent disturbances, with
the loss of European lives, offered a glimpse of what was going to happen when Montagu had
finished with his plans.®® Montagu committed the Government and country to a program they
had never fully considered.®' Dyarchy meant disaster:

what Mr. Montagu has succeeded in doing is to introduce a vicious principle into

the government of India — the principle of division. That principle, however it
may be modified and whatever safeguards may be imposed upon it, must

" John M. Keynes, Essays in Biography (London, 1951). p. 50.

8 H.C.G. Matthew & Brian Harrison, eds, Oxford Dictionary of National Biography, Volume 38 (Oxford, 2004). p.
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inevitably work mischief. Sooner or later we shall either have to get rid of this
principle or get rid of India.

Dyarchy could only “create confusion, discord, delay, and weakness within the Government.”®

Along with the Morning Post, other papers attacked the reforms by targeting Montagu.
The Spectator blamed the unrest on the Montagu-Chelmsford Report and the “impatience of the
Secretary of State for India.” Tryng to apply Western democratic methods to an undemocratic

t84

Eastern society was bound to promote confusion and conflic The Sunday Times also made a

direct attack against Montagu, comparing him unfavorably with the Rudyard Kipling character
Padgett, M.P.:
Mr. Montagu...differs from ‘Padgett, M.P.” in the capacity for greater evil which
goes with political power; and evidently he has handled Indian affairs with all the
ingenuousness of his prototype. The result is widespread unrest punctuated by
local rebellion and outrage.®
Declaring that it was an extreme misfortune for India and the empire that Montagu should be the
head of the India Office, the Spectator accused the secretary of pulling a confidence trick on the
country as the reform measure before Parliament was Montagu’s Bill alone:
It has all of the marks of his personality and mental equipment. His busy
colleagues have taken it from him on trust, and now Parliament is being guided,

pressed, nay ‘herded,’ to take it also on trust and in the hope that bad as it looks, it
will turn out all that Mr. Montagu says it will.®

82 «A House Divided AgainstItself” Editorial. Morning Post. 20 Nov. 1919: 6d.
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And | prayed to the Lord to deliver another oneinto my hand.
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Similarly, Truth described Montagu’s proposal as a “huge liability” that carried “risks which can
hardly fail to bring us trouble of one kind or another.” As a result, Truth concluded “a good
many people are strongly opposed to the Montagu-Chelmsford reforms on principle.”®’

Praise for Montagu in the press was rare and far outstripped by criticism. The Daily Mail
and Observer praised Montagu; the Mail was encouraged that “Indian affairs should be in the
hands of a Secretary of State so firmly imbued with a spirit of sympathy, and wielding a courage

%8 The New Statesman commended Montagu as “an able

equal to the force of his conviction.’
man” and urged the Cabinet to give him its backing. However, the Statesman admitted that “it is
clearly impossible at the present stage to forecast the fortunes of a measure which must be
regarded as the most significant in our imperial history.®® While the Herald declared the Bill
overly complicated and hoped it was bolder and clearer and based on Indian self-government, it
acclaimed Montagu as a sincere man who aimed for the gradual transfer of power to Indians.*°
Only the Yorkshire Post and Saturday Review were able to oppose the reforms without
mentioning the Secretary of State. The Yorkshire Post feared that the proposed extension of self-
government to India would have similar consequences to the passing of Home Rule Act in
regards to Ireland, namely civil war. The Post also considered the Russian Revolution as a
possible example: “If the transference of power from a bureaucracy to the masses has led to
disorder in Russia, and its proposal to disorder in Ireland, what may we expect in India.”®* The
Saturday Review described the proposed legislation as a “revolutionary Bill” and the entire

reforms scheme as an untried experiment and a leap in the dark. The Review added that “every

step in [the reforms] may lead us far down a slippery slope; and no step, however rash, once

87 «Our Indian Liabilities.” Editorial. Truth. 28 May 1919: 888. The paper also stated that there was more danger
going too fast with reform than too slow, using the analogy of building a house withouta solid foundation.
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taken can be retraced.”®” The Saturday Review also disputed the contention that Indians would
learn self-government through experience:
The logic of the proceeding is on par with that of a man who should place a bomb

in the hands of a child or a savage in the certain expectation that the experience
would teach him its explosive qualities.®

The strangest paper concerning the 1919 reforms was undoubtedly the Times. The paper
supported the reforms (but only because of the lack of any alternative) but disliked Montagu and
disapproved of his methods. Montagu’s constitutional modification scheme was not the cause of
the unrest but the Secretary had only himself to blame for falling

into the arms of unpractical idealists with very little knowledge either of India or

of the Asiatic atmosphere. He made the error of permitting experienced

administrators to be thrust aside while he kept at his elbow, in India, [and] at the

India Office...men who had no sound qualifications for advising him.%*

Nevertheless, the Montagu-Chelmsford Report, containing as it did “a great deal of dreamy and
even dangerous nonsense,” was fundamentally sound. The Times expressed disquiet over
dyarchy: “we have always regarded [dualism] as a clumsy expedient, and have been inclined to
doubt its practicability.” It doubted that Parliament would change the Bill as amendment “would
necessitate the reconstruction of the whole measure, which in turn would mean a delay of several
months.”  Unconvinced of Montagu’s defense of dyarchy, the paper still approved the measure
as there was no alternative to reform.®® Referring to the continued unrest in India, the paper
stated that “never...was a greater experiment about to be made in circumstances more deeply

disquieting.” But in spite of the disorder, it agreed with Montagu that the reforms should

proceed as “to draw back now, to be mtimidated by recent disturbances, would be fatal.%®
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In October 1919, the Government of India, under public pressure from Indians, appointed
a committee under Lord Hunter to investigate the disturbances across northern India the previous
April.  The Hunter Commission and its hearings brought the truth of what happened at Amritsar
to the British press and public. Press reaction to the Dyer controversy revealed a divided nation.
All papers, with the exception of the Daily Herald, expressed sympathy for Dyer. The press split
fairly evenly over the general’s actions. The Morning Post, Spectator, Daily Express, Yorkshire
Post, Saturday Review, Daily Telegraph, and Sunday Times viewed Dyer as the savior of India
who prevented a second mutiny, and thus preserved the entire British Empire. The Manchester
Guardian, Times, Observer, Daily Herald, Daily Mail, and British Weekly condemned the
general’s actions as unnecessarily barbaric and essentially “un-British.” Both Truth and the New
Statesman tried to take both sides simultaneously: they condemned Dyer and his methods but
stated it was unfair that the general was “thrown overboard” by the Government of India for
showing poor judgment.®’

The difference between the two opposing camps depended on their conception of empire
and British rule on the subcontinent. Was a revolt fomenting in India at the time of the Dyer
massacre? Some papers insisted yes; others disagreed. Another crucial question was whether
the shooting at Jallianwalla Bagh was necessary, given the situation. Even some papers that
conceded that armed force was needed condemned the general for continuing the fire until the
ammunition was depleted. Many papers portrayed Dyer as the real victim of the incident. The
general faced a situation beyond his means and his only mistake was firing too long, as the initial
shooting was necessary to disperse the crowd. Press opinion of Montagu helped determine the

tenor of the press coverage. Typically, editors that condemned Dyer defended Montagu, and
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vice versa. Papers that supported the general, especially the Morning Post, sought to portray the
controversy over the incident at Amritsar as a conflict between Dyer and Montagu.

What was the nature of British rule on the subcontinent? Papers divided into two camps:
depending upon whether the paper believed the shooting at Amritsar was necessary. Papers who
viewed the shooting as unnecessary claimed that government should be based on cooperation,
while those who did see the shooting as necessary based British rule on force. The Times,
Manchester Guardian, Daily Mail, Observer, and Truth all judged Dyer’s actions as indefensible
and renounced the “Dyer doctrine” or the “Dyer school” as the foundation of the British Raj.
India would be held to Britain by understanding and respect (according to the Guardian) and by
loyal consent (according to the Daily Mail).® The Observer and Truth contended that the India
Bill, not Dyer, embodied British imperial rule.”® The Times was able to condemn Dyer by finally
renouncing its conspiracy theories after the Hunter Commission report found no evidence of a

revolutionary plot.1%°

These papers, however, did not renounce the use of force in India (or the
empire) entirely. The Manchester Guardian declared the importance of maintaining order but
without unnecessary severity while other papers claimed that Dyer took reasonable force too far
and used it indiscriminately, if not barbarically.!°® To these papers the confrontation at Amritsar
was an isolated incident and Dyer was unrepresentative of British rule in India, or elsewhere in

the empire. The Daily Herald also condemned Dyer but found it atrocious that the general’s

punishment only consisted of retirement at half pay.

%8 «“The Reproof Courteous.” Editorial. Manchester Guardian. 27 May 1920: 6b and “Mr. Montagu and General
Dyer.” Editorial. Daily Mail.9 July 1920: 6b.

%9 «“The Dyer Case and the Soul of Empire.” Editorial. Observer. 11 July 1920: 12b and “Untitled.” Editorial. Truth.
17 Dec. 1919: 1084.

100 «Amritsar.” Editorial. Times. 27 May 1920: 13b.

101 «“The Reproof Courteous.” Editorial. Manchester Guardian. 27 May 1920: 6b. Also see “Untitled.” Editorial.
Truth. 17 Dec. 1919: 1084., “Anritsar.” Editorial. Times. 27 May 1920: 13b, “A Moral of the Future.” Editorial.
Observer. 30 May 1920: 12b, “Anritsar.” Editorial. Daily Express. 27 May 1920: 4b, and “General Dyer.” Editorial.
Daily Mail. 27 May 1920: 4b.



The papers that defended Dyer -- the Yorkshire Post, Sunday Times, Daily Telegraph,
Morning Post, Saturday Review, and Daily Express -- believed that British authority ultimately
rested on force; the shooting at Jallianwalla Bagh in the end was necessary. Most of these papers
regretted that the general allowed his troops to fire too long, but argued that Dyer’s error in
judgment did not warrant the end of his military career. The exception here was the Daily
Express, which agreed that the shooting was necessary but conceded that Dyer should be

192 The pro-Dyer papers all

punished, as he “allowed just punishment to become cruel slaughter.
argued that, contrary to the findings of the Hunter Report, the Punjab was in open rebellion in the
spring of 1919. The Morning Post, in fact, attempted to discredit the commission itself by
describing it as an unqualified body that ignored the causes of the outbreak of violence. The
paper considered the presence of three “natives” on the Hunter Commission to be a great outrage
since the committee essentially put the general on trial.'® Lord Sydenham in the Sunday Times
disputed the Hunter Report: “there is no other reasonable explanation of the facts which the
Committee records than that there was a far-reaching, though not completely organised,
conspiracy.”%*

In the picture painted by the anti-reforms press, the Punjab in 1919 resembled northern
India in 1857. General Dyer “saved Northern India from a danger comparable only to the Indian

Mutiny,” the Post asserted.®®

The entire Punjab was in open rebellion incited by Gandhi,
according to the Daily Telegraph. Inaction on the part of the general would have led to a full-

scale revolt; the Telegraph added that “there would have been no Indian Mutiny in 1857 if there

102 «Finis.” Editorial. Daily Express. 8 July 1920: 6b.

103 «An Unhappy Report.” Editorial. Morning Post. 27 May 1920: 6a.

194 L ord Sydenham, “Anritsar — The Commission’s Report,” Sunday Times, 30 May 1920, 9d.
105 «what Happened at Anritsar.” Editorial. Morning Post. 15 Dec. 1919: 6c.
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had been a General Dyer at Meerut.”!°® Joynson-Hicks in the Sunday Times declared that
without Dyer’s actions the mob would have taken over the entire Punjab and possibly other parts
of India; a peril only comparable to the Mutiny.'®’

The danger had not passed, according to the Yorkshire Post, Saturday Review, and Daily
Telegraph; the condemnation of Dyer would have dire consequences for not only India but also
the empire as a whole. The Yorkshire Post feared that anti-British revolution could flare up
again at any time on the subcontinent. The Post, like the Daily Herald, described the general as
a scapegoat blamed for everything that happened when “British rule was in serious danger, and
the safety of large numbers of our own race was threatened by the growing frenzy of the native

5,108

population. British soldiers, seeing the fate of General Dyer, “may be tempted to hesitate in

action at the crucial moment” with consequences the editor did not want to even contemplate.'%®
The Saturday Review stated that for his “courage, promptitude, and knowledge of the native
character, General Dyer has been censured by the Commission, and retired by the Government.”
The fate of the general caused the Review to question “What British officer in the future will dare
to defend the British Raj in India?*'® Prestige was crucial to British authority in India,
according to the Yorkshire Post: “it would be a fatal mistake...to give that vast population any
ground for the assumption that our authority is weakening and our administration discredited.”*!*
The fate of the general, according to the Daily Telegraph, would have far reaching consequences

not only in Britain and the subcontinent, but also the empire:

this decision...will excite loud approbation on the one hand and deep resentment
on the other, and a heated controversy which will do little service to the

108 «“The Punjab Outbreak.” Editorial. Daily Telegraph. 27 May 1920: 10d.
197 William Joyson Hicks, “Amritsar,” Sunday Times, 23 May 1920, 8f. Also see “Notes of the Week,” Saturday
Review, 10 July 1920, 25.
122 “The Hunter Committee’s Report.” Editorial. Yorkshire Post. 27 May 1920: 6b.
Ibid.
10 1pid.
1 1pid.
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maintenance of British authority in India or in any other part of the Empire where
British rule rests ultimately on British force and resolution to govern.'*2

Opinions of Montagu also played a role in the press debate over General Dyer. Debate
focused on the Secretary of State for India’s culpability, or lack thereof, in the news blockage on
the Amritsar massacre for eight months. The Times and Manchester Guardian both expressed
their support for Montagu and his contention that he was ignorant of the atrocity until it was
revealed in the press that December. The Guardian questioned why the man responsible for
India to Parliament would have been kept in the dark on the matter. But the paper did not
speculate who was responsible or why it was done.’'® Since Montagu was uninformed of Dyer’s
actions, the Times reasoned, the Viceroy must have been responsible for the news blackout; the
paper did not comment on the matter again.'** The Daily Mail blamed the Government of India
for keeping the incident a secret and claimed that a full disclosure should have been made as
soon as martial law in the Punjab was removed. In the Daily Mail’s coverage, Montagu emerged
as the hero and a counter to the villainous General Dyer, and the personification of British rule in
India. The Secretary of State symbolized the British ideal of ruling the subcontinent by loyal
consent while Dyer represented rule by terror. In addition, the Mail claimed that the British
public supported Montagu: “British opinion will not support or countenance fretful attacks on

115

Mr. Montagu for his firmness in upholding the ideals of our Empire. Truth best summed up

the Dyer debate:
What engendered so much heat in this debate was the conviction that the General

‘saved India,” and resentment of Mr. Montagu’s audacious doctrine that in these
days India can only be lost, not saved, by the Dyer method. That Mr. Montagu

112 «“The Punjab Outbreak.” Editorial. Daily Telegraph. 27 May 1920: 10d.

113 «“The Anritsar Shooting.” Editorial. Manchester Guardian.17 Dec. 1919: 8d.
114 M, Montagu and Amritsar.” Editorial. Times. 17 Dec. 1919: 15d.

115 «“Mr. Montagu and General Dyer.” Editorial. Daily Mail. 9 July 1920: 6b.

47



and his colleagues are right about this no one who understands the spirit of the
times can doubt.*®

On the other side of the debate, the Morning Post rejected Montagu’s claim of ignorance;
the paper asserted that the Secretary of State knew what happened in April, and that he
manipulated the Army Council in order to force Dyer to resign from the armed services. The
Post declared that Montagu should have defended Dyer instead of condemning him. Montagu’s
promise of reform encouraged the seditionists, the paper asserted, and the insurrection Dyer
crushed would have discredited the Secretary of State for India and his reform agenda.'’’ The
Daily Telegraph did not directly accuse Montagu of withholding information about the massacre
but claimed that the delay in disclosure loaded the dice against Dyer. As a result of the
postponement, the public “got a very ill-balanced account of what had taken place, and many
people were led to suppose that the bloodshed at Amritsar was due simply to the inexcusable
ferocity of the British general in command.”'® The Saturday Review descrived Montagu as
“that radical Secretary of State for India” and could not comprehend why he would want to
“break an officer for the prompt use of military force in suppressing a rebellion.”*'®  The
Spectator demanded Montagu’s resignation or removal for his “incorrigible timidity” in giving in
to conspirators and agitators.*?®  Montagu’s Jewish ethnicity added to the distrust and aversion
that certain sections of the press felt for the Secretary of State, as private letters by Gwynne of
the Morning Post reveal. In a letter to Lt. General Sir Bryan T. Mahon, Gwynne defended the

Dyer fund as the “only way left to show that England does not agree with the misadministration

118 «“The Saving of India.” Editorial. Truth. 14 July 1920: 66.

17 «“Montagu Versus Dyer.” Editorial. Morning Post. 8 July 1920: 6a.

118 «“The Punjab Outbreak.” Editorial. Daily Telegraph. 27 May 1920: 10d.

119 «“Notes of the Week,” Saturday Review, 10 July 1920, 25.
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of India by the Jew — Montagu.”*?

The Saturday Review was considerably more blatant in its
description of Montagu’s anti-Dyer speech in Parliament:

There was a tang of vindictiveness about the speech, a subconscious echo of the

passion of the emancipated Ghetto, which might have come very well from a

Russian or even a Prussian Jew, but came with a bad grace from an English one.

In short, Mr. Montagu seemed to be taking sides with the races of the East against

the white man of the West, and the performance jarred the nerves of the House of

Commons.*??

The Chauri Chaura incident in February 1922 brought together opinions of the reforms
process, Montagu, and Gandhi in one episode. In the United Provinces, police fired on a
procession and were attacked by an angry mob. The twenty-two policemen took shelter in their
station but were forced out when the mob set fire to the premises. The mob hacked the officers
to death and threw their bodies into the flames.*?® As a result of the massacre, Gandhi called off
the civil disobedience campaign and went on a five-day fast in repentance. Much controversy
was aroused by Montagu’s decision to suspend the arrest order of Gandhi before the incident.

The Manchester Guardian and Daily Express criticized attacks on Montagu in the House of
Commons. The Guardian labeled the assailants as “a reactionary section in Parliament” while
the Express depicted them as “those who have learned nothing and forgotten everything about
India.*?*  The Daily Express added its support for Montagu’s policy to keep India loyal via

peaceful evolution. The Nation & Athenaeum also defended Montagu’s policies, blaming the

causes of India’s unrest as beyond the Secretary’s control and arguing that the policies that the

121 Gwynne to Mahon, Undated, MSS.Gwynne 8.

122 «Notes of the Week,” Saturday Review, 17 July 1920, 47. Both Truth and British Weekly blamed Montagu for an
overly emotional and passionate Parliamentary debate over General Dyer. See “The Saving of India.” Editorial.
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Anritsar Report.” Editorial. British Weekly. 3 June 1920: 187d.
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diehards advocated would produce “still more dangerous ferment and even wider discontent.”?

The Observer agreed: “The Die-Hard thesis that ‘trouble’ in India is the consequence of
unnecessary meddling with Indian opinion by humanitarians in Whitehall in the last few years is
t00 easy to be true.” 12

The Manchester Guardian, Daily Herald, and Sunday Times supported Montagu’s decision
to suspend the arrest order for Gandhi. The Guardian claimed that the Secretary postponed the
arrest order because Gandhi called off his civil disobedience campaign; “to punish such a man is

to increase his power.”?’

Arresting Gandhi could do nothing but provoke disaster since he was
a “genuine pacifist and uses his great, his comparable influence to prevent violence,” the Daily
Herald contended.'?® The Sunday Times declared that Britain was “strong enough to be tolerant
[of Mr. Gandhi]” and to allow the reforms to continue unabated.?°
On the anti-Montagu side of the debate, the Daily Telegraph criticized the reforms and
Montagu, though not by name:
a change in the spirit of administration is required; and it is the voice of national
opinion which insists to-day upon the taking of measures which are necessary for
reinstating the authority of the British Government and upon ending a course of
tolerance and indecision which has done nothing but strengthen the elements of
mischief and anarchy.!3°
The Morning Post also advocated a change in personnel at the India Office in order to end the
unrest on the subcontinent. The paper stated that “justice, truth, strength, and honour are

required for the government of India, and in the present administration these qualities are not to

125 «“The Problem of Mr. Gandhi,” Nation & Athenaeum, 18 Feb. 1922,746.
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be found. Hence the trouble.”**! The Daily Mail hoped that Parliament would force Montagu to
resign and “put a full stop to the policy of drift and ensure the maintenance of British interests
with a firm hand. There has been weakness. A stronger man than Mr. Montagu is needed at the
India Office in these times.”*?

The Times blamed the Viceroy, not Montagu, for not arresting Gandhi. But the Times
argued that peace in India was impossible as long as Gandhi was “free to range through the
country at will’ and claimed the Chari Chaura incident was “solely due to Mr. Gandhi’s

incitements.”

The Times added that “neither Mr. Montagu’s evasions nor Mr. Gandhi’s sham
retraction will satisfy the British public, who are becoming gravely alarmed about the condition
of India.”*®* The Saturday Review described Montagu’s action of withdrawing Gandhi’s arrest
order as unpardonable. The Review contended that revoking the order

implied...that Gandhi’s action in bringing British India to the verge of revolution

was to be overlooked and condoned. It is difficult to imagine a weaker or more

humiliating policy.*%®
The Morning Post expressed disappointment that the House of Commons did not force Montagu
to resign, but predicted Parliament’s confidence in the minister would only last until the next
outrage. The Post was also disheartened that Gandhi had not been arrested as this led the man to
believe he was immune from arrest and encouraged him to grow bolder in his antics.**® The

Daily Mail wanted Montagu out but continued to support the reform process. Parliament needed

to “put a full stop to the policy of drift” by firing the Secretary of State for India. The paper also
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believed that Gandhi should have been arrested as the reforms were unable to work in an
atmosphere of chaos.™®’

After the Chauri Chaura incident the unrest in India quieted down: the time of troubles in
the Raj was over for the moment. The Government of India arrested Gandhi, put him on trial,
and sentenced him to six years in prison, though he only served two. He thereafter relinquished
his Congress leadership role and devoted the next five years to his homespun and Hindu
education campaign. Indian Muslims lost their major grievance against the British when the
Turkish president Kemal Ataturk abolished the caliphate in 1924. In 1927, however, a new
period of disturbances began. As will be seen in the following chapters, the basic themes of the
1919-22 period are echoed in the 1927-35 one across party lines: the unflinching faith in
Britain’s imperial mission, a negative view of Indian society and Indian nationalists, and
opposite conceptions of reform: the fulfillment or betrayal of Britain’s imperial mission in India.
The debate over post-war Conservative and British imperial identity came under fierce debate

during this period, most notably with the Amritsar and Dyer controversy.

137 “Troubled India.” Editorial. Daily Mail. 15 Feb. 1922: 8c.
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Chapter 3
“Qur presence in India is essential to the Indians™:
The British Imperial Mission, 1927-35

[It is] the sincere and honest wish of all parties in Great Britain to
develop Indian self-government as rapidly as may be compatible with
the welfare of India itself and with the time needed to devise and create
stable and workable democratic institutions in a country which has never
known democracy.

B “The Simon Commission,” New Statesman, 12 Nov. 1927, 133.

Nobody has ever dreamt of a Constitution that would be used to take

India out of the Empire. The contest is one as regards words and

sentiments rather than present realities, for the conditions in which India

could attain the full status of a Dominion cannot be reached in any period

measured in less than decades.

B  “India Within the Empire.” Editorial. Daily Telegraph. 12 Feb.
1935: 12b.

The same basic conceptions of Britain’s imperial mission in India structured British
editorial comments regardless of support for or rejection of the reforms process. Labour,
Liberal, Conservative, independent, London-based and provincial papers alike all toed the
imperial line: Britain ruled the subcontinent for the benefit of Indians. It did not matter if
readers received their information about India or governmental policies dealing with the
subcontinent from the popular Daily Mail, the left of center Daily Herald or the fervently
Tory Times, the basic conceptions of the imperial mission remained constant throughout.
Politically diverse papers appear virtually indistinguishable when describing the various
virtues of the imperial mission. Words associated with the British themselves, the rule of

29 ¢¢

the Raj, and the imperial mission in general include: “progress,” “rational/reasonable,”
“improvement,” “prosperity,” “practical,” ‘realistic,” “facts/truth,” “impartial,”
“opportunity,” and “justice.” In this standard view, British rule provided not only
Western education and material gains, but also peace, order, and justice. Essentially,

India needed Britain. So much in the imperial project in India had been accomplished, but

so much more needed to be done. This was bestsummed up by the Morning Post in 1931:
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If India were a nation, or could govern itself by any form of
democracy...there would be no need for any conference on the subject; the
Government would have shaped itself long ago in the only place where it

could shape itself, that is to say, in India, and England would have retired

gracefully from the scene in which she had become superfluous.*

These sentiments were echoed more generally by Lionel Haworth in the Saturday Review
in 1933:

It has been the Conservative boast that the Empire was the greatest agent for

good that the world possesses, or has possessed. Apart from the material

benefits which we have conferred upon the countries under our sovereignty

we have given them the inestimable benefit of British justice.?

Three common themes shaped the discussion of the imperial mission in the English press:
the British government’s responsibility for India, the benefits of the Raj, especially Britain
as an impartial referee, and generosity in offering Indians opportunities for demonstrating
their ability for increasing self-government.

Implicit British responsibility, explicitly appearing as Parliament’s final
accountability for India sounds like a clarion across the English Press. Disagreements
flared over the pace of the reforms (see chapters five and six) but no paper or periodical
disputed the final authority of Parliament or the Viceroy. This sentiment was best
summed up by the Yorkshire Post: “Parliament is responsible not merely for the
satisfaction of genuine political aspirations...but also for the precautionary
safeguarding...of the happiness and welfare of the politically voiceless millions of
Indians.”

The most explicit references to Parliament’s final responsibility for India occurred

with the naming, in November 1927, of the Statutory Commission to judge the workings of

! “India and England.” Editorial. Morning Post. 15 Sept. 1931: 10b.
2 Sir Lionel Haworth, “India and Ideals of Empire,” Saturday Review, 18 Mar. 1933, 258.
3 “The More Excellent Way.” Editorial. Yorkshire Post. 4 Feb. 1928: 12b.
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the 1919 Government of India Act. The Government appointed the commission’s
members: Sir John Simonof the Liberal Party as chairman, two Conservative members and
two Labour members (including the future PM Clement Attlee) from the House of
Commons, and two Conservative Lords. In reaction against the decision to exclude any
and all native representation, Indian political parties announced that they would boycott the
Commission. The English Press repeatedly reaffirmed the Conservative Government’s
decision to appoint a purely Parliamentary body as the correct choice.

The Times, Sunday Times, New Statesman, Economist, Spectator, and Saturday
Review contended that since Parliament was the final arbiter for India, thena Commission
made up of M.P.s from all parties could best translate its findings into legislation
acceptable to the Commons and Lords.* The Times, Economist, and Saturday Review
dismissed the criticism of Indian political leaders that none of the Commissioners had any
prior experience in Indian affairs by arguing that the Commissioners’ very lack of
experience would allow them to be impartial and detached, able to look at the situation in
India with fresh eyes unencumbered by long-held preconceptions or biases.> No paper or
periodical addressed Indian complaints about lack of representation on the investigative
body other than to stress that there would be provision for Indian legislators, both central
and provincial, to have their say to the Commission during its travels. Press frustration
with Indian protests is almost palpable.

Press unanimity, however, quickly broke down with the Irwin Declaration in

October 1929. To avoid a clash with Congress and, with the threat of civil disobedience

# “The Simon Commission.” Editorial. Times. 9 Nov. 1927: 10c, Lord Meston, “India’s Constitution,”
Sunday Times, 13 Nov. 1927, 16, “The Simon Commission,” New Statesman, 12 Nov 1927, 133; “A
Statutory Commission for India,” Economist, 12 Nov. 1927, 825; “The Threatened Boycott in India,”
Spectator, 11 Feb. 1928, 182, and “The Comedy of Westminster,” Saturday Review, 12 Nov. 1927, 654.
“The Simon Commission.” Editorial. Times. 9 Nov. 1927: 10c, and “The Comedy of Westminster,”
Saturday Review, 12 Nov. 1927, 654.
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looming, the Viceroy issued a statement reaffirming that dominion status was the ultimate
goal of British rule in India; this “Irwin Declaration” also included a proposal for a series of
talks between representatives of the British Government, British India, and the Indian
Princes. Instead of debating the pros and cons of the declaration and its effects on the
subcontinent, the press debated who had the power to govern India: Parliament (through
the Commission) or the Viceroy? The Daily Telegraph, Sunday Times, and Manchester
Guardian criticized the Viceroy for flouting the authority of the Commission and therefore
essentially attempting to overrule Parliament. The Sunday Times labeled Irwin’s actions
as a serious breach of the committee’s authority as the Simon Commission’s mandate was
both established by law, as stipulated in the Government of India Act of 1919, and had the
support of all political parties. The Daily Telegraph, however, argued that the Labour
Government, not the Viceroy, violated the understanding that the Commission was
appointed. It added that no decisions over India should be made until after the
Commission reported.®

On the other side of the debate, the Daily Herald, Observer, Economist, Times,
Yorkshire Post, and Nation and Athenaeum argued that the declaration in no way interfered
with the Commission’s authority or anticipated its report. They reasoned that the Viceroy
did not intend to flout the commission (Yorkshire Post), that nothing in the statement
interfered with the investigative body (Economist and Nation and Athenaeum), anticipated
the report, or “questionf[ed] the undivided responsibility of the Imperial Government in

framing proposals for the consideration ofParliament” (Times).” The Daily Herald took a

® “The Indian Blunder.” Editorial. Daily Telegraph.5 Nov. 1929: 12c.

" “India’s Future.” Editorial. Yorkshire Post. 2 Nov. 1929: 10b, “The Indian Problem in Parliament,”
Economist, 9 Nov. 1929, 856; G.T. Garrat, “A New Phase in India,” Nation and Athenaeum, 9 Nov. 1929,
195, and “The Ulitimate Goal.” Editorial. Times. 1 Nov. 1929: 9b.
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tougher line in defense of the Viceroy and Labour Government: “The suggestion that the
opinionof SirJohnSimon should have been allowed to overrule that of the Viceroyand the
Secretary of State is a grotesque one.”® The Observer tried to put a positive spin on the
whole affair by declaring that the Commission emerged from the controversy “with its
paramount moral authority not only restored but enhanced,” and added, with typical
overstatement, that the Commission was “one of the most important bodies that ever sat in
all political history.”9

During the period of the Indian Round Table Conferences, from 1930 to 1932,
press unanimity on the issue of Parliamentary authority over India was restored. The first
Round Table Conference, 12 November 1930 and 19 January 1931, without Congress,
agreed that India should achieve dominion status as a federation of British India and the
Princely States. The second and third rounds of the talks, in 1931 and 1932 respectively,
accomplished little. Papers such as the Times, Sunday Times, Yorkshire Post, Daily
Telegraph, and Manchester Guardian all declared that although the conferences were
important means of consultation, the agreements made at the meetings were ultimately
subject to the approval of Parliament. The Morning Post viewed Parliament as the only
means of preventing the round table conferences from committing Britain to ‘“crazy

schemes” for India.'°

The Morning Post believed that most M.P.s, along with the
majority of the nation, objected to the Conservative Cabinet’s schemes for Indian
government reform and would apply the brakes once they realized what was really going

on at the conferences.

The second theme of British press opinion in discussions of imperial rule was that

8 “India.” Editorial. Daily Herald.5 Nov. 1929: 6a.
°JL Garvin, “India and the Crisis,” Observer, 3 Nov. 1929, 16c.
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of the benefits of the Raj for Indians. The press stressed Britain’s role in providing unity
to the subcontinent, introducing Western education and ideas, such as democracy, and,
most importantly -- judging from the amount of lines written on the topic -- maintaining
peace and enforcing order. These discussions emphasized that the Raj was educating
Indians in the intricacies of self-government.

Without the British presence, the press contended, India would lapse back into the
civil war and disorder that had supposedly dominated Indian affairs before the onset of
British rule. Britain provided the only source of unity for India with its numerous
divisions in geography, religions, and languages, according to the press. The Observer
contended that the Raj created the “illusory phantasm of accomplished nationhood.”
Without the unifying force of the British, there were “real possibilities of conflict, terror,
and disruption in India were ittornby a hundred discordant voices, each trying to carve out
a sphere of its own.” This sentiment was echoed by the Sunday Times and the Daily
Telegraph; the Sunday Times added that the English language was the only one that could
be understood by educated persons across the entire country. The Sunday Times was
particularly vehement in denying that India was a single nation; only the Raj held the
disparate nation together. The Saturday Review compared India to a feudal state in
medieval Europe with Britain acting as the necessary overlord to hold the disparate
elements together in peace. The Review added: “those divisions which first invited the
British to intervene in Indian affairs and in the end have made the British Crown their
supreme regulator, are still persistent and deep.”** And the Daily Mail stated that if the

British had not arrived in India, it “would still be in a state of semi-barbaric anarchy.”12

1 “The Real Indian Problem,” Saturday Review, 12 Apr. 1930, 445,
12 «India,” Editorial. Daily Mail 4 Mar. 1930: 10b.
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Another key benefit of British rule according to the English press was that the Raj
acted as an impartial referee between all of the contentious peoples of the subcontinent.
Impartiality and justice went hand-in-hand, in the eyes of English editorialists. This was
bestexpressed by the Daily Mail: “Our mission in India is to assure even-handed justice for

all her varied peoples.”

Britain, equipped with “British fair play,” alone was able to
establish a modus vivendi between “warring interests and religions” of the subcontinent.**
The Sunday Times thought it ironic that while Indians were demanding self-government,
“they have been forced to come to Britain and ask her to settle their own differences. We
cannot agree, they have had to admit; will you arbitrate between us?”*® This sentiment
was echoed in the pages of Truth in its discussion of the Irwin-Gandhi pact: “our position
now is that of a benevolent umpire keeping the peace while the other parties try to set their
house in order.”*® Truth also contended that Indians would continue to depend on the
British after the new Act came into force as the British were “most capable of imp artiality
in any conflicts that may arise. Otherwise anarchy might well succeed the firm and
orderly government that has directed the life of India for the last 150 years.”17 The
Spectator contended that Indians would be unable to advance towards democracy without
“the strong assistance of experienced and impartial Great Britain.”*®

The press portrayed the Simon Report as the embodiment of British impartiality.

After two tours of India and numerous consultations over two years, the Simon

Commission presented its report to Parliament in two volumes on 10 and 24 June 1930.

13 “The Bill is a Swindle.” Editorial. Daily Mail. 11 Feb. 1935: 10b.

1% H K. Trevaskis, “India — Government or Anarchy?,” Saturday Review, 24 Sept. 1932, 314. Trevaskis was
a retired member of the Indian Civil Service.

15 “The Conference Ends,” Sunday Times, 18 Jan 1931, 12b.

16 «peace in India?,” Truth, 11 Mar. 1931, 379.

7 “The Indian Proposals,” Truth, 22 Mar. 1933, 444.

18 “The Simon Report,” Spectator, 14 June 1930, 964.
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The commission’s main recommendation was to scrap dyarchy in the provinces and
introduce full ministerial responsibility at the provincial level; the central government
would continue to remain fully in British hands. Lord Meston, writing in the British
Weekly, stated that the dominant theme of the report was its lack of favoritism to any race,
interest, class, or section of India; instead, the document focused on the Indian masses,
“those hundreds of millions of mankind whose well being is now in the balance.”*® The
Spectator described the approach of the report as “characteristically English” which it
claimed to mean that the Commission was determined to “ascertain the facts before
proceeding to judgment.” “There is nowhere any trace of preconception or prejudice” in
the report, the Spectator continued, and “no doctrine is assumed into which the facts have
to be fitted.”?® The Daily Telegraph claimed that despite the boycott of the Commission
by “organised Nationalist opinion,” the extremists “could not have any effect in the
withholding of truth.”?* The Economist praised the Simon Report for its realism in
dealing with the “’hard facts’ of the subcontinent’s vast problems.”??

In the picture drawn by press opinion, the Raj also introduced human rights and the
protection of minorities to India, and stood up for the masses of illiterate Indian peasants.
The Spectator contended that Britain’s task was just starting in India: “the work of social
amelioration, of hygienic betterment, of irrigation, of education, of emancipation which
might be achieved in that country with the help of British men and women is only

9923

beginning. Lord Meston, writing in the Saturday Review, claimed that Britain was

19 1 ord Meston, “The Simon Report on India,” British Weekly, 3 July 1930, 282a.
20 “The Simon Report,” Spectator, 14 June 1930, 964.
21 «Simon Commission’s Report: A Masterly Survey of the Problem.” Editorial. Daily Telegraph. 10 June
1930: 8h.
2 “Towards a Federal India,” Economist, 28 June 1930, 1432.

23 “The Round Table Conference,” Spectator, 15 Nov. 1930, 712.
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24 In the same

responsible for “the well-being and the real progress of India’s peoples.
paper, Sirdar Igbal Ali Shah contended that the Indian masses, three-fourths of the
subcontinent’s population, simply wanted to be left alone in peace and wanted no part in
India’s political struggle. Khan concluded that the Raj was better equipped than the
“wildest enemy of British rule” (i.e. the Congress Party) to ‘“better the lot of the
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impoverished husbandmen. The Sunday Times repeated Khan’s sentiments by

claiming that British “rule has bettered the lot of the masses of the people.”?® The Nation
& Athenaeum stated its pride that Britain were the protectors of the Indian “ryot.”?’
Time & Tide disputed Gandhi’s claims that Congress represented “the interests of the
300,000,000 inarticulate peasants” by stating it was doubtful that Congress “could run
India ina manner better calculated to safeguard the interests of the dumb millions than the
British.?®

British domestic politics intruded into the issue of Raj’s role as protector ofIndia’s
minorities via the Morning Post. The paper attempted to place the empire as paramount in
the identity of the Conservative Party. The Post placed the Conservative party front and
center as having the interests ofthe “loyal minorities” ofthe subcontinent and would never
agree to any coercion of them or the surrender of Britain’s position in India.?® The paper
seemed to be looking back to previous centuries when the Tories, the party of the

aristocracy and gentry, stood as the paternalistic protectors of their social inferiors in

exchange for deference.

24 Lord Meston, “The Crisis in India,” Saturday Review, 8 Mar. 1930, 285.
25 Sirdar Ikbal Ali Shah, “Delusions of the Indian Conference,” Saturday Review, 15 Nov. 1930, 622. Shah
5%894-1969) was an Afghan Sufi who worked _forthe British Foreign Office.
Scrutator, “India in Perspective,” Sunday Times, 19 Mar. 1933, 16e.
27 “ndia’s Opportunity,” Nation & Athenaeum, 24 Jan. 1931, 531.
28 «Gandhi at the Conference.” Editorial. Time & Tide. 19 Sept 1931: 1078.
29 “Squaring the Round Table.” Editorial. Morning Post. 20 Jan. 1931: 10b.
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Western education and ideas were a major contribution to India via the British
according to the press. Supporters of the reforms process pointed to such Westernization
as a major justification for the extension of self-government to India. Time & Tide argued
that the diehards, Conservative opponents of Indian reforms, could not “turn back the
clock” in India as Indians had already “come under the influence of Western political
ideas.”® The Manchester Guardian echoed this view: “the diffusion of education and the
growth of a national spirit make it unsafe for the British Parliament to seek to prolong
indefinitely its present control over India.”3!

Press opinion also linked the Indian nationalist movement to Westernization. The
Sunday Times in 1930 described the unrest in India as not an indigenous movement “trying
to throw off the yoke of alien ideas” since “the impulse and direction of change are
borrowed entirely from us.” In 1935 the paper harkened back to Thomas Babington
Macaulay, who established English-style higher education in India, and concluded: “We
have educated the Indians in Western ideas and taught them to believe in representative
institutions.”? Britain acted as India’s benevolent schoolmaster and guardian, according
to the Sunday Times in 1934, with the Indian nationalist movement as its product:

All India’s ideas of politics and progress are ours. If she believes in

representative institutions, we have taught her to believe; if she believes in

liberty, it is due to our education, if she is beginning to be conscious of a

national unity, our rule has formed that ideal.*®

The Spectator described the Indian nationalist movement as “our own creation” as many

native politicians had been “taught in our own educational institutions” and were “the ripe

30 “India — A New Phase,” Time & Tide, 5 Dec. 1931, 1892.

31 “The New Prospect for India.” Editorial. Manchester Guardian.1 Nov. 1929: 10b.
32 Scrutator, “Realities About India,” Sunday Times, 10 Feb. 1935, 16d.

33 Scrutator, “India Report Examined,” Sunday Times, 25 Nov. 1934, 18d.

62



fruit of close association with us and our liberty-loving institutions.”** The New
Statesman & Nation seemed to criticize the imperial mission regarding education in order
to refute the diehard’s unofficial leader: “Mr. Churchill...referred to the uneducated
millions of India -- forgetting or ignoring the fact that their illiteracy and ignorance are
nobody’s fault but ours.”®

The English press highlighted the material benefits that British rule had brought to
India by describing in general terms Indian prosperity and economic progress under the
Raj. Prosperity went hand in hand with British-imposed peace and British- mandated
order. The Saturday Review and Daily Mail claimed that the Indian market and trade were
British creations built over two centuries with British capital and investments. Indian
trade now reached all corners of the globe thanks to British merchants and ship owners.
Slipping backwards economically, diminished material prosperity, would be a result if
India severed its relations with Britain.®® The Morning Post argued that if India achieved
independence the economic infrastructure, such as railways and harbors, “would be taken
over, mismanaged and destroyed.”®’ The Yorkshire Post contended that with British rule
came reduced famine mortality on the subcontinent; an uncalled for by-product of
economic prosperity with peace and security: overpopulation in certain areas.

The English press trumpeted the Communal Award as the most salient example of
British impartiality, justice, and its role in protecting minorities. To expedite the reforms
process and to grant Indians a greater share in their own government, the British

Government declared the untouchables a separate minority. Untouchables, together with

34 gir Stanley Reed, “India: Nearing the Goal,” Spectator,11 Nov. 1932, 655.
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other minorities such as Muslims and Sikhs, received their own electorates with their own
special seats. The award granted the Depressed Classes basic human rights; many in the
press hoped this would be the first step for the untouchables gaining full equality. Truth
emphasized that the British believed that the untouchables “should be accorded their rights
as human beings and as a step towards the complete fulfilment of the emancipation from
their ancient wrongs, that they should be given special representation in the new
Constitutional scheme.”®®  The British Weekly contended that Britain justly stepped in “as
the high caste Hindus had shown themselves unwilling to release the unhappy millions
who suffered under cruel bondage.”®

Press accounts empha