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THE GREAT REBELLION 

I. INTRODUCTION 

The Indian Mutiny’ has been a popular subject with historians, both 
British and Indian. British historians have been inclined to dismiss it as a “sepoy 
mutiny” that was “wholly unpatriotic and selfish. with no native leadership 
and no popular support.’ Some Indian writers, on the other hand, have glorified 
it as a “War of Independence™ in which people rose e7 masse, gave no quarter to 
the Firinghis’ and fought to the bitter end. While describing the British 
characterization as a result of imperial arrogance, it would be as well to bear in 
mind that the Indian interpretation is a product of uncritical nationalism. Both the 
views are extreme, and suspiciously convenient to their protagonists’ interests. 

The British view is too facile; it fails to explain how it was that “in the 
course of ten days English administration in Oudh vanished like a dream, and not 
left a wrack behind,”® nor why “at several places the populace rose before the 
sepoys at those stations mutinied.”’ Moreover, if it was a purely military 
insurrection, why was it deemed “necessary to punish the country people and 
citizens by fine and hanging for complicity in acts with which they of their own 
accord had nothing to do”* and why did Lord Canning always “judge much more 
harshly those of the civil population who had been led to acts of rebellion” than 
the rebellious sepoys?” Why did the discovery of a plan to murder all Europeans 

The word “Mutiny” is used because of the currency it has gained. I do not regard this event as 
**Mutiny.” —T.K. 
Sir John William Kaye, Col. G. B. Malleson and a host of other British writers have written 
books about the rebellion of 1857 under this title. 
Sir John Seeley, quoted by Asoka Mehta, The Great Rebellion, (1946), p. 39 
V. D. Savarkar, India's War of Independence, (1946). 
English people. 
G. W. Forrest, History of the Indian Mutiny, (1904), vol. I, p. 217. 
Oxford History of India, p. 722. 
Sir W. H. Russell, My Diary in India in the Year 1858-59, (1860), vol. II, p. 259. 
Sir George Campbell, Memoirs of My Indian Career, (1893), vol. I, p. 283. 
Lord Ellenborough observed in British Parliament on February 16, 1858, as follows: * 
.though our historians are so fond of asserting that the Mutiny was. .. purely a sedition, our 
action in hanging many thousands of citizens after travesties of trial or none at all, and burning 
villages of friends as well as foes, with any race but Indian, would have turned the Mutiny ina 
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at Nagpur synchronize with mutiny at Aurangabad,"° and why did “the revolt ' 

burst with the suddenness of an eastern tempest” and “in thousands of square 

miles overthrow and scatter to the winds the Company’s administration which : 

had seemed secure against any shock?! 
| 

How widespread the revolt was will become clear from the following i 

descriptions given by the Reverend Alexander Duff, Charles Ball, and even Sir 1 

John William Kaye and Colonel G. B. Malleson, who otherwise termed it a 

“sepoy mutiny.” According to Duff, “Never has the enemy been met without 

being routed, scattered, and his guns taken, but though constantly beaten he ever 

more rallies, and appears again ready for a fresh encounter. No sooner is one city 

taken or another relieved than some other one is threatened....No sooner is one 

district pronounced safe through the influx of British troops, than another is _ 

disturbed and convulsed. No sooner is a highway opened between places of 

importance, than it is again closed and all communications are for a year cut off. 

No sooner are the mutineers and rebels scoured out of one locality than they 

reappear, with double or treble forces, in another. No sooner does a mobile 

column force its way through hostile ranks, than they reoccupy the territory” 

behind it. All gaps in the number of foes seem to be instantaneously filled up and _ 

no permanent clearance or impression appears anywhere to be made. The passage 

of our brave little armies through these swarming myriads instead of leaving deep’ 

traces of a mighty ploughshare through a roughened field seems more to 

resemble that of an eagle through the elastic air, or stately vessel through the 

unfurrowed ocean.” Another British historian, Charles Ball, describes the 

popularity of the revolt thus: “In Oudh, the rebels could march without 

commissariat, for the people would always feed them. They could leave their 

luggage without guard because the people would not attack it. They were always 

certain of their position and that of the British, for, the people brought them 

hourly information. And no design could possibly be kept from them while secret 

sympathizers stood round every mess table and waited in almost every tent in the 

British Camp....No surprise could be effected except by a miracle, while rumours 

communicated from mouth outstripped even our cavalry.”"? Kaye admits that in 

the areas between the rivers Ganges and Jamuna “there was scarcely a man of 

either faith who was not arrayed against us.”'4 Malleson also states that in fouf 

northern provinces—Oudh, Rohilkhand, Bundelkhand, and Saugar and 

Narbada—” the great bulk of the people rose against the British rule.”"* “Oudh 

general rising of the population.” Quoted by Edward Thompson, The Other Side of the Medal 

(1930), p. 107. ' 
Thomas Lowe, Central India During the Rebellion of 1857 and 1858, (1860), p. 24. 

Sir G. O. Trevelyan, The Competition Wallah, (1860), p. 49. 

Reverend Dr. Alexander Duff, The Indian Rebellion, Its Causes and Results in a Series 4 

Letters, (1858), p. 233. 

Charles Ball, History of the Indian Mutiny, (No Date), vol. Ill, p. 572. 

Kaye, A History of the Sepoy War in India, (4th ed. 1878), vol. II, p. 195. 

Malleson, History of the Indian Mutiny, (1880), vol. II], p. 487. 
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has been,” admitted the Reverend Cave-Browne, “the focus of a rebellion, deeper 
and more desperate, because it was essentially popular... .°'° Even in the Punjab, 
where no revolt took place, “the whole native community from the moneyed 
banker to the petty tradesman, from the government contractor to the common 
coolie stood aloof: no help, no supplies were forthcoming,” till Delhi fell in the 
middle of September, 1857.'’ According to Thomas Lowe, “the infanticide 
Rajput, the bigoted Brahmin, the fanatic Mussalman, and the lusury-loving, fat 
paunched, ambitious Mahratta—had joined together in the cause; cow-killer, and 

| the cow-worshipper, the pig-hater and the pig-eater, the crier of Allah is One and 
Muhammed is His Prophet and the mumbler of the mysteries of Brahm.” had 
revolted conjointly.'* “It is beyond doubt,” writes R. C. Dutt, “that political 
reasons helped a mere mutiny of soldiers to spread among large classes of the 
people in Northern and Central India, and converted it into a_ political 
insurrection.”"? In short, the oft-voiced assertion of British historians that the 
rebellion of 1857 was no more than a “sepoy mutiny” is not quite the truth. In 
fact, within a few weeks of the breaking out of the rebellion British Empire in 
upper India had all but disappeared.” 

But merely because the rebellion was up to then the biggest upsurge 
against the British would not lend it the character of a war of. national 
independence. A clear refutation of this assertion “lies in the fact that as soon as 
the mutinous troops and the rebellious chiefs were expelled from a district peace 
was immediately restored.””' Besides, this view is also historically incorrect 
There was no feeling of nationalism, as we know it today, extant among the 
Indian people then. This lack of “nationalism” was clearly reflected in the 
absence of a general plan for the rebellion or a central organization for the 
guidance of the rebels once the rebellion broke out. The campaigns of Bakht 
Khan, Nana Sahib, Tatya Tope, the Rani of Jhansi, Kunwar Singh and the 
Moulavi of Fyzabad were confined to narrow limits of their respective territories. 
There was also hardly any liaison between either the different rebel leaders or the 
jcentres of rebellion. On the contrary, the moment the visible vestiges of British 

8 Rev. J. Cave-Browne, The Punjab and Delhi in 1857, (1861), vol. I, p. 28-29 
Author of The Lost Dominion concurs with the Reverend. He observes: “All that is necessary 
is to remark that the Mutiny was in no sense a national revolt, except in Oudh....” Quoted by 
Edward Thompson, op. cit., p. 307. 

| According to Lt.-General McLeod Innes “at least, the struggle of the Oudhians must be 
| characterized as a war of Independence.” Quoted by Savarkar, op. cit., p. 357; see also John 

Bruce Norton, Topics for Indian Statesmen, (1858), ch. ii. and Trevelyan, op. cit., p. 76. 
Cave-Browne, op. cit., vol. I, p. 193. 
Lowe, op. cit., p. 324. 
R. C. Dutt, The Economic History of India, vol. Il, (7th ed. 1950), p. 223. 
Disraeli thought “that the mutineers of the Bengal Army were not so much avengers of 
professional grievances as the exponents of general discontent.” Quoted by Edward 
Thompson, op. cit., p. 32. 

: Mark Thornhill, The Personal Adventures and Experiences of ‘a Magistrate During the Rise, 
Progress and Suppression of the Indian Mutiny, (1884), p. 178. 
Sir Syed Ahmad Khan to Kaye: Kaye's Mutiny Papers, vol. 725, pp. 1011-16. 
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rule seemed to disappear, conflicting regional and class loyalties of the rebel} 

leaders as well as the masses came to the fore and, in consequence, weakened the). 

anti-British united front. ? i 

The extremist Indian view is also belied by the narrow geographical! 

scope of the rebellion. It affected hardly one-sixth of the area of the country and ‘ 

less than one-tenth of its population. Not only that. The rebellion, shamefu 

though it is to admit, could not have been suppressed without the active support} 

of Indians themselves.” 

To understand, therefore, the real nature of the rebellion, and to estimate 

its effects on subsequent Indian history —social, economic and political—it is 

essential that we investigate into the real causes, follow its course through blood] 

and terror’ and study the role played by various classes. Thus alone shall we 

rescue the story of the rebellion from the morass in which special pleading and} 

interested accounts have pushed it. 

Il. THE CAUSES 

The primary cause of the revolt was the imperialist exploitation of the 

Indian people. It would be well, therefore, to go back to the days of the foundin 

of the East Inelia Company. The stories of the fabulous profits being made by 

Portuguese, the Dutch and the French companies trading with India tempt 

British merchant-adventurers to form a trading company for a similar purpose. 

1600, the East India Company obtained a Charter from Queen Elizabeth I to trad 

with India and the Spice Islands. Trade with India in those years consisted 

buying handicrafts and other valuable and artistic products from the country. 

the Indian craftsmen were generally ignorant of the value of their goods in tl 

international market, the wily and unscrupulous merchant-adventurers bou; 

their goods for a mere trifle, and made huge profits. The dividends of the 

India Company till 1765 varied from 100 to 250 per cent per annum.”> This di 

not include the pickings of its individual agents and servants in India.”° (The f 

2 See below sections IV, V and VI, of the article. 

>} Asoka Mehta, op. cit., p. 60. 
4 Rey. Dr. Frank Bright in his History of England, period IV, (1893) writes about atroci 

committed by the Indian rebels and British soldiers thus: “The contest seemed to lie betw 

two savage races, capable of no thought but that, regardless of all justice or mercy, th 

enemies should be exterminated” (p. 328). Marx justified, however, the barbarities of 

Indian rebels, He remarked: “However infamous the conduct of the sepoys, it is only 

reflex, in a concerted form, of England’s own conduct in India, not only during the epoch 

the foundation of her Eastern Empire, but even during the last ten years of long-settled 

(Marx and Engels on Britain, p. 449). 

Joan Beauchamp, British Imperialism in India, (1935), p- 17; also see R. Palme Dutt, Me 

India, (1927), p. 31. 

William Bolts described the situation thus: “...the dominions in Asia, like the distant Ro 

provinces., during the decline of that empire, have been abandoned as lawful prey, to ev 

species of speculators; insomuch that many of the servants of the company after exhibil 

such scenes of barbarity as can scarcely be paralleled in-the history of any country, = 
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that even petty employees of the Company on their return to England could 

establish themselves as lords, and were generally addressed as Nabobs indicates 

their tremendous illegal gains in this country.) 

In 1765, the East India Company acquired the Dawanee of Bengal. By 

then, it had ousted all other European competitors from the Indian market. The 

acquisition of the Diwanee and the virtual monopoly of the trade with India 

further increased the profits of the Company and its servants, while adding 

heavily to the misery and privation of the people of India. Adam Smith has tis to 

say about the Diwanee. “The Government of an exclusive company of merchants 

is perhaps the worst of all governments for any country whatever. No other 

sovereigns ever were or, from the nature of things, ever could be, so pertectly 

indifferent about the happiness or the misery of their subjects, the improvements 

or waste of their dominions, the glory or disgrace of their administration, as, from 

irresistible moral causes, the greater part of the proprietors of such a mercantile 

company are, and necessarily must be. It is a very singular government in which 

every member of the administration wishes to get out of the country, and 
consequently to have done with the government as soon as he can and to whose 

interest the day after he has left it and carried his whole fortune with him, it is 

perfectly indifferent though the whole country was swallowed up by an 
earthquake.” According to William Bolts “while this (British) nation is gazing 

after the fruit, the Company and their substitutes are suffered to be rooting up the 

tree—The Company, if left to pursue its present system, will ruin itself, the 
possessions in Bengal will be beggared....°* Holmes remarks that “the native 
administrators oppressed the peasants and embezzled the revenue. The servants 

of the Company found it profitable to connive at the abuses...” 
The inevitable result of the accumulation in England of the wealth of 

plunder was that it became, along with similar other accumulations, the basis of 
capitalist enterprise in that country. Marx observes that “chartered companies 
were powerful instruments in promoting....concentration of wealth....the treasures 

| obtained outside Europe by direct looting, enslavement and murder, flowed to the 
motherland (metropolitan country) in streams and were there turned into 

capital.”*? Brooks Adams, while agreeing with Marx, remarks cynically: “Had 
Watt lived fifty years earlier, he and his invention must have perished together,” 
for lack of sufficient capital to set them working.”' 

returned to England loaded with wealth;....”° (Considerations on Indian Affairs, (1772), 
Preface). 
For an interesting study on the subject see James H. Holzman, The Nabobs in England (1926): 
passim. 

Adam Smith, The Wealth of Nations, (1930 ed.), book. IV, ch. vii. 
Hs Bolts, op. cit., Preface. 
rr T. Rice Holmes, A History of the Indian Rebellion, (Sth ed., 1898), p. 6. 
‘i Marx, Capital, vol. 1, pp. 835-36. 

Brooks Adams, The Laws of Civilization and Decay, p. 260. 
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Company was “not to exchange as far as possible the manufactured goods of 

England for the products of India but to carry the manufactures and commodities - 

of India and Europe.” acts of Parliament were passed in 1700 and 1721 

absolutely prohibiting, with a few specified exceptions, “the employment of 

printed or dyed calicoes in England, either in dress or in furniture, and use of any 

printed dyed goods, of which cotton formed any part.””* It was a penal offence to | 

wear wrought silk or printed or dyed calicoes from India, Persia and China. The 

penalty was up to £200.** “Had India. been independent she would have 

retaliated, would have imposed prohibitive duties upon British goods, and would 

thus have preserved her own productive industry. This act of self-defence was 

not permitted her; she was at the mercy of a foreign ruler. British goods were 

forced upon her without paying any duty, and the foreign manufacturer employed 

the arm of political injustice to keep down and ultimately strangle a competitor _ 

with whom he could not have contended on equal terms.”** This happened at a 

time, when, due to the East India Company’s policy of territorial aggrandizement 

and annexation, the chief source of demand for Indian goods—the native 

courts—were disappearing from the Indian scene. The process of decay began by | 

the establishment of foreign rule and helped by the force of foreign influence, 

was completed by the competition of foreign goods. 

The Industrial Revolution in England completely transformed the 

character of her relations with India, The expansion of British manufacture 

overwhelmed and ultimately destroyed the primitive Indian industry and 

converted the country into a source for raw material. India became a major 

market for British goods. The condition of the uprooted artisans and craftsmen 

became miserable. Lord William Bentinck wrote to the Court of Directors that 

their “misery hardly finds a parallel in the history of commence. The bones of the 

cotton weavers are bleaching the plains of India.”** The population of Dacca— 

renowned throughout the world for the fine quality of muslin that they produced 

—decreased from 150,000 to 20,000 between 1827 and 1837.” 
The transformation in trade relations had severe repercussions on the 

Indian social structure. The uprooted artisans fell back upon agriculture.*® There 

was no possibility of the growth of a modern industrial system within the orbit of 

imperial relations. But there was considerable pressure on land already, and it 

Thus, while according to the terms of the original Charter, the East India 

Queen Elizabeth I’s Charter to the East India Company. Quoted by Wadia and Merchant, Our 

Economic Problem, (1945), p. 279. 

Marx, Articles on India, (2nd Indian ed., 1945), pp. 43-44. 

Ibid., pp. 43-44. 
James Mill, History of British India, (H.H. Wilson’s Continuation), book. I, ch. viii, etc. 

Marx, Capital, vol. I, ch. xv, sec. 5. 
Marx, Articles on India, p. 22. 

Prof. D. R. Gadgil in his celebrated work Industrial Evolution of India observes: “The decay 

of urban industry, certainly heightened the pressure on land, not so much by an active 

migration from the cities ... (not that this was entirely absent), but by retaining people on land, 

who would, otherwise, have been in due course absorbed into the urban industries” (p. 45). 
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could not sustain more: with the primitive implements available, intensive 

agriculture was out of the question. Also, there was the heavy incidence of the 

new system of land revenue. In Bengal land revenue, which stood at £811,000 in 

1764-65 was increased to £1,740,000 in 1765-66, the first year of the Diwanee.” 

During the Hindu and the Muslim rule the “King’s Share’ was a 
proportion of the year’s produce and was surrendered as a tribute of tax by the 
peasant joint-owners of a self-governing village community to the ruler or his 

nominee. “The soil in India belonged to the tribe or its subdivision —the village 
community, the clan or the brotherhood settled in the village—and never was 
considered as the property of the King.... Either in feudal or imperial scheme 

there never was any notion of the ownership of the soil vesting in anybody except 
the peasantry.“ Under the Company’s rule it was assumed that the state was the 
supreme landlord. In place of the traditional share of the government in the 
produce paid by the village communities as a whole, there was introduced a 
system of fixed payment in cash assessed on land which had no reference to good 
or bad harvest or to how much of the land was cultivated. In most cases the 
assessment was individual, either levied directly on the cultivator or on landlords 
appointed by the government. With the individual's land being directly assessed, 
the village community lost its economic function. Even where groups of owners 
or village communities were recognised as proprietors of land the results were 
not very different, because the responsibility was collective only in name. There 
was a strong trend towards individual assessment, and in practice, co-proprietors 
were treated as individual proprietors who could sell or mortgage their land."! 
“Our policy has been,” Sir John Strachey wrote, “to encourage the growth of 
private property in land. . . . (though) former governments hardly recognised the 
existence of such property.” 

The right of private ownership of land resulted in indebtedness, because 
“when there was no such right, there was, comparatively speaking, no credit: 
there was no adequate security that a landlord desirous of borrowing could offer, 

jand there was, therefore, less indebtedness.”“’ Though mortgages were not 
| infrequent, permanent alienations were unknown; a man could not be deprived of 
his inheritance for debts due either to the state or to any individual. 

i 
| 

>? Wadia and Merchant, op cit., p. 279. 
“© Radhakamal Mukherjee, Land Problems of India, (1933), pp. 16 and 41; also pee Strachey, 

India: Its Administration and Progress, (4th ed., 1911), pp. 137, 365. : 
| R. C. Dutt, op. cit., vol. I, p. 85. 

Strachey, op. cit., p. 137. 
8 Ibid. p. 427. 

Sir Syed Ahmed Khan also is generally of Sir John’s view. He observes: “Under former rulers, 
in old times, the system of buying and selling rights in landed property, of mortgage, and of 
transfer by gift, undoubtedly prevailed. But there was little of it, and what little there was, was 
due to the consent and wishes of the parties concerned. To arbitrarily compel the sale of these 
rights in satisfaction of arrears of revenue, or of debt, was a practice in those days unknown.” 
(The Causes of the Indian Revolt, (Urdu, ed., 1858), pp. 27-28. 
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Under the operation of the Company’s law, however, the village was 

usually in debt from the zamindar downwards and of all creditors the Bannia was 

the most pitiless.”* It could not be otherwise. The Company’s law not only gave 

protection to him; it also gave him land as security for his claims. “What is sad to 

acknowledge,” writes Mark Thornhill, “by its cumbrous procedure, by its delays, 

and by its expensiveness, it (the new legal system) gave him (the Bannia) the © 

means of fabricating these claims. So great were the facilities it afforded in this 

way, that forged documents, and false witnesses became almost stock in trade of 

a successful Bannia, as his account books or his commodities.*° Moreover, a 

Bannia could now afford to be rapacious. Unlike ,in the days of native rule, his 

extortions could not be limited by the risk of drastic retaliation. The effect of this 

change in the legal system was that more land changed hands in one generation 

than ever before in memory. The ancient proprietors gave place to new owners, 

mostly Bannias.*° These auction-purchasers, Kaye contends, dwelt principally in 

the cities.”” They desired only to gain profit out of their investment unlike the old 

proprietors, people belonging to the soil essentially, who had loved their land for 

itself, independent of the rent it afforded them.’ 

For the Court of Directors of the Company, too, the land was no more 

than merchandize, and its sale was authorised in 1776, in default of payment on 

the part of the zamindars with whom the government contracts were made.’ 

“Under the (new) system,” Kaye writes, “men who had been proprietors of vast 

tracts of country as far as the eye could reach shrivelled into tenants of mud huts 

and possessors only of a few cooking pots.”*° 

But the new system had its own inherent weaknesses. The Company 

could never be sure of the income from its dominions. To overcome this 

uncertainty, Lord Cornwallis wrote to the Court of Directors on August 2, 1789: 

“It would be necessary for the public good to grant a right of property in the soil 

to them (zamindars) not as mere revenue agents of the state (which they had 

always been) but as landlords in the English sense. . . The outlines of the plas 

now proposed are well calculated fo secure and even increase your revenue.” y 

The hopes that had been painted by Lord Cornwallis were too rosy. The 

Court of Directors gave its consent to the proposal of Permanent Settlement 

without much ado, and the revenue settlement of Bengal was declared permanent 

Thornhill, op. cit., pp. 33-34. 

Ibid., p. 34. For elucidation of this point see Strachey, op. cit., p. 427; also Khan, op. cit, pp. 

27-30. 

Thornhill, op. cit., p. 33. 

Kaye, op. cit., vol. II, p. 260. 

Thornhill, op. cit., p. 34; William Edwards, Personal Adventure in the Indian Rebellion, (2nd 

ed., 1858), pp. 11-13. 
Arthur Mills, /ndia, (1858), p. 108. 

Kaye, op. cit., vol. I, p. 157. 

Cornwallis Correspondence: Lord Cornwallis to the Court of Directors, p. 533. The Board 0! 

Control rightly designated him as “the greatest creator of private property in land.” Quoted b} 

Ramsay Muir, The Making of British India, (1923), p. 253. 
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in 1793. According to Sir Richard Temple, the Permanent Settlement was “a 

measure which was affected to naturalize the landed institutions of | nyland 

among the natives of Bengal.” But by this measure, as Lord Metealfe observed 

the ancient rights of the ryot “were virtually destroyed by the tithe of property 

conferred by us on those who had no pretensions to it.” 
Even under the Permanent Settlement estates were “liable to be sold in 

default of payment under the provisions of Act lof 1845.°' Holmes writes in the 
History of Indian Mutiny that the result of Cornwallis’ action was that “the 

inferior tenants derived from it no benefit whatever. The zamindars avain and 
again failed to pay their rent charges; and their estates were sold for the benefit of 
the government.”* The collector of Midnapore wrote in 1802, that, a fev years 
of the “system of sale and attachment” had reduced most of the great zamindars 
in Bengal “to distress and beggary and produced a greater change in the landed 
property of Bengal than has, perhaps, ever happened in the same space of time in 
any age or country by the mere effect of internal regulations.” 

Another consequence of the Permanent Settlement in Bengal was the 
subdivision of rights in land. The zamindars leased out their interests to the 
middlemen, and the middlemen leased out in turn, creating a long chain of rent 
receivers and rent payers who intervened between the state and the actual 
cultivator. In 1819 the absolute subjection of cultivators to the mercy of the 
zamindars “was regretfully admitted, and yet no steps were undertaken to protect 
the ryot.”*’ Thus, feudalism on the one hand and serfdom on the other became 
the principal characteristics of the land revenue system of Bengal. Thornhill 
appraised the new relationship thus: “The old proprietors belonged to the village: 
the cultivators were men of their own caste, often their relations. They loved their 
land for itself, independent of the rent it afforded them. The feeling of the new 
proprietors was different—they cared nothing for the land, they desired only to 
get a profit out of their investment.” 

Sir Thomas Munro’s ryotwari system of land did not produce different 
| results. It too broke across Indian institutions, as had the zamindari system. The 
| Madras Board of Revenue wrote on January 5, 1818: “Ignorant of the true 
resources of the newly-acquired countries, as of the precise nature of their landed 

»} tenures, we find a small band of foreign conquerors no sooner obtaining 
possession of a vast extent of territory, peopled by various nations, differing from 

»}each other in language, customs and habits, than they attempt what would be 
'} called a Herculean task, or rather a visionary project even in the most civilized 

© Sir Richard Temple, Men and Events of My Times in India, (1882), p. 30. 
in Selections from the Papers of Lord Metcalfe, p. 253. 
°* Arthur Mills, op. cit., p. 112. 
is Holmes, op. cit., p. 12. 
° Report of the Collector of Midnapore in 1802. Quoted by R. Palme Dutt, India Today, 
bs (Revised ed. 1947), p. 191. 
F Wadia and Merchant, op. cit., p. 236. 

Thornhill, op. cit., p. 34. 
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countries of Europe, of which every statistical information is possessed, and of 

which the Government are one with the people, viz., to fix a land-rent, not on 

each province, district or country, nor on each estate or farm, but on every 

separate field within their dominions. 

“In pursuit of this supposed improvement, we find them unintentionally 

dissolving the ancient ties, the ancient usages which united the republics of each 

Hindu village, and by a kind of agrarian law newly assessing and parcelling out 

the lands which from time immemorial had belonged to the Village Community 

collectively. . . . professing to their demand to each field, but in fact, by 

establishing such limits, and unattainable maximum, assessing the ryot at 

discretion, and, like the Mussalman Government which preceded them, binding 

the ryot by force to the plough, compelling him to till land acknowledged to be 

over-assessed, dragging him back to it if he absconded, deferring their demand 

upon him until his crop came to maturity, then taking from him all that could be 

obtained, and leaving him nothing but his bullocks and seed grain, nay, perhaps 

obliged to supply him even with these, in order to renew his melancholy task of 

cultivating, not for himself, but for them.” 

Dr. Francis Buchanan, who carried on a “statistical survey” on behalf of 

the Company between 1800 and 1814, reperted that “the natives allege that. ... 

they did not actually pay one-half (to the Mughal officers) of what they do 

now.” Bishop Heber observed in 1830 in his memoirs that the peasantry in the © 

Company’s dominions was “on the whole worse off, poorer and more dispirited 

than the subjects of the native Princes.” “The fact is,” the Bishop asserted, that 

“no native Prince demands the rent which we do.” 

The wealth which the Company derived from the exploitation of Bengal, 

Bihar and Orissa tempted it to expand its territory. The Company’s armies fought” 

twenty wars between the Battle of Plassey and the Great Rebellion. In one 

hundred years, Mysore, Maharashtra, Karnatak, Tanjore, Bundelkhand, 

Rohilkhand, Hariana, the Punjab (including pre-partition North Western Frontier 

Province) and Oudh were added to the Company’s domain. All the former native 

states, from Kashmir down to Cochin, became the Company’s “protectorate.” 

What most affected the Company’s soldiers was the annexation of Oudh—"the 

fatherland of the bulk (three-fourths) of the Company’s army””’—by Lord 

Dalhousie in 1865. (Oudh had, in fact, been managed by the Company under @ 

system of double-government since the middle of the 18th century.)® “The 

Mussalmans, not only of Oudh, but of all upper India, were embittered and 

59 Minutes of the Madras Board of Revenue, January 5, 1818. Quoted by R. P. Dutt, op. cit. P: 

194. 

Quoted by R. P. Dutt, op. cit., pp. 185-6. 
6! Bishop Heber’s Memoirs and Correspondence, (1830), vol. Il, p. 413. When he asked all 

intelligent Indian if he would wish to become a British subject, the reply was, “of al 

misfortunes keep me from that.” 

8  Lt-General McLeod Innes, The Sepoy Revolt, (1857), p. 26; Cave-Browne, op. cit., p. 28. 

® Innes, /bid., p. 27; Holmes, op. cit., p. 71. 
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pen by the suppression of one of the few Muhammedan reigning houses 
which had been left in power,” wrote Lieutenant-General McLeods Innes in his 

| excellent book, The Sepoy Revolt.” 
The city’s six to seven thousand inhabitants, depended on the late 

\Court’s profligacy, and the traders, who had ministered to its luxuries, lost their 
‘livelihood.®* Thousands of others whose sole business was to cater to the Court's 
| degrading pleasures were deprived of employment.” The makers of rich dresses 
fine turbans, highly ornamented footwear, and many other subordinate trades 
\suffered severely from the cessation of the demand for the articles which thes 
produced.” L. E. Ruutz Rees has described vividly the effects of the 
disappearance of the Court's patronage: “Thousands of nobles, gentlemen and 
officials, who during the King’s time had held lucrative appointments, and who 
were too idle to work, were now in penury and want and their myriads of 
retainers and servants thrown out of employment. . . .Then the innumerable 
vagabonds, desperados and beggars, who under the native rule infested the city, 
and found bread in it, were starving under our administration. The native 
nerchants, shopkeepers and bankers, who, while Wajid Ali was on the throne, 
nade large profits from supplying the luxurious wants of the King, his courtiers, 
ind the wealthy ladies of the thronged harems, found no sale for their goods; and 
ae people in general, and especially the poor, were dissatisfied because they 
vere taxed directly and indirectly in every way.” 

The class which perhaps suffered most heavily was that of the 
alukdars.” Under the weak rule of the Nawab Vazier of Oudh, they had 
xercised authority almost independently of him,” extorted land revenue at the 
oint of the bayonet’! and kept the country in a state of instability, rendering life. 
roperty and industry insecure.” According to Sir W. H. Sleeman, “whenever 
vey quarrel with each other, or with the local authorities of the (native) 
overnment, from whatever cause, they take to indiscriminate plunder and 
iurder—over all lands not held by men of the some class—no road, town. 
illage, or hamlet is secure from their merciless attacks—robbery and murder 
ecome their diversions, their sports; they no more hesitate of taking the lives of 
en, women and children, who never offended them, than those of deer or wild 
me But even where no talukdars intervened, hundreds of villages had been 

M. R.. Gubbins, An Account of the Mutinies in Oudh and of the Siege of Lucknow Presidency, 
(2nd ed. 1858), p. 70. 
Ibid., p. 70; L. C. Ruutz Rees, A Personal Narrative of the Siege of Lucknow, (1858), pp. 33- 
34. 
Ibid., p. 70. 
Ibid., 70. 
Recs, op. cit., pp. 33-34. 
Gubbins, op. cit., p. 67. 
Ibid., p. 67. 
Kaye, op. cit., vol. 1, p. 114; Innes, op. cit., p. 28. 
Ibid., vol. 1, pp. 137-8. 
Col. Sleeman’s Diary. Quoted by Kaye, /bid., p. 135. 
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ruined and desolated by the exactions of the greedy and rapacious officials— 4; 

amils.’ The “sufficient evidence” of the wretchedness was “miserable and }}; 

starved cattle, unable to drag the wretched implements of husbandry in use, “| 

squalid and deserted villages, ruined wells, and a naked and starved peasantry.””? - 

M. R. Gubbins, the judicial commissioner of Oudh, on the eve of and during the 4) 

revolt, observed that “I have never met with such evidence of general poverty as 

in Oudh.””? Of the conditions of the Oudh peasantry in the pre-annexation period, } 

Kaye said, that “never were the evils of misrule more horribly appcrent, never 4 

were the vices of indolent and rapacious government productive of a _reater sum & 

of misery.””” 

The utter worthlessness of the upper classes was therefore assumed as a} 

fact by the Company. The Company’s servants convinced themselves that the} 

liquidation of the landed aristocracy was the greatest benefit that could be 

conferred upon the people of Oudh.”® In pursuance cf this end, the Inam§ 

Commission was appointed to enquire into the titles and deeds of the landlords. 

In the five years that preceded the revolt, more than 21,000 of the 35,000 estates 

were confiscated.” 

G. B. Seton-Kerr in his memorial to the Governor-General compared the 

working of the Inam Commission to thatf a “shearing house.” He wrote: “Each 

day produced its list of victims; and the good fortune of those who escaped butf 

added to the pangs of the crowd that came forth from the shearing house, shorn tds 

the skin, unable to work, ashamed to beg, condemned to penury.”*” Thornhi 

characterized the decisions of the Commission “as acts of confiscation.”*" 

Thus, families who had held possession of inherited estates for long 

years, and never doubted the security of their tenure, found themselves deprived 

of their freeholds. In this way, observed Kaye, “q revolution was gradually 

brought about by means of English application (of law), which, acting 

coincidently with the other agencies, swelled the number of the dissatisfied 

dangerous classes, who traced their downfall to the operations of the British rule 

and sullenly bided their time for the recovery of what they had lost, in some nev 

revolutionary epoch.” 2 

The tiller of the soil didnot derive any benefit from all this, as # 

Company had claimed that he would. Its servants were anxious to show a larg 

balance-sheet to the Court of Directors to prove them the profitable nature of th 

new acquisition. To increase the total collection, they increased, therefore, 

Kaye, /bid., vol. 1, pp. 114-115: Innes, op cit., pp. 28-29. 

Gubbins, op. cit,, p. 61. 

7 Ibid., p. 61. 
7 Kaye. op. cit., vol. i, p. 114. 

8 Ibid., p. 154. 
G. B. Seton Kerr’s Memorial to the Governor-General. Quoted by Kaye, op. cit., vol. I, pt 

Holmes, op. cit., p. 41. 

Kaye, op. cit., vol. I, pp. 177-178. 

Thornhill, op. cit., p. 32. 

Kaye, op. cit., p. 179; Thornhill, op. cit., p- 33. 
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rate of land revenue.®’ Gubbins is constrained to admit that the pressure of the 

government’s demand in many districts was “greatly too high’*! Thornhill 

lescribes the settlement of the land revenue as “cruel” He writes) “Our land 
jrevenue was undoubtedly too highly assessed, and our system of enforcing 
payments by the sale of land made its severity the more felt. All our law, by 

assisting the extortions of the Bannias, cast on our government the odiuim of 
much of their rapacity.” Sir Syed Ahmad Khan, who cannot be accused of ever 
having been anti-British in his sentiments, remarks in his brochure. Jie (cis 

bf the Indian Revolt, that “the system of Revenue Settlement. introduced by 1 
english Government is undoubtedly creditable. But the rate of land revenue 
jeavy (italics mine) when compared with former settlements... The assessments 
mposed by the English government have been fixed without any regard to the 
‘arious contingencies. Land lying fallow pays in the same proportion. as 
ultivated land. . . .The cultivators are obliged to borrow money in order to pay 
and revenue. The interest on these loans is exorbitant.” 

A large number of estates every year were auctioned under the decrees ot 
1e courts, in lieu of debts which sometimes ran to no more than a couple of 
pees, They were bought by new men from the Lower Provinces. The former 
roprietors, who still belonged to the soil, were reduced to the position of small 
umers and under-tenants on their ancestral lands. Sir Syed Ahmad Khan 
escribes the effect of the numerous sales of landed property in the first days of 
ritish rule by saying that Indian society was turning upside down.” 

The introduction of judicial and revenue stamp paper, which was 
ontrary to the spirit of Indian custom and tradition, put a heavier burden on the 
ready pauperized people. It also tended greatly to hinder the administration of 
stice.* To cap all this, a heavy tax on opium was imposed. This inflamed the 
scontent of the poorer population.*’ So now there was a tax “on petitions, on 
‘od, on houses, on eatables, on ferries. There was an opium contractor, a 
ontractor for supplying corn and provisions, a salt and spirit contractor and in 
ct contracts were given for everything that in Paris would come under the name 
 octroi. Everything in the shape of food was consequently very dear... . 

Forrest, op. cit., vol. 1, p. 162: Rees, op. cit.. pp. 34-35 
“} Gubbins, op. cit., p. 73. 

Thornhill, op. cit., p. 332. 
Khan, op. cit., pp. 27-30. 
Ibid., p. 27. 
Marx has written as follows: 
“The original class of zamindars... soon melted away under the pressure of the Company, in 
order to be replaced by mercantile speculators who now hold all the land in Bengal, with the 
exception of the estates returned under the direct management of the Government” (Articles 
on India, (Indian ed., 1943), p. 18.). 
Khan, op. cit., pp. 30-31; Kaye. op. cit.. vol. I, pp. 177-78. 
Gubbins, op. cit.. p. 41 
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contractors. . . . were making large fortunes, while the people suffered by their)) 

extortions.””” 
1 

The disbandment of the former King’s army, which had swollen to 

70,000 men, according to Resident Lowe's calculations,”’ had thrown a horde of 

desperados upon Oudh. “To discharge a sepoy was to create a bandit,” remarked) 

Lt.-General Innes.” There was not a family in Oudh which did not have onel 

member at least serving in the army. The region was thus overrun by the} 

disbanded soldiers who had found no place in the new Oudh Irregular Force andy 

the military police.” The disbandment resulted in forced unemployment inj 

almost every Oudh peasant’s home. 

To this military class, hitherto favoured, the annexation of Oudh proved 

prejudicial also for another reason: “the home of the sepoys and the garden-plof} 

of the pensioner were no longer exempted from taxes.” * Because of this 14,000 

petitions had emanated between the annexation and the Mutiny from 75,000 

sepoys belonging to the province against the hardships of the revenue system.” 

Of the sepoys, 25,000 were Brahmins. They were doubly hit when lands attached 

to charitable institutions were confiscated. With the snatching away of thei 

comfortable income, members of the priestly class “turned their power which 

they exercised over the minds of others to fateful accounts by fomenting populs 

discontent, and instilling into the minds of the people the poison of religiow 

fear.” . : fj 

The conditions created by the annexation of Oudh have been admirab 

summed up by Malleson: “The annexation of Oudh. . . . alienated the rulers 

Native States, who saw in that act indulgence in a greed of power to be satiated 

neither by unswerving loyalty nor by timely advances of money on loan to 

dominant power. It alienated the territorial aristocracy, who found themselvé 

suddenly stripped, by the action of the newly-introduced British system 

sometimes of one half of their estates, sometimes even of more. It alienated th 

Mohammedan aristocracy—that courtiers—men whose income depended upd 

the appointments and pensions they received from the favour of their prince. 

alienated the military class serving under the king, ruthlessly cast back upon the 

families with small pensions or gratuities. It contributed to alienate the Brif 

sepoys recruited in Oudh—and who so long as their country continue 

independent, possessed by virtue of the privilege granted them of acting on ll 

Court of Lucknow by means of petitions presented by the British Resident, a sul 

mode of protecting their families from oppression. It alienated alike the peasant 

of the country and the petty artisans of the towns, who did not relish the chan 

a 

Rees, op. cit., pp. 34-35. 

Kaye, op. cit., vol. I, pp. 126-7. 

Innes, op. cit., p. 37. 

% Gubbins, op. cit., p. 69: Michael Joyce, Ordeal at Lucknow, (1938), p. 47. 

Cave-Browne, op. cit., vol. I, p. 27. 

Mehta, op. cit., p. 66. 

Kaye, op. cit., vol. I, p. 180 
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of a system, which, arbitrary and tyrannical though it may be, they thoroughly 
understood, for another system, the first elements of which were taxation of 
articles of primary necessity. In a word, the annexation of Oudh converted a 

jcountry, the loyalty of whose inhabitants to the British had become proverbial, 
\into a hotbed of discontent and of intrigue.” 
| There was, in addition, the dissatisfaction of the Indian people over their 
jexclusion from lucrative offices and jobs. This difficulty pressed more heavily on 
‘the Muslims than on the Hindus. The latter generally did not take service. They 
jwere engaged in such work as their forefathers had done before them. [he 
‘Brahmins were favoured by tradition and did not need to go into service: the 
\Vaishyas were traders and bankers: the Kshatriyas, once rulers of the country, 
kept each his small portion of land, preserving a semblance of authority. There 
was only one section among the Hindus—the Kayasths—that earned its 
livelihood from public service.” 

Muslims, on the other hand, depended largely on public service. Before 
the Company’s rule, they had filled .the most honourable posts in Muslim 
sovernments, and they still hoped for similar jobs. But under the Company's 
idministration, they were denied these. The jobs that were available to them, 
uch as in the Company’s army as sepoys, they looked upon with disfavour. The 
eason for this dislike was simple: under their own governments, they had held 
he highest civil and military offices, and enjoyed emoluments not inferior to 
hose received under the Company’s rule by Europeans. Some of them had 
eceived Rs. 1,000 per mensem as commandants of cavalry; but now their sons 
ould draw a pay of only Rs. 80—and that too if they were fortunate enough to 
vecome Risaldars.” The extinction of native states aggravated the situation. .The 
Juke of Wellington had probably this in mind when he remarked that to annex a 
tate was “to degrade and beggar the natives, making them all enemies.”'”” Sir 
‘homas Munro also pointed out that this policy “debased the whole people.”!”! 

The Europeans, who filled these posts did not, and were not expected to, 
jaintain large retinues, as the Indians in the former governments had done, and 

-yould probably do if they were given the posts. Thus the poorer sections of the 
dian people would in any case have been unable to obtain those posts, whatever 

| ne government ruling over them. The consequence of this was that they were 
“\repared to join in any upheaval on the chance of improving their lot. In fact 
“nany of them took service with the rebels for the amazing sum of one anna or 

e-and-a-half anna per diem, and many instead of cash accepted a couple or 
thaps one and a half seers of grain daily.!” 

Malleson, op. cit., vol. I, pp. 348-9. 
Khan, op. cit., p. 35. 
Ibid., p. 36; Gubbins, op. cit., p. 98. 
Khan, op. cit., p. 26. 
Ibid., p. 26. 
Ibid., p. 36. 
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Whilst the resumption of “religious endowments....grievously affected 

the old Mussalman families, roused their resentment, made them ripe for 

sedition,” the new system of education, based on the primacy of the English 

language, and western literature and science, pushed the Muslim intelligentsia 

into insignificance. Kaye admits that “the tendency of our educational measures, 

and the all-pervading Englishism with which the country was threatened, was to 

lower the dignity of Muhammedanism and to deprive of their emoluments many 

influential people of that intolerant faith." The abolition of the use of Persian 

language in the law courts, and admission into public service by examination, 

also decreased, if they did not wholly destroy, the Muslims’ chances of official 

employment.’ : 

Lowe summed up the situation succinctly enough to justify a somewhat 

lengthy quotation: “It is quite evident that the resources of this country, instead of 

being developed and improved, have been permitted to lie as they did a thousand 

years ago, and decay: that such of the native arts and manufactures as used to 

raise for India a name and wonder all over the Western world are nearly 

extinguished in the present day; once renowned and great cities are merely heaps 

of ruins—dens for hyenas and jackals; its colleges are no more—the wise men of 

the East live only in fables and histories of the past; its temples and wondrous 

caves of Ajanta and Ellora and other places-are crumbling fast to dust; and by 

and by there will scarcely be a trace of them left; its tanks and caravanserais are 

going and gone to rapid ruin; its canals for irrigation are filled up and forgotten, 

while districts have been deserted by their inhabitants, and the jungle and wild 

beasts have succeeded them and deadly malaria closed them....ruin, ruin, poverty. 

_..as though a leper had touched the land, it were hastening to decay. . . .No one 

who has eyes and ears to use, can doubt for a moment that we have almost totally 

neglected the resources of such a mighty country, while we have introduced the 

trash of our manufacturing towns into every cranny of the land.... It appears as 

though we had endeavoured to destroy every inherent useful production 0 

Eastern merchandize.”"°° And Lowe asks, “What must be the end of such short 

sightedness if such an erroneous line of policy is pursued gr 4 

In the midst of this intense suffering, a long-drawn out depression (1825 

54) characterized by a particularly steep decline of prices, cut across th 

deplorable economic, political and social conditions.'™ In 1850, the productio 

of silver-fell short of the world demand for it, and this aggravated the situatio 

further—first, because Indian currency had been placed on an exclusively silv 

Kaye, op. cit., vol. I, p. 197. 

\04  Ibid., p. 196. 
'05  Tbid., p. 196. 

Lowe, op. cit., pp. 357-8. 

107 Ibid., p. 358. 
Prof. Thomas, Economic History Review, (1933). 
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basis by an Act of 1835; and. secondly, because India was still passing through 
the transition from barter to money economy.” 

At this critical moment in the expansion of their influence and power, the 
British suffered reverses in the First Afghan War (1838-42), the Crimean War 
(1854-56) and in the two wars against the Sikhs (1845-49). This, nearly shattered 
the general belief “in their invincibility,” despite the fact that they won all these 
wars; for the people discovered that the British were no supermen. They were 

| capable of making almost fatal mistakes—mistakes which perhaps clever « 110 
adversaries could exploit.''' 

As belief in the invincibility of the British army had almost ended, the 
sepoys convinced themselves that the many victories which the | nglish had 
gained, had been due entirely to the Indians’ prowess. They believed and voiced 
the belief in no uncertain terms that they had enabled the English to conquer 
Hindustan from Burma to Kabul.''' The composition of the Company's army was 
also favourable to the growth of this belief. There were 360,000 Sepoys as against 
40,000 British soldiers, and 12,000 Indian gunners as against 6,500 European, ''? 

Another nearly shattered belief was in the inexhaustibility of British 
resources. Kaye has emphasized this: “The idea broached in Parliament of 
drawing troops from India for the Crimean War, took intelligent natives of India 
by surprise. . . .We could not more loudly proclaim the inadequacy of our 
resources than by denuding ourselves in one quarter of the world that we might 
clothe ourselves sufficiently in another.”!? 

In these circumstances, the sepoys were quick to take offence when they 
were told that they would no longer enjoy the privileges of foreign service (butta) 
when serving in Sind, or in the Punjab. They asked why they should not have the 
same privileges merely because the British boundary-line had been extended to 
vhat was recently foreign soil. Reconciliation to. the decision was almost 
mpossible in the context of their conviction that the territories could not have 
deen conquered without them. They felt embittered because their employer the 
-ompany had rewarded them for their good services by depriving them of a well- 
leserved portion of their pay.''4 
——_————— a 
8 Ibid., Asoka Mehta, op. cit., p. 17. 

| Kaye, op. cit., vol. I, p. 274. See also A. L. Morton’s A People's History of England, (1945), p. 45. 
Personally, I regard these reverses of as great an importance as the defeat of Russia at the ‘ hands of Japanese in 1905.—T.K. 

| Khan, op. cit., p. 51. 
] Kaye, op. cit., vol. 1, p. 341. 
©? Ibid. p. 343. 
f Ibid., pp. 277, 310: 
4 It was on the walls of the Jami‘ Masjid (Delhi) that some versifier wrote the lines af which the | following is a rough translation: 
q When war is nigh, and battle is sighted, 
4 God and the soldier is all the cry; 

When battle ends in victory, 
God is forgoiten, and the soldier slighted. 
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Another matter that touched the sepoys to the quick was the Company’s 

alleged interference in their religious beliefs. Acts such as the abolition of Sati, 

legalization of remarriage of Hindu widows, and prohibition of the killing of 

daughters, whether in themselves good or bad, were repugnant to Indian customs 

and traditions. They increased the suspicions of the Indians.''° In 1850, an act 

was passed permitting converts to Christianity to retain their patrimony. In the 

midst of the furore this created among Indian people, a letter by one Mr. Edmond | 

was circulated from Calcutta to all the principal officials of the Company’s 

government. The letter said that as the entire sub-continent was under the control 

of a Christian power, it was but right to convert the Indian people to the Christian 

faith.''® It is no metaphor to say that the Indian people were blinded with fear at 

learning of this circular,” writes Sir Syed Ahmad Khan.'!” It was rumoured that 

the Indian servants of the Company would be the first to be converted to { 

Christianity, and after that the mass of the people. It was presumed that the letter } 

was written by order of the government. The Lieutenant-Governor of Bengal 

issued a denial to these remours when he heard of Edmond’s letter. But the denial } 

offered only a temporary relief; the general belief remained that government had 

only postponed the project and would resume it the moment it felt strong enough 

to do so.'* > 

There is no doubt that the Company’s government was at best only | 

slightly acquainted with the prevailing mental climate. There was no- 

communication between rulers and the ruled, no living together or near one 

another—as had always been the custom among conquerors who came from the 

north-west. The English rulers always looked forward to retirement, and 

returning “home.” They seldom came to settle in India.'”” 

The Indian people had no voice in the administration of the country. The 

government could, therefore, never know the inadvisibility or otherwise of the 

laws and regulations which it passed. It could never hear, as it ought to have 

heard, the voice of the people on these subjects. The people had no means 0 

protesting against what they felt was wrong, or of giving expression to thei 

wishes. “But the greatest mischief lay in this that the people misunderstood the 

views and the intentions of the government. They misapprehended every act, and 

whatever law was passed was misconstrued by men who had no share in the 

framing of it, and hence no means of judging its spirit. At length, the Indians fell 

into the habit of thinking that all laws were passed with a view to degrade and 

ruin them, and to deprive them and their compatriots of their religion....At last 

Sir T. Metcalfe, Two Native Narratives of the Mutiny at Delhi, (1888), p. 23. 

11S Bundle 194, Fol. no. 30. Parwanah of the rebels giving details of their grievances against the 

British and appealing to their countrymen to revolt. (Vide Press List of Mutiny Papers, Impé 

perial Record Office, Calcutta, 1921). . 

Khan, op. cit., pp. 21-22. 

"7 [bid., p. 22. 
"8 Ibid., p. 23. 
"9 [bid., p. 32. 
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came the time when all men looked upon the English government as slow poison, 
a rope of sand, a treacherous flame of fire. They began to believe that it today 

| they escaped from the clutches of the government, tomorrow they would fall into 
| them; or that even if they escaped the morrow, the third day would sce their ruin 
t i When the rulers and ruled occupy relatively such a position as this, what hope is 

there of loyalty or of good will?”"*° 
Not that all Englishmen were ignorant of the feelings of Indian subjects 

| Some of them actually warned the Company's government of the eaplosive 
situation in their territory, Metcalfe had expected “to wake up some fine morniny 

| and find that India had been lost to the English Crown.”'?! Colonel Sleeman had 
| written to Dalhousie in April 1852 that the native states “might unite in some 
desperate act.”'” Director Tucker warned the government that the talukdars of 
Oudh were silent because “the natives of India are accustomed to endure and to 
submit; to the will of their rulers; but if an enemy were to appear on our western 
frontier, or if an insurrection unhappily takes place, we shall find these talukdars 
in the adverse ranks, and their ryots and retainers under the same standard.”!2' 
Lord Canning said, prior to his departure from London: “We m.ust not forget that 
in the sky of India, serene as it is, a small cloud may arise, at first no bigger than 
a man’s hand, but which, growing larger and larger may at last threaten, to burst, 
and overwhelm us with ruin.”'** The Company's government remained oblivious 
to these warnings. 

It was a climactic time.'?* Even a normally innocent act could 
unwittingly have ignited the situation. And at that time the government decided 
to introduce new cartridges, which the sepoys believed were really greased with 
the fat of cows and pigs, and the use of which would deprive them of caste and 
religion. “And thus a chance spark, but a fiery one, fell upon combustible 
naterial and caught at once.”!”° The hatred that was suppressed after Plassey and 
qad accumulated since then erupted violently. The dispossessed, discontented 
Rajas and Ranis, zamindars and tenants, artisans and workers, the Muslim priests 
ind intelligentsia and the Hindu Pandits saw the eruption as an opportunity to 
jedress their grievances. The British faced for the first time since their arrival in 
india such a powerful combination of divergent elements. 

Ibid., p. 14. 
Quoted by Forrest, op. cit., vol. I. p. 10 
Quoted by Kaye, op. cit., vol. I, p. 136. a 
Ibid., p. 165. 
Henry S. Cunningham, Earl Canning, (4th ed., 1899), pp. 36-37. 
John Bruce Norton writes: “. . . .there was disaffection enough in the land for half a dozen 
rebellions. . ..” (The Rebellion in India: How to Prevent Another? (1857), pp. 6-7. 
Field Marshal Lord Roberts admits: “The recent researches of Mr. Forrest in the records of the 
Government of India prove that the lubricating mixture used in preparing the cartridges was 
actually composed of the objectionable ingredients, cows’ fat and lard and that incredible 
disregard of the soldiers’ prejudices was displayed in the manufacture of these cartridges..” 
(Forty-one Years in India, (One-vol. ed., 1908), p. 431). 
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I. THE ORGANIZATION 

The question arises, then: What kind of organization was it that 

organized, canalized and later led the rebellion? 

We know little about the organization of the rebels especially in the pre- 

rebellion period. The reason for this is obvious. The rebels worked illegally, and 

therefore kept no records about the nature, the functions and the structure of their 

secret organization. Books on the revolt are replete, no doubt, with the accounts 

of itinerant Moulavis and Faqirs, Pandits and Sanyasis, the volunteer begging 

parties and the Madaris who roamed from place to place and spread the message 

of revolt. Such books abound also in stories about the red lotuses and chappatis 

passing from village to village. The author of A Narrative of the Indian Revolt 

has described the passing of the lotus-thus: “A man appeared with a lotus flower 

and handed it to the chief of the regiment. He handed it on to another—every 

man took it and passed it on and when it came to the last, he suddenly 

disappeared to the next station. There was not, it appears, a detachment, not a 

station in Bengal through which the lotus flower was not circulated.”'”” Sir § 

George Otto Trevelyan is of the opinion that the red lotus united all the sepoys.'% 

Each one was made to swear over the red lotus that he would act with the others 

when the call came. 5 

After this ceremony every regiment created its own secret branch of the 4 

organization. “From the available evidence...” writes Wilson, in his Defence of © 

Lucknow, “every regiment had a committee of three members and this used to do 

everything connected with this Mutiny.... The committee had to decide on all 

important schemes, to do all the correspondence, and several other things.” 

According to Savarkar,'° the sepoys used to meet secretly at night. All 

resolutions were passed in the general meetings, and all the decisions that were 

taken in the inner circles were obeyed strictly. 

When the sepoys came to attend the secret meetings, they would conceal 

their identity by covering their laces completely except the eyes. At the meetings 

they dilated upon the thousand and one oppressions committed in the country b 

the British.'?! If any one was suspected of being an informer, he was immediatel 

put to death. When a regiment was’ fully organized, the chief committee of tha 

regiment began negotiations with the chief committee of another for working 

together. The binding oaths of the regiments, like those of the individual sepoys 

were precise and determined. Every regiment was a unit in the ‘larger 

organization. To facilitate deliberations between the various regiments, it was 

arranged that on festive occasions regiments should invite one another fot 

celebration. This afforded a pretext for united secret meetings. Selected sepoys 

Innes, op. cit., p. 52. 

"28 Anon, (1858). p. 4. 
Trevelyan, Cawnpore, (1899). 

30 Lt General T. F. Wilson. Defence of Lucknow, (1859); Kaye, op. cit., vol. Il, p. 109. 

Savarkar, op. cit., pp. 90-91. 
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met in the houses of the subedars. The work of deciding important matters was 
left to the officers.! 

The circulation of chappatis on the eve of the outbreak was, in all 
probability, a signal to prepare the people for the coming upheaval. Nawab 

\ Moinuddin describes how early one morning in February the watchman of Serai 
} Farukh Khan brought a chappati and asked him to cook five similar ones to send 
| to the five nearest villages, with the instruction that each village chowkidar was 
) to prepare five similar chappatis for distribution in the same way. bach chupputi 
was made of barley and wheat flour. It was about the size of a man’s palm. and 
weighed two tolas.'** 

This circulation of chappatis was an exact repetition of what had 
happened before the Mahrattas invaded northern India in’ 1803: the only 
difference was that in place of mutton, a sprig of millet had accompanied the 
chappati.'' Similarly, before the Santal rebellion a branch of the Su/ tree had 
been circulated from village to village.!’* According to Sir John Malcolm “there 
had been a mysterious circulation of sugar grist before the Mutiny of the Coast 
Army in 1806.”'*° Dim prophecies and rumours foreshadowing a holocaust came 
in the wake of these chappatis. They created alarm in the public mind. 

It was generally believed by British authorities at that time that the 
rebellion was principally organized by the, Muslims. The Rev. J. Cave-Browne 
asserts that the Punjab government from the beginning declared that the revolt 
was essentially of Hindustani and Mohammedan origin. The Mohammedans 
were regarded as the instigators, and the Hindus the dupes.'*’ Gubbins concurs 
with Cave-Browne. He says that the Mohammedans “had carefully fostered and 
had turned the alarm of the Hindus to their advantages.”!* Major F. J. Harriot, 
Deputy Advocate-General to the military commission which tried Bahadur Shah 
“Zafar,” said: “It is a most significant fact of these proceedings that though we 
come upon traces of Mussalman intrigue wherever our investigation has carried 
us, yet not one paper has been found to show that the Hindus, as a body, had been 
conspiring against us, or that their Brahmins and priests had been preaching a 
prusade against the Christians.....A Mohammedan priest with pretended vision 
nd assumed miraculous powers—a Mohammedan King, his dupe and_ his 
ccomplice—a Mohammedan clandestine embassy to the Mohammedan powers 
f Persia and Turkey—Mohammedan psophecies as to the downfall of our 
ower—Mohammedan rule as the successor of our oWn—the most cokd-blooded 
urders by Mohammedan assassins—a religious war for Mohammedan 
scendancy—a Mohammedan press unscrupulously abetting—and Mohammedan 

Ibid., pp. 90-91; Sir Metcalfe, op. cit 
Narrative of the Indian Mutiny, p. 5; Kaye, op. cit., VoL I, p. 365. 
Metcalfe, op. cit., p. 39. 
Ibid., p. 41. 
Ibid, p. 41. 
Kaye, op. cit., vol. I, p. 638n. 
Cave-Browne, op. cit., vol. II, p. 273. 
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sepoys initiating the Mutiny. Hinduism, I may say, is nowhere either reflected or 

represented; if it is brought forward at all, it is only in subservience to its ever 

aggressive neighbour.”"*” Subaltern Roberts (later Field-Marshal Lord Roberts) 

therefore wanted to show “these rascally Mussalmans” that “with God’s help, 

Englishmen will still be masters of India.”"*° 

The assertion that the instigation was Mohammedan was reinforced by 

the fact that “a bit of raw flesh” had accompanied the chappatis.'*' Hindus, being 

generally vegetarians, it was thought that they would not have permitted this. 

However, there are some flaws in this which would make this interpretation 

unacceptable. In the first place, “Mohammedans are bad conspirators; their 

methods are too clumsy; they are too ready to break into violence. . . .on the other 

hand, the Hindus have a geniuus for conspiracy; they possess a power of 

patience, of foreseeing results, of carefully weighing chances, of chosing time 

and weapon, of profiting by circumstances, never losing sight of the object 

desired, taking advantage of every turn of fortune—all qualities invaluable for 

success in intrigue.” Sir Charles Theophilus Metcalfe is, therefore, of the 

opinion that the “bit of raw flesh might have signified extermination.”"”’ This 

interpretation is supported by Kaye’s statement that “Mohammedans and Hindus 

were plainly united against us.” The banning of cow killing soon after the 

rebels captured power anywhere also supports the conclusion that the rebellion 

was a joint Hindu-Muslim venture.'*® Moreover, five of the ten members of the | 

Court of Administration, appointed by the rebels in Delhi, were Hindus: General 

Ghowri Shankar and Subedar-Majors Bahadur Jiwa Ram, Shiv Ram Misr, Het 

Ram, Beni Ram.'° 

According to Colonel G. B. Malleson, Moulavi Ahmadullah Shah of 

Fyzabad was “undoubtedly a leader of the conspiracy”!”” and this cannot be 

denied. But it cannot also be denied that Nana Sahib and many others were 

leaders too. About Nana Sahib, Kaye remarked that “there is nothing in my mind 

more substantiated than the complicity of Nana Sahib in widespread intrigues 

before the outbreak of the Mutiny. The concurrent testimony of witnesses 

examined in parts of the country, widely distinct from each other, takes his story 

altogether out of the conjectural.”'** Besides, Kunwar Singh of Bihar, Azimullah, 

Bakht Khan, Ali Naqi Khan, Rango Bapuji, Tatya Tope, and Rani Lakshmi Bai 

Gubbins, op. cit., p. 49. 

Trial of Bahadur Shah, (1895), p. 160. 

Lord Roberts, op. cit., p. 211. 

Metcalfe, op. cit, pp. 9, 40. 

‘8 Tbid., p. 9. 
‘4 [bid., p. 9. 

Kaye, op. cit., vol. II, p. 565, 

Sir C. Aitchison in his Lord Lawrence (1893) remarks: “In this instance we could not play th 

Mohammedan against the Hindu” (p. 77). See also Cave-Browne, op. cit., vol. II, p. 273. 

Metcalfe, op. cit., p. 9. 

Bundle 199, Fol. 137, (Urdu), dated July 10, 1857. 

Malleson, op. cit., vol. V, p. 292. 
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of Jhansi were acknowledged leaders of the rebels. (In course of the rebellion, 
differences between the two communities of course did arise. These will be dealt 
in a subsequent section.) 

Their method of working in the pre-revolt days has been speculated upon 
by Nawab Moinuddin, Kotwal of Delhi during the rebellion, in his book Jive 
Narratives of the Mutiny in Delhi. According to him, the burning down of the 
house of a European or of a telegraph office was in the nature of a signal. The 
burning of a telegraph office would immediately be communicated alone the line 
from Calcutta to Punjab, and it was calculated that those in the know of the secret 
would understand on hearing this that they too must do likewise.” Information 
of this arson was widely circulated in the country; it is said that letters were sent 
from regiment to regiment inciting the sepoys to similar acts and non-compliance 
was threatened with social (or caste) ostracism.'”’ In all correspondence, the 
rebels used a kind of cipher composed of dots and numbers. Mention of names 
was carefully avoided.'’! Azimullah, according to Field-Marshal Lord Roberts, 
even carried on  treasonable correspondence with Omar Pasha of 
Constantinopole, in which he told of the sepoys* discontent, the troubled state of 
India generally and solicited Turkish help for throwing off the British yoke. Lord 
Roberts also states that Azimullah carried on similar correspondence with the 
French government through French settlers in Chandranagar.|~ 

Cracford Wilson after “carefully collating oral information with facts as 
they occurred” felt convinced that Sunday, 31st May 1857, had been the day 
fixed for rebellion to commence throughout the Bengal army.'*’ But other 
equally competent observers did not accept Wilson’s “findings.” For instance, Sir 
John Lawrence categorically asserted that “not one of the numerous letters which 
had been intercepted, written by the sepoys, contained so much as a hint of such 
a plot, and that none of the faithful sepoys, none of the condemned mutineers 
who might have saved their lives by disclosing it, if it existed, knew anything 
abbut it.”'** “How is it,” he asked, “that the people or soldiers did not rise 
simultaneously in insurrection?” Even if it is presumed that the time fixed for it 
Was anticipated by the Meerut outbreak, “how came it then that the news of that 
butbreak was not followed by immediate insurrection?”'** 

Doubtless, these are cogent arguments. But they are belied by the facts; 
ey fail to answer certain pertinent questions: Why, on May 11, 1857, did the 

"epoys at Delhi open out so as to expose their officers to the fire of the Meerut 

Kaye, op. cit., vol. 1, p. 579 n. 
Metcalfe, op. cit., p. 39. 
Kaye, op. cit, vol. I, p. 653. 
Innes, op. cit., p. 55. 
Lord Roberts, op. cit., pp. 428-29. 
Kaye, op. cit., vol. Il, p. 109. 
Holmes, op. cit., p. 546. 
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rebels?!’ Why did the sepoys rise in revolt on such a large scale within a month 

or two? The fact that the rebels could organize an uprising which covered the 

country between the Ganges and the Jamuna speaks volumes of conspiratorial 

arrangement and also of the organizational ability of the leaders of the revolt. 

That the building of the organization had not progressed sufficiently far is, 

however, evident from the absence of any unified plan of campaign and of an 

over-all command. 

We can, therefore, safely conclude that the rebels built up an 

“organization” in the pre-rebellion days. It is, also, equally evident that the 

organization was still in an embryonic stage at the time of the outbreak of the 

rebellion. . 

IV. THE EXTENT 
The revolt, which began in Meerut on May 10, 1857, spread like 

wildfire. Within a week of the breaking out of the rebellion the English empire in 

upper India had all but disappeared. 57 Between the frontiers of Bengal and 

Punjab, English authority was acknowledged only for a few miles around Agra, { 

and in some other isolated spots where there happened to be English regiments, 

“To live in India now,” wrote Lowe, “vas like standing on the verge of a 

volcanic crater, the sides of which were fast crumbling away from our feet, while 7 

the boiling lava was ready to erupt and consume us.”!*® Every ploughshare in | 

upper India was being turned into a sword. 

The Meerut rebels rushed to Delhi, the age-old capital of India. They 

entered it through Delhi Gate, without any serious opposition, besieged the last 

Moghul, Bahadur Shah “Zafar” and proclaimed him the Shahensha-e- 

Hindustan.' The administration of Oudh fell like a house of cards.'®° British 

authority was merely confined to the provincial capital and its neighbourhood,” 

writes Gubbins. In Rohilkhand, the whole countryside was in rebellion.' Khan 

Bahadur Khan proclaimed himself the viceroy of the Emperor of India.'® Nearly 

all Bundelkhand was up in arms against the British." The entire Doab was in the 

throes of revolution.'*© McLeod Innes observed that “there was forthwith a 

cessation of Pax Britannica, and the entire disorganisation of the civil 

administration in the upper provinces, i.e., the plains watered by the Ganges and 

Kaye, op. cit., vol. II, p. 113; Anderson and Subedar, The Lost Days of the Company, (1918), 

vol. I, p. 113. 

John Bruce Norton, Topics for Indian Statesmen, (1858), ch. ii, passim. 

Thornhill, op. cit., p. 178; also see Cave-Browne, op. cit., vol. I, p. 192. 

Lowe, op. cit., p. 59. 

Metcalfe, op. cit., passim. 

Forrest, op. cit, vol. I, p. 217. 

Gubbins, op. cit., p. 143; Thornhill, op. cit., p. 123. 

Holmes, op. cit., p. 137. 

Ibid., pp. 138, 411-412. 
Kaye, op. cit., vol. II, p. 411. 
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106 
the Jamuna, down to the Bengal proper. Of Central India, Canning wrote, “I 
look upon Central India as gone; and to be reconquered. - 

In Kanpur Nana Sahib “led” the rebels.'" The villagers of the 

neighbourhood, exhorted by the Mahratta Pundits, who were preaching a crusade 
\ on behalf of the Nana, were arrayed with the rebels.'°* A single thought ran 
| through every mind in the area—“now or never was the time to shake off the 
| oppression of the stranger.” “! In Jhansi, Lakshmi Bai “raised the banner of 
| revolt.”'” The fanatical influence of the Wahabis i in Patna and of the Brahmins in 
| Banaras made these two cities formidable.'”' The high price of food grains and 
other provisions which was always attributed to British rule, came in handy as 
justification and propaganda to the rebels of Allahabad.”'~ In Bihar, the 
Permanent Settlement vanished like a dream.”'”’ 

Generally, the revolt of the sepoys was followed or accompanied by a 
rebellion in the city and the countryside. But in several places the people rose in 
revolt-before the sepoys.'”* Wherever revolt broke out, the government treasury 
was plundered, the magazine was sacked, barracks and court houses were burnt 
and prison gates were flung open.'” The rebels “everywhere displayed towards 
the government records the same animosity as they did to the account books of 
the Bannias and for a similar reason. They regarded them as machinery by which 
we enforced our severe taxation and maintained that disciplined order which had 
become so distasteful to them.”'”° They therefore destroyed the government's 
records and condemned the Bannias’ atcount books to the same fate. 
“Dispossessed landowners, clutching at the opportunity for which they had long 
awaited, gathered their tenants together, hunted out the purse-proud upstarts, who 
had bought up their estates, and triumphantly established themselves in their 

‘6 Innes, op.cit., p. 61. 
'*7 Innes, The Sepoy Revolt, (1897), p. 61 
8 Tatya Tope in his evidence before the Court Martial said that the Nana acted under 

} compulsion. He was “a prisoner in the hands of the rebels.” 
j See Forrest, op. cit., vol. 1, p. 420: Kaye, op. cit., vol. I, p. 310; Malleson, op. cit., vol. III, p 
| 515; Holmes, op. cit., p. 225. 

When Tatya Tope made that statement, there was no reason for him to belittle his own or his 
master’s role in the rebellion. On the contrary, there was every temptation to exaggerate their 
part in order to become immortal national heroes 

® Holmes, op. cit, p. 518. 
'” Trevelyan, op. cit, p. 76. 

' Even a cursory glance at the Political Proceedings, No. 280, dated December 30, 1859. will 
convince any impartial student of history that the Rani took the field against the British in 

1 March, 1858, and that, too, when the British finally refused to accept her professions of 
loyalty. 
Also see Kaye, op. cit. vol. Ill, p. 370. 

| {? 172 Holmes, op. cit.. p. 209: Kaye, op. cit., vol. Il, p. 200. 
> [bid., vol. Il, p. 244. 

'P* Ibid, vol. I, p. 98ff. He too fought under compulsion. See Patna University Journal, viii 
(1954). 

> Oxford History of India. 
Thornhill, op. cit., pp. 35, 86. 
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ancestral homes. Insolent debtors mobbed and slaughtered. . . the Banias, whose 

extortions they would have punished before but for the dread of the strong arm of | 

law.”'”’ Traders were forced to help the rebels to save themselves.'* 

After destroying the visible vestiges of foreign rule in the regimental 

centre, the sepoys turned their attention to Delhi. Its conquest imparted a political 

significance to a movement which might otherwise have been regarded as little 

more than a local outburst. Even Lowe, who was by no means an admirer of ! 

things and persons Indian, has to admit that the rebels had selected “a grand | 

centre of operation, well stored with every munition of war a first class arsenal 

should contain; a city fortified, rich in native wealth, and splendour, containing 

one of the largest treasures of the British and powder magazine of an enormous 

magnitude. . . (and an) inimical Mohammedan population!”"” Strategically also, 

the seizure of Delhi was a master stroke. Here the relieving English forces would 

be hemmed in and cut off from their base and would have to disappear, 

handicapped as they were by the sheer absence of means to replace the losses." 

It thus fixed the vital struggle at a site where the large body of English troops in @ 

India could be most easily dealt with. 

But the decision to restore the authority to the last Moghul and of Nana 

Sahib, a Mahratta, aroused apprehension?among the Rajput States, among the 

Sikhs in the Punjab, and in the mind of the Nizam of Hyderabad. About the | 

strategic importance of the Rajput States, Lord Canning confessed in a despatch © 

to the Court of Directors, that “if Scindia joins the rebellion, I shall have to pack ~ 

off tomorrow.”'*! The rulers as well as the people of the Rajput States feared that © 

the triumph of the rebels would mean the revival of loot and plunder, and 

destruction at the hands of both the Moghul and the Mabratta freebooters. The 

remembered vividly the time when they did not enjoy the “protection” of the 

Company. They, therefore, feared the loss of “peace, stability and security,” 

which had followed in the wake of that “protection,” which had been backed b 

the proclamations and practice of George Lawrence.”!® For the sake of self- 

preservation, they therefore helped the power which had rescued them from 

Moghul and Mahratta brigandage. The Nizam, too, showed no sympathy for the 

rebels. His ancestors had been able to create a “state” because of declining 

Moghul power. He did not, therefore, look forward to that power’s restoration. 

Canning paid the Indian States a well-deserved tribute when he remarked tha 

they “acted as the breakwaters to the storm which would have otherwise swept 

in one great wave.” 

Ibid., p. 87. 
Holmes, op. cit., p. 142. 

: 

Ibid., pp. 240, 352. Also see Frederick Cooper, The Crisis in the Punjab (1858), pp- 208, 212. 

Lowe, op. cit., p. 61. 

Innes, op. cit., p. 62. 

Quoted by Mehta, op. cit., p. 62. 

Innes, op. cit., p. 28; and Holmes, op. cit., p- 395. 

Holmes, op. cit., p. 500. 
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lhe rebels had expected active support from the Punjab. They reasoned 
that since it had been conquered only eight years earlier, British rule could hardly 
have won the hearts of the people and their loyalty. On its support or otherwise 
the fate of the British depended in India. Thornhill admits that “if the Punjab rose 

| our position would be all but desperate....we might not be able to hold out till 
assistance arrived from England.”'** But the Punjab remained “on the whole. 

| loyal.’ Instead, from this province, the British were able to raise 39,000 men of 
_ all communities, creeds and dialects.'*” 
} The causes for the Punjab’s antipathy to the rebellion were many and 
varied. The Sikh sardars were afraid of the restoration of the Moghul hegemony 
as it would have meant their own certain suppression.'** Moreover, Sir Henry 
Lawrence had dealt gently with them, respected their fallen fortunes. and laid a 
lighter hand upon their tenure than the British had in any other province.!*” “The 
magnificent success of Sir John Lawrence’s Government during the rebellion” 
writes G. W. Forrest, “must be in a large degree attributed to the measure carried 
out by Sir Henry Lawrence for upholding the jagirdars'”’ in their ancient 
rights.”'”! Those sardars who were suspected had been deported; and those who 
were allowed to remain, remembering the tyranny of the Khalsa army, shrunk, 
‘rom the prospect of success of a revolt which would probably place them at the 
mercy of another equally tyrannical army.'” The dispossessed Sikh feudal 
barons, leaders of the Sikh Wars, remembering their defeat at the hands of the 
Poorbeah sepoys led by the Company’s officers, rushed to help the British. They 
‘hus hoped to avenge that defeat and, by winning British favour, to regain their 
‘ormer positions and privileges.'"’ They had not, moreover, forgotten that the 
>oorbeah sepoys had stigmatized them “as men of low caste.”!! 

The Sikh people shunned the idea of joining the rebels also because it 
seemed to them inevitable that success of the rebellion should bring in its wake 
eligious persecution at the hands of the Muslims. The martyrdom of their ninth 
Suru, Tegh Bahadur, in Chandni Chowk, Delhi, and the two ghalogharas 
massacres) were still fresh in their memory. John Lawrence, estimating rightly 
eir feelings, had spread the tale that the King of Delhi would reward any one 
ho killed a Sikh and brought his head for proof,'”® 
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Quoted by P. E. Roberts, /ndia, vol. II, p. 388. 
Thornhill, op. cit., p. 271. 
Cooper, op. cit., p. 31. 
Aitchison, op. cit., p. 100. 
Khushwant Singh, The Sikhs, (1953), p. 83. 
Kaye, op. cit., vol. 1, p. 61. 
Landlord. 
Forrest, op. cit., vol. 1, p. 172. 
Holmes, op. cit., pp. 33, 311; Kaye, op. cit., vol. 1, pp. 59-61; Forrest, op. cit., vol. I, pp. 333- 34, 344-46. 
Cooper, op. cit., p. 131. 
Kaye, op. cit., vol. Il, p. 472 n. 
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It would not be accurate to say that only the Sikhs from amongst the 

Punjabis, had stood by the British. The Punjabis helped them as a whole during 

the rebellion. The villagers belonging to all the three communities—Sikhs, 

Hindus and Muslims—assisted the British authorities to capture rebels at various 

places.'"° The land revenue was paid regularly and almost to the last pie.” 

Holmes records that incomes from “the excise taxes positively increased and 

there was but little falling off in the attendance of the government schools.”"* 

Indeed, writes the Reverend Cave-Browne, “in some districts of the Punjab, the 

payments (of land revenue and other taxes) were made before they were actually 

due: a fact which carried with it the cheering conviction that with the mass of the 

population. . . . the continuance of our Raj was really desired. . . . (They) had no 

wish to change masters, especially -with the prospect of the interregnum of 

anarchy...7)” 
In Peshawar, the government raised big loans from the merchants. The 

merchants thus came to have a stake in the continuance of the Company’s 

government. “They were converted from indifferent spectators of the rebellion to 7 

interested supporters of the law.”””” 

The Muslims of the Punjab, too, were afraid to side with the rebels. The 

British had saved them from the oppression of the Sikhs. While in other parts of 

India, the British had caused the ruin and suppression of the Muslims, in the 

Punjab they were their saviours.” 
‘ 

Frederick Cooper says that “certain great causes have doubtless operated 

in keeping the Swatis, Peshawaris and Kabulis well affected. The assessment of 

the valley is of lightness to them formerly unknown. The Duranis ground the 

people to dust. They do so at Kabul to this day. The Sikhs levied annually twelve 

lakhs from the valley and as much more in plunder. The British government | 

contents itself, and makes the people content, by taking six lakhs, and spending 

as much monthly. . . The large expenditure, and the vast number of troops, have 

opened out a market for cereal produce, as well as for wood and the fruits of the 

hills. So much so that the greatest punishment to a fractious tribe is to shut them 

out from the Peshawar and cantonment markets.””” Kaye cynically observes tha 

“much as those wild Muslims loved Mohammed, they loved money more... eve 

man who had a matchlock or a talwar or better still a horse to bring to the mustef, 

came forward with his tender of service to the British officers at Peshawar.” 

1% Cave-Browne, op. cit.. vol. I, p. 296: Also see Metcalfe, op. cil. p. 167. 

Cooper. pp. 64, 154-55; Also see The Hero of Delhi, (1948), pp. 171-209; R. C. Dutt, The 

Economic History of India, vol. 1 (7th ed. 1950), p. 90. 

Holmes, op. cit.. p. 336. 

Ibid., p. 336. 
Cave-Browne. op. cit., vol. 11. pp. 281-82. 

Ibid., p. 286; Holmes, op. cit., pp. 363-64. 

Khan, op. cit.. p. 54 

Cooper, op. cit., pp. 73-74. 
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The explanation of the enigmatic behaviour of the Punjabis is 
understandable. The conquest of the Punjab had been so recent that the Punjabis 

| had not had time to forget the evils from which that conquest had set them tree 
| and to experience the evils which had followed in the wake of British rule in 
) other provinces. Under the new regime the burden of the taxes and levies which 
| had increased enormously in the anarchy that followed Maharaja Ranjit Singh's 
| death had been lightened. Dacoity had almost been stamped out \ summary 
| and equitable settlement of land revenue had increased the prosperity of the rot 
and made him contented.’ The new rulers had assessed the land rather lov 
“leaving a fair and liberal margin to the occupiers of the soil") Because of the 
Punjab’s proximity to the frontier, they had not meddled with its land tenure 
system. The construction of new roads, canals, and bridges and the preservation 
of forests and grazing tracts had been undertaken vigorously." In short, the 
Punjabis came to know of the benefits of a strong government after years of 
unrest and anarchy.” 

The Punjab had been blessed, too, with a succession of golden harvests, 
such as had not been known for years.’'” “The country was too happy and 
prosperous,” writes Cooper in The Crisis in the Punjab, “to join in any emeute 
out of pure friendship,””'' and run the risk of an uncertain future!” 

In addition, according to Sir Syed Ahmad Khan, there were other 
“cogent causes.””'* In the first place, “the poverty which was rife in India had not 
yet had time to affect the Punjab.” Secondly, there was a powerful European 
army on the spot. Thirdly, wisdom was shown by the officials in at once 
disarming the sepoys. Fourthly, the whole of the Punjab had been disarmed. after 
annexation. Fifthly, Punjabis and Pathans had already taken service and there 
was no unemployed population to be tempted to untoward adventures. Sixthly. 
the desire for plunder in Hindustan (that is, Delhi, Lucknow and Agra etc.) had 
possessed them. “Thus, the submission, if not acquiescence, of the more 
dangerous class, was secure,” writes Sir John William Kaye?" 

In the early days of the rebellion, however, Punjabi “support” to the 
British was “passive.””'” “They enlisted but not in great numbers. They held back 

Kaye, op. cit., vol. Il, p. 492 
Holmes. op. cit.. p. 311. 
Ibid., p. 33: Kaye. op. cit.. vol. I. p. 421 
Forrest, op. cit.. vol. I, p. 171. 
R. Bosworth Smith, Life of Lord Lawrence, (1883). vol. I, p. 341 

4 Forrest, op. cit., vol. I, p. 171; Holmes, op. cit.. p. 33. 
1° Tbid.. p. 311. 

Kaye, op. cit., vol. Il. p. 436. 
Cooper, op. cit., p. 27. 
Cave-Browne. op. cit., vol. II, p. 282. 
Khan, op. cit., p. 54. 
Kaye, op. cit., vol. I, p. 59 
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until Delhi had fallen, and then recruits came in thousands,” writes Sir Charles 

Aitchison in his Life of Lord Lawrence.”® 

V. POLITICAL ORGANIZATION 

In the wake of the initial success of the rebels came the weakening and 

disintegration of the strong anti-British combine. The hatred of foreign rule had 

brought the rebels together; different concepts of “free” India threw them apart. 

Feudal rivalry rose between the Moghuls and the Mahrattas. It was because of J 

this that Nana Sahib, the adopted son of the last Peshwa, refused to go to Delhi. ‘y 

He feared he would be “overshadowed by the Moghul court,” and lose his | 

individual power and influence among the host of princes.””” 

The feudal barons who fomented or acquiesced in or later joined the 

rebellion in a bid to regain their “absolute rule in the zamindari””'® were shocked 

to’ find the control of the movement gradually slipping out of their hands. A 

contemporary writer in the Calcutta Review (1858) noted that “not a few of the 

rajas were wise enough to see that a servile war, an uprising of the lower against 

the higher classes, would not answer their purpose.”?” The plans chalked out by 

the rebels for the political and economic reconstruction of the country show that 

the Rajas had assessed well. > 

Bahadur Shah was declared Shahenshah-e-Hind on May 11, 1857. But in | 

truth he was reduced to a mere nonentity in the first week of July—that is, © 

towards the close of the first phase of the revolt. The rebels of Delhi issued a 

Parwanah™ after the arrival of General Bakht Khan, outlining the structure of 

the new state. Bahadur Shah was again formally proclaimed the Emperor of 

India, but the real executive power was vested in the Court of Administration." 

The Court was to administer the state, maintain peace and order, collect land 

revenue from the sub-divisions and raise loans from the Mahajans,”” defend the 

realm and, prosecute wars? The Emperor had promised the Court that “in 

reference to you no representation of any party whatever will be heeded; and in 

all such orders as may emanate from your Court, none of the servants of the 

State, nor the Princes Royal, will in any way interfere.” 

216 RC. Dutt, op. cit., vol. Il, p. 90. 
Aitchison, op. cit, p. 81. 

Although the crusading spirit of the Sikhs slumbered, it was by no means dead. There were 

Sikh regiments fighting on the side of the rebels in Delhi. See Metcalfe, op. cit., pp. 183, 199. 

Forrest, op. cit., vol. I, p. 420; Holmes, op. cit., p. 228. 

A Proclamation issued by a Moghul Prince stating the aims of the rebels. Quoted by Asoka 

Mehta, op. cit., pp. 26-31. 

Calcutta Review, 1858, p. 64. 
Bundle 57, Foil. no. 539-41 (Urdu), dt. nil. 

Their own words, /bid., rule no. 7. 

Indigenous bankers, moneylenders or workers. i 

op. cit., preamble. <a 
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The Court of Administration was to consist of ten members; six from the army and four from the civilian departments. ”?* The representation of the army was equally distributed among its three branches infantry, cavalry and artillery.” Members were to be elected by a majority vote from amongst 
“intelligent, wise, capable and ‘experienced men who had also to their credit a record of past faithful service.”””’ The last condition is not Wholly intellizible in view of the fact that only a few of the rebels had any claims on past services Perhaps, and one cannot be certain about this, it was for this reason precisely that | this condition was not made absolute. For, it was specifically provided that this condition could be waived in the case of very capable and intelligent persons.?"* The civilian members of the Court were to be selected in the same manner by their respective (?) departments.” 

One out of the ten members of the Court was to be elected President’ (Sadr-e-Jalsa) and another Vice-President”! (Nuih Sadr-e-Jalsa) by a majority vote. The President of the Court had two votes. Each member of the Court was in charge of.the department of the state from which he had been elected.*” He was assisted by a Committee, consisting of four members of the Court. Each Committee could have as many secretaries attached to it as were required. ?roposals passed by a majority vote in a Committee were forwarded to the Court for approval through the member-in-charge.”*? No specific mention was made of he headships of the departments whose representatives on the Court were elected ?resident and Vice-President. Presumably, they were to act as the heads of their ‘espective departments in addition to their duties as President and Vice-President, ‘The government at Delhi,” wrote Sir George Campbell, “seems to have been a ort of constitutional Milocracy. The King was king and honoured as such, like a Onstitutional monarch; but instead of a Parliament, he had a council of soldiers, 1 whom power rested, and of whom he was in no degree a military commander. Jo Arabic .or Persian names, forms or terms appear to have been introduced: but, n the contrary, English terms and modes of business were generally adopted. All etitions seem to have been presented to the King, but the great authority to vhich all of them on all matters were referred (by order endorsed on the eee was the ‘Court’, a body composed of a number of colonels, a brigade ajor and a secretary. All the colonels, etc., were sepoys who had made their hark.” 

Bundle 153, Fo. 12 (Persian’), August 19, 1857. 
Bundle 57, Fo. 539-41, rule no. 2. 
Ibid., rule no. 24. 
Jbid., rule no. 4. 
/bid., rule no. 5. 
loc. cit. 
Their own words, /bid., rule no. 3. 
Their own words, loc. cit. 
Ibid, rule no. 11. 
loc. cit. 
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Emperor Bahadur Shah had the right to attend the session of the Court.” 

No decision of the Court was enforceable in the state without the signature of the 

Emperor. If a resolution of the Court was disapproved by the Emperor, it was to 

be re-considered by the Court.” In actual practice, however, the Court resolved 

as it chose”” and compelled the King to affix his seal thereon. In his defence 

statement submitted to the military commission especially appointed in 1858 to 

try him, Bahadur Shah stated: “The mutinous soldiers had established a Court in 

which all matters were deliberated upon, and decisions taken. But I never took 

any part in their conferences... As regards the orders under my seal and under 

my signatures, the facts are that from the day soldiery came and killed fthe 

European officers, and made me a prisoner, | remained so thereafter. They 

caused to be prepared papers they thought fit, brought them to me and compelled 

me to affix my seal. Sometimes they brought the rough draft orders and had their 

copies made by my secretary. While, at others they brought letters in original 

intended for Despatch, and left their copies in my office. Hence several rough 

drafis in many different hands have been fried in the proceedings. Frequently, 

they had my seal fixed on empty unaddressed envelopes. | neither knew the 

contents of the letters nor as to whom they were being sent... .My life... being in 

danger, I could not do anything in the matter... They accused my servants...and 

Queen Zeenat Mahal of being in league with the British. They even threatened to | 

kill them (the servants) and wanted me to hand over the Queen to them as a” 

hostage.”?** On one occasion Bahadur Shah felt so “wearied and helpless that he 

resolved to relinquish the title of the Emperor, fraught with cares and troubles,” 

and “pass the remaining days in service acceptable to the God.””” Once he even 

threatened to commit suicide by swallowing a diamond.””” 

The Court held two kinds of sessions"! the ordinary session was held 

for five hours each day in the Red Fort: special sessions were held for the 

transaction of any urgent business at any time of the day or night” The rebels 

must have recognized the necessity of unanimity and expedition, for they had 

provided for the process of guillotine to safeguard against frivolous proposals. 

Thus an amendment to a proposal could not be moved unless it was supported by 

four out of ten members, and the Court could always apply the guillotine afte 

three speeches had been made, on the plea of urgency. In all matters, 4 

~* Campbell, op. cit., vol. IL, p. 356 

© Bundle 57. Fo. 539-41 (Urdu), rule no. 8. 

Ibid., rule no, 7. 

Trial of Bahadur Shah, (1895), pp. 137-140. Prince Zaheer-ud-Din alias Mirza Moghat wrote 

to the Emperor that he had a talk with General Bakht Khan and other members of the Co 

but they refused to accept His Majesty’s proposals. Bundle 199, Fo. 155 (Persian), dt. nil. 

Trial of Bahadur Shah, Ex-King’s Defence Statement, p. 137-140. 

Delhi Urdu Akhbar, vol. 19, no. 21, May 24, 1857. Also, Trial of Bahadur Shah, pp. 134-13 

quoted in full ina letter from the King to Mirza Moghal., dt. nil. ‘ 

Bundle 199, Fo. 260 (Persian), August 9, 1857. 

Bundle 57, Fo. nos. 539-41 (Urdu), rule no. 3, dt. nil. 

loc. cit. 
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majority vote of the Court was essential. But any decision taken in the absence ot 
a member was applicable to his department’ also. This implies joint 
responsibility. 

To maintain secrecy, the Parwanah’** ordained that the meetings of the 
Court would be in camera. Any disclosure, implicit or explicit, of its proceedings 
by any of the members was punishable by his removal from the Court. Fhe same 
punishment was prescribed for any sort of deception towards the state, or for 
showing partiality towards a person or a body of persons.” 

The procedure formulated by the rebels was neither comprehensive nor 
| conformable with the parliamentary rules in any modern state. The rebels had ne 
| experience of parliamentary government, much less of drafting of procedural 

rules. All the same the underlying basis of the procedure seems to be the 
Panchayat system. It appears as if the Court was devised primarily to satisty the 
democratic instinct of their own class whose socio-political organization. has 
always been the traditional Panchayat 

A Parwanah," dated August 8, 1857, the only one of its kind available. 
gives us a clue to the nature of business transacted by the Court. This Parwanah 
was some kind of a summons to the members of the Court to attend a special 
meeting of the Court, the agenda for which included the problem of proper 
administration of the City of Delhi, better administration of supplies. more 
efficient upkeep of the army, better distribution of the dak and the raising of 
loans from the Mahajans. The Court also issued frequent orders and circulars on 
discipline in the army, the suppression of corrupt practices, abuse of authority 
and rapacity.-"* 

Not only was the nature and extent of authority exercised by the Court 
wide and comprehensive: the Court was also not prepared to tolerate any 
encroachment'upon its authority by extraneous influences. In military matters, for 
instance, neither the Emperor nor the royal princes had any effective voice. Ina 
letter dated June 26, 1857, the Emperor complained to his son, Mirza Moghal:™” 

|“Formerly some troopers took up quarters in the Hayat Baksh and Mehtab 
|Gardens. Owing to the injury caused to these gardens through their stay, the 
‘troopers were made to quit on our orders. But now again nearly two hundred 
soldiers ..are staying.... there; you are, therefore, directed to speak to the 

» |members of the Court and have them removed.” On another occasion, Bahadur 
» |Shah deplored that the army officers indulged in the “practice of coming into the 
» Court carelessly dressed and in utter disregard to the forms of respect to the 
" {royalty.... They came galloping on their horses to places....which not even Nadir 

** Ibid. rule nos. 8. 9 and 10 
248 Ibid., rule no. 8. 
246 Ibid. rule nos. 4, 8. 
247 ‘Ibid. rule nos. 4, 6. 

Bundle 57, Fo. no. 285 (Urdu). August 8. 1857. 
Ibid., Fo. nos. 9. 120 and 276 (Urdu), dt. 13 and 14 July and 8 August, 1857, respectively; also 
see Bundle 57 Fo no 58 (Urdu), July 3, 1857. 
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Shah, nor Ahinad Shah, nor any of the British Governor-Generals of India ever 

entered on horseback....Do the army have the welfare of the State at heart?” 

cried the last Moghul in despair. 

The plight of the royal princes was even worse. They did not wield any 

influence at all. In fact, the hopes of the princely order were being frustrated at 

every step by the “headstrong” and “insolent” soldiery. Mirza Moghal, heir- 

apparent and Commander-in-Chief of the rebel army until the arrival of General 

Bakht Khan on July 1, 1857, wrote to Bahadur Shah: “Your Majesty is aware that 

before Bakht Khan came, active operations of war werecarried on daily and 

without any let or hindrance....Today, when I went outside the city with my 

regiments to attack the enemy, he interposed and kept the whole force standing 

inactive. He wanted to know under whose orders they had been brought out, and 

commanded that they were not to proceed without his permission, (in the end) he 

forced us to return.””! : 
The tussle which ensued between Mirza Moghal and General Bakht 

Khan, and which filtered down to their respective followers, was not merely 

personal bickering. In fact, the princely order could no longer place any 

confidence in the infantry.’ The jealousy, strife and conflict between the heir- 

apparent and the revolutionary General were, beneath the surface, a struggle 

between the dying aristocracy and the new force of peasant proprietors. It was, 

therefore, not at all surprising that the feudal barons began soon after to groan 

under the levelling attempted by the rebels, and lost much of their enthusiasm in 

the midst of the struggle. “The Shahzadas” writes the Rev. Cave-Browne, “began 

to feel their condition perilous and tried to open negotiations (with the 

British)" 

The Court of Administration was also the highest judicial authority. It 

established law courts, appointed judges, and regulated the judicial procedure for 

civil and criminal cases. The police officers as well as the civil servants were 

appointed by the Court, and were responsible to and could be removed by it.’ It 

tried to eradicate bribery and corruption, and it did this with a heavy hand. The 

Bundle 199, Fo. no. 195 (Persian), July 23, 1857.1 

5! Trial of Bahadur Shah, pp. 134-35. Copy of an order from the King to Mirza Moghal, dt. nil. 

Ibid., Fo. no. 185 (Persian), August 7, 1857. I. 

Ibid., Fo. no. 49 (Persian), August 7, 1857. 

Cove-Browne, op. cit., vol. I, p. 140. 

H. H., Greathed in his Letters Written During the Siege of Delhi, (1853), writes on August 9, 

1857: “I am beginning to get letters from the princes. They declare they have been all along 

fondly attached to us and that they only want to know what they can do for us” (pp. 205-6). 

King Bahadur Shah, it may be remembered, addressed a letter to the Lt.-Governor of Agra on 

May 11, 1857, informing him of the arrival of the rebels from Meerut. On July, 4, 1857, 

General T. Reed, commander-in-chief of the British besieging force at Delhi, wrote to Sir John 

Lawrence, chief commissioner, Punjab, informing him that if “we would guarantee his 

(King’s) life and pension, he would open the gates (of the City or Red Fort) for us.” 

Zeenat Mahal, the favourite wife of the King, offered “to exercise her influence with the King, 

to bring about some arrangement” (Greathed, op. cit., p. 217). 

Marfat.com 



man in the street could appeal to the Court in all cases of alleged abuse of 
authority and oppression.”° 

In the sphere of finance, too, the Court was supreme. The revenue 
| officials were appointed and could be removed by it alone.” It also enjoyed 
, authority to collect land revenue and other taxes and levies?’ None except the 
) Court could raise loans on behalf of the state. Officials were required to forward 
immediately to the Court any Parwanah that they received from any other 

| quarter for raising funds. They were also instructed not to arrest without the 
summons of the Court a person refusing to lend money.’ Once when Mirza 
Sultan Khizr tried to raise funds on his own, the Court strongly protested and 

_ asked the Emperor to warn the princes against doing so.”*’ The Emperor refused 
to give his assent to a suggestion made by Mirza Moghal that the officials of the 
royal household, instead of the agents of the Courts, should collect money, in 
spite of the Mirza’s plea that it would help raise more funds.“’ He reminded the 
Mirza that the Court was the sole authority in that matter.”°! 

It cannot be denied that the Court failed miserably in the matter of 
raising loans. The propertied classes appear to have been too frightened at the 
demand of the rebels to advance them loans, or at their “innovation” to abolish 
landlordism.”” On their part the peasant-soldiers were unable to entertain any 
idea of nationalization of land due to the nature of their class origin. The 
Mahajans refused to part with money except under duress. The wholesalers. and 
retailers, too, refused to sell their goods on credit to the new state which they 
were convinced was bankrupt and unstable.2” They were not wholly unjustified 
in view of the fact that the Court had been unable to restore peace and order in 
he City.?“ Hoarding, profiteering and black-marketing reduced the people to 
nisery. The Court did, it is true, make heroic efforts to save the state from 
*conomic ruin. It tried to fix and control prices.”°* But in the absence of 
ationing, assured supplies and a stable administration, price control did not and sould not succeed. 

| The Great Rebellion 487 

} 

Bundle 199, Fo. no. 137 (Urdu), July 20, 1857; Petition of the members of the Court to the | King. 
(© Ibid. : a Bundle 129, Fo. no. 6 (Urdu), August 18, 1857. = 

 ® Bundle 109, Fo. no. 137 (Urdu), July 10, 1857. 
°° Bundle 129, Fo. no. 61 (Urdu), August 8, 1857. 
rs) Bundle 153, Fo. no. 17 (Persian), dt. nil; Bundle 57, Fo. no. 532 (Persian), August 19, 1857. |" Bundle 153, Fo. no. 16 (Persian), dt. nil. 

Bundle 199, Fo. no. 248 (Persian), August 6, 1857. 
Bundle 199, Fo. no. 137 (Urdu), July 10, 1857. It reads as follows: “If on inspection of the documents, and on the testimony of their witnesses, viz., the Kanungo (Registrar of Landed Rights), the Patwari (Village Accountant), and other respectable men of the place, it shall be clearly proved that the claimant had really been the land-holder....the settlement will be made hi his favour.” 
Bundle 106, Fo. no. 20 (Urdu), June 6, 1857; also Bundle 126, Fo. no. 20 (Urdu), June 1, 1857. 
Bundle 40, Fo. no. 297 (Urdu), August 9, 1857. 
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Necessity forced the Court to heavy and arbitrary taxation. This cannot | 

be denied, though, that the incidence of taxation fell almost entirely on the 

classes which could pay.” Tax measures left the man-in-the-street untouched. 

On the contrary, the Court tried to give him relief. It passed orders for liquidating 

the zamindari system and giving proprietory right to the actual tiller.°” It is 

evident from the orders passed by the Court that it had intended to overhaul the 

system of revenue assessment. Its authority was, however, too short-lived to { 

accomplish the task. 

A similar Court of Administration was set up in Lucknow. Like the Delhi 

rebels, the Lucknow insurgents crowned Birjis Qadr, a natural son of the ex-King 

of Oudh. On his elevation to the throne, or rather on his being created Nawab |] 

Vazir of Oudh—for his authority was subordinated to that of the Emperor of | 

Delhi—his mother and Mammu Khan enjoyed power that was checked only by }) 

the caprice of the troops, to whom their elevation was due.” 

The real power was, in fact, vested in a minister and a Court of 

Administration” The Court consisted of the King’s principal servants, of the 

rajas and great landed proprietors of the area and the self-created high dignitaries ] 

of the army. The Court deliberated upon how operations against the British were 

to be conducted. It had its own commandgr-in-chief; formerly, the commander- 

in-chief was Hishmat-ud-Dowlah, a brother-in-law of the ex-King. The Court had | 

appointed generals of divisions, brigadiers and colonels, and had apparently, a J 

well constituted and well regulated army.” In truth, however, the sepoys 

themselves elected their officers, and the officers their commanders—all in the 

name of the King. But if, as happened not infrequently, thty happened to 

displease the gallant sepoys, a debating assembly would immediately be called 

by the privates, at the conclusion of which they would usually be degraded or 

executed.’”! Thus, the new dignitaries were not treated with respect, and they did 

not command that obedience which military officers are entitled to in a 

disciplined army. Their offices, except the very highest, were replete with 

danger.’” The rebel troops paid no heed to their commanders, and did what they 
73 

liked.” 

—— 

20 Bundle 129. Fo. nos. 42, 49, 57, 79, 85, 100, 101 and 102 of various dates; also Bundle 130, 

Fo. nos, 5, 9, 17, 22, 25, 35, 55, 61, 67, 86, 90, 120, 121, 125, 150, 158, 171, 182, 188, 201 

and 202 of various dates. 

27 Bundle 153, Fo. no. 6 (Persian), July 28, 1857. 
See footnote 261 

Capt. G. Hutchinson, Narrative of the Mutinies in Oudh (1859), p. 161; Rees, op. cit., p. 261 

Hutchinson gives the names of the following five members of the Lucknow Court of 

Administration: (i) Capt. Raghunath Singh; (ii) Capt. Umrao Singh; (iii) Capt. Imdad Hussei 

(iv) Darogha Wajid All; and (v) Mammu Khan Sharf-ud-Dowlah. (p. 180). 

Rees, op. cit., p. 262. 

271 J. Talboys Wheeles, India Under British Rule, (1886), p. 265. 

Rees, op. cit.. pp. 262-3. 

Ibid., pp. 262-3. 273 
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VIL. ROLE OF CLASSES 
The upper classes were terrified at the growth of a democratic spirit 

among the soldiers, became suspicious of the results of the revolt, and lost their 
enthusiasm after the first flush of the rebellion was over 

The changing attitude of the upper classes during the rebellion, 
especially that of the talukdars, zamindars and sahukars, makes this clear. During 
the first phase, which lasted approximately till the first of July. {857. the date on 
which the Court of Administration was formed in Delhi, “backed by their 
retainers, the talukdars, rose almost to a man, forcibly ejected those upon whom 
their....estates had been bestowed.” Henry St-George Tucker, in a letter to the 
Governor-General described the situation thus: “All the large landholders and 
auction-purchasers are paralysed and dispossessed, their agents being frequently 
murdered and their property destroyed.” * 

But with the disappearance of British authority, the concept of 
“freedom,” too, began to take shape. The sepoys as well as the common people 
began occupying lands, “plundering” towns, and destroying government records 
and other deeds of property.””° It was on one such occasion that Kunwar Singh, 
who led the rebels in Bihar, and was himself big landlord. stopped his followers 
from indulging in such factions, on the plea that “otherwise, after the British 
were driven out of the country, there would be no proof of the rights of the 
people, and no evidence to determine the amount due from one party to the 
other.”?”” 

However, mostly the armed masses were lords of their respective areas. 
expropriating the rich at will.””’’ Mark Thornhill writes that “every shop was 
completely plundered, and not only plundered but wrecked. The doors were torn 
out, the verandahs pulled down, the floor dug up, and also great holes dug in the 
walls. Whatever was worth carrying off had gone to the villages, the rest lay in 
the streets. The roads were covered with torn account books, broken bottles, 
fragments of jars and boxes besides the debris of the floor and verandahs.” All 
those who had anything to lose cursed the sepoys.”*’ “The rebels were.” Sir Syed 
Ahmad Khan remarked, “for the most part men who had nothing to lose, the 
‘governed not the governing class.”**' The upper classes, therefore, began to fear 
\victory more than the defeat in the rebellion. Victory, they thought, was more 
likely to bring about their complete extinction. “Most of them were shrewd 
enough to perceive that it would not answer their purpose to join the rebels.”?* 

Innes, op. cit., p. 152. 
Holmes, op. cit., p. 260. 
Kaye, op. cit.. vol. Il, pp. 233-34. 

} Thornhill, op. cit., p. 324. 
J Arya Kirti by Rajani Gupta of Bengal. Quoted by Savarkar, op. cit., p. 435. 

Metcalfe, op. cit., passim; Holmes, op. cit., p. 352; Lowe, op. cit., p. 185; Thornhill, op. cit., 
pp. 86-7; Gubbins, op. cit., p. 53. 
Thornhill, op. cit., p. 108. 
Holmes, op. cit., p. 353. 
Khan, op. cit., p. 5. 
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After the second week of the siege of Lucknow the rebels “did not seem to have 

received further reinforcements from the talukdars of Oudh.””*” 

It was due to the emergence of the common people as leaders of the 

rebellion that General Outram found as late as September 17, 1857, “a large and 

influential class in Oudh... .among the most powerful and most of the middle 

classes of chiefs and zamindars who really desire the establishment of our 

rule.”?** Lt-General McLeod Innes firmly believed that “the participation of most 

of them in the Mutiny had been more nominal than real.”2®* While some of them 

preserved “armed neutrality,”"*° others “sent to the rebel camp only such 

contingents as were demanded and personally remained passive.’”*” Still others 

“kept the British authorities informed of the movements of the Mutineers, and of 

their want of ammunition.””** Some of the talukdars and Bannias even supplied 

the British armies with necessaries and gave shelter to British fugitives.” 

Kaye writes: “Some powerful rajas, whose interest it was to maintain order, 

either sided with the English or maintained a discreet neutrality whilst the tumult 

was at its height’?! Holmes records that “though of the whole body of 

influential landowners some unquestionably took an active part against us, a 

considerable number was passively loyal, and some few manfully threw 

themselves into the breach and exerted fheir influence to stem the rush of 

insurrection.””’’ General Outram could not find any positive evidence that, before 

the issuing of the Canning proclamation of March 20, 1858, any talukdar took the 

field in person on the side oi the rebels.”” 

In “marked contrast” with this conduct, however, the talukdars “rose en 

masse in rebellion after the publication of the Canning proclamation.””™* The 

proclamation had confiscated all lands of the province with the exception of 

those held by six specified persons and others who could prove to the satisfaction 

of the government that they had been loyal during the rebellion” A 

“favourable” factor in this forced decision to revolt was that by then the rebels 

had been beaten at Delhi, Lucknow, Kanpur, Banaras and Allahabad. The latter 

had also been weakened by internal dissensions and economic crisis. This 

eliminated the fear from the minds of the talukdars that the traditional economic 

Joyce, op. cit., p. 81. 
Holmes, op. cit., p. 143. 

General Sir James Outram, Orders, Despatches and Correspondence, (1859), p. 297. 

Innes, op. cit., p. 42. 

Kaye, op. cit., vol. II, p. 265. 
Lt.-Gen. Innes, Lucknow and Oudh in Mutiny, (1896), p. 293. 

Gubbins, op. cit., p. 130. 
Innes, The Sepoy Revolt, p. iii; Holmes, op. cit., p. 260. 

All “personal narratives” are full of such references. According to Gubbins, “there is only one 

instance of treachery... which we came across” (op. cit., p. 140). 

Kaye, op. cit., vol. II, p. 260. 
Holmes, op. cit., pp. 143, 260. 
Quoted by Holmes, op. cit., p. 626. 
Innes, Lucknow and Oudh in Mutiny, pp. 291-93. 
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and social structure would be affected if they associated intimately with the 
encroaching commoners against the British. 

| Realizing the dangerous consequences of the proclamation, Sir George 
| Campbell, a distinguished civilian, had advised the government against the 
| implementation of the proclamation. Instead, he urged them to assure the 
\talukdars that “bygones should be bygones,” because won over by Sit Henry 
, Lawrence's mild policy, some of them had sent supplies for the provisioning of 
| the Residency at Lucknow, and had aided British fugitives after the rebellion in 
‘Oudh.””* General Outram asked the Governor-General to treat the talukdars as 
“honourable enemies” and to guarantee them the possession of land. He warned 
Lord Canning that if nothing more than their lives and freedom trom 
imprisonment were offered to the talukdars, they would be driven in despair to 
wage a guerilla war which would involve the loss of thousands of Europeans by 
battle, disease, and exposure; whereas if the Possession of their lands was 
guaranteed to them, they would exert their influence to support the government 
n the restoration of order.””’ The situation was sufficiently serious to induce 
ord Canning to accept General Outram’s proposal for winning the feudal 
varons. He assured them a fair deal; the result was instantaneous. On October Be, 
858, when rebellion was still raging in Oudh, the vakil of the Begum of Oudh 
vent to the British Commander-in-Chief’s camp to ask what terms she might 
xpect. All the rajas and talukdars who were still at large, had already despatched 
jeir agents on similar errands,””* 

After the revolt, therefore, “the talukdars not only recovered their estates, 
ut they received, in many cases, extravagant privileges to which they 
1emselves had no pretensions, and solemn promises that the privileges should be laintained were given by the Government.” After the rebellion about two. 
tirds of the land passed into the possession of big landlords under the tenure 
hich prevailed at the time of the annexation of Oudh.””' This was the price of ‘eir betrayal of the revolt, that after the order of confiscation, the talukdars 
sceived, in fact, more than they had demanded before the rebellion. No wonder 
te British army of occupation was “joyfully welcomed by the chief landlords ‘ad the respectable villagers.”>~” 

In Delhi, the tale was similar. After entering the Moghul capital and ally proclaiming Bahadur Shah the Emperor of India, the rebels took over city. “All is confusion and riot,” was the terse report of Rajjab Ali, a British 

Malleson, op. cit., vol. I, p. 409. 
George Campbell, op. cit., vol. II., p. 14; Bosworth Smith, op. cit., vol. II, pp. 176, 191, 193- 95; Innes, The Sepoy Revolt, pp. 244-45. 
Quoted by Holmes, op. cit., p. 447; Malleson, op. cit.; vol. Ill, p. 251. The proclamation was disapproved by Lord Ellenborough, President of the Board of Control: See Cunningham, op. cit., Ch. VII, passim. 
Holmes, op. cit., p. 533. 
Strachey, op. cit., p. 381. 
Ibid., p. 382. 
Sykes, Compendium of the Laws, especially relating to the Talugdars of Oudh, pp, 382-83 
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spy.) Nawab Moinuddin describes the scene as follows:** “They addressed the | 

Emperor with such disrespectful terms as ‘I say, you, King! I say, you, old man! })p 

(4rre, Badshah! Arre, Buddhe).’ ‘Listen,’ cried one, catching him by hand, ¥ 

‘Listen to me,’ said another, touching the old king’s beard. Enraged at their i 

behaviour, yet unable to prevent their insolence, the King found relief inj 

bewailing before his servants his misfortunes and his fate.” Those who had ® 

formerly been only too glad humbly to obey his orders were not ashamed to 

mock and humiliate him2”> His Queen was threatened with arrest many times; his 

sons were made to play second fiddle; and the royal physician was actuall 

imprisoned by the rebels.°° Sick of all this, Bahadur Shah asked the sepoys to 

leave the city."°’ When these requests went unheeded, he decided to negotiate} | 

with the British, but found himself too helpless to do so. That was on July 24, i 

18572°% After that, he vacillated between the desire to become a fagir, and the}) 

desire to “resign the imperial power” into the hands of the rulers of Jaipur,y| 

Jodhpur, Bikaner and Alwar, he could rely on nobody “to organize andj} 

administer the very important affairs of the Empire.’ When his request to thel} 

four rulers failed to solicit the necessary answer, “Bahadur Shah, Emperor o 

Hindustan, sent in (agents to British camp) to treat for terms.”?"° 

If such was the plight of the Emperor of India, the condition of the feuda 

and usurious classes in general can well be imagined. To put a stop to they 

destruction and plundering of their property*they decided “to buy up a regiment 

by a monthly payment,”*'! later, raised a private police force to protect), 

themselves from plunder and violence.” Soon, however, the arrangement 

failed. On August 20, the bankers of the city decided to resist jointly the 

exactions of the sepoys.’"* Forced by starvation due the refusal of shopkeepets td 

sell provisions for want of payment,’ the sepoys began to indulge i 

unrestrairied looting.’'’ They even threatened to sack the city. Scores of banke! 

merchants, former courtiers and princes were threatened by the sepoys in daily 

bids to extort money from them.*"° 

The propertied classes abandoned willing cooperation with the sepoys 

They helped under duress, and only to the extent necessary to save their lives a 

3083 Holmes, op. cit. p. 434; Kaye, op. cit, vol. Il, p. 391. Charles Raikes, Notes on the Revolt 

the N. W. Provinces of India, (1858), pp. 156ff. 

Quoted by Cave-Browne, op. cit., vol. Il, p. 37. 

Metcalfe, op. cit., p. 87. 

308 [bid., p. 87. 
Ibid., p. 93; Cooper, op. cit, p. 203. 

Metcalfe, op. cit., pp. 193-94. 

30° Ibid., pp. 165 and 178. 
310 Tbid., p. 220; Holmes op. cit, p. 354. 

Cave-Browne, op. cit, vol. Il, p. 39. See footnote 252. 

Metcalfe, op. cit, p. 59. 

33° Ibid., p. 93. 
314 [bid., p. 202. 
318 Jbid., p. 214. 
© Tbid., p. 216. 
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property. They buried their wealth,” and refused all supplies: for want ot 
jpayment.’'* On August 30, Dolali Mall, Chief of the Commissariat, reported that 
he was no longer able to serve out rations to the troops.’'” On the following day, 
Mulahi Lala Muthridi, a contractor, petitioned that no more sulphur could be 
burchased and the manufacture of gunpowder, therefore, must cease Ihe 
upper classes were convinced that “the Mutineers Who were laden with looted 
wealth, could neither leave the city, nor protect it”! They stayed only to enrich 
hemselves.’” Thus “the awful; misery of warfare and the ghastly destitution of 
inarchy were fully felt by the population — shopkeepers. retail traders” and 
sther rich classes. * “From a Mohammedan correspondent,” wrote Frederick 
Sooper, “we are informed of the enormous exertion which Muftee Sadder-ud-din 
...Hakim Ahsan Ullah Khan. Mirza Elahi Baksh and Begum Zeenat Mahal are 
repared make to make up with the English Government The mercy of the 
overnment is particularly asked for the King. the nobles and the citizens ot 
Yelhi who are innocent and helpless." 

The story was repeated in Bengal. The zamindars remained actively loyal 
) the English. The reason for their loyalty is easy to understand. During the 
‘bellion, the peasantry of Bihar (which then formed a part of the Bengal 
residency) came out openly not only against the British, but also against the 
imindars and their agents. The memorial submitted by the Bengal zamindars in 
ecember 1857, to the Governor-General states that “so essentially have they 
entified their interests with the rulers, that....(they) have in ey ery part of the 
ene of the mutinies been exposed to the same cruelty, which mutineers and 
eir misguided countrymen have displayed towards the British within. their vach.25 

In the villages and towns in affected areas, the shrewd traders and the 
aricious money-lenders, who had grown fat under the British land and legal 
«stems, helped the .Company’s government as long as they could do so: they 
Iped the mutineers only when evasion was impossible.”° They thought that the 
\ctory of the rebels would mean the restoration of the old village economy in 
vnich they had no place.’ They, therefore, longed for the restoration of “law 

vod order,” and for the resumption of the “ordinary routine of trade.” This was 
‘pissible only under British rule. Thornhill’s remark that “with the exception of 

Ibid., passim. 
\) Ibid. p. 93. 

Ibid., p. 214. 
Ibid., p. 213. 
Ibid., p. 214. 
Ibid., p. 94. 
loc. cit. 
Cooper, op. cit., p. 212. 
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Holmes, op. cit., pp. 45, 163, 170, 188, 252 and 261. 

Marfat.com 



494 1857 IN THE MUSLIM HISTORIOGRAPHY | 

Bannias, who suffered by it, all classes enjoyed the confusion”** succinctly sums 

up the situation. Kaye found “much sincerity” in the professions of delight on the 

part of the trading classes, “who commonly lost more than they gained by these | 
9932! 

convulsions.” i 

The merchants and bankers in the coastal and unaffected areas actively ¥ 

supported the British. They had heard about the expropriation of the property of J) 

their own class in the “liberated” areas several times in a short period. They were }} 

certain that the success of the rebellion, whether under the banner of feudal | 

barons or of the rebellious soldiery and the pauperized peasantry, would mean §; 

their own extinction economically. “The bannias....and native contractors, never 

lost their confidence in the power of (the Company’s Government) but always { 

said.... ‘Sahib, it is but a little while; and these rebels will bite the dust (literally §) 

eat dirt), for the Company is Almighty.”**° According to Holmes, “the mercantile 

and shopkeeping classes....who knew that their position and prosperity were 

staked upon the continuance of orderly rule, and would be liable to ruin amid the 

anarchy which would be sure to follow upon its subversion, were steady, if not 

loyal supporters of the Government....”**! They shut their ears against rumours 

about the fall of British rule in India,** vied with each other in the loyalty of 

their addresses and offers of service? ” 

The Parsees, who were mostly traders, helped the British for another 

reason also, “if they are rich,” writes Thomas Lowe, “they owe it to no Hindu of 

Mussalman... if they lean more to the British than any other race in the land itis 

because British justice and equable laws protect them from the rapine and 

persecution they have so oftern suffered under other powers.... In the last Mutin 

they suffered equally with the Europeans at the hands of the the Mutineers, and” 

in many cases worse.... Through these merchants, we obtained all that was 

necessary for the marc 
Indians who had been taught English and native officials generally took 

no part in the revolt. While the former remained “invariably loyal” to th 

British, the latter “stood gallantly” at their post**? throughout the crisis. Theit 

disapproval was based on self-interest. They knew that if the Badshah 

Hakumat**’ were re-established they would be thrown out. Being ignorant 0! 

h 9334 
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*°8 For reasons see Strachey, op. cit., p. 427. a 
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Persian, innocent of eastern customs and of a non-aristocratic origin, they would 
a find any place in the social and political set up. 

The rebellion was crushed within the short time of two years...1t was 
crushed so easily because of betrayal by the propertied classes. To save their 
tlass interests, they committed suicide as a free people. None of the ruling 
princes joined the revolt — because Lord Canning had solemnly guaranteed theit 
fight of adoption in perpetuity.’*’ Of the rajahs and ranis, only Lakshini Bai of 
‘hansi laid down her life against the British, though she took the field against the 
British in March 1858, — only after she had failed to cony ince them that she was 
no way connected with the uprising or massacre at Jhansi.” Bahadur Shah ought under compulsion; Nana Sahib took the field against the British only as a risoner in the hands of the soldiery.““” The zamindars, both of the British and 
re-British times, the merchants and the money-lenders, the educated middle ass and the native, officials—all sided with the British or observed sullen utrality as demanded by the circumstances in which they were caught. All oked to the British as saviours at a time when the Indian peasantry was fighting ‘sperately to free itself of foreign as well as feudal bondage. Thus, though iginally organized to restore the outmoded and pre-British economy, “which d always been the solid foundation of Oriental despotism,” the rebellion ded as a peasant war against indigenous landlordism and foreign imperialism. 

| 

VII. CAUSES OF FAILURE 
There were, however, other causes, besides betrayal by the propertied sses, which contributed to the defeat of the rebels in India’s fight for political- \momic freedom. Strangely enough, the rebellion failed to throw up a single itary leader of ability. This becomes obvious when one compares the dogged sistance put up by the British at Lucknow with that of the rebels at Delhi, ./ msi-or Gwalior. Doubtless, the Indians, too, gained some notable victories. But '13e were, it could be said, due to their superior numbers than to better strategy ‘ctactics. Sir John Lawrence has rightly remarked that “had a single leader of a ity arisen | among them (rebels) ....we must have been lost beyond emption.”””” Moreover, when the rebellion broke out, the Crimean War and ‘hewar with Persia were over, and the British army was in good form. A new of friendship had been signed with Afghanistan. The Russian threat from 

Iso see Bruce Tiebant McCully, English Education and the Origin of Indian Nationalism, 1940), pp. 226-227. 
oghul government. 

he Court of Directors, Governor General etc., Nana Sahib wrote that it was “strange” and Surprising” that they had forgiven people “who truly are murderers,” and he, who had “joined ie rebels from helplessness,” had not been forgiven. Political Proceedings, nos. 63-70, May 7, 1859; no. K. W. 63). 
arx, op. cit., p. 28. 
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beyond the Khyber Pass was, therefore, not immediate. The British were free to 

deal with the Indian revolt. 

There was another factor which the rebels had not been reckoned with: 

that England would declare war against China. Considerable forces, for ’ 

deployment in that country sailed through the Indian ocean, within hailing 

distance of Calcutta. “To this fortuitous circumstances, under God’s providence, 

was due the early re-establishment of British authority in North-Western 

India.” 
The rebels not only suffered from perpetual financial stringency’ but 

were also short of war equipment.” Major General Sir Owen Tudor Burne noted 

that the Oudh rebels had insufficient arms. They had 684 cannons, 186,177 

muskets, 561,321 swords, 50,311 spears and 638,683 minor weapons. A great 

proportion of the wounds were, in fact, inflicted by sabre.**° A talwar was surely 

no match against an Enfield rifle! Charles Ball claims that if the rebel army of 

Bengal had held “the Minie rifle in their hands, Delhi might still have belonged 

to the Moghals; and in the place of a wretched charpoy in a prison chamber, the 

descendant of Timur might even now be sitting upon the crystal throne in the 

palace of his ancestors.” 

In addition to the Enfield rifle? there was the telegraph — anothayy 

modern invention pitted against the rebels. According to Russell, “never since its 

discovery has the electric telegraph played so important and daring a role as it 

now does in India. Without it the Commander-in-Chief would lose the effect of 

half his force. It has served him better than his right arm.” 

Moreover, in the absence of a compact organization such a revolt could 

not succeed. The revolt were a motley crowd: dispossessed rooted artisans, 

impoverished peasants, disgruntled sepoys and fanatical priests, having different 

concepts of free India. The inchoate aspirations of the leaders were embodied in 

the Court of Administration and a system of government which was no more th 

a magnified village panchayat. (This was, after all, their only political heritage.) 

True, the socio-economic content of the new state was in the direction 0 

instituting peasant proprietorship.” But even if the rebels had succeeded, th 

new state, in spite of its elected Court of Administration, would have, in tim 

relapsed into the old monarchical system. This becomes almost certain when, 

recall that General Bakht Khan, the rebel leader of Delhi, had assumed the title 0 

“Lord Governor Bahadur, Controller of all Matters, Civil and Military.”°”” Thi 

interpretation is supported by the fact that the revolt was caused not by 

Anderson and Subedar, op. cit. 114. 

Metcalfe, op. cit., p. 21. 

See above, sec. V. 

Metcalfe, op. cit.. p. 214. 

Maj-Gen. Sir Owen Tudor Burne, Clyde and Stratlinairn, (1891), p. 55n. 

Ball, op. cit., vol. Il, p. 609. 

Russell. op. cit.. vol. Il, p. 224. 

See footnote 261. 
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revolutionary technological change in the means of production, necessitating a 
readjustment in the established social relationship and demanding a new system 

1 of government, but merely by the dissolution of the old social order without the 
| birth of a new one. 
| 

| VIL SOME EFFECTS 
Although the rebellion was suppressed within two years, its effects were 

long lasting and widespread. “There came over the British Government and it 
officers,” observes Sir John Strachey, “a flood of reactionary opinions 
Because the princes had rendered signal services by acting as the breakwaters to 
the storm, “to preserve them as a bulwark of the | mpire has ever since been a 
principle of British policy.” noted P. E. Roberts, an | nylish historian.” Queen 
Victoria’s proclamation, on becoming the Empress of India, read thus: “We 
hereby announce to the native princes of India that all treaties and engagements 
made with them by or under the authority of the Honourable East India ( ompany 
are by us accepted and will be scrupulously maintained and we look for like 
observance on their part... .We shall respect the rights. dignity and honour ot 
native princes as our own... °°! 

The revolt also led to an “alliance” between the Indian landlords. 
moneylenders and the British, who thought it would be difficult for them to rule 
permanently if they adopted policies “by which the better classes of the natives 
of Hindustan would remain alienated from us.°°! The Queen's proclamation 
stated therefore: “We know, and respect, the feeling of attachment with which the 
aatives of India regard the lands inherited by them from their ancestors, and we 
lesire to protect them in all rights connected therewith . . . . and in framing and 
idministering the law, due regarcd will be paid to the ancient rights, usage and 

~The Government of India suggested to London in 
customs of India.” 
November 1859, that “the maintenance of a landed aristocracy in India where jone existed, is an object of such importance that we may well afford to sacrifice 9 it something of a system which, while it has increased the independence and jrotected the rights of the cultivators of the soil, has led to the exhaustion or 
ecay of the old nobility.°*° It was in pursuance of this policy that two-thirds of ~ ne talukdars of Oudh, whom Canning had contemptuously described as “men 

Bundle 199, Fo. no, 25 (Persian), August 7. 1857. 
Strachey, op. cit., p. 380. 
P. E. Roberts, op. cit., Vol. Il, p. 388. 
Ramsay Muir, op. cit., p. 382. 
Gubbins, op. cit., p. 98. 
Muir, op. cit., pp. 382-83. 
Govt. of India to the Secretary of State for India. Quoted by Strachey, op. cit., p. 381. 
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was finally dropped because of the financial troubles which had been caused by ¥ 

the revolt.’ But this “alliance” between Indian landlords and British imperialists }) 

pushed India into an agrarian crisis whose effects have still to be fully wiped out. 7 

From the economic and political planes, the “alliance” extended its |, 

influence to the social and cultural planes. The policy of changing the “squares of ¥ 

obsolete tradition for the rounds of civilized enlightenment™” was abandoned. j 

“A nervous fear.” wrote Sir Henry Maine, “of altering native customs has, ever| 

since the terrible events of 1857, taken possession of Indian administrators.” 

The British in India began jealously to guard and preserve the social and} 

religious survivals against the demands of the progressive, rising middle class in 

respect of age of marriage, legislation against untouchability, divorce among }j 

Hindus, and the right of inheritance to Hindu women. i 

The army and the Muslims were regarded by the British as the chief) 

instigators of the revolt. They therefore received special attention. The Pee I 

Commission (1858) recommended the reduction of the native army, and nearly§ 

200.000 men, including some from the military police, were disbanded. Another¥ 

Army Commission which was appointed 21 years later drew two lessons from 

the revolt: First, of retaining in the country an “irresistible force of Britisl 

troops,” and secondly, “of keeping the attillery in the hands of Europeans.” Lord 

Canning, who was regarded in England as “pro-nigger,” and derided for hi 

“clemency,”*”! recommended that no European soldier should be allowed to stays 

The Muslims, too, felt the wrath of the British. They were accused by t 

latter of taking a leading part in the rebellion.°! “To teach these rascally 

Mussalmans a lesson,” the Nawabs of Jhajjar, Ballabhgarh, Furrukhnagar, af 

twenty-four shahzadas were hanged.”*°* Muslim property was either confiscated 

or destroyed. While Muslims were made to pay 35 per cent of their immovab 

property as punitive fine. Hindus were let off with only 10 per cent. After Dell 

8 Strachey. /bid.. pp. 381-82. 
Ibid., p. 382. 
Cunningham, op. cit., p. 10 

| Quoted by Asoka Mehta, op. cit., p. 74. 

°°" Tbid., pp. 71-73 

loc. cit 

Ibid.. p. 74. Gubbins wrote: “The British India Empire was before essentially founded 

opinion. It will hereafter have the secure basis of physical power. We relied before upon nl 

support of an army raised from our native subjects. Hereafter we shall trust more to 

bayonets of our countrymen” (op. cit, p. 436). 

Raikes remarked that “a Mohammedan was another word for a rebel” (op. citl., p- 175). 4 

see Ball, op. cit.. vol. Il, pp. 79, 92; Cave-Browne, op. cit., vol. II, p. 272; Innes, The Sepa 

Revolt, p. 8. 
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was re-conquered the Hindus were allowed to return within a few months, but the 
uslims could not, before 1859. C. F. Andrews observes in his Zukaullah of 
elhi that “decay immediately overtook the revival of learning in Delhi, from 

vhich it never recovered.”*°° 
The story was the same in other places and provinces 
The Muslims continued their struggle against the British if not openly 

then in daily antipathies. These took the form, collectively. of antagonism: to 
British culture and civilization, philosophy and education, everything British 
Phus in the post-rebellion period “while... -Hindus Anspired by the arts and 
ciences of Europe, were experiencing an intellectual and moral renaissance 
rote Sir Theodore Morrison, “the Muslims all over India were falling into a 
cate of material indigence and intellectual decay.” 

The result was that “the proportion of the (Muslim) race which a century 
z0 had the monopoly of government, has now fallen to less than one-twenty- 
tird of the whole administrative body. This, too, in the gazetted appointments, 
here the distribution of patronage is closely watched. In less conspicuous office 
itablishments....the exclusion of Musalmans is even more complete.’ By the 
ne they realised the cost of such an attitude, (in the writings of men like Sir 
ed Ahmad Khan), the Hindus had taken long strides in education and had 
itrenched themselves in government services and business—the only avenues 
yen to the educated classes. This uneven development of the two communities 
ised the Hindu-Moslem problem. It was later to distort India’s struggle for 
tional independence. Encouraged and exploited by the 
‘velopment eventually led to the creation of Pakistan. 

British territorial expansion in India practically ceased after the rebellion, 
d the era of imperialist consolidation..... set in. Sir John Seeley said that “about 

‘2 time of the Mutiny, annexation almost ceased and yet the quarter of the 
tury in which no conquests have been made has been the period of 
cowth in trade.”*° 
nt 370 

British, this 

a rapid 
, According to Asoka Mehta trade expanded by nearly 360 per 

This expansion was due to the opening up of interior markets by means 
a network of railways and roads, to capital investment. But “you cannot 
intain a net of railways over an immense country.” wrote Marx, “without 

“ijroducing all those industrial processes necessary to meet the immediate and 
rent wants of railway locomotion, and out of it there must grow branches of 
‘dustry not immediately connected with railways. (It) will ... dissolve ... the 

editary divisions of labour, upon which rest the Indian castes—those 
ediments to Indian progress and Indian power.””! Thus, England though 

Sir William Muir, /ndian Mutiny: NW. P Intelligence Records, (1902). vol. 1, p. 273. 
C.F. Andrews, Maulavi Zakaullah of Dethi, p. 38. 
Quoted by Mohammad Noman, Muslim India, ( 1942), p. 32. 
Sir W. W. Hunter, Our Indian Musalmans, (2nd ed.. 1872), p. 170. 
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“actuated only by the vilest interests,” became “the conscious tool of history” i 

bringing about “the greatest, and to speak the truth, the only social revolutio 

ever heard of in Asia.” But, observed Marx, “the Indians will not reap the frui 

of the new elements of society scattered among them by the British... till th 

Indians themselves shall have grown strong enough to throw off the English yok 

altogether.” It was on the realization of this truth that the Indians began thei 

organized struggle for independence in 1886. Sixty-one years later, on Augu: 

15, 1947, they won their freedom. 

(in: Rebellion 1857. A Symposium. Edited by P.C. Joshi. New Delhi 1957, pp. | 

70) F 

* *& * & * 

Marx, op. cit., p. 65. 373. 

8 Ibid., p. 25. 
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