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A NOTE ON SPELLING AND 
COLONIAL SOURCES

Colonial spelling was often inconsistent and the same Indian name might thus appear in different variations in the archive and in official records. While I recognise the colonial connotations of nineteenth- and twentieth-century transliteration, I have retained the original spelling in quotes to avoid confusion and to stay as close to the primary material as possible. It should nevertheless be kept in mind that ascribed caste and religious identities were shaped by colonial taxonomies and as a result often over-simplified if not actually misleading.
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AMRITSAR 1919–2019

Jallianwala Bagh, Amritsar, 13 April 1919

Inside an open space, surrounded by buildings and a crumbling brick wall, a large Indian crowd of thousands has gathered around a Sikh man, who is addressing his audience from a platform. There is a small dilapidated temple within the square, as well as a few trees, and behind the rooftops the unmistakable onion-domes of a mosque can be discerned. People are mostly dressed in varying shades of white, yet the colourful turbans of the bearded men provide a stark contrast to the drab grey houses behind them. Close around the speaker, the audience is sitting down, while, on the outskirts of the crowd, people are standing or moving about and a vendor is busy peddling his wares carried on a pole across his shoulder. From the balconies of nearby houses people are watching, and a handful of boys are playing in the background. The air is filled with the low murmur of a large crowd, but the earnest words of the speaker resonate with clarity within the square:

England is so powerful – its army and its navy, all its modern weapons – but when a great power like that strikes defenceless people it shows its brutality, its own weakness. That is why the Mahatma begs us to take the course of non-violence.

Elsewhere in the city, an armoured car emerges from a gate, followed by a military vehicle with two British officers in pith helmets and fifty Indian troops with rifles making up the rear. The vehicles and uniforms are all in the same khaki colours, and the slouch hats and pointed turbans of the troops reveal them to be Gurkhas and Baluchis. The rumble of the engines merges with the rhythmic sound of the soldiers trotting behind the cars as the column winds its way through the narrow streets of Amritsar. The commanding officer, the broom-moustachioed General Dyer, is sitting motionless in the car, looking straight ahead, as they drive past local residents, who stop what they are doing and stare at the procession. With unerring precision, the column continues further into the city. Outside the park where the meeting is taking place, the armoured car grinds to a halt as the alley is too narrow. With great agility, General Dyer jumps down and orders the car to back away, signalling for the troops to follow him. He marches through the entrance with great determination, his horsewhip under the arm.

The speaker is still busy exhorting the crowd: ‘If we riot, if we fight back, we become the vandals and they become the law! If we bear their blows, they are the vandals – God and his law are on our—’ The hoarse yell of orders being given, and the staccato sound of marching feet as the soldiers spill through the entrance and line up on both sides, brings the speaker to a sudden halt. Here and there, people in the crowd turn around to see what this interruption is, more curious than frightened. General Dyer is standing at ease, right in the middle with his troops to the right and left, surveying the crowd before him with a cold, unmoving, expression. More people have noticed the sudden arrival of the soldiers, and some stand up to get a better view. In place of the speech, the open space now echoes with the order to fix bayonets. The murmur of the crowd grows louder as fear grips the thousands gathered. As the first row of soldiers assumes a kneeling position, more people are getting up, visibly worried.

The speaker, with less certainty than before, continues: ‘We must have the courage to take their anger—’ General Dyer gives an order to the Havildar-Major, and the double-line of troops lift their rifles to take aim with one synchronised movement. By now the crowd is growing more restless and a crying baby can be heard amidst the yelling of people and the clattering of the guns. Everyone in the crowd is standing, facing the line of rifles and bayonets trained squarely at them. Dyer’s ADC, sweating and slightly nervous, asks his superior: ‘Should we issue a warning, Sir?’ With a stern sidelong glance at his subaltern, the General replies stiffly: ‘They’ve had their warning. No meetings.’ A ripple of panic spreads among the crowd, no more than a hundred feet away, as people desperately begin to push back. General Dyer barks the order: ‘Fire!’

All fifty troops fire at the same time, and the sharp report of the volley reverberates between the walls of the surrounding buildings. Shrill screams can be heard over the report of the rifles, and, as people are hit and tumble over in the dust, the crowd scatter in a chaotic stampede. As those at the front receive the brunt of the firing, and fall by the dozen, the great mass of people surge backwards and to the sides. The erratic firing continues as people run and are felled by shots, including mothers with their babies. As the troops methodically fire and load their Lee-Enfield rifles, the General calmly walks behind his men, his eyes fixed on the slaughter before him. In the chaos of the panicking crowd, the bodies are beginning to pile up. Dyer reminds his men to take their time, and as they repeat the same motions, shooting and loading, over and over, the spent cartridges fall to the ground with a chinking sound.

The open ground is now enveloped in a cloud of dust, and amidst the chaos of the dead and the dying, some are trying to carry the wounded to safety. A group of women reach an exit but find it locked by a gate with iron bars and scream in fear as those behind continue pushing. Keeping a sharp lookout, the General notices that some men are trying to scale the wall on the left and he promptly directs the fire towards them, shouting to make himself heard above the din. As the troops swing their rifles towards the wall, people are shot in the back and fall down on top of others. As the firing continues, and with the exits blocked, people are running around aimlessly, some even jumping into a large open well. As Dyer keeps watching, his face devoid of any trace of emotion, more people jump into the well to escape the bullets. Meanwhile the troops keep shooting and loading, shooting and loading, the piles of cartridges growing at their feet. The ground is littered with dead bodies, and a small girl is crying next to the bloodied corpse of her mother.

The Hunter Committee, Lahore, 19 November 1919

General Dyer is sitting under a Union Jack hung on the wall, in a large courtroom, facing a panel of Commissioners: Lord Hunter, Mr Justice Rankin, General Barrow, a British civil servant, and an Indian barrister. Behind Dyer, who looks somewhat detached, there is a small audience of British officers.

Sitting behind the long table filled with legal documents, Justice Rankin asks the first question:

‘General Dyer, is it correct that you ordered your troops to fire at the thickest part of the crowd?’

General Dyer stares woodenly at the panel, confirming with just the slightest nod of his head: ‘That is so.’

Slightly taken aback by the attitude of the man before him, the mild-mannered Rankin rubs his hands and reads out from his notes: ‘One thousand five hundred and sixteen casualties with one thousand six hundred and fifty bullets?’

Not missing a beat, General Dyer replies with conviction: ‘My intention was to inflict a lesson that would have an impact throughout all India.’ A small murmur arises from the officers behind the General, who nod in approval. Rankin looks at Dyer with a degree of disbelief, but the General’s expression reveals no emotion whatsoever.

The Indian barrister asks the next question: ‘General, had you been able to take in the armoured car, would you have opened fire with the machine gun?’

After a slight pause, Dyer responds, barely moving his mouth as he speaks: ‘I think, probably – yes.’ The barrister stares at the General for a moment, then simply lowers his eyes.

For the first time, the presiding judge, Hunter, now addresses Dyer: ‘General, did you realize there were children – and women – in the crowd?’

‘I did,’ Dyer responds, without a hint of regret.

Rankin intercedes: ‘But that was irrelevant to the point you were making?’

Dyer seems almost pleased that someone understood his reasoning: ‘That is correct.’

There is an awkward silence before Rankin picks up the questioning once more: ‘Could I ask you what provisions you made for the wounded?’

Clearly stumped, Dyer replies after a moment: ‘I was ready to help any who applied.’

Baffled by what he was hearing, Rankin asks rhetorically: ‘General . . . how does a child shot with a .303 Lee-Enfield apply for help?’

For the first time, Dyer seems uncertain of himself.

This was how director Richard Attenborough reimagined the Amritsar Massacre and the subsequent Hunter Committee inquiry in the Oscar-winning movie Gandhi from 1982.1 This is also how many people today think of what was arguably the bloodiest massacre in the history of the British Empire. While there is an abundance of visual material informing our understanding of key aspects of the history of British India – the viscerally bleak photographs from both 1857 or 1947, for instance – there are no contemporary images of the violence at Amritsar on 13 April 1919. The photographs taken of the Jallianwala Bagh shortly after the massacre show only an empty space.2 It has thus been left largely for Attenborough’s movie to fill in the canvas of the popular imagination and provide the visual repertoire through which today we approach the events of 13 April 1919.

The brutality of the massacre is captured on screen by the deft deployment of what have since become iconic motifs: the relentless methodical firing, the empty cartridges piling up at the soldiers’ feet, the fleeing women trapped and crushed against an iron gate, people jumping into the well or a child sitting crying next to its dead parent. Many of these images, it may be noted, were clearly inspired by the famous ‘Odessa Steps’ sequence in Eisenstein’s film Battleship Potemkin from 1925.3 Since the release of Gandhi, however, a spate of popular Indian movies, including Shaheed Udham Singh (2000), The Legend of Bhagat Singh (2002) and Rang di Basanti (2006), have again drawn from, if not outright copied, these key scenes from Attenborough.4 Most memorable, however, is Edward Fox’s portrayal of General Dyer as a callously brutal and stiff-upper-lipped caricature of the quintessential colonial officer.

Presented without any real context in the movie, the Amritsar Massacre functions simply as a grim vignette to illustrate the power of Gandhi’s message of non-violence. The speaker at Jallianwala Bagh is giving voice to the doctrine of Satyagraha, or soul-force, when he is silenced, quite literally, by British bullets. The massacre is thus depicted as the inevitable result of the clash between Gandhi’s righteous struggle and the oppression of colonial rule – or, to use Niall Ferguson’s awkward analogy, the clash between soul-force and fist-force. Yet the violence unleashed on the unarmed men, women and children at Amritsar is entirely embodied by Edward Fox’s Dyer: a man seemingly incapable of emotions, who appears as nothing so much as an automaton.

Concluding the depiction of the massacre with the scene from the Hunter Committee inquiry, in which Dyer is effectively put on trial, the movie thus presents the massacre as an aberration and one which the British Government ultimately disavowed. The visible discomfort of Justice Rankin, as he questions the irascible General, is also the discomfort of the audience, and is meant to remind us of the essentially benevolent and humane side of British rule in India. Like the members of the Hunter Committee, as depicted in the movie, we as an audience can only listen to Dyer’s response with a mix of shock and disbelief. The General’s clipped answers to the questions of the panel cannot be recognised as providing a reasonable explanation, let alone justification, for his actions. What happened at Jallianwala Bagh defies logic and thus eludes attempts to make sense of it. The Amritsar Massacre is reduced to a pure symbol of colonial violence.
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Today, the events of 13 April 1919 are known simply as an iconic example of brutality within the British Empire – often mentioned alongside the Irish Famine, the concentration camps of the South African War, the Bengal Famine or the suppression of the Mau Mau. Similarly to Sharpeville or Bloody Sunday, Jallianwala Bagh has thus become a mere byword for colonial violence, usually encapsulated by formulaic reference to the 379 civilians supposedly killed by the 1650 bullets fired by the colonial troops over the duration of 10 minutes.5 Even those who wax lyrically and nostalgically about the Empire will concede that the Amritsar Massacre was an unfortunate tragedy and a stain on the record of British rule in India. They do so, however, only to insist that it was an anomaly which in no way reflected on the character of the Empire as, essentially, a force for good in the world. Whether the massacre is regarded as a shameful crime, or as an exception to the rule, it is seen essentially as a discrete event and as little more than an item on the so-called ‘balance-sheet’ of empire. Understanding what happened, and appreciating the structural dynamics of the event itself, thus becomes largely immaterial.

In recent decades, much of the debate surrounding the Amritsar Massacre has focused on calls for a formal British apology. When Queen Elizabeth visited the Jallianwala Bagh in 1997, followed by Prime Minister David Cameron in 2013, an actual apology was on both occasions studiously avoided. In December 2017, however, the Mayor of London, Sadiq Khan, urged the British Government to make such a gesture during a visit to Amritsar: ‘I am clear that the Government should now apologise, especially as we reach the centenary of the massacre. This is about properly acknowledging what happened here and giving the people of Amritsar and India the closure they need through a formal apology.’6 What exactly ‘happened here’, however, is again not so clear. The issue has remained in the public limelight, largely due to the tireless efforts of Indian politician and author Shashi Tharoor, whose best-selling book Inglorious Empire: What the British Did to India seeks to expose the iniquities of the Raj. Tharoor has repeatedly emphasised the significance of the Amritsar Massacre as the linchpin of a British apology, including at this public talk in late December 2017:

Brigadier-General Reginal Dyer was sent to Punjab. He got to Amritsar and discovered there was a gathering, and he was told that large numbers, thousands of people, [were] in a walled garden, Jallianwala Bagh. He didn’t bother to find out why they were there. They were there to celebrate Baisakhi, the Punjabi spring festival. They were totally unarmed, and for the most part women and children and families, it was almost like a picnic. Yes, some of the people who were addressing them may have been saying anti-British things, but no-one was there to conduct a rebellion or raise weapons or launch violence. As soon as he shows up, Dyer, he doesn’t ask why they are there, he doesn’t order them to disperse. He doesn’t even fire a warning-shot in the air. He just orders his soldiers to take up positions at the only entrance and exit to the Bagh, one gate, and opens fire on the defenceless, screaming, helpless, men, women and children. Later he boasted that not one bullet was wasted. They fired 1650 rounds, every bullet hit someone. About 1300 people were killed, several hundred more were injured, of course many were injured in the stampede as well [. . .] After all of this, of course there is a nation-wide outcry. A commission [of] inquiry is set up that largely whitewashes Dyer, the British House of Commons censures him, the House of Lords exonerates him and passes a resolution praising his decisive action, and the British conduct a collection for Dyer, which amounts to the princely sum of a quarter of a million pound[s] sterling presented to him with a bejewelled sword, and that flatulent voice of Victorian imperialism, Rudyard Kipling, hails him as the man who saved India. So the whole thing [. . .] the cruelty of the massacre itself, the racism and indifference to Indian suffering that accompanied and followed it, and then the racist self-castification [sic] at the end, all of this put together, makes Jallianwala Bagh the single worst atrocity of the Raj and thereby fit to be the symbol of everything that was wrong at the worst of British imperialism. So if on that occasion, at least on the centenary of that occasion, a British official could come and apologize, I think it would send a fantastic message that would cleanse Britain of that original sin.7

This account of the Amritsar Massacre, it may be noted, is completely inaccurate and so it seems that, even for those to whom it matters deeply, the historicity of the event remains elusive, if not outright irrelevant. This is more than just an academic quibble: when the facts cease to matter, the very grounds upon which historical claims are made, or restitution demanded, are critically undermined.

This ahistorical conceptualisation of the massacre is by no means restricted to the public sphere or popular debates. For instance, in one of the recent scholarly interventions in global history, A World Connecting, Charles S. Maier simply lists the massacre among the litany of European colonial conflicts of the early twentieth century, describing how ‘General Reginald Dyer famously emptied his machine guns against assembled Indians at Amritsar in 1919.’8 The fact that Dyer used neither machine guns nor all his ammunition is yet again an indication of the extent to which the Amritsar Massacre is referenced – not because of what happened, but rather because of what the event is taken to represent in the most abstract sense. While the Amritsar Massacre may be one of the best-known items on the imperial butcher’s bill, it remains poorly understood. The invocation of the massacre, merely as short-hand for colonial brutality, brings to mind Jordanna Bailkin’s poignant observation that ‘there is nothing more banal about colonial projects than their violence’. Making sense of colonial violence, however, is a different matter and in this book I seek to understand its forms and functions ‘rather than’, to use Bailkin’s words, ‘simply taking it for granted’.9
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Credited as the event that galvanised the first major anti-colonial nationalist movement, and inexorably set Indian nationalists, including Gandhi, on the path towards independence, the Amritsar Massacre is usually understood in an exclusively teleological fashion.10 As indicated by the title of Alfred Draper’s popular account, The Massacre That Ended the Raj, the events at Jallianwala Bagh are commonly seen to mark the beginning of the historical process that came to its conclusion with Indian independence in 1947.11 Assumed to have been the direct result of the global changes brought about by the First World War, the massacre thus provides the starting point in studies of decolonisation that focus exclusively on the twentieth century and privilege change over continuity. In his renowned work on the ‘Wilsonian Moment’, for instance, Erez Manela includes a chapter titled ‘From Paris to Amritsar’, implying a more or less direct link between the 1919 Peace Conference and the events at Jallianwala Bagh – a connection that is never substantiated, and which is in fact unsustainable.12 In such accounts, the causes behind the massacre are identified exclusively in terms of short-term factors unique to the post-1918 world as a particular historical moment and shaped largely by events outside British India and therefore, ultimately, external to the dynamics of colonial rule.13

The nature of colonial violence of the twentieth century, however, was not simply a function of, nor coterminous with, imperial decline after 1918 as Britain and other European powers sought to hold on to their empires by all means possible. Rather than being the beginning of the end, I suggest that the violence of the Amritsar Massacre might better be understood as the final stage of a much longer process. It was in fact the enduring memories of the ‘Mutiny’ that shaped the British understanding of and response to Indian nationalist protests at the beginning of the twentieth century. The story of Jallianwala Bagh is accordingly also the story of a particular colonial mindset haunted by the spectre of the ‘Mutiny’. In this book I have sought to show the interplay between a colonial mentality rooted in the nineteenth century and the contingencies of the unrest in 1919 – an awareness of, and attention to, the varying temporalities at play within a single event that I have elsewhere referred to as ‘thick periodization’.14

The approach I have taken in this book might perhaps be described as a microhistory of a global event. I have set out to write a history that does not assume that Indian independence would take place two decades later or that, a century on, it would still be remembered with bitterness as a lasting symbol of British oppression. Whereas most studies of the Amritsar Massacre focus on its aftermath – its political impact and the public debates and legal issues it raised, that is, the massacre as a historical watershed – I focus narrowly, and unapologetically, on how events unfolded at Amritsar during April 1919. In doing so I have sought to uncover the local dynamics of escalation, which reached their violent climax at Jallianwala Bagh, through the different experiences of a range of individuals, British and Indian, men and women. Drawing on a range of material from diaries, letters and court testimonies to produce an intimate account of colonial crisis, my aim has been to shed new light on a well-known story from multiple perspectives. I have furthermore sought to foreground the urban setting and sense of space within which the dramatic events took place, and the book is to some extent also a portrait of the city of Amritsar in 1919.

One of the methodological obstacles of writing about the Amritsar Massacre is that so much of the primary material was written after the event, and after the event had become a contentious issue. The reports and evidence produced in 1919–20 by the Disorders Inquiry Committee (Hunter Committee) and the parallel investigation conducted by the Congress Punjab Inquiry still remain the key sources. Although I have made extensive use of this well-known material, I have tried to avoid simply replicating the line of questioning, and political concerns at the time, which shaped so much of the testimony. The Hunter Committee only ever heard testimony from British officials or Indians who held offices in the colonial administration, or who were otherwise allied to the Government. Anyone looking for recognition or even acknowledgement of the Indian experience and suffering in the thousands of pages produced by the Hunter Committee will look in vain. The Congress Punjab Inquiry report and evidence, on the other hand, was based exclusively on interviews with local residents and ordinary Indians, none of whom held official positions. The result is, accordingly, two incompatible accounts of what could, to all intents and purposes, be completely different events. I have as a result relied on the testimonies and statements rather than the judgements of these the two reports – the findings of both the Hunter Committee and the Congress Punjab Inquiry were historical artefacts in their own right, rather than objective assessments upon which the historian can rely.

I have furthermore made use of the much less-known trial records produced under martial law during the aftermath of the massacre, which obviously have to be used with great care and the usual caveats concerning issues of translation and the power dynamics inherent to the colonial archive must be kept in mind.15 I have tried to be as sensitive as possible in representing Indian voices, and not merely to replicate colonial stereotypes, yet it should be obvious that we are always confined by the evidence that has survived.
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Though factually accurate, the conventional account of the massacre, powerfully depicted in Attenborough’s film, is in fact analytically misleading and gives no clue as to the motivation behind Dyer’s actions beyond a vague impression of the colonial mindset or the personal idiosyncrasies of the stone-faced general. Colonial violence is in this view, as I have suggested, simply taken for granted and as such requires no explanation. Yet we cannot locate the causes of violence simply in the circumstances of its enactment, and merely describing the sequence of events leaves the erroneous impression that the Amritsar Massacre was simply a response to the threat posed by Gandhi and the Indian nationalist movement.

In George Orwell’s short story ‘Shooting an Elephant’, the colonial officer narrator at one point makes the poignant observation that ‘A white man mustn’t be frightened in front of “natives”; and so, in general, he isn’t frightened.’16 When called upon to explain his actions at Jallianwala Bagh, General Dyer invoked a similar concern of losing face and explicitly stated that he was afraid of being outnumbered and overrun. From the distance of a century, it is virtually impossible to reconcile the violent spectacle of the Amritsar Massacre with claims of British fears and anxieties. And yet I find Dyer’s admission to be crucially important if we are to understand how violence worked, or was thought to work, at Amritsar and within a colonial context more broadly. The real challenge facing historians is, accordingly, to navigate the dichotomy between what Michael G. Vann has described as the contradiction of ‘white power and white vulnerability’.17

In seeking to avoid what Marshall Sahlins refers to as ‘the ethnographic cardinal sin of ignoring what the people found important’, we must therefore follow Ann Stoler’s example and read the Amritsar Massacre ‘along the archival grain’.18 This entails trying to reconstruct events not simply as they happened objectively, but as they were experienced at the time – and as they were experienced differently by different people. This does not mean that we validate their worldview or justify their actions: it is, I insist, possible to both describe, analyse and make sense of historical occurrences of violence without either condoning or condemning them. ‘It is so easy to denounce,’ the eminent historian Marc Bloch noted. ‘We are never sufficiently understanding.’19 It is indeed easy to simply disavow acts of horrific violence and brand their perpetrators as evil, yet we cannot confine ourselves to explaining only that which we recognise as rational or with which we might sympathise. It is the things that we cannot easily understand that need to be understood the most – however discomforting. This applies to the massacre at Jallianwala Bagh as much as it does to the brutal attacks on Europeans by Indian rioters a few days before. To explain is not to justify and I do not believe that we can afford to be squeamish if we truly want to address the enduring legacies of the Empire and of imperialism that are still with us today.

My particular take on the events of the Amritsar Massacre will not appeal to everyone, and for those who prefer their Raj nostalgia or Indian nationalist mythology to go unchallenged there are literally dozens of books that will provide reassuring and politically edifying narratives. This book is not that.
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1.  The Punjab, showing offences committed between 10 April and 1 May 1919.
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2.  Amritsar City.
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3.  The area around the two railway bridges, the site of the shooting on 10 April 1919.
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4.  Ground plan of Jallianwala Bagh.



PROLOGUE
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SHADOWS OF THE MUTINY

‘When an Indian goes bad, he goes not only very bad, but very queer.’

‘I don’t follow.’

‘How should you? When you think of crime you think of English crime. The psychology here is different. I dare say you’ll tell me next that he was quite normal when he came down from the hill to greet you. No reason he should not be. Read any of the Mutiny records; which, rather than the Bhagavad Gita, should be your bible in this country.’

E.M. Forster, A Passage to India (1924)1

In Forster’s classic novel exploring the relationship between rulers and ruled in British India, a Muslim, Dr Aziz, is accused of assaulting Adela Quested, a young Englishwoman. News of the alleged assault, which occurred during a misconceived picnic to the fabled Marabar caves, throws the local Anglo-Indian community into a state of frenzied panic. Only Aziz’s friend, the progressive schoolmaster, Cyril Fielding, keeps his calm and intercedes on the doctor’s behalf in a tense exchange with Mr McBryde, the District Superintendent of Police. Born on the subcontinent, McBryde is the ‘old India hand’ par excellence and he mocks Fielding’s attempt at applying conventional logic to comprehend the actions of Dr Aziz. Not only can Indians ‘go bad’, like some kind of rabid pet, we are given to understand, but they are also perfectly capable of deceitfully hiding their true intentions and emotional state of mind. It is, however, the final sentence of McBryde’s patronising admonition that stands out: described as the ‘most reflective and best educated’ of the local officials of Forster’s fictional town of Chandrapore, McBryde argues that the best guide for a European to understand the local population, and by extension to rule effectively, is the ‘Mutiny records’, or the colonial accounts of the Indian Uprising of 1857. Rather than any deeper cultural knowledge, for which the classic text of Hinduism, the Bhagavad Ghita, is invoked as a somewhat naïve short-hand, the lessons of the ‘Mutiny’ serve as the British bible in ruling India – even by the second decade of the twentieth century.

The reference to the ‘Mutiny records’ would have been clear to Forster’s readers at the time – the young Rudyard Kipling had written an entire story about a bundle of such files, and innumerable history books, novels, paintings, historical sites and memorials served as constant reminder of the event itself.2 In May 1857, sepoys, or Indian soldiers in the service of the East India Company, had rebelled over fears that Christianity was being duplicitously forced upon them and their social and professional status undermined.3 British rule was only ever as strong as the support of its local allies and once the sepoys turned against their erstwhile masters the authority of the colonial state soon collapsed. During the summer of 1857, the uprising continued to spread as new, localised conflicts erupted; popular rebellion grew out of a long-standing climate of dissatisfaction, but assumed different regional characteristics, and was by no means universal across northern India. Some dispossessed rulers and landowners seized the opportunity to regain lost wealth and status, while others engaged in long-standing feuds over land and political power.4 What set the events of 1857 apart from the numerous smaller uprisings that had regularly taken place during the previous half century was the impetus provided by the sepoys’ mutiny. The sepoys of the Bengal Army constituted a uniquely coherent group, cutting across religious and social divides, and as such they added a sense of unity to the outbreak that did not exist elsewhere in India. It was only by mobilising new Sikh and Muslim recruits from Punjab that the British managed to launch a counter-offensive and begin the slow work of re-establishing colonial control.

The complex religious, political and socioeconomic causes behind the military mutinies and popular rebellions of northern India in 1857–8, were, however, largely lost on the British. Instead a narrative emerged which was part tragedy and part revenge-tale – with the rebels cast as bloodthirsty savages, driven by superstition and primitive passions.5 Secret conspirators were believed to have manipulated the gullible masses, stirring up animosity against the British by spreading false rumours.6 This narrative conveniently avoided the question of whether there were any genuine grievances that fuelled revolt. The insidious nature of the conspiracy was further exacerbated by the alleged peculiarities of the ‘Oriental’ character. As one missionary described it:

Throughout the ages the Asiatic has been noted for his duplicity, cunning, hypocrisy, treachery; and coupled with this [. . .] his capacity of secrecy and concealment. But in vain will the annals even of Asia be ransacked for examples of artful, refined, consummate duplicity, surpassing those which have been exhibited throughout the recent mutinies. In almost every instance, the sepoys succeeded in concealing their long-concocted and deep-laid murderous designs from the most vigilant officers to the very last.7

The uprising was characterised by the desperate brutality common to colonial conflicts or slave revolts, and at places such as Meerut, Delhi and, most infamously, Cawnpore, European men, women and children were massacred by the Indian rebels. Following the outbreak at Meerut, for instance, one eyewitness described how a search party arrived at a bungalow where a British officer had been attacked along with his children:

[They] found him lying about forty yards in front of his dwelling, with his body ripped open and his head cut off; and one of his children, a girl aged six years and a half, lying dead a few yards from him. In the house, two children were found alive; one, Eliza, aged nine years and ten days, had her arms hacked off the shoulders, and left hanging only by the skin, besides having both of her cheeks cut off so that no fluid could be retained in the mouth; the other, a boy upwards of five years of age, had a part of his ear cut off, besides being otherwise severely wounded. These two children were conveyed in a litter to the artillery hospital, where the girl died the next day.8

Where white women had been killed, it was simply assumed that they had first been sexually assaulted and this, more than anything else, spurred outrage among British men involved in suppressing the revolt.9 John Nicholson, one of the colonial heroes forged in the crucible of the ‘Mutiny’, at one point wrote to his superiors, proposing a bill ‘for the flaying alive, impalement, or burning of the murderers of the women and children at Delhi’. ‘The idea of simply hanging the perpetrators of such atrocities is maddening,’ Nicholson wrote. ‘I wish that I were in that part of the world, that if necessary I might take the law into my own hands.’10 While there were plenty of opportunities for colonial officers such as Nicholson to vent their indiscriminate fury on the local population with fanciful methods of punishment, the British authorities increasingly took recourse to formalised and spectacular executions during 1857.

Following what had originally been a Mughal practice, captured sepoys and rebels were strapped to the mouth of cannon loaded just with gunpowder and literally blown to pieces in front of crowds of local spectators forced to watch the execution.11 The sepoy regiments forced to watch the executions were deliberately positioned as near to the guns as possible, and the prisoners had ‘their intestines blown into the faces of their former comrades who stood watching the scene’. Often the executions went terribly wrong, turning the carefully choreographed ceremony into the sort of grim farce described by one medical officer:

One wretched fellow slipped from the rope by which he was tied to the guns just before the explosion, and his arm was nearly set on fire. Whilst hanging in his agony under the gun, a sergeant applied a pistol to his head, and three times the cap snapped, the man each time wincing from the expected shot. At last a rifle was fired into the bottom of his head, and the blood poured out of the nose and mouth like water from a briskly handled pump. This was the most horrible sight of all. I have seen death in all its forms, but never anything to equal this man’s end.12

This punishment was quite deliberately aimed at the religious beliefs of Indians, since the physical destruction of the body would make the final rites of both Hindus and Muslims impossible. It was, in the words of one British eyewitness, ‘the only form in which death has any terrors for a native’.13 In the semi-official history of the uprising, John W. Kaye described the efficacy of these executions:

To our newly-raised levies and to the curious on-lookers from the country, the whole spectacle was a marvel and a mystery. It was a wonderful display of moral force, and it made a deep and abiding impression . . . Among the rude people of the border the audacity thus displayed by the English in the face of pressing danger excited boundless admiration. They had no longer any misgivings with respect to the superiority of a race that could do such great things, calmly and coolly, and with all the formality of an inspection parade.14

The spectacle of the execution by cannon was thus regarded as the ultimate tool of exemplary deterrence. It was, however, by no means the only type of violence deployed during the bitter struggle of the uprising. After a regiment of sepoys killed their officers and deserted in July 1857, the Deputy Commissioner of Amritsar, Frederick Cooper, pursued them at the head of Sikh levies to the banks of the Ravi River. Trapped on an island, the fugitives were either driven into the water, where they drowned, or were later executed by firing squad – more than 200 alone were killed in this manner, and some were dragged kicking and screaming to the edge of the well where their bodies were dumped. When Cooper later described his massacre of the fugitive sepoys in his memoirs, he did so with an unmistakable sense of achievement:

[A] single Anglo-Saxon, supported by a section of Asiatics, undertaking so tremendous a responsibility, and coldly presiding over so memorable an execution, without the excitement of battle, or a sense of individual injury, to imbue the proceedings with the faintest hue of vindictiveness. The Governors of Punjab are of the true English stamp and mould, and knew that England expected every man to do his duty, and that duty done, thanks them warmly for doing it. The crime was mutiny, and had there even been no murders to darken the memory of these men, the law was exact. The punishment was death.15

Cooper here presented an explicitly racialised portrayal of the embattled colonial officer carrying out his horrible duty in a dispassionate manner and without ever losing his head. This was the proverbial ‘stiff upper lip’ at its most colonial and most brutal. And where British officers failed to live up to the ideal, and their excesses proved too difficult to explain away, they were still not held morally accountable. One British officer, Major James Brind, whose brother had recently been killed, took a brutal revenge at the fall of Delhi, where he personally oversaw the massacre of as many as 200 local residents. Those who were not bayoneted on the spot were forced to clean the latrines in the British camp before also being executed. Even from the distance of several years, Kaye still found it possible to defend Brind’s actions:

There was not a kinder-hearted, as there was not a braver man in the Delhi army than James Brind; but he was a man of an excitable temperament, and he had been working day and night in the batteries, under a fierce sun, seldom or never sleeping all the time. And he had ever before him the memory of the fact that his brother had been killed at Sealkote by the treacherous connivance of his own servants.16

While the violence of Indians was perceived as innate and treacherous, British brutality could be explained and even justified with reference to the climate, physical exhaustion and, ultimately, the savagery ascribed to their Indian victims.

Not everyone, however, believed the relentless slaughter reflected well on British rule in India. The Times correspondent William Howard Russell was scathing in his reports, exposing the combination of fear and vengefulness that characterised the attitudes of many of his compatriots:

I have no sympathy with those who gloat over their death, and who in the press and elsewhere, fly into ecstasies of delight at the records of each act of necessary justice, and glory in the exhibition of a spirit as sanguinary and inhuman as that which prompted murderers, assassins, and mutilators to the commission of the crimes for which they have met their doom. The utterers of those sentiments have been so terribly frightened that they never can forgive those or the race of those who inflicted such terrible shocks to their nervous system. They see no safety, no absolute means of prevention to the recurrence of such alarms but in the annihilation of every Sepoy who mutinied, or who was likely to have done so if he could.17

Unfortunately, such critical voices had little impact on either official policies or public opinion, mainly because violence and spectacular displays of brute force were commonly believed to be the most effective means of preserving British control in India. Back in the imperial metropole, Lord Stanley expressed this sentiment in no uncertain terms during a speech in the House of Commons: ‘Only by great exertions – by the employment of force, by making striking examples, and inspiring terror, could Sir J. Lawrence save the Punjab; and if the Punjab had been lost the whole of India would for the time have been lost with it.’18 British rule in India, in other words, was sustained by the application of exemplary violence, and this became one of the founding narratives of the colonial state in India after 1857. ‘The Punjab authorities adhered to the policy of overawing, by a prompt and stern initiative,’ as Cooper put it after the ‘Mutiny’, adding that this was ‘the only way to strike terror into its semi-barbarous people’.19
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As the uprising was eventually put down, power was transferred from the East India Company to the British Crown, heralding what many expected to be a new era of order and tranquillity. But memories of the ‘Mutiny’ died hard, and 1857 was not to be the last time that British rule in India was so demonstratively maintained by the sword rather than the pen.

Years later, when Punjab was again shaken by unrest, a British officer responded by inflicting an indiscriminate and brutal punishment. Fearing that the disturbance might escalate and turn into a second ‘Mutiny’, he singlehandedly decided to teach the so-called ‘rebels’ a lesson. Called upon to justify his actions, the officer claimed that, effectively echoing Cooper, ‘A rebellion, which might have attained large dimensions, was nipped in the bud, and a terrible and prompt punishment was in my opinion absolutely necessary to prevent the recurrence of a similar rising.’ As tradition dictated, the British authorities in Punjab supported the man on the spot, who was allowed considerable personal discretion in dealing with such emergencies. As soon as details of the incident reached the press and the wider public, however, a heated debate erupted both in India and in Britain. Recent events had changed the way people in Britain perceived such brutality within the Empire and many were no longer prepared to accept oppression on this scale the way they had just a decade earlier. The affair became a cause for national embarrassment, and it was hotly debated in London and throughout the imperial metropole. The officer responsible was eventually removed from his post, but there was substantial support for his actions among the Anglo-Indian community and a public collection of funds was later organised for his benefit.

This brief outline of events refers to the suppression in 1872 of what became known officially as the Kuka outbreak.20 Following an attack on the small Muslim principality of Malerkotla in Punjab by so-called Kuka Sikhs, Deputy Commissioner J.L. Cowan summarily executed sixty-eight prisoners by blowing them from guns. The Kukas, formally known as Namdharis, were a revivalist sect within Sikhism who became known during the early 1870s for a series of murderous attacks on Muslims in Punjab.21 After the failed raid on two small towns, Malodh and Malerkotla, the surviving members of a Kuka gang, many of whom were wounded, were captured in mid-January 1872.22 The attacks had been desperate undertakings by a motley group of impoverished men; they had no clear plan or strategy and they were certainly not part of a bigger conspiracy or the vanguard of a Kuka rising. Yet, amid rumours that Kukas were gathering in the thousands for renewed attacks, Cowan hastened to Malerkotla to deal with the captives.23 It soon turned out that initial reports of the attacks had been hugely exaggerated, but Cowan nevertheless proposed to execute the prisoners immediately: ‘they are open rebels, offering contumacious resistance to constituted authority, and, to prevent the spreading of the disease, it is absolutely necessary that repressive measures should be prompt and stern [. . .] this incipient insurrection must be stamped out at once’.24 Cowan went ahead with the mass execution and, when he was joined on the following day by his superior, Commissioner and Superintendent T.D. Forsyth, the remaining prisoners were also put to death as well.25

Occurring just fifteen years after the ‘Mutiny’, the British response to the Kuka Outbreak was very much shaped by the memory of 1857. Faced with what he perceived to be ‘an open rebellion’, Cowan had simply followed the example provided by the ‘Mutiny’ – and the link between the two events was further established by his description of the Kukas as ‘rebels’ and through the manner in which he punished them.26 In fact, Forsyth claimed that Cowan’s chosen mode of execution was ‘a proceeding warranted by former precedents when large numbers of rebels were thus disposed of in 1857’.27 Although the leader of the Kukas, Ram Singh, had originally warned the authorities about the impending attack on Malerkotla, and had not himself been involved, he was considered to have played ‘a deep game’ and thus ultimately was held responsible for the actions of his followers.28 Having committed himself so thoroughly to Cowan’s cause, Forsyth in particular was at pains to present a dire image of the threat posed by the Kukas, whose behaviour throughout Punjab he deemed ‘a sufficient indication that there is some intention of a general rising, and the slightest failure on the part of the authorities to deal promptly with the marauders now caught would be a signal to concealed parties to rush forward’.29 These alarmist threat assessments were not merely the product of the fevered imagination of a few panicking colonial officials. Both the Punjab Government and the Government of India approved and even applauded the deportation of Ram Singh by relying on the outmoded legislation first introduced against so-called ‘Thugs’ decades earlier, namely Regulation III of 1818.30

The official response to the outbreak, however, brought to light the tension existing between the Government of Punjab and the central Government of India. While Cowan enjoyed the tacit support of the Punjab Government, the Governor-General of India did not condone the circumstances surrounding the executions, and within a week of the incident Cowan was suspended pending further inquiries.31 The Lieutenant-Governor of Punjab, Sir Robert Henry Davies, insisted that the captured Kukas were no ordinary criminals but had forfeited their lives due to the nature of their crimes – ‘originating in a carefully stimulated religious fanaticism, they had a political object, every step in the attainment of which threatened the most serious disturbance of the existing order of things’.32 Davies’s interjection on Cowan’s behalf thus invoked the central tenets of the Punjab system, which favoured personal discretion over technical legalism.33 True to the spirit of his predecessors during the ‘Mutiny’, the Lieutenant-Governor even defended Cowan’s choice of execution: ‘Blowing from a gun is an impressive and merciful manner of execution, well calculated to strike terror into the bystanders.’34 The Government decision on the case, however, constituted a direct rebuttal of the proponents of the Punjab system.35 Despite the difficult situation in which Cowan found himself, the manner of the execution, ‘its excessive and indiscriminate severity’, was deemed to be entirely unjustified.36 Worst of all, however, was the fact that, by the time the executions took place, there were no longer any immediate threats: ‘It is in short obvious,’ the Governor-General stated, ‘that his motive in ordering the executions was to prevent a rising which he considered imminent, by an act calculated to strike terror into the whole Kuka sect.’37 As a result, Cowan was permanently suspended from his position, while Forsyth was transferred to another province where he would have no authority in matters relating to native states.38

The nightmare scenario of an imminent rising presented by Cowan and Forsyth nevertheless found a receptive audience among the British in India, and the Anglo-Indian paper Pioneer was thoroughly scathing in its critique of the Government’s stance, which was mockingly satirised:

The truth is we want omelettes without the breaking of eggs. We like vigour up to a certain point; but if you get us into a scrape we must throw you over, indeed we shall be obliged to throw the first stone. So, in all emergencies, keep one eye fixed on that tender-hearted clique at home, which is always wanting a victim to worry about, unless you are willing to be that victim yourself.39

Reminiscent of Rudyard Kipling’s caricature of the quintessential liberal politician in ‘The Enlightenments of Pagett, M.P.’, also published in Pioneer, this was an obvious attack on those in power who had no stomach for the grisly realities involved in running an empire, leaving the dirty work to men like Cowan only to disown them when it became politically expedient to do so.40 In his autobiography, published posthumously, Forsyth claimed that Davies had refused to give him any instructions on how to deal with the Kukas and that his final words before leaving for Malerkotla had been: ‘I shall act on my own judgement, and you must support me.’41 With so much emphasis on discretionary power, officers brought up within the Punjab system expected the Government to back them up – as Cooper had also expressed it in 1857: ‘no officer in the Punjab can do his duty without instant and warm recognition’.42

The belief that Cowan and Forsyth had indeed saved the lives of many of their compatriots was widely shared among Anglo-Indians and the ardently pro-colonial newspaper The Englishman stated that the two ‘deserve the best thanks and admiration of the English community in India’.43 Once Cowan’s dismissal became public knowledge, a subscription was organised by its readers, who reported ‘that subscriptions are being set on foot at all large stations in Upper India for Mr. L. Cowan, whose summary dismissal has evoked a feeling of universal indignation throughout all classes of the Anglo-Indian community . . .’44 Yet the affair affected more than just the Anglo-Indian community – touching upon the very nature and prestige of the British Empire, it was widely debated throughout the imperial metropole, including the House of Commons.

Initially opinions were divided, but as more details of the events reached England, attitudes changed and the initial expressions of anxiety concerning the threat posed by the Kukas were increasingly replaced by incredulity.45 The fact remained that no British lives had been lost and to many observers the fears of rebellion seemed misplaced and the executions blatantly excessive:

We are very fond of dilating on the way in which ‘inferior’ races allow themselves to be worked up to a high pitch of excitement by a dominant idea. But experience seems to show that fanaticism of the most excitable of communities is calmness itself when compared with the uncontrollable outbursts of panic-stricken ferocity to which some British officials, living in the midst of an alien population, are subject [. . .] Every local squabble is magnified into a wide-spread rebellion; and the most barbaric severities are resorted to, not as the just reward of offences actually committed, but in order to avert disturbances which the ‘prophetic soul’ of the custodian of British honour discerns in the future.46

Morally defensible or not, the suppression of the Kuka outbreak reinforced the lessons of the ‘Mutiny’, and the perceived need for ‘prompt and stern’ punishment became an ‘essential ingredient’ of colonial governance in the lore of the Raj. In Rudyard Kipling’s short story ‘On the City Wall’, the sahib narrator asks an Indian acquaintance about a mysterious prisoner named Khem Singh in the fort at Lahore:

’What is it?’ I asked. ‘Who is it?’

‘A consistent man,’ said Wali Dad. ‘He fought you in ’46, when he was a warrior-youth; refought you in ’57 and he tried to fight you in ’71, but you had learned the trick of blowing men from guns too well . . .’47

Written in 1888, the story takes place some fifteen years after the old seditious Sikh Khem Singh had been deported following the Kuka outbreak. Allowed to return to the Punjab from his exile in Burma, Singh’s appetite for sedition soon awakens and the narrator unknowingly aides the old man escaping from his confinement:

He fled to those who knew him in the old days, but many of them were dead, and more were changed, and all knew something of the Wrath of the Government. He went to the young men, but the glamour of his name had passed away, and they were entering native regiments or Government offices, and Khem Singh could give them neither pension, decorations, nor influence – nothing but a glorious death with their backs to the mouth of a gun.48

In Kipling’s story, the British use of exemplary punishment had served its purpose well and the spirit of rebellion was permanently subdued; the exertions of the old firebrand to stir up trouble anew no longer held any attraction for the local population. The story is characterised by a sense of paternalist complacency – even though the sahib is tricked into helping the old enemy of the state to escape, the threat of native revolt has long since been rendered harmless. Outside the quaint world of Anglo-Indian fiction, however, the final decades of the nineteenth century witnessed the gradual development of Indian nationalism, which erupted into a forcefully anti-colonial movement after the ill-conceived partition of Bengal in 1905. Kipling’s belief in the efficacy of colonial violence was thus entirely misplaced and, while the mass executions of 1857 and 1872 did leave an indelible memory, it was among the Anglo-Indians and colonial officials rather than the Indian population.
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In 1907, the fiftieth anniversary of 1857, the fears of another ‘Mutiny’ resurfaced yet again with renewed force and sent tremors through the colonial administration.49 In India, the British commemoration was thus marred by concerns over the recent radicalisation of Indian politics, particularly in Punjab, where anti-colonial protests assumed an even more menacing character. What began as a protest by aggrieved farmers over a new bill affecting the status of landownership in the so-called Canal Colonies soon spread to the bigger cities of the province. Coinciding with crop failure and a substantial increase in water rates, this local unrest quickly grew into a mass movement, and, under the leadership of two local activists, Lajpat Rai and Ajit Singh, the agitation eventually assumed a distinctly anti-colonial character.50 Local newspapers called for hartals, or strikes, and, as the protests gained momentum, attempts were made to draw in the Sikh troops in British service.51 One pamphlet that was circulating reminded the sepoys that the British had only defeated the rebels in 1857 because Punjabi troops had remained loyal and turned their weapons against their countrymen – now they had the chance to redeem themselves.52 It is far from clear that the agitators had much success with their propaganda, but the very nature of these rumours was enough to alarm the authorities.53

In the weeks leading up to the anniversary of the outbreak of the ‘Mutiny’, on 10 May 1907, the situation reached a breaking point; riots broke out in Amritsar, Lahore and Rawalpindi, and the army was called in to quell the disturbances. According to one Reuters telegram: ‘The political unrest is hourly assuming graver proportions. Bands of stalwart rustics, armed with bludgeons, who have been enlisted by the leaders of the sedition, are crowding into the native city, and troops of all arms and bodies of police, mounted and dismounted are being drafted into the City of Lahore from all parts of the province.’54 Political meetings were banned, and when protesters sought to enter the European Lines, or neighbourhood, of Lahore, they were driven back by the police and Anglo-Indian civilians who had armed themselves.55 At one point, the British magistrate threatened to order the police to fire into the crowd with buckshot unless a prohibited meeting convened by Lajpat Rai was called off.56 At Amritsar, the Anglo-Indians gathered at the European Club to make preparations to defend themselves and their families from what they thought was the inevitable onslaught of Indian rioters. One British officer later recalled the panic at Amritsar:

A story went round of drums beaten in the dead of night, of shadowy figures stealing along the darkened roads armed with sticks. On inquiry they were found to have been a party of guests returning home from a native wedding in the city. Yet I can hardly blame the scaremongers: after all, they and their wives and families would have to go on living in the place; whereas my wife had preceded me to England and I myself was due for furlough.57

The impact of events in Punjab resonated throughout the subcontinent, and, as a general sense of panic gradually spread, it seemed as if history was repeating itself with uncanny precision. All the portents of the 1857 Uprising were present: astrological predictions, secret signs and rumours, foreign agents and religious fanatics preaching sedition, and attempts to tamper with the native troops. Amid wild reports of secret revolutionary activities, the Viceroy of India, Lord Minto, noted how things were getting out of hand: ‘The information I get from Calcutta points to a nervous hysterical Anglo-Indian feeling there which I can only call very unpalatable, the beginning of much of the same feeling which is not pleasant to read of in Lord Canning’s time during the Mutiny.’58 Thousands of firearms were said to have been secretly shipped to India, some on board German steamers, some in consignments of sewing machines, while bombs were allegedly smuggled into the country in cans of condensed milk.59 Foreign agents were reported to be circulating throughout the country, and there were rumours of a planned uprising, during which all Europeans would be murdered by their Indian servants. Even the Viceroy seemed worried about the situation and suggested that ‘perhaps after all the gossip which reaches one indicates more truly the dangers of the electricity that is in the air than the best information on reliable authority. It means a good deal when one hears of Europeans arming everywhere: of British soldiers sleeping with rifles by their sides, and of the unauthorised issue by Commanding Officers of Army rifles and ammunition to civilians wherewith to defend themselves.’60 Relaying the same worries to his wife, he added: ‘The recollections of the Mutiny have shed a great influence over both Europeans and Natives . . .’61

With an outbreak seemingly imminent, the Lieutenant-Governor of the Punjab, Denzil Ibbetson, sounded the alarm.62 He reported to the Viceroy that a great conspiracy was unfolding in Punjab with the aim of overthrowing the British Government; central to this plot was the mutiny of Indian troops. The trouble in the region was not caused by any real grievances, Ibbetson claimed, but was the work of radical extremists operating through secret societies. The riots and tampering with the troops were in fact directed by a ‘secret committee’ of the reformist Hindu organisation Arya Samaj. The devious mastermind behind the conspiracy was allegedly Lajpat Rai, who ‘keeps himself in the background, but the Lieutenant-Governor has been assured by nearly every Native gentleman who has spoken to him on the subject that he is the organizer-in-chief. His most prominent agent in disseminating sedition is Ajit Singh, formerly a schoolmaster, employed last year by the supposed Russian spy Lassef.’63 Ajit Singh was furthermore reported to have been in contact with the Amir of Afghanistan, and a more sinister conspiracy with even greater ramifications was accordingly conceivable.64 The more alarmist intelligence reports thus seemed to suggest the existence of an Afghan–Russian–Punjabi alliance behind the unrest of May 1907.65 Minto could not ignore the signals emanating from Punjab and gave in to Ibbetson’s calls for extraordinary measures to be imposed. By the application of the Regulation III of 1818, the same used in 1872, both Lajpat Rai and Ajit Singh were arrested and deported to Burma without trial.

The unrest in Punjab eventually subsided – though not because the agitators and alleged ringleaders were deported, but rather because the bill, which had been the cause of protests in the first place, was withdrawn.66 As it turned out there was no conspiracy: no Russian or Afghan intrigues, no sepoys mutinied, and the two deported agitators, rather than being co-conspirators, turned out to be political rivals. The anniversary year thus passed without any serious incidents and, apart from the riots, the worst that happened to the European community in Punjab was two recorded instances of verbal insults.

In the press, however, both in India and in Britain, the fifty years separating 1857 and 1907 seemed to evaporate, as the symbolism of the two dates merged. Under the alarmist heading ‘Aroused India Faces Mutiny and Invasion’, the New York Times painted a bleak picture of the extent of British authority and control in India: ‘The Government, both as represented at Calcutta and in the Indian Office, is wide awake to the dangers of the situation, but probably no better informed as to the secret aspirations of the millions it rules than it was at the time of the Indian Mutiny.’67 In other words, the situation remained the same: the British administration was as ignorant and out of touch with its native subjects as it had been during the early days of the Raj. Even Lord Kitchener, commanding the British Indian Army, was gripped by the same feeling of suspicion when describing the situation among the native troops: ‘My officers tell me it is all right, but they said the same thing in the Mutiny days till they were shot by their own men.’68 If colonial rule had been complacent before 1857, it verged on paranoia thereafter.

It should be obvious that the blueprint provided by the ‘Mutiny’ was entirely inappropriate to navigate India at the beginning of the twentieth century. In the half century or so following 1857, India had undergone a fundamental transformation and seen the emergence of the first major anti-colonial movement.69 The first liberal reforms, however limited, were introduced in 1911, while in Britain itself attitudes to the Empire were not uniformly jingoistic.70 The challenge to British rule in India had thus changed dramatically since the days of the ‘Mutiny’; the manner in which the British interpreted and responded to perceived threats, however, had not. The spectre of 1857 turned riots into rebellion and nationalist agitation into anti-British conspiracies, where local unrest could easily assume the proportion of major political crises. This was not merely evident in Government correspondence or sensationalist newspaper reporting – it was part of the British colonial mindset.71

The wave of revolutionary assassinations and bombings carried out by Indian nationalists during the decade before the First World War raised the tone of the debate to fever pitch. In 1910, for instance, the author Leslie Beresford published a new kind of ‘Mutiny’ novel called The Second Rising, which described ‘a revolution on lines such as, I think, all Anglo-Indians would admit to be not only within the bounds of conception, but even a practical realisation should existing anarchical and socialistic tendencies be allowed to smoulder unrepressed . . .’72 The very distinction between political commentary and fiction was accordingly porous as sentimental tales, watered-down copies of Kipling in essence, carried blunt warnings of things to come. When Amelia Bennett, one of the few survivors of the Cawnpore Massacres of 1857, published the story of her experiences in 1913, she also drew very explicit links between the past and the present:

The organised unrest that is now spreading through the length and breadth of India has prompted me to place this reminder before my fellow-countrymen of the horrible atrocities perpetrated on our women and children during those dark days of 1857. The misplaced sentimentalism dealing with Indians to-day, in the face of the repeated discovery of the existence of secret societies having for their object the overthrow of British rule, is opening a way for the addition of an equally terrible chapter in Indian history.73

Novels and narratives of the ‘Mutiny’ were thus neither simply quaint entertainment, nor were they even about the past. Bennett concluded the preface of the introduction to her harrowing tale with the following admonition: ‘I trust therefore that the following narrative, the greater part of which was written the year immediately following the Mutiny, will be the means of awakening the rulers of India to a more befitting sense of the present situation, lest the tragedies of fifty-six years ago are enacted once more.’74 A few years after Bennett’s account was published, the Anglo-Indian writer Ethel W. Savi visited the site of the Cawnpore Massacres, as she noted in her autobiography:

By the time I had read the inscription and visited the ghat by the river – where that inhuman fiend, Nana Sahib, allowed British men, women, and children to put out in boats, and then fired on them killing them indiscriminately – I had such a Mutiny-complex that I could hardly sleep that night and kept listening for all sorts of noises that might indicate a rebellion.75

In the British colonial imagination, the ‘Mutiny’ never ended and in India the ruling class were surrounded by constant reminders of the potential dangers of ‘native rebellion’. The confidence and self-assertion of the British in India was in truth illusory, and the vision of absolute control and ability to listen in on their colonial subjects, as imagined by Kipling in Kim, for instance, was little more than wishful thinking – after 1857, the British were raked by anxieties and a pervasive sense of vulnerability.76 At the beginning of the twentieth century, then, the very notion of the ‘Mutiny’ did not refer simply to a historical event as much as a particular colonial outlook – a cause of persistent panic but also a blueprint for the maintenance of colonial control in the form of exemplary punishment and indiscriminate violence. Both a trauma to be repressed and a lesson never to forget. And this is what Forster’s officious policeman McBryde alluded to when he told the ‘native’-friendly Fielding in A Passage to India that he ought to rely on the ‘Mutiny records’, rather than the Bhagavad Gita, as his bible in India. As the world map was being redrawn after the First World War, as empires were crumbling, and new nation-states emerged, the British in India were still guided by colonial myths and the collective memory of events more than half a century before. In 1927, in his remarkable book The Other Side of the Medal, the writer E.J. Thompson offered this poignant description of the lasting legacies of the ‘Mutiny’:

From Bihar to the Border the Mutiny lives; it lives in the memory of Europeans and of Indians alike. It over-shadows the thought and relations of both races. A friend who visited the mutiny country after many years of residence in the South told me with what a vivid shock this throbbing, tense existence today of the agonies of that time was brought home to him. The memories have never slept, and now they are raising their heads as never before.

Because of the Mutiny a great fear broods over the European community in India, and from time to time, often a very slight provocation, leads to an outcry from ‘energetic people’ for immediate martial law. The Mutiny – that nightmare of innumerable savage hands suddenly upraised to kill helpless women and children – has been responsible for the waves of hysteria which from time to time have swept the European community and for a while made it a pathological case for pity and sympathy. It has done worse than this, however.77



CHAPTER 1
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POOL OF NECTAR

A traveller alighting at Amritsar railway station in April 1919, after the train came to a jerking halt along the third-of-a-mile-long narrow platform, would have been met by much the same scene as described by Rudyard Kipling: ‘the station filled with clamour and shouting, cries of water and sweetmeat vendors, shouts of native policemen, and shrill yells of women gathering up their baskets, their families, and their husbands’.1 The noise would have been amplified by the cavernous structure of the station, reverberating metallically across the platforms as the spasmodic bursts of steam from the spluttering locomotive slowly dissipated. Built by the British in the immediate aftermath of the ‘Mutiny’, the station was a massive whitewashed masonry structure with gargantuan pillars, horseshoe arches, and a maze of girders, supporting the corrugated roof covering the platforms. It was designed, should the need arise again, to be turned into a defensive position, to guard the lines of transport and communication so crucial to the security and maintenance of colonial power. Amritsar was a strategically important railway junction and entrepôt, straddling the Grand Trunk Road: the century-old trade route described as the ‘backbone of all Hind’, linking New Delhi, the newly built capital of British India, with Lahore, the administrative centre of Punjab just 30 miles to the west.2

Pushed and shoved in the busy cram of travellers and over-eager porters, one would head for the exit through the main hall, dutifully producing a ticket to show the officious collector at the gate. The observant traveller might notice, amid the hustle and bustle, the eagle-eyed inspection of platform tickets required by Indians who came to send off or welcome passengers – a result of the widespread protests that only a few months before had descended upon the train station. While Europeans had unhindered access to any platform at all times, Indians had to purchase a platform ticket and, earlier that year, the railway administration had stopped issuing these altogether to avoid overcrowding on the platforms. This specifically applied to mail trains, which were the express service on which most Europeans travelled, and the measure thus seemed to be intended to minimise the discomfort of the ruling class – and ruling race.

Far from being a minor inconvenience that prevented Indians from meeting their friends and relatives on the platform, many locals saw the platform-ticket issue in purely political terms, as yet another expression of the racial divides that shaped every aspect of life under the Raj. Protest meetings were held and Dr Satyapal, a Cambridge-educated medical practitioner and member of the Indian National Congress, had emerged as a local leader, arguing that such a blatantly discriminatory policy would never be tolerated if India had Home Rule.3 At this point in time, the notion of Home Rule invoked the status of white dependencies of the Empire, such as Canada or Australia, rather than outright independence. And so, what began as a seemingly harmless rule to manage the number of people who could access the train platforms gradually turned into a nationalist protest, which eventually forced the authorities to withdraw the prohibition on sales of platform tickets. That such an apparently trivial issue could become a source of intense popular protest reflected the tension within colonial India at the end of the First World War – and was a sign of the growing political awareness and mobilisation among the local population.4

Emerging from the capacious pillared hall of the train station and stepping into the blinding sunlight outside, one would instantly be hit by a wave of oven-like dry heat. April marked the onset of the hot season in Punjab and between 11am and 4pm the temperature easily exceeded 40 degrees Celsius. This was the time of year when British women and children were sent off to the cooler climate of the hill stations, and between April and September the British Government moved to its summer headquarters at Simla, in the foothills of the Himalayas. For those left behind to endure the stifling heat of the plains, the official workday began well before sunrise, with an extended break during the torpor of midday, and then often dragged on into the evening. Yet even the setting of the sun brought little respite, and, while Europeans would sleep under mosquito nets on camp-beds in their gardens, the local residents retreated with their charpoys, or wooden bedsteads, on to the flat roofs of their houses or simply spent the night outside on the street.

By 1919, automobiles were commonplace throughout India and at Amritsar railway station travellers of means might be collected by a chauffeur, or, more commonly, take a tonga – the local version of a hansom cab. Following the Grand Trunk Road, the railway line cut diagonally across Amritsar, neatly separating the Civil Lines in the north, where the Europeans resided, from the old city in the south, where most of the Indian population lived. More of a threshold than a barrier, one could move from one part to the other only by a few bridges – most notably an iron footbridge some 500 yards east of the train station, and the main passage, the two-lane Hall Bridge, a few hundred yards further to the east.5

In the Civil Lines, scattered bungalows with immense gardens lined the ruler-straight roads planned by the British, flanked by the square chequered shape of the cantonment to the west and the equally symmetric layout of the Ram Bagh park to the east. Ram Bagh had been the summer palace of the once illustrious Sikh ruler Ranjit Singh, and the garden still retained some of its past glory at the beginning of the twentieth century, including stone-carved gate-buildings, elaborately decorated pavilions and fountains. The Mughal-style garden, however, had long since been taken over by the emblematic institutions of the Raj: offices, tennis courts and, most importantly, the club. ‘In any town in India’, as George Orwell put it, ‘the European Club is the spiritual citadel, the real seat of the British power, the Nirvana for which native officials and millionaires pine in vain.’6 Apart from the liveried servants, Indians were not allowed in these clubs, which were meant to be safe havens for Europeans who never felt quite at home on the subcontinent.7 One British officer provided a poignant description of the pervasive sense of being out of place and estranged from the local population – a particularly colonial malaise for which the only remedy appeared to be the cultural entrenchment of the club:

I liked to finish my day at the club, in a world whose limits were known and where people answered my beck. An incandescent lamp coughed its light over shrivelled grass and dusty shrubbery; in its circle of illumination exiled heads were bent over English newspapers, their thoughts far away, but close to mine. Outside, people prayed and plotted and mated and died on a scale unimaginable and uncomfortable. We English were a caste. White overlords or white monkeys – it was all the same. The Brahmins made a circle within which they cooked their food. So did we. We were a caste: pariahs to them, princes in our own estimation.8

While the officer recognised that the British were perennial outsiders, his allusion to the local population as a barely human multitude was redolent of the essentially racist outlook of many Europeans. The apparent impossibility of a genuine, let alone equal, relationship between Europeans and Indians was, of course, at the very heart of A Passage to India, and was later echoed by Orwell in Burmese Days: ‘With Indians there must be no loyalty, no real friendship. Affection, even love – yes. Englishmen do often love Indians – native officers, forest rangers, hunters, clerks, servants. Sepoys will weep like children when their colonel retires. Even intimacy is allowable, at the right moment. But alliance, partisanship, never!’9 Times were changing, however, and in the club at Amritsar, and everywhere else throughout British India, the talk during the spring of 1919 concerned the dreaded Montagu–Chelmsford Reforms, and their promise to increase Indian participation in the governance of the Raj.
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During the first decades of the twentieth century, the very nature of British rule in India underwent a dramatic transformation – one that was neither smooth nor deliberate.10 Instead, change was forced by the emergence of anti-colonial nationalism and the contingencies of global conflict, and further shaped by the unresolved tension between liberal and conservative impulses in colonial governance. Since the turn of the century, Indian nationalists either called for outright independence, or swaraj, a standpoint the British labelled as ‘extremist’, or, like the Indian National Congress, for reforms within the framework of the Raj that allowed greater political participation for Indian men. The latter stance was considered ‘moderate’ by the British.11 British colonial governance during this period thus vacillated between liberal attempts to co-opt and conciliate Western-educated Indians and those nationalists working within a constitutional framework, and draconian repression of revolutionary nationalists who sought to overthrow the Raj by violent means. This balancing act was rarely successful, however, and the protection of the rights of the individual and the rule of law, supposedly the very cornerstones of the Empire, were repeatedly abrogated by the perceived need to protect the Raj at all costs.12

With a Government headed by the Liberal David Lloyd George coming into power in Britain in 1916, the piecemeal and limited reforms already under way to allow Indians minor roles within the colonial administration received new momentum. It was becoming increasingly untenable for the British in India to rule like despots and, especially after the First World War, they could no longer be seen to ignore the legitimate calls for greater influence mounted by Indian leaders and politicians educated in places like Oxford or Cambridge. There were also more pressing, and more practical, needs for reform. Although many Indian nationalist politicians were supportive of the war effort and, like Gandhi, actively contributed to the recruitment effort, they did so with the explicit expectation that India’s contribution would be rewarded at the end of the war. In 1916, the major Indian political organisations agitating for reforms, the Indian National Congress and the Muslim League, came together in the so-called Lucknow Pact.13 This unprecedented unity, however short-lived, between the biggest political organisations representing the religious interest of both Hindus and Muslims, enabled nationalists to put more pressure on the Raj. Indian nationalist politics, which had hitherto been the prerogative only of a small educated and wealthy elite, were now beginning to engage with a greater section of the general population. The newly established Indian Home Rule Leagues, under the leadership of more radical nationalists such as Bal Gangadhar Tilak and the Irish Theosophist Annie Besant, had a far broader base and popular involvement compared to the Indian National Congress. As a burgeoning mass movement, Indian nationalism was becoming a force to be reckoned with.14

Maintaining India’s vital contribution to the war effort required the British to monitor the political situation closely and keeping India quiet and compliant was a key priority during the war years. With India denuded of British troops needed in Europe, the authorities feared that any large-scale unrest might necessitate troops having to be diverted from the main theatres of war in order to protect the proverbial Jewel in the Crown. From the British perspective, the reforms would therefore not merely be a reward for Indian loyalty and service during the war, but were also a means of forestalling nationalist agitation.15 The military disaster of the Mesopotamia campaign, for which the Government of India had been responsible, further highlighted the urgent need for a reorganisation of the administration to make the Indian contribution to the war more efficient.16 The war, in other words, accelerated the necessity for reform.

Named after the two men responsible for introducing them, Secretary of State for India Edwin Samuel Montagu and the Viceroy, Lord Chelmsford, the essence of the reforms was first announced in August 1917.17 The reforms themselves were only to be officially implemented by the Government of India Act of 1919, effective from the end of that year. The carefully worded announcement described the aim of British policy in India towards ‘increasing association of Indians in every branch of the administration and the gradual development of self-governing institutions with a view to the progressive realisation of responsible government in India as an integral part of the British Empire’.18 At the more immediate and practical level, the reforms introduced a system known as ‘dyarchy’, which divided the functions of government between the centre, in the newly established colonial capital in Delhi, and the provinces, where new legislative bodies were established for Indian electorates (though still less than 10 per cent of the male population). Greater responsibilities were devolved to the provinces, where Indian officials would play a greater role and have responsibility for raising local taxes and control over areas such as education and agriculture. The British Government at the centre nevertheless retained tight control over those areas considered vital to the safety of the Raj, and Indians would accordingly have no real say over state finances, law and order, or military matters – let alone foreign policy.19

The fact was that the reforms were never really intended to initiate a gradual transfer of power, but rather to secure the political power of the Raj for many years to come. While the Montagu–Chelmsford Reforms were the most far-reaching in British India to date, they ultimately constituted little more than an adjustment of power, without any real question as to the sovereignty of colonial rule. Any future devolution of British power was specifically made conditional on the ‘improvement’ of India, which was to be determined at the convenience of the British Government. The notion of ‘responsible government’ was actually very similar to the objectives adopted by the Indian National Congress in 1907, calling for India to be granted something like Dominion status. But over a decade and one world war later, the limited concessions offered by the Montagu–Chelmsford Reforms seemed blatantly inadequate and even disingenuous.20 Indian nationalists, who had expected a substantive transfer of power, if not outright independence, to be imminently achievable, were bitterly disappointed. And, although ‘Indianisation’ would entail greater participation of Indians in the everyday administration of the Raj, entrenched attitudes of racial and cultural bias could not be so easily overcome. ‘What is the use of all these reforms,’ Forster’s protagonist Dr Aziz put it, if ‘the English sneer at our skins?’21

More than just a literary trope, what Aziz expressed was a salient aspect of social life in the Raj in the early twentieth century. An English visitor to India described something of the unwritten rules governing the interaction between memsahibs and their Indian servants:

Mrs. Montgomery told me that once she nearly trod upon a krait – one of the most venomous snakes in India. She had been ill at the time, suffering from acute facial neuralgia, ‘so that I didn’t care if I trod on fifty kraits. I was quite stupid with pain, and was going back in the evening to my bungalow, preceded by a servant who was carrying a lamp. Suddenly he stopped and said “Krait, Mem-sahib!” – but I was far too ill to notice what he was saying, and went straight on, and the krait was lying right in the middle of the path! Then the servant did a thing absolutely without precedent in India – he touched me! – he put his hand on my shoulder and pulled me back. My shoe came off and I stopped. Of course if he hadn’t done that I should undoubtedly have been killed; but I didn’t like it all the same, and got rid of him soon after.’22

The same class of Anglo-Indians who had so vociferously opposed the infamous Ilbert Bill in the 1880s, which would have allowed Indian judges to preside over cases involving Europeans, was no more prepared to support reforms and ‘Indianisation’ in 1919.23 Not nearly far-reaching enough for Indian politicians, whose expectations had been raised by their support for the war effort, the new policy was also far too progressive for the acceptance of the old guard of colonial administrators. Any accommodation of liberal attitudes or concessions to Indian nationalists were anathema to the likes of Sir Michael O’Dwyer, Lieutenant-Governor-General of Punjab, who embodied the traditional Punjab school of colonial governance.24

Most officials within the colonial administration of Punjab believed that only British rule prevented the subcontinent from drifting into the kind of chaos and cruelty that had prevailed before the East India Company assumed control at the end of the eighteenth century. Indians were still bound by caste and superstition, and Hindus and Muslims bound to get at each other’s throats were it not for the calming and civilising influence of the Raj. Deeply invested in a style of colonial rule referred to as ‘despotic paternalism’, O’Dwyer and his supporters believed it to be their duty to protect the peasants of Punjab, whom they regarded as the ‘real India’, from the self-serving and corrupting influences of educated nationalists and urban elites. Any attempt at loosening the reins of colonial rule was thus met with an almost instinctive wave of protest by British officials with nothing but scorn for those liberals, who might be well-meaning, as one administrator put it, but who have ultimately ‘helped to weaken our rule in India’.25 O’Dwyer accordingly described the reforms as ‘diabolical’ and asserted that the masses, whom he claimed to understand and to speak for, did not actually want political change, let alone ‘self-determination’.26 O’Dwyer’s views were well known, and even notorious, among the very class of educated Indians that he despised. ‘In private talks,’ Dr Satyapal remembered, ‘in garden parties, etc., he vehemently decried the political awakening and literally gnashed his teeth at the so-called “political agitators”.’27

The writer Edmund Candler, an astute observer of Anglo-Indian society, described a typical (albeit fictional) example of the inveterate ‘old India hand’ named Hobbs, who could be found throughout the Empire and who:

regarded the Englishman as divinely appointed to chasten and chastise the heathen in a land in which the Almighty had planted them in His inscrutable providence to aggravate the trials of a numerically inferior but God-fearing race [. . .] Any night of the week the retired cavalry officer might be found at the bar of the [. . .] Club inveighing against Government. Hobbs might have stepped straight out of ’57. To him Indians were still children to be meted out reward or punishment according to the convenience or inconvenience of their conduct as it affected British interests. He was convinced that the Reforms were part of some Hun-inspired Semitic intrigue to undermine the British Empire, for which sole purpose Mr. Montagu had been treacherously appointed Secretary of State.28

The fact that Montagu was Jewish meant that the antipathy towards anything German, born from decades of imperial rivalry and the recent experience of the war, was combined with blatant anti-Semitism. Though clearly a caricature, the figure of Hobbs thus captured some of the post-war paranoia over international conspiracies, but also reflected the early onset of melancholia over the apparent decline of the Empire following the Montagu–Chelmsford Reforms.
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Leaving the club, and the concerns of what the future portend for the British Raj, the Anglo-Indian officials and civil administrators of Amritsar would return to their own little enclaves of colonial idyll. Connecting the Ram Bagh park with the military cantonment, and running roughly parallel to the railway line, the Mall – the quintessentially colonial boulevard and main artery of Anglo-Indian social life – marked the northernmost limits of the Civil Lines. Most of the administrators lived with their families in bungalows along the Mall in large one-storied structures with a veranda and even larger gardens, where a dozen or more Indian servants might be at their beck and call. The Court and other administrative offices were located at the intersection of the Mall and the aptly named Court Road. There was also the obligatory church, dating back to the days of the ‘Mutiny’, as well as a meticulously kept small cemetery where generations of pale-faced sahibs, memsahibs and their children were buried, stricken down by illness or the climate. The golf course completed the picture, indicating that this was a part of India, where the British had made their permanent home. The Civil Lines at Amritsar were in truth largely indistinguishable from any number of the dozens of cantonment towns spread out across the subcontinent – an archetype poignantly described by Forster:

As for the civil station itself, it provokes no emotion. It charms not, neither does it repel. It is sensibly planned with a red-brick club on its brow, and farther back a grocer’s and a cemetery and the bungalows are disposed along roads that intersect at right angles. It has nothing hideous in it, and only the view is beautiful; it shares nothing with the city except the overarching sky.29

[image: image]

Crossing the railway lines by the Hall Bridge, one passed through the Hall Gate into the old walled city where most of Amritsar’s Indian population lived – a world apart from the Civil Lines, where even the smells were different. As Candler enthusiastically described it: ‘Driving through the city gate I entered a stratum of warm air, and I was met with the comfortable reek of wood and cow-dung fires.’30 Others found the olfactory character of the city less appealing, and the artist Walter Crane was duly appalled by the state of the open gutters when he visited Amritsar:

Driving through the city we had recourse to smelling-bottles, as owing to the open drains each side [of] the streets the odours which saluted our nostrils were rather trying. I had noticed these open gullies at Delhi and in the native quarters in other towns. They run close in front of the houses and open shops of the bazaars, and are crossed by slabs of stone across them at intervals to give access to the houses, and as all sorts of refuse finds its way into them it is not surprising they should be offensive sometimes, though it had not been nearly so noticeable elsewhere.31

The kidney-shaped outline of the old walled city remained largely intact, although the British had replaced the twelve original city gates with new ones in an incongruous mock-medieval style. Amritsar in 1919 was a crowded and bustling city and, after Lahore, it was the largest in Punjab with a population of 151,830, of whom 87,828 were men and 64,002 women.32 Inside the city walls, the population density was even higher than Lahore’s, with more than 130,000 people living in extremely crammed conditions. The tall, ramshackle buildings for which Amritsar was noted were the result of this chronic lack of space, as new storeys were added to old houses to keep up with the rising population.33 Approximately 45 per cent of the city’s population were Muslims, 40 per cent Hindus, and 13 per cent Sikhs, while the remainder belonged to various other denominations, including Christians and Buddhists.34 The Muslims constituted the majority of the city’s population, but they were also among the poorest, and most of them were occupied as artisans and labourers. They lived primarily in neighbourhoods along the northern parts of the city wall, from the Lohgarh to Sultanwind Gate, and the biggest mosque was the Khair Ud Din mosque in Hall Bazaar. Most of the houses and land in the city, on the other hand, were owned by Hindu Marwaris, or traders, and old Sikh families who had lived in Amritsar for generations.

Entering though the Hall Gate, the paved road of the Hall Bazaar would take one all the way to the landmark Town Hall, passing along the way the grandiose National Bank of India on the left. Two other European-managed banks were located in the city, the Chartered Bank adjacent to the Town Hall and the Alliance Bank just a few hundred yards to the south-east. The bazaar road was lined by tall balconied houses with flat roofs, all seemingly squeezed together and leaning upon each other, their crumbling facades garlanded with a protrusion of electric wires. In the spacious wings of the Town Hall building, the post office and kotwali, or local police station, were also to be found. The deep archway of the Town Hall complex led to a square with a statue of Queen Victoria, which by all accounts was far from regal:

It is a caricature of a ghoulish old lady in a nursery rhyme, half witch, half zany. Her anatomy is all higgledy piggledy, and she is tottering forward without a stick, with the proclamation in her hands, held out as if it were a bunch of speciously advertised potent herbs. She is terrible. But for all that, or perhaps because of it, the country folk do obeisance, and rub their foreheads on the plinth.35

Moving on from the unflattering rendering of the Empress, the imprint of the Raj soon abated, and, apart from a few smaller post offices and police stalls, the Town Hall marked the furthest limits of formal British penetration into the walled city. A couple of small schools and hospitals run by missionary societies were scattered throughout the city, isolated in the maze of local neighbourhoods, and outside the Ram Bagh Gate there was a small church.

Not far beyond the Town Hall, before losing oneself in the alleys of old city, one would pass a small white and intricately carved gurdwara, or temple. This was no ancient shrine, however, but a memorial built by the British in 1902 in honour of the twenty-one soldiers of the 36th Sikh Regiment who fought to the last man at the battle of Saragahi, on 12 September 1897, during one of the innumerable campaigns on the North-West Frontier. The memorial stood as a testament to the enduring association between the British and the Sikhs, enshrined in the latter’s ascribed status as a ‘martial race’.36 Ever since the time of the East India Company, the British had established and cultivated close links to those Indian communities that they considered to be loyal and culturally predisposed to fighting. The distinct military traditions and professions that emerged among groups such as the Sikhs or the equally famous Gurkhas of Nepal were accordingly a product of colonial rule in India as much as they were based on pre-existing practices. For more than half a century, the British had relied on recruits from Punjab to serve throughout the Empire, as testified by the exotic battle honours of the regiments that had assisted in turning growing parts of the world map a crimson red. By 1919, however, cracks had begun to appear in the relationship between the British and their Punjabi allies.

Ever since 1907, when rural discontent had led to widespread riots in Amritsar and the other cities of Punjab, anti-colonial movements had emerged among Punjabis. At the outbreak of the First World War, members of the revolutionary Ghadar party, especially among the Punjabi diaspora in North America, sought to seize the opportunity to overthrow British rule in India.37 Although the German-assisted conspiracies soon unravelled, and the haphazard attempts at instigating a revolt in Punjab were easily defeated, British faith in the very men whose martial virtues had been put to such great use in the service and defence of the Empire was shaken.38 India’s contribution to the British war effort was nevertheless essential and the entire Punjab administration, civilian and military, was mobilised to ensure a constant stream of young recruits destined for the battlefields of Europe or operations in Africa and the Middle East.39 As the conflict wore on and swallowed up men by the tens of thousands, the demand for recruits intensified dramatically. Some local officials and Indian middle-men resorted to coercive tactics to meet their quotas: young men from the countryside of Punjab were bought and sold while others were simply press-ganged into service.40

Between 1914 and 1918, almost half a million soldiers had been recruited from Punjab, more than half of the Indian troops that participated in the war on the British side.41 The province also contributed financially to the war effort with 92 million rupees – the equivalent of £700,000 pounds at the time.42 Much of this stemmed from war loans, and in Amritsar alone a total of 4.1 million rupees was raised, mainly from the trading classes.43 The colonial state had invested much in Punjab and forged closer links with the landed elites and those tradesmen and communities who profited from the war. But the drain in manpower came at a cost and towards the end of the war the British authori-ties were themselves beginning to see signs of both weariness and tension due to the continuing pressures of recruitment.

With its rapacious mobilisation of human and material resources, the impact of the war-time administration had given rise to widespread resentment against British rule throughout Punjab.44 The end of the war in November 1918, moreover, did not mean a return to normality: the conflict cast long shadows in Punjab, just as it did elsewhere across the world. Indian soldiers returned to their homeland, some disabled and many disillusioned, and the rewards that they received seemed a far cry from what they had been promised and for which they had sacrificed so much. ‘Here is the sepoy, back from France,’ Forster later wrote, ‘failing to see why the Tommy should have servants and punkahs when he has none.’45 Memorials such as the Saragarhi shrine were intended as a reminder of the special status accorded to the Sikhs of Punjab within the political economy of the Raj.
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A few hundred yards from the Saragarhi shrine, in the very heart of the old city, the Darbar Sahib, commonly known as the Golden Temple, annually attracted thousands of pilgrims and visitors.46 In 1919, the Darbar Sahib was not fully enclosed by buildings as it is today, and the square in front of the temple allowed the first glimpse of the temple everyone had come to see. The journalist G.W. Steevens described following the crowd from the city gate towards the temple, the last part of the way through winding alleys:

Following the stalwart, bearded pilgrim, in the midst of the city of shopkeepers you suddenly break into a wide square: within it, bordered by a marble pavement – white, black, and umber – a green lake dances in the sunlight; and in the midst of that, mirrored in the pool – you look through your eyelashes, for the hot rays fling back sevenfold-heated, blinding – gleam walls and roofs and cupolas of sheer gold.47

In the 1870s, the British authorities had built an imposing clock-tower smack in the middle of the square – a demonstratively incongruous example of Western architecture, which, according to Candler, was ‘a brand-new, red-brick, pepper-box clock-tower, which might perhaps assimilate with the architecture of Bolton or Huddersfield, but has no business on the brink of the Waters of Immortality’.48 Ignoring this blatant attempt at cultural one-upmanship, visitors would make their way through the crowd of the square towards the entry of the Golden Temple.

Dating back to the sixteenth century, the Darbar Sahib was the holiest shrine of Sikhism, and a significant site for pilgrims of many faiths. Amritsar derived its name, the ‘Pool of Nectar’, from the large square lake in the middle of which the sanctum of the Darbar Sahib formed a small island. The temple itself was reached by a long narrow footbridge, which photographs from the time show to be lined by beggars and without any cover. Inside the temple, the holy scriptures of the Sikh faith were kept and, as is still the case, prayers were continually chanted, accompanied by music.49 The Darbar Sahib never failed to impress and the artist Alfred Hugh Fisher, who visited Amritsar just before the war, described spending a late afternoon sitting on the marble pavement at the water’s edge:

About it sat many flower-sellers, men in white, red and black robes with baskets heaped with orange-coloured marigolds, blue cornflowers, pink roses and scarlet poppies. The silver doors stand open, and through the white marble gateway a constant stream of people come and go along the causeway with its rows of golden lamps on short marble standards leading to the Golden Shrine itself in the middle of the water [. . .] The sun has now set and a light that seems to cast no shadows spreads and grows, suffusing all the scene in soft effulgence. Most of the women are dressed in long trousers, close fitting from the ankles to the knees and then bagging out loosely. They all have long veils which they wear like a hood; some are white but others scarlet, crimson, or orange, and some of green silk tissue strewn with silver stars and bordered deeply with gold.50

Just outside the enclosure of the Darbar Sahib, visitors could climb the Baba Atal tower, which offered what a travel guide at the time described as a ‘marvellous panorama’: ‘In the back ground the old grey buildings of the city stretch out in an ever-widening circle. Some aspire towards the blue sky, while others crouch low as though shunning observation. Immediately beneath lie the green waters of the tank . . .’51 From this vantage-point, the white and gold of the temple provided a glaring contrast to the sand-coloured maze of the surrounding city, where locals could be seen flying kites from the rooftops.52
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As a major manufacturing centre for textiles, leather and metal goods, Amritsar also attracted many traders and merchants. The city was one of the most important entrepôts for European piece goods, and had a significant export in hides, grains and raw cotton. During the festivals of Diwali (October–November) and Baisakhi (April), Amritsar also hosted two major cattle and horse fairs, the biggest in the region.53 Just after the turn of the century, the American travel writer, Eliza Scidmore, described the old city at the height of its economic prosperity:

How we revelled in the streets and bazaars beyond! The quarter of the shoemakers, where gaudy Mohammedan slippers dangled in gorgeous strings and bunches, and leather-workers bent over rainbow tasks! The wool-shops, where Bokhara camel’s wool and Kashmir and Rampur pashmina cloths overflowed from open sacks and bales! And yarn-shops, hung over with skeins of every colour! Dye-shops, where turban lengths hung dripping with every brilliant fluid! Copper and brass and damascened metal shops, and shops for the sale of coarse carpets and dhurries, of skin bottles and earthen bowls, – all were fascinating. The shops, however, were the dens of shawl-shops, where pale, fine-featured Kashmiris sat embroidering shawl borders with silks and gold thread.54

Amritsar was particularly famous for its big carpet factories, each of which contained hundreds of looms and, when business was thriving, employed thousands of people. The textile industry in Amritsar had grown with the influx of Kashmiri Muslims throughout the nineteenth century, and, when the ‘caprice of fashion’ brought about a slump in the shawl and pashmina market, an emergent carpet industry instead sustained the weaver communities.55

Further inside the city, a veritable maze of winding alleys sprouted from the main thoroughfares like a crazed spider-web. Some of the alleyways were so narrow that little sunlight ever penetrated the near-permanent gloom and the houses on either side stood close enough for one to touch both at the same time. ‘Bullock-carts crowded us to the wall and camel-trains brushed contemptuously through the narrow bazaars,’ Scidmore wrote excitedly of her exploration of the back-alleys of Amritsar: ‘One camel, loaded with baskets, scraped a destroying path through the tortuous lane, tearing down flimsy awnings and curtains, sweeping signs and trade samples along and tramping them under his spongy feet, while the shrieks of the despoiled tradesmen filled the air.’56 Not everyone enjoyed the crammed spaces of the old city, however. Visiting Amritsar in July 1919, after the rains had set in, the Indian journalist Kapil Deva Malaviya described his initial impressions with undisguised disdain:

My full-boot was full of mud as I stepped down from the tonga opposite the entrance of a house that was to be my temporary abode in this eventful city. I am ready to depose in any court of law (martial law courts included) that the roads and streets of Amritsar are decidedly the dirtiest I have seen. It has been raining here for the last few days and every street of the town reminds you of the splashy and stinky alleys of the pre-British period, before the establishment of municipalities ushered a new era in the history of Indian cities. And is there a municipality at all at Amritsar? In the most thickly populated parts of the town you find numerous butcher’s shops where meat is sold side by side with other commodities in the most inæsthetic and unhygienic form possible.57

Since the latter part of the nineteenth century, local municipalities had been one of the few areas of the colonial administration that was partly in the hands of Indians, being responsible for sanitation and public health as well as education and local taxes. At Amritsar, the Municipal Committee, which was almost entirely in the hands of Indian administrators, came in for a lot of criticism from the local press. The unsanitary conditions and increased death-rates within the old city were ascribed to the negligence of the municipality and the ‘carelessness’ of the lower castes, who were supposed to drain the open sewers and remove trash and waste from the streets.58 Located on low-lying land, and in the proximity of several major canals, parts of Amritsar became flooded every year during the rainy season, with mosquitoes breeding in the stagnant water. Diaries describe how people were plagued by flies at day and mosquitoes by night, and an engineering report of the time referred to Amritsar as ‘one of the unhealthiest places in Northern India’.59

It was not just their physical but also their moral health that concerned the good citizens of Amritsar. In a city of profound religious significance, where sales of liquor were heavily taxed and controlled, the continuing presence of large numbers of prostitutes was an affront to the puritanism of the burgeoning middle class and reform movements such as the Arya Samaj and the Singh Sabha. Home to prostitutes of all kinds, from poor girls belonging to the so-called ‘criminal tribes’, to the traditionally trained tawaif, or courtesans, the red-light district extended from Ram Bagh Gate, right across the Hall Road, and into the Katra Kanhyan neighbourhood south of Hall Gate.60 Local newspapers expressed concern for the morals of the students and clerks who had to pass through those streets, while the British troops, frequenting the numerous brothels, ‘troubled the public’ with their ‘obscene songs’.61 The area was supposedly also inhabited by various badmashes (bad characters) and gundas (hoodlums and strongmen). According to the newspapers, ‘respectable persons are obliged to make special arrangements for their female relations passing through these bazaars, which are frequented by bad characters’.62 One local resident, Mian Feroz Din, described the people who lived in the old city of Amritsar: ‘I know them to be quiet and peaceful generally, but I know that there are some gambling dens in the city, and the people belonging to these dens are badmashes, and they always protect themselves by making regular monthly payments to the police. I believe the authorities know of it. These gamblers are the rowdy lot of the city.’63 Over the years, numerous attempts had been made to force the municipality to expel the prostitutes from the old city, yet time and again such initiatives to ‘clean up the city’ came to nothing.

The British troops, whose coarse furlough habits caused such concern, were part of Amritsar’s small garrison, which consisted of 184 troops of the 1st Garrison Battalion, Somerset Light Infantry, commanded by Captain J.W. Massey. In the event of an emergency, an additional officer and fifteen men from the Indian Defence Force, which consisted of European civilians intended to relieve regular troops during the final years of the war, could also be mustered.64 As had been the case with the Ram Bagh park, the British had also taken over the Govindgarh Fort, situated between the railway line and the old city walls in the sprawling park and open fairground space just west of the Hall Gate. Built in the eighteenth century and later expanded by Ranjit Singh, the fort had once been occupied by a number of French troops in Sikh service. By 1919, the fort had long ceased to be of any practical defensive use, and its token military presence, two officers and forty-four men of the 12th Ammunition Column, Royal Garrison Artillery, was for show more than anything else.
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To the unobservant visitor who revelled in its picturesque scenery, or was repelled by its open gutters, Amritsar might seem as calm as the Pool of Nectar in the spring of 1919. Beneath the surface, however, a pervasive sense of tension and unease prevailed. The Armistice had brought neither peace nor relief to the population of Amritsar. As a hub for trade, Amritsar had been severely affected by the economic dislocation brought about by the war, and the colourful scenes of bustling business and industry encountered at the turn of the century were increasingly a thing of the past. The trade in hides, for instance, which was mainly in the hands of Muslims, and which relied extensively on export to the German market, was almost completely wiped out as a result of the war.65 Export of foodstuffs to the frontlines of the conflict in Europe and the Middle East further pushed up prices, and while some larger businesses and merchants profited from the war economy, many artisans and labourers could barely afford to feed or clothe themselves.66 An official report at the time commented on the living conditions of labourers in Amritsar:

A great number live in narrow lanes. Their social status is low; an ordinary clerk getting Rs. 39 per mensem in an office claims superiority over a skilled labourer who is getting Rs. 100 monthly. The conditions of an unskilled labourer is still worse, the most fortunate among them gets free quarters to live in factories and mills, others hire common shops in batches of ten or twenty, the remaining are houseless and sleep their nights away on platforms of closed shops.67

For those already living from hand to mouth, eking out a meagre living as day-labourers or menial workers, the combination of low wages and high prices was devastating. The price for essential foodstuffs more than doubled compared to pre-war levels, and a further increase to the salt duty, for instance, exacerbated the financial distress of the poorest among the local population, fuelling resentment towards the colonial authorities.68 People could not afford to illuminate their own houses and the inadequacy of street-lighting, during a period when the price of kerosene oil was increasing, gave rise to complaints over the Municipal Committee, which had imposed new taxes.69

Indian mill owners and grain dealers were among the few who benefited financially from the war, especially as the price of wheat almost doubled between October 1917 and February 1919. When the authorities intervened in the trade after the end of the war, however, wheat was seized and sold at fixed rates or despatched to the troops still stationed in Mesopotamia. Since the British were, as a rule, reluctant to interfere in the dynamics of the ‘free market’, this measure was only applied sparingly, and while it was not nearly enough to overcome food shortage it was sufficient to cause widespread resentment among grain dealers.70 Government intervention was usually perceived as being entirely self-serving, and one of the most persistent rumours concerned the profits made by the British when grain was requisitioned.71 The ill-timed introduction of a new income tax in Amritsar merely exacerbated the distrust of the Government.72

Not only did the conclusion of the war fail to bring relief, but the situation actually got worse and prices were higher by 1919 than they had ever been before.73 In addition to the pressures of contributing to the war effort, the adverse impact of inflation and the rising cost of living, the region further suffered the effects of disease and environmental disasters. In 1917, a heavy monsoon led to a deadly outbreak of malaria in Punjab, which was immediately succeeded by an equally devastating plague epidemic.74 The following year, the monsoon failed, which badly affected the sowing of crops, and which again made the food shortage the following year even more acute. At a time when wheat was still being exported to Europe or Mesopotamia, Punjab thus had the worst harvest in half a century.75 To make matters worse, the subcontinent was subsequently visited by the global influenza pandemic, which was deadlier there than anywhere else, claiming the lives of some 12–18 million people. The pandemic first reached Amritsar and other major cities of Punjab in August 1918 and by the time it had passed, five months later, upwards of 1 million people had died.76

Just as the disruption to global trade caused by the war had sent ripples all the way to the bazaars and street-stalls of Amritsar, so too did the radical transformation of the worldwide political landscape. The Easter Rising in Ireland in 1916 had provided a spectacular example of armed resistance to British rule, and although the outbreak had quickly been put down, unrest in the oldest colony of the Empire persisted. Likewise, the Russian Revolution of 1917, which not only renewed fears of the spread of Bolshevism but also revealed in no uncertain terms that the empires of old were far from indestructible. Among the Muslims of India, however, it was the impending disintegration of the Ottoman Empire that caused the greatest concern as the war drew to an end.

Filling the ranks of British regiments in large numbers, Indian Muslims had to reconcile colonial service with fighting their fellow co-religionists – be they tribesmen on the North-West Frontier, Sudanese Dervishes or, more recently, Turkish troops during the world war. By 1919, Indian Muslims rallied around the cause of the so-called Khilafat movement, which sought to prevent the dismemberment of the Islamic territories resulting from the collapse of the Ottoman Empire.77 As caliph of Islam, the Ottoman sultan was a religious as well as a political figurehead for Muslims worldwide and British expansionist policies in the Middle East put them on collision course with their Muslim subjects. Muslim identity in India was strongly influenced by the pan-Islamic sentiments of the Khilafat movement during this very period. While the relative strength of British rule in India was inextricably linked to the fate of the Empire elsewhere, so too were the lives of millions of Indians shaped by events outside the subcontinent.

Among the Hindus of Amritsar, the revivalist Arya Samaj movement, in particular, had gained ground and a strengthened sense of communal identity was being actively cultivated through religious education, reform and activism.78 Although the Arya Samaj was ostensibly a religious organisation, rather than a political one, its followers’ commitment to the principle of swaraj, or self-government, meant that the Punjab Government was inclined to view the activities of the movement as inherently inimical to the interests of British rule.79 This suspicion harked back to the unrest of 1907, when many of the leaders of the protests had been active members of the organisation. Within the Sikh community of Amritsar, and in Punjab more generally, there was also a concerted effort to forge a separate communal identity apart from that of Hindus, with whom Sikhs were often grouped. At the same time, the Akali or Gurdwara Sikh reform movement was seeking to take back control from the colonially supported Mahants, or class of priests who managed religious institutions, including the Golden Temple.80 For most of the local communities in colonial India, religion was the only means by which they could legitimately and effectively engage in local politics, and political and economic conflicts and tensions were often expressed through religious movements and issues.

Apart from a minor riot recorded in 1897, the relationship between the different religious groups in Amritsar had nevertheless been almost entirely free of open conflict. In 1918, however, a violent clash between the followers of the Muslim Club and the Hindu Sabha Club led to the death of one person following a cricket match. During the run-up to elections for the Municipal Council in January 1919, communal tensions again manifested themselves powerfully in the mobilisation of the local electorate.81 The election was bitterly contested and shaped by a particularly complex set of issues: a certain numbers of seats on the Municipal Council were usually reserved for Hindus and Muslims, respectively, but in 1919 Sikhs were for the first time awarded three seats of their own.82 The Sikhs’ seats, however, were taken from those formerly reserved for Hindus, which weakened their position relative to that of the Muslim members. The election thus developed into a contest between candidates arraigned along communal lines.83 One of the candidates was Dr Saifuddin Kitchlew, a Muslim barrister and member of the local branches of both the Indian National Congress and the Muslim League, who succeeded in harnessing the Khilafat issue to garner support from his local co-religionists.84 Complicating this communal dynamic, however, was the fact that the Deputy Commissioner, an Englishman and a member of the administration, was elected president of the council. This obviously went counter to the aspirations of ‘Indianisation’ and caused considerable resentment among the Indian candidates, some of whom withdrew in favour of others who represented the Indian National Congress party.85 The election thus saw national issues come to the fore and, to some extent, even take precedence over local interests.

The biggest cause of turmoil and tension, however, was the introduction of a new ward system, which divided the candidates and electorate into specific neighbourhoods. This led a number of candidates to recruit local gangs to canvas voters and, in some instances, to intimidate other candidates.86 ‘The chiefs of the rowdies of the city organised gangs,’ according to the irascible Civil Surgeon of the city, Lieutenant-Colonel Henry Smith, ‘and interfered with the men who were candidates for the election.’87 Local power-brokers, such as Mahasha Rattan Chand and Chaudhri Bugga Mal, known as Ratto and Bugga, rose to prominence during the election by mobilising gangs of gundas, or strongmen, based on neighbourhood affiliation, trade guilds and patronage networks.88 Ratto, for instance, lived in the part of Amritsar city known as Ahluwallia and could rely on what he referred to as his Pandees, or men, to campaign on the streets on behalf of his preferred candidate.89 Ratto was furthermore a member of the Hindu Sabha Club and both he and Bugga had been involved in establishing Akhalas, or schools for physical exercise for boys and young men at Amritsar.

Nationalist politics and communal conflicts were accordingly enmeshed with local power dynamics and neighbourhood turf wars. The election for the otherwise uninspiring Municipal Council of Amritsar led to the ascent of a body of younger and politically more active leaders, who relied on local power-brokers and networks within the city to mobilise people and advance their cause.90 Crucially, the election provided the British authorities with a first taste of what political mobilisation in Amritsar might look like. Deputy Commissioner F.H. Burton actually ordered the police to take action against the gangs of ‘rowdies’, and, alongside the disturbance caused by the platform agitation, the unrest of the municipal election established a significant precedent in terms of how local Indian politics was regarded by the British.91
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In spring 1919, ‘there was war weariness’, as Dr Satyapal put it, and Amritsar was in political ferment.92 The end of the war had brought no relief for the population, who still suffered from the aftershocks of deadly epidemics, rising food prices, economic distress and, most significantly, a range of political grievances. One of the municipal commissioners described the anger and frustration, much of which was aimed at the British Government, and especially how people were ‘discontented on account of high prices and also on account of Turkish affairs’.93 Local grievances, and global concerns, were further exacerbated by the transformation of the political landscape and especially the impending reforms. Rather than putting British rule in India on a firm trajectory during tumultuous times, the Montagu–Chelmsford Reforms simply introduced an acute sense of uncertainty, and even resentment, among colonisers and colonised alike. Where Indian nationalists saw their aspirations of ‘self-determination’ indefinitely postponed, men like O’Dwyer lamented what they perceived simply as the imminent loss of the Jewel in the Crown. It was indeed no coincidence that Edmund Candler’s 1922 novel about the changing nature of British rule in India was entitled Abdication.



CHAPTER 2
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ROWLATT SATYAGRAHA

Just outside Amritsar, 2 miles west of the train station along the Grand Trunk Road en route to Lahore, one would come across an immense palatial building in an opulent faux-orientalist style with a protuberance of spires and cupolas. Established in 1892, the Khalsa College had 700 students, most of whom were the sons of wealthy Sikhs. It occupied an area of several acres, replete with sprawling gardens and gymnastics buildings as well as the obligatory cricket pitch.1 Right next to the road on the northern side of the campus stood a large single-storey bungalow in a moderately less ostentatious style, surrounded by a large flower garden and a small grove of trees. This was the principal’s house.

It was the home of Melicent Wathen, also known as Mel, her husband Gerard and their three young children.2 The Wathens first came out to India in 1909 and Gerard had previously taught at Government College in Lahore, before taking up the position as Principal of Khalsa College in 1915. Gerard was of a liberal paternalist inclination, and counted the likes of Edmund Candler among his friend; before the war, he had also been part of the circle around Malcolm Darling and E.M. Forster.3 Forster had even given a lecture to Gerard’s class at Government College back in 1912, and Cyril Fielding, arguably the main protagonist of A Passage to India, was supposedly based on Gerard.4 The principal’s involvement in Khalsa College and his interaction with the Indian students and their parents was certainly progressive for the time.5

Much like the fictional Fielding, however, the Wathens were not considered quite pukka, or proper, by their fellow Anglo-Indians.6 Privately, Melicent admitted that she and Gerard only attended the club at Amritsar ‘to be polite’.7 Interestingly, Malcolm Darling, who knew the Wathens at Lahore before they moved to Amritsar, had severe misgivings about the nature of Gerard and Melicent’s relationship – especially the manner in which he seemed to completely neglect her in favour of his work. By this account, Melicent stood in the shadow of, and was utterly dedicated to, her absent-minded husband.8 Gerard’s responsibilities did indeed leave Melicent on her own much of the time and, when she was not looking after the children, she occupied herself, like so many other memsahibs, with her race-horses, her painting or writing her diaries.9 Melicent wrote intermittently throughout the decade preceding 1919 and the diaries were full of memorabilia taped to the pages, including locks of her children’s hair or the colourful feathers of birds. They also contained numerous small watercolour sketches of ruins, palm trees and sunsets of the type beloved by so many amateur artists of the Raj. There were also numerous photographs of her three children, usually in the company of their ayah, and various Indian servants.

Until 1919, the lives of the Wathens could have been pulled from the pages of Kipling: the hot seasons were spent at the picturesque hill station of Gulmarg in Kashmir; back at the Khalsa College acquaintances would frequently visit; weddings of young friends had to be arranged; and polo horses submitted for the annual show at Lahore. Just beyond the wall of their garden at Khalsa College, the constant traffic of the Grand Trunk Road also presented a colourful spectacle to occupy the kids. As the middle child, Mark, later described it:

Caravans of camels used to come through on their long journeys, carrying goods and spices; each camel would have a large bell round its neck and one could hear the resonant tones of their bells from far away, and then trailing off in the stillness of the night. On one occasion when we were watching the cavalcade with my mother, she spoke to the syce of one of the camels, and he gave her a bell – which I still have.10

Nevertheless, the war loomed large in the background of the Wathen family’s carefree colonial existence. News of the declaration of the Armistice in November 1918 was received with a sense of patriotic glee, and Melicent wished she could have witnessed for herself the ‘ignominious’ surrender of the German fleet at Scapa Flow. As the Wathens attended a masked ball in Delhi around new year, however, she found herself in the very same room where she had last danced in March 1914, ‘which rather haunted one with memories of all those one knew now dead’ as she noted.11 With the war over, preparations could nevertheless be made for the children to return to England to attend school – much like the young Kipling and countless others had done for generations.12

But the end of the war did not bring peace. When the Wathens returned from the new year holiday in early 1919, Gerard found for the first time that the Indian students at the college were preoccupied by politics. In light of the fact that the Indian National Congress was to hold its next annual meeting at Amritsar in December, the principal went out of his way to talk to his students and ‘explain’ the recent colonial legislation – especially the much-maligned Rowlatt Act which, according to Melicent, was ‘the present cry taken up by the Seditionists’.13 The Wathens were certainly not the only ones to become aware of a heightened sense of tension, and Rosamond Napier, the wife of the Governor of Sindh, Henry Staveley Lawrence, noted how:

A vague uneasiness is troubling everything, and underground unrest, a communal tension. Talk of the Rowlatt Bill still haunts the Club, the Gymkhana; it is on everybody’s tongue, whether they have the first idea about it or not. The Rowlatt Bill is in the air. It appears to be quite innocuous, but Indians have suddenly discovered the value of propaganda. They are spreading abroad that meetings of more than two or three people are forbidden by Government, and other things like that, equally untrue. Henry calls meetings, makes speeches, and pamphlets are issued from the printing press in our grounds . . . but there is general uneasiness, unrest . . .14
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While the British were introducing the Montagu–Chelmsford Reforms in the aftermath of the war, they were at the same time preparing parallel legislation, which, for all intents and purposes, was completely contradictory and incompatible with the spirit of reform. This was partly due to the necessary political compromises between the British Government in Whitehall and the Government of India in Delhi. While Montagu and other liberals in the imper--ial metropole were working towards the implementation of reforms, much of the British administration in India was deeply concerned about safeguarding the status and security of the Raj.15

The received wisdom among colonial officials was that the threat posed by Indian revolutionaries during the First World War had only been defeated through emergency legislation. Despite the proclaimed centrality of rule of law in British colonial governance, the British in India made extensive use of special legislation for policing and surveillance – including the ‘Thuggee’ legislation of the 1830s and the Criminal Tribes Act of 1871.16 A spate of piecemeal legislation followed the rise of revolutionary violence after 1907, but it was the outbreak of the First World War that provided the authorities with the opportunity and justification to enact additional emergency laws. Since Indian revolutionaries, in India and abroad, were actively colluding with the Germans, these measures focused in the first instance on migrants.17

The cornerstone of the British war-time legislation was, however, the Defence of India Act of 1915.18 Similar to the Defence of the Realm Act passed in England, the Defence of India Act essentially entailed the suspension of the rule of law as a matter of emergency: colonial authorities were granted sweeping powers to crack down on any political activities that might be deemed dangerous, and suspects could be detained without trial or indefinitely imprisoned by special tribunals without juries. The freedom of the press was curtailed, and the scope for political activities, more generally, was significantly limited. The Punjab Government, and O’Dwyer personally, had lobbied the Government to pass the Defence of India Act by exaggerating the threat posed by the Ghadar movement and sensationalising ordinary rural crime, exacerbated by war-time food shortages, as revolutionary in nature.19 The British had, furthermore, kept the century-old Regulation III of 1818 on the statute book as a final resort: this allowed for the preventive deportation of people whose presence in India was deemed to pose a risk to the peace, again without trial. Although the regulation proved useful against revolutionaries and nationalists, the Government was wary of deploying a piece of legislation so evidently outdated and draconian.

With the end of the war, however, the Defence of India Act – the emergency law which had supposedly saved the Raj – was set to expire. Six months after peace had been declared, all prisoners and internees held under its provisions would have to be released. Thousands of demobilised Indian soldiers would furthermore be returning from the fighting in Europe and elsewhere, and it was feared that they would make easy targets for agitators seeking to spread discontent. The British were accordingly faced by the prospect of India being flooded with political prisoners and disbanded soldiers, thus providing the perfect scenario for a revival of the revolutionary moment and conspiracies that had only just been suppressed. Having spent the previous four years armed with an extensive arsenal of emergency legislation that allowed not just for the internment of revolutionaries, but also the restriction of movement of troublesome politicians and checks against the ‘seditious’ press, the provincial governments and local officials were reluctant to relinquish these powers. Preparing for the end of the war became even more urgent in light of the imminent reforms, which promised to further weaken the ability of the Raj to govern through coercion. As one British official put it, ‘The more democratic the Government becomes the more fatal disorder is likely to be.’20 The Government of India already had an impressive array of emergency laws at its disposal, but these were deemed patchy, piecemeal, and ultimately unsatisfactory. Among those officials who opposed reforms, putting the executive branch of government on a stronger footing thus became essential and there was strong pressure to replace the war-time legislation with more permanent yet equally powerful tools of governance.21

The British Government was thus faced by a dilemma. The continuation of emergency legislation was widely considered necessary to maintain control and defend the Raj. Yet, at the same time the British could not risk alienating Indian nationalist leaders, so many of whom had proclaimed their loyalty and rallied around the war effort. The result was the establishment of the Rowlatt Committee in December 1917, the findings of which were first published in its eponymous report in August 1918. The putative aim of the Committee was to assess the extent of ‘criminal conspiracies connected with the revolutionary movement in India’ and, more importantly, to identify the difficulties in dealing with such threats in order to ‘advise as to the legislation, if any, necessary to enable Government to deal effectively with them’.22 Since the perceived necessity for legislation was the very rationale for setting up the Committee in the first place, any pretence of an open inquiry was entirely perfunctory.23 The British officials involved were quite clear about this, privately stating that the real purpose of the report was to ‘convince the sober-minded majority of the [Indian] public of the gravity of the danger from the revolutionary conspiracy’.24 Ensuring that the positive impact of the reforms would not be completely undermined by the coterminous passing of new coercive legislation was another crucial aim. The Rowlatt Report was, in other words, little more than an elaborate piece of political showmanship aimed at providing the justification for the continuation of war-time measures. In Punjab and the United Provinces, the report was even issued in vernacular translations to ensure it was disseminated among, and accessible to, the local population.25

Just over 300 pages long, the report presented a carefully crafted narrative of the threat of revolutionary nationalism.26 Throughout the report, revolutionary nationalism was referred to in pathological terms, as either a ‘poison’ or a ‘virus’ which spread through contagion. Like an outbreak of the plague, conspiracies and insurgency were conventionally believed to spread within the healthy body of loyal subjects and had to be cut away for the colonial state to survive.27 In colonial India, the pathological terminology had a long genealogy and had been particularly prevalent in the context of the ‘Mutiny’ of 1857. While one historian described the rebel leader Nana Sahib and his retainers as ‘the germs of a cruel conspiracy’, George Malleson’s book, published in 1897, included a chapter on the escalation of the uprising, entitled simply ‘The Spread of the Epidemic’.28 The resurgence of anti-colonial violence after 1907 gave further impetus to this language. The Rowlatt Report, for instance, cited the assessment of one British judge in Bengal before the war: ‘The danger of a conspiracy like this lies not so much in its prospect of success as in its fruition. When once the poison has entered the system, it is impossible to say where it will break out or how far-reaching will be its effects.’29

It should be obvious that such an assessment of the causes behind revolutionary nationalism prevented the British from recognising the genuine grievances, let alone political legitimacy, of such movements. The report’s description of the first revolutionaries was particularly telling: ‘They had no definite political aims, but were daring in the achievement of any outrage which they conceived could prove their hatred of the British or satisfy their desire to punish supposed oppression.’30 Opposition to British rule, in other words, supposedly stemmed from an innate hatred, caused by religious prejudice and fanaticism, rather than anything else, and the actions of revolutionaries were furthermore seen to be devoid of political aims.31 If anti-colonial nationalism was both irrational and chronic, it followed that the only remedy was indeed suppression. As might be expected, the Rowlatt Report never considered the possibility that the very nature of British rule in India might in and of itself be one of the reasons for growing anti-colonial sentiment.

If the Indian population had no genuine grievances against the British, it followed that the root cause of anti-colonial movements originated in the propaganda and agitation of educated nationalists who relied on the local press to spread their dangerous ideas. Within the analysis presented by the report, the role of nationalist agitators, or ‘ringleaders’ as they were often referred to, became increasingly central to any attempt at suppressing anti-colonial movements. Quoting former Viceroy Minto, it was noted how ‘The seeds of wickedness have been sown amongst a strangely impressionable and imitative people – seeds that have been daily nurtured by a system of seditious writing and seditious speaking of unparalleled violence, vociferating to beguiled youth that outrage is the evidence of patriotism and its reward a martyr’s crown.’32 Whether in the form of political speeches, pamphlets and newspaper articles, words were accordingly identified as the contagion of Indian nationalism, which enabled agitators to rile up the ‘guileless’ masses. Indians, it was believed, would act unthinkingly, and often violently, under the influence of political agitation, especially when this was directed against the British.

Rather than acknowledging any political agenda or actual grievances, the central strategy advocated in the Rowlatt Report was thus to either contain or physically remove Indian agitators so that they could no longer wield their insidious powers. The logic of defeating anti-colonial movements by cutting off the snake’s head, as it were, was thus deeply embedded in the official colonial mindset – particularly in Punjab. This also accounts for the ambivalent way the British Government in India regarded Regulation III of 1818, since it provided exactly the means by which to deport troublesome leaders, as had indeed been the case in 1872 or 1907. The provisions were thus considered indispensable and yet at the same time it was not advisable for the British to retain a century-old piece of legislation for much longer. The Rowlatt Report recognised this and noted how ‘in a province like the Punjab it may be absolutely necessary, in order to avert the gravest danger, to prevent the entry of certain persons coming even from peaceable provinces. Such persons are those whose presence within the province is calculated in the opinion of the Local Government to give rise to or encourage criminal conspiracy.’33 British fears of Indian nationalism were accordingly not merely about acts of violence but were as much about those who were perceived to be able to mobilise the Indian population and thus indirectly cause violence. The restriction of nationalist politics and the surveillance of sedition was virtually indistinguishable.

One of the key features of the Rowlatt Report was the way that disparate anti-colonial activities, covering everything from burglary to assassination, in different parts of the subcontinent, were all depicted as being part of one coherent revolutionary movement.34 The scope of the threat posed by nationalist revolutionaries was thus consistently exaggerated and sensationalised.35 The unravelling of the so-called Ghadar conspiracy in 1915 – the great bugbear of O’Dwyer and the Punjab authorities – had, for instance, been somewhat anti-climactic. Following police raids on a number of locations in Lahore, prompted by information provided by informers, police arrested fourteen individuals. They furthermore confiscated a sword, two revolvers, nine bombs along with bomb-making equipment, eleven revolutionary flags, a printing press, and revolutionary pamphlets and literature.36 The most notable part of German involvement in these global networks of anti-colonial revolutionaries, namely the attempt to smuggle arms from the US to India in 1915, similarly came to a pitiful end when the boat on which the arms were to be transported turned out to be incapable of crossing the Pacific. In the Rowlatt Report, however, these ill-fated and haphazard ventures assumed momentous proportions, threatening the very edifice of the Raj.

Faced by the challenge posed by the revolutionary movement, the report asserted, the existing system of policing and criminal legislation had proven to be entirely insufficient. The legal system, it was argued, was exploited by revolutionaries to cause significant delays in bringing them to justice. This meant that the time elapsed between a crime and its eventual punishment rendered the latter ineffective as a preventive measure. Evidence and testimonies could furthermore be challenged and, worst of all, witnesses be intimidated or in some instances actually killed to prevent the pursuit of justice.37 In short, due process and the rule of law, on which the British prided themselves, hindered the effective prosecution of revolutionary crimes and endangered colonial rule during a time of crisis. By 1914, it was claimed in the Rowlatt Report, ‘the forces of law and order working through the ordinary channels were beaten’.38 O’Dwyer’s alarmist call for emergency legislation in Punjab in 1915, quoted in the report, summed up the entire gamut of special measures deemed necessary to defeat the bogey of the Indian revolutionary movement:

the situation in the Punjab could not be allowed to drift any further. It was necessary that effective power should be given, as soon as possible, to the local Government to deal with violence and political trouble. The spread of revolutionary propaganda must be checked forthwith; violent and seditious crimes must be promptly punished; the men behind them must be removed and interned; the mischievous activities of newspapers must be curtailed; and every precaution must be taken to ensure that the poisonous teaching of open rebellion was kept both from the army and from the people from which the army was recruited.39

According to the Rowlatt Report, the passing of the Defence of India Act of 1915 had provided those very tools to safeguard the Raj. No longer bogged down by the need for evidence or cumbersome legal procedures, the British had successfully defeated each and every conspiracy devised by Indian revolutionaries and their war-time allies. The danger of the ‘revolutionary movement’ had thus been averted, the report concluded, because of the emergency laws – ‘by those means alone has the conspiracy been paralysed . . .’40 This was particularly emphasised in the case of Punjab:

It is evident that the Ghadr movement in the Punjab came within an ace of causing widespread bloodshed. With the high-spirited and adventurous Sikhs the interval between thought and action is short. If captured by inflammatory appeals, they are prone to act with all possible celerity and in a fashion dangerous to the whole fabric of order and constitutional rule. Few persons reviewing the history which we have summarized, will not be disposed to endorse the considered opinion of the Punjab authorities that ‘had not Government been armed with extensive powers under the Defence of India Act and the Ingress Ordinance, the Ghadr movement could not have been suppressed so rapidly; and delay of preventive action and retribution in such a case would have increased yet more the amount of disorder to be coped with’.41

However, with the end of the war, and the temporary emergency acts set to expire, the report warned that British rule in India would once again be vulnerable to the revolutionary threat. The recommendation of the Rowlatt Committee was, accordingly, that the provisions of the war-time emergency measures should continue and be made permanent after the end of the conflict.

The report, however, could not, in good faith, make those recommendations on the basis of the current political situation in India, which, in the aftermath of the First World War, was a far cry from the widespread unrest that preceded the global conflict. In spite of the hardship of the population in Amritsar and elsewhere, there were no major revolutionary networks active in 1919. The Ghadar movement had, in effect, been crushed and there were no other significant anti-colonial organisations mobilising against the Raj. Although the Rowlatt Committee claimed to have been concerned ‘with the future’ and not with the past, it is noteworthy that the report made no attempt at producing an up-to-date threat assessment. With no mention of the unrest in other parts of the Empire, including Ireland and Egypt, or indeed the implications of the First World War, its findings were based exclusively on the actions of revolutionary nationalists during the preceding decade. Recommendations were accordingly made in relation to ‘possible future emergencies’, rather than any clearly identified threat.42 The argument of the Rowlatt Committee was nevertheless clear: ‘To postpone legislation till the danger is instant, is, in our view, to risk a recurrence of the history of the years 1906–17.’43 This was, in short, a pre-emptive move to enshrine emergency legislation in law before the need arose. The Rowlatt Act was thus meant to reassure those conservative-minded officials who had been opposed to the Montagu–Chelmsford Reforms, that the British remained firmly in control and had the means required to stave off any future challenges to the authority of the Raj.44
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To British officials in India, including Governor-General Chelmsford, the Rowlatt Act was seen as a necessary measure required for the successful implementation of reforms, emphasising the notion that reform and repression could be carefully calibrated to reward moderates and punish extremists.45 Unless the authorities were armed with the tools of the Rowlatt Act, the argument went, seditionists might derail the reforms and eventually even Montagu was convinced to sanction the bill.46 Almost all of the recommendations of the Rowlatt Report were subsequently worked into the Rowlatt Act, or the Anarchical and Revolutionary Crimes Act as it was formally known. The act was to come into effect in March 1919 and would be reviewed after three years.47 The provisions of the act allowed for detention without trial, and trials without jury held in camera (without press or public having access to the proceedings). In essence, these measures amounted to carte blanche in dealing with Indians suspected of revolutionary crimes.

As an exercise in public relations, however, the Rowlatt Report had been an unmitigated disaster. The British had completely misread the political climate of post-war India and it was little short of delusional to assume that a narrative of the revolutionary movement, written from an exclusively colonial perspective, was ever going to convince any Indian nationalists of the need for permanent emergency legislation. The central idea behind British colonial governance during these years was that constitutional agitation ought to be tolerated, whereas unconstitutional sedition had to be ruthlessly repressed and crushed. The Montagu–Chelmsford Reforms supposedly provided the framework for the former, and the Rowlatt Act the tools for the latter: the intention behind this seemingly contradictory set of policies was that reform and repression could be applied selectively: only moderate nationalists would benefit from the reforms, and only a minority of criminal-minded extremists would be affected by the repression. The argument was that the majority of law-abiding Indians had nothing to fear from the Rowlatt Act. The British thus believed that they could secure the future of the Raj and chart a safe course through the tumultuous waters of the post-war crisis by balancing coercion with conciliation. The problem was that the carrot was far too small, and the stick was far too big.

The acceptable limits of agitation contracted during times of crisis and the British Government of India had proven itself to be particularly prone to panic in this regard. The years during which the Defence of India Act of 1915 had been in operation revealed exactly how the British administered emergency legislation within a colonial context: the only type of nationalist politics that the British were truly willing to tolerate was one that accepted as its basic premise the sovereignty of the Raj. Any other speeches or writings which questioned, or outright rejected, the legitimacy of British rule in India were regarded as implicitly revolutionary and accordingly had to be kept in check, even when no laws were being broken.48 Since the Rowlatt Act, furthermore, incorporated many elements of the legislation that it superseded, it was evident that the British were not only perpetuating war-time emergency measures in 1919 but were in fact redeploying some of the most draconian and repressive aspects of nineteenth-century legislation.49 While the reforms seemed to promise a liberal and permissive political culture, allowing and even encouraging Indians to speak their mind, the Rowlatt Act at the very same time enabled the authorities to shut down dissent whenever they saw fit. No amount of political spin could hide those facts. At a time when Indian nationalists were eagerly looking towards the future, inspired by the rhetoric of ‘responsible self-government’, the most reactionary and repressive aspects of colonial rule were becoming increasingly entrenched. At Amritsar, Dr Satyapal described the sense of profound disappointment: ‘The termination of the war was a relief, and the people were in an expectant mood to get a decent reward for services rendered to the British Throne so unstintingly. Our disappointment was very poignant, when instead of taking a step forward, the Government passed one of the most reactionary measures ever passed.’50
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Now, my Lord, a bad law passed is not always used against the bad. In times of panic to which all alien Governments are unfortunately far too liable, in times of panic, caused it may be by very slight incidents, I have known Governments lose their heads. I have known a reign of terror being brought about [. . .] It is all very well to say that the innocent are safe. I tell you, my Lord, when Government undertakes a repressive policy, the innocent are not safe. Men like me would not be considered innocent. The innocent man then is he who forswears politics, who takes no part in the public movements of the times; who retires into his house, mumbles his prayers, pays his taxes and salaams all the Government officials round. The man who interferes in politics, the man who goes about collecting money for any public purpose, the man who addresses a public meeting, then becomes a suspect [. . .] It will hurt the good as well as the bad, and there will be such a lowering of public spirit, there will be such a lowering of the political tone in the country, that all your talk of responsible government will be mere mockery.51

Srinivasa Sastri’s speech in the Legislative Council in February 1919 was a particularly poignant example of how so-called moderate Indian politicians, supposedly co-opted by the colonial state through the promise of reforms, interpreted and responded to the Rowlatt Act. The provisions of the new legislation made it far too easy for the authorities to suppress legitimate dissent, and, ever since the publication of the report the previous summer, opposition among Indian political leaders and the public more generally had been growing more vocal.52 Local protests were further energised by the opposition to the Rowlatt Act offered by notable Indian members of the Legislative Council, such as Srinivasa Sastri, which was widely reported in the press.

The local leaders of Amritsar, most of whom were lawyers or medical practitioners, put aside their previous disputes, and Hindus, Sikhs and Muslims, who had been bitter rivals during the municipal elections, now found common ground in their opposition to the Government. As Kitchlew later described it: ‘I found a new wave of life among the masses; but they needed the lead of some persons to work for their motherland.’53 The Rowlatt protests that sprang up across Punjab from the beginning of 1919 similarly drew a receptive audience from across the entire section of the local population. In Amritsar, meetings were held regularly from January onwards and thousands of people, sometimes tens of thousands, turned up. Meetings were initially held in the Bande Mataram Hall, but, as the crowds grew bigger throughout February and March, the gatherings were moved to parks and other open spaces within the city.

One of the thousands of ordinary Indians caught up in the excitement of the Rowlatt protests, was the 23-year-old Hans Raj, a Hindu Khatri who lived in the Katra Bagh Singh neighbourhood of Amritsar.54 Hans Raj had passed the university entrance exam in 1911 but had drifted from one job to another since then: he had been a travelling ticket inspector on the North Western Railway, and he had also tried, and failed, to join both the police force and, later, the Indian Defence Force. Subsequently, he had worked as a correspondent clerk for a local municipal commissioner at Amritsar, then a banker in the city, finally ending up as a commission agent for stationary and medicine. Rumour had it that he had been dismissed from several of his jobs for embezzlement and those who knew him claimed that Hans Raj lived off the illicit earnings of his wife and mother, who were both said to be prostitutes.55 He was also known to loiter in the bazaar and was apparently on friendly terms with some of the local police officers of the city.56

Hans Raj had joined the Home Rule League back in 1917 but only became actively involved in nationalist politics with the platform agitation in January 1919 – ‘the idea being that if we had Home Rule we could go on to the platform without a ticket’ as he explained it.57 Edmund Candler, who wrote extensively about politicised Indian youths at the time, described the typical student as ‘the prey of chance influences, equally impressionable, gullible and unstable’.58 This was not just a British stereotype, and one contemporary Indian spoke derisively of ‘the half-educated youths of the country’: ‘Take a boy who has passed to the High School and has little knowledge of English, still less a knowledge of English history. He reads newspapers which he only half understands and feeds on his own predilections instead of checking them.’59 This might have been written specifically about Hans Raj, who, like so many other young Indian men, failed to secure the respectable livelihood that he expected from his education.60

The protests against the Rowlatt Act at Amritsar and elsewhere, however, were never just about the legislation, but instead reflected a whole range of issues that touched directly on the everyday concerns of people. While knowledge of the exact provisions of the legislation was limited, there were, as Rosamond Lawrence had noted, numerous rumours circulating – and it was these, more than anything else, that people like Hans Raj responded to. At Amritsar, Deputy Commissioner Irving described how: ‘Among the ignorant people the wildest rumours were prevalent; such rumours for example that more than four people would not be allowed to assemble together; that there would be a tax levied on every marriage; that Government would collect its revenue in kind by taking half the produce.’61 Some of the rumours had clear roots in the actual provisions of the Rowlatt Act, including the notion that police would have increased powers and would be able to arrest people and search their houses without a warrant.62 Others, however, reflected long-standing fears over Government intrusion into the private sphere of ordinary households, including official interference in marriage ceremonies and funerals. These were not too different from the rumours that had circulated among the Indian population at regular intervals over the past century – revealing the seemingly insurmountable distance between coloniser and colonised. Other rumours again were the direct result of the economic hardship of the time and typically evolved around anxieties over new taxation and revenues.

As opposed to Irving, the Commissioner of Lahore, A.J.W. Kitchin, gave a remarkably perceptive account of the rumours:

Few of the opponents of the Act had read it, but they knew that it was passed in the face of the whole of the Indian representatives on the Imperial Council, showing that Indians had no power in their own country [. . .] The general dislike of the police, which is very deep-seated indeed, was utilised to the full by stories of enormous powers of summary arrest which were to be conferred upon them. The stories about the intended interference in marriage customs and domestic life can undoubtedly be traced to the Patel Marriage Bill, which orthodox Hinduism regards with horror. The general rumour about confiscation of property comes from annoyance at the enhanced Income Tax and Excess Profits Tax. The old commercial resentment of the Punjab Land Alienation Act can be traced in others of the Rowlatt Act rumours. Indeed a study of the rumours which were afloat is most interesting and instructive, and reveals much of the secret grievances and aspirations of the political classes.63

Although this analysis was obviously biased, it was essentially accurate – a wide range of grievances, and everything that ordinary Indians resented about colonial rule, was attributed to the Rowlatt Act.64 Many of the rumours that circulated among Gerard’s students at Khalsa College, and elsewhere in Amritsar, were clearly far-fetched. And yet, their very existence revealed something important about the manner in which ordinary Indians, the very public to whom the Rowlatt Report was supposed to justify the legislation, perceived British rule in 1919. Nationalist leaders, such as Kitchlew and Satyapal, also played a central role in tying local grievances to the bigger issue of the Rowlatt Act.65 During one protest meeting in late February, for instance, the possibility of opening cheap grain shops to make basic foodstuffs available to the poorest classes of Amritsar was raised. In his speech, Kitchlew blamed the high prices on the British Government, pointing out that the grain seized under the Defence of India Act was being shipped to Europe.66 The implication was that, when the Defence of India Act was replaced by the Rowlatt Act, such oppressive policies would continue and people’s hardship was unlikely to improve. Protests against the Rowlatt Act thus covered a whole range of issues and national politics, becoming completely enmeshed with issues ranging from the Khilafat movement to epidemics, drought, high food prices, the platform agitation – all of which was exacerbated by the disappointment of the expected reforms and a general disillusionment following the end of the war. As Kitchin put it, ‘The Rowlatt Act was the occasion and not the cause of the trouble.’67

There were many among the British, however, who simply dismissed the rumours concerning the Rowlatt Act as bazaar gossip – or, as Melicent Wathen put it, ‘lies . . . spread amongst the lower classes such as the tonga wallahs and sweepers and fruit sellers’.68 O’Dwyer and the Punjab administration similarly assumed that the opposition to the Rowlatt Act was based on ignorance and that nationalist agitators were deliberately spreading misinformation. When Indian CID (Criminal Investigation Department) officers attended the protest meetings organised by Kitchlew and Satyapal, they invariably noted in their reports how the Rowlatt Act had not been explained properly. The antidote to this campaign of misinformation, it was reasoned, was simply more propaganda: if the Indian population understood what the legislation was really about, they would come to their senses and realise the British Government only had their best interests in mind.69 O’Dwyer later described these efforts:

To expose the falsehoods about the Rowlatt Act employed to excite the ignorant mobs, we had hastily printed and distributed tens of thousands of copies of an explanation of the Act – which had not yet been brought into force in any part of India and could not be without the special sanction of the Government of India. These copies were torn up or burned publicly, for those who were behind this lawless agitation knew that it could only thrive on falsehood.70

Gerard Wathen’s attempt at explaining the actual implications of the Rowlatt Act to his students at the Khalsa College can also be seen as an extension of this – ultimately unsuccessful – effort to diffuse the tensions caused by the passing of the new legislation. Yet more information and pamphlets issued by the authorities were not going to succeed where the Rowlatt Report had already failed so conspicuously.71
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At the end of February, Hans Raj and everyone else in Amritsar could read in the newspapers a letter from an emergent political figure, named Mohandas Karamchand Gandhi:

I enclose herewith the Satyagraha Pledge regarding the Rowlatt Bills. The step taken is probably the most momentous in the history of India. I give my assurance that it has not been hastily taken [. . .] I have been unable to find any justification for the extraordinary Bills. I have read the Rowlatt Committee’s Report. I have gone through its narrative with admiration. Its reading has driven me to conclusions just the opposite of the Committee’s. I should conclude from the Report that secret violence is confined to isolated and very small parts of India, and to a microscopic body of people. The existence of such men is truly a danger to society. But the passing of the Bills designed to affect the whole of India and its people arms the Government with powers out of all proportion to the situation sought to be dealt with, is a greater danger and the Committee utterly ignores the historical fact that the millions in India are by nature the gentlest on earth.72

In early 1919, Gandhi was yet to become the famous Mahatma. A lawyer by training, he had up to this point been involved mainly in smaller disputes in the Bombay Presidency between peasants and labourers and the British Government, and he was still a rather peripheral figure in the political landscape of Indian nationalism. Drawing on his previous experience in South Africa, where he had first applied his ideas of passive resistance and civil disobedience during the preceding decades, Gandhi was now developing a new philosophy of popular political mobilisation in India. For Gandhi there was no real distinction between swaraj, or self-rule, for the individual or for the nation; spiritual purification and national independence went hand in hand and neither could be achieved without the other.73 The pledge referred to in Gandhi’s letter thus invoked the concept of Satyagraha, or the reliance on moral or spiritual force to resist oppression, which was deliberately conceived as a non-violent alternative to revolutionary nationalism. Those who signed the pledge made a commitment to resist the Rowlatt Act to the point of courting arrest, yet without ever resorting to violence themselves; only through passive resistance could Indians demonstrate how British policy was unjust and oppressive. While his earlier protests had been limited to particular local issues, the ramifications of the Rowlatt Act affected all Indians and Gandhi’s initiative proved hugely successful in mobilising the wider population on a national scale. Gandhi did not have an extensive organisation, and while formal support for the Rowlatt Satyagraha was far from uniform across British India, he could rely on the volunteers and networks of the Home Rule League, as well as Arya Samaj and the Khilafat movement.74

Gandhi wrote to the Government and even met in person with Governor-General Chelmsford to convince him to repeal the Rowlatt Act, but his pleas went unheeded. On 18 March 1919, the Rowlatt Act was passed in the Legislative Council with 35 votes to 20; all Indian members present voted against it. While some Indian representatives had absented themselves from the vote, others resigned completely from the council in protest against the result.75 When later asked about his objections to the Rowlatt Act, Gandhi responded:

As I read the Rowlatt Committee’s report and came to the end of it, and I saw the legislation that was fore-shadowed, I felt that it was not warranted by the facts that were produced by the committee. As I read the legislation itself, I felt that it was so restrictive of human liberty, that no self-respecting person or no self-respecting nation could allow such legislation to appear on its regular statute book. When I saw the debates in the Legislative Council, I felt that the opposition against it was universal and when I found that agitation or that opposition flouted by the Government, I felt that for me, as a self-respecting individual, as a member of a vast Empire, there was no course left open but to resist that law to the utmost.76

It was not the nature of the Rowlatt Act itself that provoked Gandhi as much as the manner in which the British had pushed it through the Legislative Council, abandoning all pretence of liberal governance in the process and belying in the most striking fashion the rhetoric of reform and ‘responsible government’. Gandhi’s mobilisation of the Satyagraha movement was as such an act of desperation, albeit a highly idealistic one, since Indians had effectively no other means available to protest the iniquity of what was now described as the ‘Black Act’.77 The failure of the Indian members of the Legislative Council to challenge the Rowlatt Act revealed the impotence of constitutional politics in the face of a determined colonial government. Mass mobilisation thus emerged as the only possible option.78

The formal impact of the Rowlatt Satyagraha in Punjab was at first glance negligible: before 30 March, no-one in Amritsar had signed the pledge, and there was no formal Satyagraha Sabha, or chapter of the organisation, established until later. Yet Gandhi provided a symbolic framework and a powerful language through which people such as Hans Raj and thousands of others could make sense of their struggle. Punjab had been rocked by protests before, as had been the case in 1907, but the Rowlatt Satyagraha became the impetus for unprecedented mobilisation and, for the first time, Hindus and Muslims, rich and poor, were coming together as part of something bigger. The Rowlatt Act was seen to affect all Indians, irrespective of creed, class or caste, and Gandhi’s simple teachings of civil disobedience and passive resistance, allowed the protests to become a genuine mass movement, prefiguring his emergence as a dominant leader in Indian politics years later.79

One of the key tools of Gandhi’s civil disobedience was the hartal, which combined the political strike and voluntary closure of shops and schools with a more spiritual notion of fasting and purification for the individual.80 When the Rowlatt Act was passed, Gandhi decided it was time to take the campaign of civil disobedience to its next step and announced a hartal on the second Sunday following.81 Gandhi had had 6 April in mind when he called for the all-India hartal, but, due to confusion over his wording, many people believed it to be 30 March, and at Amritsar, and in a number of other cities, preparations were made to bring his words into action.82 Hans Raj had by this point attached himself to Kitchlew and Satyapal’s fledgling movement, which relied on volunteers to announce meetings, distribute pamphlets, and help with other practical matters. Since Hans Raj could read and write, and proved eager to help out, he was a useful activist.

A speech delivered by Satyapal on 29 March ‘made a great impression on me,’ Hans Raj later stated, ‘and on the next day when there was a Hartal, I kept fast . . .’83 The young man and several others associated with Kitchlew and Satyapal were busy on 30 March, driving around the bazaars of Amritsar in a horse-drawn ghari, calling out for people to obey Gandhi’s order and close their shops in observance of the hartal.84 The activists were not in a position to force shop owners to comply, but implied that other people might object if they did not; as with any strike involving hundreds or thousands of people, the line between voluntary commitment, peer pressure or threats was a blurry one. Large parts of Amritsar were eventually shut down as a result of the hartal, and in the evening a large meeting was held in the open space in the heart of the city known as the Jallianwala Bagh.

Since shops were closed and business suspended throughout the city, the day became a ‘public holiday’, as one local policeman put it, and thousands of people turned up at the Bagh.85 Hans Raj claimed that more than 30,000 people were present, while others put the number even higher.86 These numbers, however, were very loose estimates based on nothing more than a general sense of what a crowd of thousands looks like. It is nevertheless clear that the size of the gathering was significant and much larger than any of the previous meetings that had taken place. Kitchlew himself noted with joy that even women, who would not usually attend such large gatherings, had turned up to watch from the rooftops of the houses that enclosed the Bagh.87 Uniformed police had been told to keep back so as not to provoke any excitement with so many people gathered, although this precaution was hardly necessary. The atmosphere at the meeting was in fact remarkably relaxed: the Sub-Inspector of the CID, Babu Obadullah, had been given a table next to the speaker’s platform, where he was sitting in full sight taking notes of the proceedings.88

During the course of the afternoon, several speeches were made, and patriotic poems recited, before the enthusiastic crowd, which intermittently broke out in what had by then become the familiar slogans at Amritsar: ‘Mahatma Gandhi ki jai’ and ‘Hindu-Mussalman ki jai’. It was only with great difficulty that the spectators were induced to quiet down so that the speakers could be heard.89 One poem by Pandit Kotu Mal was notable for being addressed to the higher authority of George V, or ‘King’, as well as a non-denominational ‘God’, or ‘Lord’:

O King, nothing is hidden from Thee. It was their misfortune that a split took place between the representatives of the King and leaders of India, who unanimously protested against the Bill but the former made it into law. O God! the subjects are faithful and honest and ready to sacrifice their head for the King. O Lord! remove the present unrest from the country and scatter the Rowlatt Act. O Lord! soften the hearts of our rulers and accept our prayers, as our rulers do not accept it. Thou art the Protector of the poor, we humbly beseech Thee.90

This combination of political analysis, clearly referring to the vote on the Rowlatt Act in the Legislative Council, and divine invocation, revealed that even in the midst of the biggest protests India had so far experienced the British king was still considered a supreme authority to whom loyalty was declared. Following the conventional format for such gatherings, two resolutions were also made: one protesting against the Rowlatt Act and another for the proceedings of the meeting to be forwarded to Gandhi.

As the chair of the meeting, Kitchlew gave the keynote speech and encouraged the crowd to ignore those who tried to dissuade them from participating in the protests. His speech was carefully recorded by the CID:

Such men who convey false information to officers that the citizens of Amritsar have nothing to do with politics should know that the present large gathering was consisting of persons of all grades of society. Even the Marwari traders were also present [. . .] It was evident that the people of Amritsar aspired for self-Government and Home Rule.91

The significance of Hindu–Muslim unity was also emphasised and Kitchlew expressed the hope that the swaraj flag, which represented all Indians regardless of religion, might be flown over their gatherings in the future. The CID report recorded that Kitchlew in his final words told the crowd:

that it was unnecessary to shed streams of blood in the sacred land, but they should prepare themselves to disobey all orders which might be against their conscience and the commandments of God. It would not matter if they would be sent to jail or interned. They should prepare themselves for the service of the country and always act on the policy of Passive Resistance, even if they were attacked.92

One of the police officers present ended his report on a note of relief: ‘The meeting came to an end and the crowd took long to disperse. In the evening, a few shops were opened, all passed off very quietly and smoothly, without the slightest hitch or disturbance.’93 One voice, however, was conspicuously absent from the list of speakers, namely that of Satyapal. After the meeting the previous day, as he later described it, ‘I was called by the Inspector of Police and served with an order under the Defence of India Act, prohibiting me from taking part in any public meetings, or writing to the press, and ordering me to report my movements to the Police like a criminal.’94 These orders came directly from O’Dwyer and the Punjab Government at Lahore; Irving had played no part in the decision to silence Satyapal. During his speech on 30 March, Kitchlew deliberately kept quiet about this, so ‘that the people might not get excited’, as he put it.95

Once the meeting at Jallianwala Bagh on 30 March was over, Kitchlew and his followers, including Hans Raj, convened at the former’s house. Satyapal’s political restraining order was a worrying development, and Kitchlew expected that it was only a matter of time before he too would be stopped: ‘What is going to happen then?’ There was some talk of sending out people to mobilise the villagers in the surrounding areas and relying on personal contacts to spread the Satyagraha movement further afield. Political speeches were not going to make any difference, Kitchlew argued, until the masses ‘were roused and joined in’. Others emphasised the need for Hindus and Muslims to settle their differences and so present a united front against the British. The night ended with Hans Raj and the others taking the Satyagraha oath. Since they did not have actual pledges to sign, this was merely a verbal commitment ‘undertaking to disobey the Rowlatt Act and other laws that Gandhi might decide on’.96
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The British had observed with some fear the unprecedented popular mobilisation against the Rowlatt Act and recognised that their Indian subjects had been stirred by what could only be described as a spirit of burgeoning nationalism. To O’Dwyer and the Punjab Government, the Rowlatt Satyagraha thus represented nothing so much as a revolutionary movement in the making. Any mobilisation of the Indian masses was considered as a potential threat to the colonial state; misleading rumours were one thing, but it was something altogether different that tens of thousands of Indians were gathering to listen to speeches that expounded the iniquities of British rule. O’Dwyer’s own account of these events was highly revealing. The passing of the Rowlatt Act on 18 March, he claimed, ‘was the signal for the opening of Gandhi’s passive resistance’. O’Dwyer continued:

The ground had meantime been prepared by his manifesto of March 1st, announcing his intention and formulating the pledge of passive resistance, by the menacing speeches of several members in the Legislative Council, threatening the authorities with an agitation of unprecedented violence if the Bill became law, by a series of most inflammatory articles in the Indian Press generally, and by the mobilisation in a campaign against the Act of every political or semi-political association – the Congress and Khilafat Committees, Indian Association, Hindu–Mohammedan Associations – generally headed in the Punjab by extremist journalists, lawyers, and members of the Arya Samaj.97

This can only be described as a deeply paranoid assessment of the situation, completely misrepresenting the nature and scope of Indian protests – much as the Rowlatt Report had less than a year before. What was to most Indians experienced as a political awakening, to the British seemed both sinister and threatening. And there was nothing passive about the resistance. As O’Dwyer later described it: ‘Gandhi, having marshalled his forces, began the war against the Act by proclaiming a Hartal or stoppage of all work throughout India on the following Sunday – 30th March.’98 Any critique of the British Government was thus labelled simply as extremist, and any form of organisation or movement was immediately branded a conspiracy.99 The notion of a pledge, as one of the key tenets of the Rowlatt Satyagraha, also sounded too much like a secret oath – the bête noire of any government that ruled through coercion rather than consent. Not only did an oath signify loyalty to a cause other than the British Government, but Gandhi’s pledge explicitly entailed a commitment to disobey the law, which made the Satyagraha movement criminal by definition as far as officials such as O’Dwyer were concerned. At a time when fears of Bolshevism were so prevalent, hartals were also considered simply as general strikes, which in the words of one British official would make it impossible ‘to carry on Government’, and they were as a result deemed to be dangerous and illegal.100

Since mid-March, O’Dwyer had ordered the CID to step up their surveillance of the political activities of Kitchlew and Satyapal at Amritsar, and Irving had been told to warn both leaders of the potential consequences if they continued making ‘violent’ speeches.101 When O’Dwyer learned of the initiation of the Rowlatt Satyagraha, and Satyapal’s encouragement for people to take the pledge in a speech on 24 March, the Lieutenant-General of Punjab acted immediately. The Defence of India Act of 1915 was still in operation, and it was very easy to shut down Satyapal’s political activities. Peaceful Indian protests against the Rowlatt Act, which many feared would be used to stifle political dissent, were thus met with what amounted to a gagging order by the British authorities. In a strange way, everybody’s worst fears were coming true: the silencing of Satyapal proved to Indians that the British would abuse their powers, while the anti-Rowlatt protests confirmed to the likes of O’Dwyer the urgent need to keep emergency legislation on the books. A dangerous dynamic of mutual miscognition was thus shaping the growing estrangement between rulers and ruled.

Meanwhile, the Anglo-Indians at Amritsar, and across Punjab, were becoming increasingly alarmed. ‘We hear,’ Rosamond Lawrence noted, ‘of Gandhi’s “satyagraha” for the first time. All this is mixed up with violent racial bitterness, and economic as well as political discontent.’102 ‘By the beginning of April,’ Melicent Wathen wrote in her diary, ‘we realised things were nasty [. . .] Kitchlew and Satyapal were making most inflammatory speeches and things were in a very bad state.’103



CHAPTER 3
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PARTY OF ANARCHY

30 MARCH–9 APRIL

While the authorities were trying desperately to curb what they imagined to be a nefarious conspiracy, life in Amritsar went on despite the gathering clouds on the horizon. After the hartal on 30 March, the Wathens decided to get out of Amritsar: Gerard took the week off to go shooting and the family went together to see the festivities at the Mela Hola Mohalla festival at the nearby Sikh shrine at Tarn Taran. ‘A wonderful sight,’ Melicent recalled. ‘All day from early dawn the crowd a moving mass as far as the eye could see, of gaily-dressed Sikhs and their families. On our way home we walked round the big tank of Tarn Taran Golden Temple, so densely packed with Sikhs for the whole mile round that we could hardly move.’1 A missionary couple they met at the shrine nevertheless reminded the Wathens of the political turmoil and ‘spoke gravely and foretold a bad Sikh rising in the near future’.2 The very idea of a rising was obviously an alarmist, and entirely improbable, throwback to the nineteenth century, but rumours were evidently rife among the colonisers as much as the colonised. Back in Amritsar, Melicent went in to the city to make some purchases a few days later:

I pulled up at the shop of a Mohammedan I knew and was greeted with a stare and no answer to my salaam. He continued smoking his hookah. Paying no attention, I got off my horse and was stepping inside his shop when he turned his back on me saying that none of his things were for sale. I saw that things were not right, and remounting I rode on into the city. Instead of being greeted with smiles and salaams I became aware that on all sides I was being stared at. The streets which at that hour were usually untenanted except by those going about their work, now seemed full of men moving restlessly hither and thither with no apparent object. My friends avoided my gaze, and those who did not know me stared in a way that I had never before experienced.3

Melicent hurried home towards the Civil Lines, noting that ‘for the first time, I had an instinctive feeling of relief as I crossed the railway bridge out of the city’. The railway bridge was not just a link between the ‘native’ city and the Civil Lines – it was also a marker of distinct racialised spaces and symbolic of the enduring distance between rulers and ruled.4 During times of crisis, the extent of British rule became constricted to the imagined security of the Civil Lines, with its straight and leafy avenues, whereas the ‘native’ city came to be seen as the site of sedition and hence the geographic location of fear.5
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While the hartal at Amritsar on 30 March had passed peacefully, events elsewhere spun out of control. At Delhi, scuffles thus broke out when Satyagraha volunteers tried to force local shops to close down and the police intervened and arrested two young men.6 As word spread that the authorities were clamping down on the protests, large crowds gathered in the area around Delhi railway station (now known as Old Delhi station), Queen’s Park (now Mahatma Gandhi Park) and Chandni Chowk. When armed police and British soldiers sought to push back the crowds, protesters started throwing stones and the troops subsequently opened fire on two occasions, killing at least eight people.7

A British officer, Brigadier-General R.E.H. Dyer, who commanded the 45th Brigade at Jullundur, 50 miles east of Amritsar, was at that time driving in a car through Delhi on a holiday with his wife and niece. Unaware of the proclamation of the hartal, the small party inadvertently got caught up in the massive crowds that thronged the streets of the new capital of British India. Dyer later described the experience: ‘On going through the native quarters of the city we passed through a large and unruly crowd which roared at us and two men actually climbed on to the back of my car. That night I learned the true meaning of what we had gone through.’ Later during the Dyers’ trip, their car was pelted with stones as they drove through some of the smaller towns in Punjab, and at one point a large piece of wood was apparently thrown out on the road in front of them to upset the car. ‘During my tour,’ Dyer later stated, ‘I was thoroughly impressed with the dangerous nature of the inhabitants.’8

When Gandhi learned of the violence at Delhi, his immediate response was to remind his followers that for a hartal to be successful it had to be voluntary and that Satyagraha volunteers were moreover obligated to obey the orders of the police. Those who had been killed at Delhi were nevertheless regarded as martyrs whose sacrifice was necessary for the movement to succeed: ‘I never contemplated that those who are our associates would not have our own blood spilt, though I do confess that I was totally unprepared for the “stern measures” of the Delhi authorities. But to satyagrahis, they must be welcome. The sterner they are, the better. They have undertaken to suffer even unto death.’9 Others were less confident and at Amritsar Satyapal began worrying that what had happened at Delhi might also happen there. As a result, he wrote to Gandhi, as the latter later described:

I had received a letter from Dr. Satyapal from Amritsar saying that he had been trying to follow the Satyagraha movement, that he appreciated the thing and he liked it immensely, but that he himself did not fully understand it, nor did the people. Would I not go over to Amritsar, be his guest, and deliver a few speeches explaining the doctrine of Satyagraha, as they were, on a superficial observation of it, enamoured of the thing? As I happened to know from information given to me by the police officers that this letter was intercepted, copied by them and then given to me, I told Dr Satyapal that I should do so at the very first opportunity that I had.10

Gandhi, in other words, intended to go to Amritsar in order to assert ‘a pacifying influence’, and the authorities, who were openly keeping him under surveillance, and reading his letters, were fully aware of this.11

The prospect of Gandhi entering Punjab, however, was deeply disconcerting for O’Dwyer, who saw in this figure, with his ‘ascetic pose and the vague impracticable Tolstoyan theories’, the root cause of the political protests.12 While Gandhi might have been preaching non-violence, it was he who had initiated the anti-Rowlatt Satyagraha, and who was accordingly deemed responsible for the riots at Delhi. According to O’Dwyer:

The knowledge that the situation in the Punjab was very critical, that the people of the Punjab were not of a class to whom Mr. Gandhi’s spiritual ideals would appeal and that they would translate Passive Resistance into an Active Resistance movement. At the time when he was advertised to come to the Punjab, the atmosphere both in Lahore and Amritsar was very highly surcharged. If he had been allowed at that time, it would have probably resulted in very serious disorder.13

The solution, as far as O’Dwyer was concerned, was the time-honoured strategy of summary deportation of the so-called ‘ringleader’, and thereby containing the ‘poison’ of sedition. The Lieutenant-Governor of Punjab originally wanted to have Gandhi deported to Burma under Regulation III of 1818, as had previously happened in the case the last Mughal Emperor Bahadur Shah in 1858, as well as the leader of the Kukas, Ram Singh, in 1872.14 Given Chelmsford’s commitment to reforms and a conciliatory approach, that was nevertheless out of the question, not least because Gandhi had not actually broken any laws. While the Government of India weighed its options of how best to deal with Gandhi, O’Dwyer was at greater liberty to move against the alleged agitators within Punjab. On 4 April, the same day that O’Dwyer applied for Gandhi to be deported, orders were issued for Kitchlew and one of the other speakers at the meeting on the 30 March, Kotu Mal, to refrain from political activities – as had earlier happened to Satyapal. Since the most prominent Satyagraha leaders were effectively confined to Amritsar, this measure amounted to a sort of political quarantine.15
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One of the most persistent concerns for the British colonial authorities was their apparent inability to know and control what was happening within ‘native’ spaces. There was a fear of things happening just under the surface, of rumours in the bazaar or ‘jungle drums’ purveying hidden meanings undecipherable to the ‘white’ man.16 Just after the ‘Mutiny’ in 1857, one British official described this uncanny sense of uncertainty:

We certainly have not yet got to the bottom of the native character. Facts crop up daily which prove incontestably to all . . . that the depths of that character cannot be fathomed by our ordinary plummet, or marked with certainty on the chart by which we navigate in European waters. Take for instance those extraordinary symptoms which preceded the great mutiny; the marvellous organization of that vast plot; the mysterious but intimate connexion between the mutineers and the independent native powers; the dim prophecies and ghastly rumours which foreshadowed the outbreak; the secrecy; the unanimity; the tokens passed from hand to hand throughout a million villages.17

The remedy for this ‘information panic’ was not heroic sahibs in disguise eavesdropping on the ‘natives’, as depicted in countless novels, but rather an abiding reliance, and even dependency on, local allies.18 These intermediaries invariably hailed from the ruling classes, and included landowners and minor royalty, who more often than not owed their power and position to the British. The men in whom administrators like O’Dwyer and Irving thus placed their trust were accordingly anything but representative of the views of the general population and, furthermore, were invested in the pursuance of their own interests.19 Kitchlew made this point very clearly: ‘Not only in Amritsar but throughout the Punjab the officials in general were in the habit of believing what the title-holders and sycophants represented to them as to the feelings and aspirations of the people and so they were never able to be in touch with popular feelings and sentiments.’20 When Deputy Commissioner Irving wished to ascertain whether or not the hartal planned for 6 April was going to go ahead, he consulted this very cadre of ‘the Khan Bahadurs and the Rai Sahibs’ – honorific titles bestowed by the British upon Muslims and Hindus respectively.21 Without any knowledge of the popular politics of Amritsar, these local dignitaries simply told Irving what he wanted to hear, namely that the hartal would not take place.22

At that very time, during the afternoon of 5 April, Kitchlew, Hans Raj and many of the other Satyagraha volunteers were gathered at Gol Bagh, also known as Aitchinson Park, just outside Hall Gate, watching a cricket match between two Indian clubs.23 There was still some uncertainty as to whether a hartal should be organised, but, since it was expected to take place all over the rest of India, Kitchlew eventually decided that they should observe it at Amritsar as well. Late that night, Hans Raj and others went through the city and proclaimed the hartal by beat of drum.24 ‘We were joined, as we went along,’ Hans Raj noted, ‘by hundreds, who shouted “Gandhi ki Jai”, “Kitchlew Satya Pal ki Jai!”’25 When Irving learned that the hartal was being proclaimed throughout the city, despite the assurances he had received, he felt betrayed. In his mind, the hartal was a direct provocation by Kitchlew and Satyapal who deliberately announced it so late in the day in order to surprise the authorities. This was not actually the case, but, to Irving, everything was beginning to assume a sinister prospect.26
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On 6 April, there was a substantial military presence in Amritsar. Indian troops had been despatched from the nearby garrison of Jullundur and there were as a result strong pickets at both the railway station and the banks during the hartal.27 This precaution nevertheless turned out to be quite unnecessary as the only ‘disturbance’ that took place occurred when Hans Raj and a group of young boys invaded the pitch and interrupted a cricket match.28 The hartal itself was a resounding success and throughout Amritsar business came to a standstill while tens of thousands of people attended the meeting held in the afternoon at Jallianwala Bagh.29 Since both Kitchlew and Satyapal were prevented from speaking, Hans Raj found himself unexpectedly speaking on behalf of the leaders of the anti-Rowlatt movement, informing the people gathered that: ‘a Satyagraha Sabha had been established at Amritsar whose President was Dr Kitchlew and that the Office of the President was at his house, and that whoever wanted to take the Satyagraha vow could go to his house and take the vow’.30 As an act of passive resistance, the hartal was the ultimate weapon of the weak and its success further bolstered the solidarity among the protesters and Satyagraha volunteers in other parts of Punjab, and of India. At Bombay, Gandhi noted with joy how both Hindus and Muslims had joined in the hartal, but also reminded his followers that ‘if anyone is arrested, he should without causing any difficulty allow himself to be arrested and [. . .] there should be no demonstration of grief or otherwise made by the remaining satyagrahis by reason of the arrest and imprisonment of their comrades’.31

To the British, however, the hartals constituted a direct challenge and a visible loss of control. Edmund Candler’s description of a fictional English sahib riding through the ‘native’ part of a city as a hartal is proclaimed, provides an almost surreal vision of eeriness:

An atmospheric change had come over the city. Everyone was running about excitedly. He met a man charging down the street with a huqa in his hand, another carrying a brass mortar and pestle, yellow with pounded turmeric. It seemed that for some reason all the normal activities of life were held in suspense. He heard the jingle of metal-ware and crockery hastily packed away, the bolting of locks, the rattling of sliding doors, the closing down of shutters. He was mystified by the spontaneity of it all. He saw folk running and looking over their shoulders, as if seeking shelter from an unseen hand, as who should say, ‘It has come.’ It was like a rustle in the trees before a storm. A dust-storm or an earthquake crossed his mind. He had seen people running about in just the same way in an earthquake. His sense of something impending was so strong that he even imagined a darkening of the sky. Someone was shouting that the shops were already closed in every quarter of the city. Then above the confused murmur he heard the cry of ‘Mahatma Gandhi-ki-jai’, and he remembered it was the hartal . . .32

In Amritsar, Melicent and Gerard continued to go about their ordinary routine, yet the pretence of normalcy became increasingly difficult to maintain: ‘We went to church but the road was guarded and the soldiers wore ball cartridges.33 After that no Englishman could get a tonga – the shops refused to serve us – a sais was beaten who had been sent to fetch a tonga. There was no doubt that clouds were gathering – I refused to let the nurses go to the City.’34 During the outbreak of the uprising in 1857, British troops had been caught off guard and unarmed while they attended church service and carrying loaded arms for church became one of the legacies of the ‘Mutiny’. The re-enactment of such precautionary measures constituted a tangible link between the past and the present and was, as such, constitutive of the manner in which the situation in 1919 was perceived. British soldiers would conventionally attend church service unarmed, but ever since the days of the ‘Mutiny’, the presence of armed soldiers on a Sunday had been a certain indicator of colonial panic – the equivalent of colour-coded threat levels.

Although none of the students at the Khalsa College had so far observed the hartals, Gerard was hearing ‘serious rumours’ through his teachers.35 On Wednesday, 9 April, Mr P.E. Jarman, Municipal Engineer, lunched with the Wathens and told them that ‘a plot had been discovered to murder all Europeans on the 16th when Gandhi was expected’.36 This was yet another baseless rumour reflective of a paranoid colonial mindset, but Melicent decided to leave Amritsar with the children as soon as possible. The annual trip to the hills, to escape the heat of the summer months, had been scheduled for 25 April but she now wired for a car for the 13th instead. Afterwards, Melicent and Gerard both drove over to Irving’s bungalow to inquire about the state of affairs. The Commissioner was not at home and they were instead received by his wife who, to Melicent’s dismay, ‘seemed not to have grasped the situation at all’.37 If the Wathens had expected their worries to be put at ease, they were sorely disappointed and Irving’s wife simply ‘laughed at the people who were nervous, said someone had thought arrangements ought to be made for women and children to go to the Fort if anything occurred, but nothing had been done and she didn’t think they had remembered the people in the Khalsa College at all!’38 Melicent and Gerard left the Commissioner’s house ‘thoroughly dissatisfied about things.’39

That night Melicent and Gerard dined with some friends, including the Becketts, who had just come back from Lahore, where they witnessed the military and police disperse the crowds protesting against the Rowlatt Acts. ‘But though it subsided then it was by no means over,’ Melicent lamented, ‘and yet this had not opened people’s eyes.’40 Melicent tried to get her dinner guests to come to their senses but, like Mrs Irving, they dismissed the seriousness of the situation: ‘They laughed and Scott [accountant in the National Bank] said it was ridiculous to be nervous with all our machine guns and aeroplanes.’41 Melicent nevertheless resolved to leave with the children at the earliest possible date, though a car could not be acquired sooner than Friday 11 April, two days later.

The dismissive attitude of her friends that so frustrated Melicent was in all likelihood part of the elaborate charade British officials and their wives were expected to play at all times – though especially during moments of crisis. Rosamond Lawrence described exactly what it felt like to have to ‘carry on as usual’ and, as the wife of a senior official, ‘the strain of being the only woman who knows’.42 At Amritsar, it was indeed likely that Mrs Irving was deliberately making light of the Wathens’ concerns in a conspicuous display of sangfroid. The truth was that, the day before, her husband had completely lost his composure and sent a panicky report to his superior, Commissioner Kitchin, at Lahore.
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Irving’s letter was ostensibly no more than a report on the hartal of 6 April, which had passed off without any serious mishaps and even the mass meeting in the afternoon had been a peaceful affair. ‘So ended a day which a London policeman would have described as a picnic,’ Irving noted, only to abruptly change the tone: ‘Unfortunately, we are not in London and I regard the situation with very grave concern.’43 Irving proceeded to lay out his construal of the events: the hartals at Delhi and Amritsar on 30 March had been carefully coordinated, he suggested, and, following the shooting in the capital, a Swami, or Hindu priest, had subsequently been sent to Amritsar to warn that the same mistake was not to be repeated. The peaceful hartal in Amritsar on 6 April was accordingly a test-run, which in Irving’s opinion ‘proved that the party of anarchy can, on less than 12 hours’ notice, have the whole city at their command in the teeth of the so-called leaders’. Irving’s letter was an exercise in veiled allusions and vague inferences and he kept hinting at the existence of a ‘party of anarchy’ while at the same time admitting that ‘who are at the bottom of this I can not say’. Kitchlew, it was suggested, might be ‘the local agent of much bigger men’, yet their identity remained elusive: ‘Who those are can only be guessed from their rage at the Rowlatt Acts which strike at the root of organized anarchic crime.’44

The situation at Amritsar, Irving claimed, was furthermore deeply precarious: ‘From one cause or another the people are restless and discontented and ripe for the revolutionists.’ Considering the small size of the military garrison, the Deputy Commissioner insisted that reinforcements were urgently needed: ‘Any resolute action in the city would leave the civil lines almost undefended.’45 If British troops were not available, he suggested that machine guns and armoured car units be despatched instead: ‘As it is we must abandon nine-tenths of the city to a riot, holding only the Kotwali and communications and even so will be hard pressed to defend the station and civil lines.’46 Though nothing more serious than the hartal had occurred, Irving was invoking the image of a British garrison outnumbered and besieged, effectively conjuring a second ‘Mutiny’. It was time, he claimed, for the British to finally assert their authority – by force if necessary:

We cannot go on indefinitely with the policy of keeping out of the way, and congratulating ourselves that the mob has not forced us to interfere. Every time we do this the confidence of the mob increases: yet with our present force we have no alternative. I think that we shall have to stand up for our authority sooner or later by prohibiting some strike or procession which endangers the public peace. But for this a really strong force will have to be brought in and we shall have to be ready to try conclusions to the end to see who governs Amritsar.47

At this crucial moment, Irving further lamented, the loyal Indian leaders appeared to have lost all their influence and could no longer be relied upon to gauge the political temperature – ‘the Khan Bahadurs and Rai sahibs are dead’, as he put it. Irving’s final line was nothing short of an admission of defeat for a colonial power after more than a century’s rule in India: ‘I think that things will be worse before they are better and that for the present we must rely on ourselves alone.’48 While Irving’s paranoid reasoning might have made perfect sense in 1857, it reflected a profound misreading of the nature of local unrest in 1919. As such, it had all the markings of panic resulting from an acute breakdown in the relationship between the British authorities and their Indian subjects.
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On 9 April, O’Dwyer was informed by the Government of India that Gandhi would not be deported, but that his movement would be restricted to Bombay.49 This was well short of what O’Dwyer had wanted but meant that the ‘arch-seditionist’ could be kept out of Punjab. The same day, Irving’s letter also reached O’Dwyer, with whom it immediately struck a nerve. As the threat assessment was considered both plausible and urgent, the Lieutenant-Governor decided to remove Kitchlew and Satyapal from Amritsar entirely.50 Yet again, it was past precedent that guided O’Dwyer, as he argued: ‘on a similar occasion in 1907, the deportation of two similar agitators, Lajpat Rai and Ajit Singh, had an instantaneous effect in quietening the situation’.51 J.P. Thompson, Chief Secretary to the Punjab Government and O’Dwyer’s secretary, repeated the same refrain, insisting that after the deportation in 1907 ‘the whole agitation collapsed at once’.52 That was not, however, how the residents of Amritsar remembered the affair, and one Indian doctor described how the deportation in 1907 had in fact caused riots and the sacking of a post office.53 The very example used by the Punjab authorities thus seemed to caution against pursuing that strategy. Irving had, furthermore, asked for military reinforcements, but this request went unheeded and for O’Dwyer there was little doubt as to the best course of action: ‘At that time there was the danger of an outbreak. Everything would have been lost if it had been postponed. That is the view I took. When confronted with a serious situation, I have generally found that prompt action is the best way of dealing with it.’54 Rather than consulting the officials who would have to deal with the matter, O’Dwyer went over the head of both Kitchin and Irving and instead met with the irascible Lieutenant-Colonel Smith, who came over from Amritsar. O’Dwyer asked Smith whether he thought that the deportation of Kitchlew and Satyapal would be likely to cause any disturbance, but the lieutenant-colonel assured him that it would not and that ‘the Khatris and Kashimiris [Hindus and Muslims] would not offer any open resistance’.55

Among the residents of Amritsar, it was widely rumoured that Smith had gone to Lahore to convince O’Dwyer to deport the two leaders and, whether this was true or not, there can be little doubt that he was instrumental in that decision.56 This was typical of the Punjab school, to ride roughshod over regulations and formal bureaucratic structures and instead leave it to the ‘man on the spot’ to do as he saw fit. In this case, however, the ‘man on the spot’ was not Irving but Smith. As a recent arrival in Amritsar, O’Dwyer argued, Irving ‘was not aware of the full situation’. Smith, on the other hand, he considered to be in possession of ‘unique knowledge of Amritsar and great influence’.57 Smith did indeed have very strong views on the nature of the unrest that he shared with O’Dwyer:

In my opinion these hartals had nothing to do with religion, but [. . .] they were designed and organised by Mr Gandhi or by a revolutionary organization behind him for the purpose of developing a little discipline and a revolutionary spirit, and [. . .] I had no doubt from the great success of the hartal on 6th April 1919, that they intended to have another hartal at no distant date on which the red flag would be heaved up everywhere at the same time [. . .] and [. . .] once it went out of hand I was confident that reasoning with these people would be of no avail – that prompt force would be necessary.58

Such was the ‘expert’ advice on which O’Dwyer based his strategy. While Smith was expounding his theories about the ‘Russo-German Bolshevist organization’ allegedly behind the Rowlatt protests, Kitchlew, Satyapal, Hans Raj and hundreds of other volunteers were celebrating the religious festival of Ram Naumi at Amritsar in spectacular fashion.
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Ram Naumi was primarily a Hindu festival but on 9 April 1919 it came to serve as a marker of Hindu–Muslim unity. Chabils, for the traditional charitable distribution of water, milk or sherbet, were established throughout Amritsar, and Hindus and Muslims openly drank water from the same vessel. Although both Kitchlew and Satyapal had been banned from engaging in political activities, they put a lot of effort into ensuring that the popular mobilisation continued and that the anti-Rowlatt protests did not lose momentum.59 The secretary of the Satyagraha Sabha, the Muslim medical practitioner Dr Bashir, could assume some of the practical responsibilities, yet it fell to volunteers like Hans Raj to transcribe, print and distribute the Satyagraha vows and lists of signatories.60 As Hans Raj could both read and write English, the rootless youth suddenly found himself as the joint secretary of the Sabha and deeply involved in the organisation of the Ram Naumi festivities.

The Indian journalist Malaviya described the religious pageant, in which people dressed up as Hindu deities were taken through the city:

The procession was the grandest of recent years. Thousands of Muhammadans led by Dr Kitchlu joined the Hindu god’s triumphal march and rent the skies with the soul-entrancing swell of ‘Hindu Musalman ki-jai.’ Thousands raised their cries to bless Doctors Kitchlu and Satyapal and Mahatma Gandhi was not forgotten in the joyous enthusiasm of the day.61

Deputy Commissioner Irving was unexpectedly caught up in the processions and ended up watching the crowds from the veranda of the Allahabad Bank in Hall Bazaar: ‘As a rule they were very civil, every car in the procession stopped in front of me and the band played ‘God save the King.’ A note of disloyalty which struck me was that a party of Muhammadan students dressed to represent the Turkish Army raised a rude demonstration by clapping their hands which is a sign of rudeness up here.’62 What Irving mistook for a public display of disloyalty, however, had a rather more innocuous explanation as the local imam, who organised this part of the procession, described: ‘I raised some money and got up a “swang” [street performance] which consisted of 15 boys, dressed up in coats and trousers which I borrowed from a band-shop, to make them look like Bajawallas [military bandsmen] each with a Turkish cap on his head. This was done to make it clear that this was a party of Mohammedans.’63 Without instruments, the boys were simply clapping and cheering, yet Indian eyewitnesses described Irving as having been deeply upset by the sight: ‘The Deputy Commissioner could not look on the scene without losing his balance and said, “there will soon be a row here”. It was apparent that he was burning with excitement. He went inside the Bank premises and was offered soda to drink, when even his hands shook with excitement.’64 This was a perfect example of the way that British officials misread popular sentiments among the local population. The very notion that Hindus and Muslims might genuinely find common ground was a cause for great concern to men such as Irving. The ‘natural state’ of Indian society was presumably defined by communal conflict and the unity displayed on 9 April was as a result regarded with the greatest suspicion. ‘I saw that they were using religious organizations to serve political ends,’ Irving claimed, ‘which always in the long run means mischief.’65
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When Irving returned from the city that evening, relieved that there had been no real unrest, he found a letter from O’Dwyer awaiting him. Unable to have the two leaders formally deported, O’Dwyer was nevertheless at liberty to pursue whatever action he deemed necessary within Punjab. Deploying the provisions of the Defence of India Act, the Lieutenant-Governor had thus decided to remove Kitchlew and Satyapal to the furthest corner of the province – the hill station of Dharamsala in the foothills of the Himalayas.66 Although this measure was precipitated by Irving’s own letter, written the previous day, the Deputy Commissioner was not prepared for this. The military reinforcements he had requested had not yet arrived, but the urgency of the order left Irving with little choice:

Government wanted me to do it quietly. If I had thought that the situation was out of hand and I could not do it without disorder, that consideration would have been paramount and I would have said, ‘no; it cannot be done without reinforcements.’ But in the meantime news would have got out about, and there would probably be a strong agitation to prevent Dr. Kitchlew being taken away, and by delaying I should have rather given away the Government’s case.67

In the evening of 9 April, Irving thus held a hastily called meeting at his bungalow attended by Captain J.W. Massey, Officer Commanding the Station, Mr J.F. Rehill, Superintendent of Police, Mr R. Plomer, Deputy Superintendent of Police, and, just returned from Lahore, Lieutenant-Colonel Smith too.68 The key concern was how to arrest the two leaders the next day and get them out of Amritsar ‘without any fuss’, as Irving put it.69 As a result, the preparations were largely kept secret, even from most of the Anglo-Indians of Amritsar.70

While Irving and the others were quietly making their plans in Amritsar, Gandhi was on his way to Delhi by train. At the small station of Palwal, Gandhi was taken off the train and sent back to Bombay under the provisions of the Defence of India Act.71 ‘My arrest makes me free,’ Gandhi subsequently told his followers, while reminding them to abstain from violence:

There is a fundamental difference between their civilization and ours. They believe in the doctrine of violence or brute force as the final arbiter. My reading of our civilization is that we are expected to believe in soul-force or moral force as the final arbiter and this is satyagraha.72



CHAPTER 4
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LIKE WILDFIRE

10 APRIL

Around 8am on Thursday 10 April, both Kitchlew and Satyapal received a letter from Irving, asking them to come to the Deputy Commissioner’s house in the Civil Lines at 10 am. The two leaders had already been served with orders to refrain from political activities, but did not think much of the summons, as Satyapal noted: ‘I did not at all attach much importance to the matter and went about my daily rounds as usual.’1 Hans Raj was as usual on hand at Kitchlew’s house, and went with the Muslim barrister in a ghari to the Civil Lines, along with another volunteer, Jai Ram Singh. Satyapal arrived shortly after and, while Hans Raj and Jai Ram Singh were made to wait outside on the road, the two leaders entered the compound. ‘We had hardly to wait for a few minutes in the tent pitched outside,’ Satyapal recalled, ‘when we were called in. There were a number of other Europeans. Among them I recognised Mr. Rehill, Superintendent of Police, and Mr. Beckett, Assistant Commissioner, introduced himself to me. The Defence of India Orders were at once placed in our hands, and we were asked to leave Amritsar at once.’2

Outside, Hans Raj and Jai Ram Singh had noticed British troops positioned along the road when they arrived and speculated whether Kitchlew and Satyapal were about to be arrested.3 These were a detachment of Somerset Light Infantry that Massey held in reserve in case an attempt was made to rescue the two Indian leaders.4 Waiting nearby, Massey was informed that ‘Drs. Kitchlew and Satyapal had arrived and had been arrested and they were waiting for the second motor car to turn up. This car was lent by Mr. J.F. Preston, Skin Merchant of Amritsar, which was unavoidably detained in the city procuring petrol. It eventually turned up.’5 According to Irving: ‘The chief arm against rescue was the secrecy of our operations. I decided that they would be 30 miles on their way to Dharamsala before any one knew about it.’6 Kitchlew and Satyapal were allowed to write letters to their families before they were bundled into the vehicles, with four soldiers dressed for a hunting-party to avoid raising suspicion.7 The senior-most police officer at Amritsar, Superintendent of Police Rehill, was the only one who knew the way to Dharamsala, and who could furthermore drive, and so he took charge of the furtive escort operation.8 Meanwhile, Hans Raj and Jai Ram Singh were told to wait on the veranda of the Deputy Commissioner’s house lest the news of the deportation spread before Kitchlew and Satyapal were far enough away. ‘There was a military escort with guns in each car,’ Satyapal remembered, and ‘the cars were driven at high speed and we did not halt till we got to the Nurpur Dak Bungalow’, 50 miles away.9 The party travelled the entire day and only reached their destination, Dharamsala in the foothills of the Himalayas, at eight o’clock that evening. With the deportation having apparently come off without any glitches, the soldiers were marched back to Ram Bagh, while the remaining officials returned to their duties at the kutchery and elsewhere.

After more than half an hour, Irving finally came out and told Hans Raj and Jai Ram Singh to deliver three letters from the two leaders: one for Mrs Kitchlew, one for Satyapal’s father, Mani Ram, and another for a female relative.10 The two volunteers then got in the ghari and hurried back to the city to deliver the letters and spread the important news. When Mani Ram read the letter from Satyapal, he noted proudly that ‘he did not care if his son was even killed, if it was on behalf of his own kind’.11 Having delivered the two other letters, Hans Raj and Jai Ram Singh then went to the house of Dr Bashir. With the deportation of Kitchlew and Satyapal, people who had so far only played lesser roles in the organisation of meetings and hartals suddenly found themselves at the fore of the popular movement. The Satyagraha organisation at Amritsar had only ever been a rather loose group of local community leaders, lawyers and doctors, supported by various volunteers. Dr Bashir thus emerged by default as the person to whom people looked for leadership on 10 April 1919. When Bashir heard the news, he got angry, saying that Indians had long tolerated the oppression of the British, but that the deportation ‘had exceeded the limit and they would bardasht karo [tolerate] it no longer’.12 The doctor told the two volunteers to hurry to the telegraph office, outside Hall Gate, and notify Gandhi and the Satyagraha Sabha in Bombay, as well as several Indian newspapers.13

When Hans Raj and Jai Ram Singh came back from the telegraph office, Bashir told them that he had sent people around to proclaim a hartal and that they should do the same; they were also to announce a mass meeting to be held at Jallianwala Bagh that afternoon.14 The immediate response to the deportation was accordingly to call a hartal – the only means by which the people of Amritsar could express their grievances and protest against the actions of the authorities. Hans Raj was now joined in the ghari by Satyapal’s father and, as they made their way slowly through the city, Jai Ram Singh was sitting on the roof, shouting: ‘Kitchlew and Satya Pal have been arrested. Close your shops, till they have been released and come to the Jallianwala Bagh at 4 o’clock.’15 The news spread fast, and people soon began closing their shops and joining the crowds gathering throughout the city. ‘The whole city,’ an Indian official noted, ‘went into Hartal almost immediately.’16

As soon as Dr Bashir received the news, he told Ratto and Bugga, the two local leaders who had organised crowds during the municipal election, to gather people at Gol Bagh, just outside Hall Gate. From there they were to go to the Civil Lines, to the house of Irving, and submit a faryad, or petition, for the release of Kitchlew and Satyapal. At the time, the Indian journalist Malaviya described the petition march in terms of Ma Bap or ‘mother–father’ – the traditional supplication entailed by the line ‘You, My Lord, are my mother and father!’17 According to Malaviya: ‘oral petitioning is a very ancient, popular and well known institution of India and anybody with the slightest pretension to Ma Bap solicitude for the masses must be well familiar with its unrestricted prevalence among the people’.18 Irving, in other words, was formally being petitioned as the Ma Bap of Amritsar, which according to common usage required him to respect the legitimacy of the petition.19 The crowd that Ratto and Bugga prepared to take across the railway lines were, furthermore, bareheaded and barefooted, thus invoking the traditional ritual of both mourning and humble supplication.20

Before they left, Dr Bashir exhorted Ratto and Bugga to be persistent and to tell Irving that people would not work and that they would not move until Kitchlew and Satyapal were released. It was accordingly believed that it was possible to negotiate with the British and to use the hartal as a bargaining tool. Ratto was explicitly told ‘not to move even if threatened with death’.21 This was indeed one of the key tenets of the Satyagraha pledge, or, as Gandhi himself had put it: ‘a satyagrahi fights even unto death’.22 This message had found its way to Amritsar, albeit in garbled form, and just a week earlier a poster was found on the clock-tower next to the Golden Temple, calling on people to be prepared to ‘die and kill’.23 The primacy of non-violence in Gandhi’s teaching had evidently been lost in the transmission – but the power of this spiritual call to arms had not.

Over the past few months, the people of Amritsar had experienced a political awakening and had become empowered through the mass meetings and hartals organised by Kitchlew and Satyapal. These were the means through which they had come to demonstrate their new-found solidarity and commitment to what may be described as local nationalism – but also to express their grievances and to protest.24 The crowds gathering spontaneously outside Hall Gate for the petition were thus responding to the arrests of Kitchlew and Satyapal the only way they could, namely by continuing the popular politics of the Rowlatt Satyagraha. Local power-brokers, such as Ratto and Bugga, could furthermore activate their neighbourhoods and draw on their own men, who included gundas and wrestlers.25 The very same people, and local networks, who had turned the Ram Naumi processions the previous day into a large-scale spectacle, with thousands of Hindus and Muslims marching through the city, were thus able to quickly and effectively mobilise the local population. O’Dwyer’s strategy had deprived the protesters at Amritsar of their main leaders but had done nothing to hamper their ability to organise.

The crowds gathered at Gol Bagh were chanting the familiar cries of the Rowlatt Satyagraha, ‘Mahatma Gandhi ki jai’, but now with the names of the deported leaders added: ‘Dr Kitchlew ki jai’ and ‘Dr Satyapal ki jai’.26 Young boys and students joined the crowd for the diversion, but so too did labourers and onlookers who were just curious. ‘They passed just near my house,’ a local resident later recalled, ‘and I went with them to see what was going on.’27 The man continued: ‘I went with them to see what they were doing because never before had such a mob collected in Amritsar. I was really surprised to see such a big mob and I wanted to see whether they were allowed to interview the Deputy Commissioner.’28 The annual cattle fair was taking place at the time, and there were thus thousands of people already gathered on the open ground between the city walls and the railway lines. For as many who knew of the arrest of their leaders and were gathering specifically to deliver the petition to Irving, there were hundreds who simply drifted along. Growing by the minute, the huge crowd eventually set off from Gol Bagh towards the Civil Lines around noon.

Mr Jarman, the Municipal Engineer, was cycling into the city to his work at the Town Hall. Coming down Hall Bazaar, he rode past the crowd making its way in the opposite direction. ‘They took no notice of me,’ he later recalled. He stopped briefly at the National Bank and talked to A.J.L. Stewart and G.C. Scott, the manager and accountant. ‘No business was being done in the banks,’ Jarman noted, ‘and there was obvious excitement in the air.’29 Gertrude Lewis, who was headmistress of one of the local girls schools, also passed the large crowd near the Hall Gate, as people were moving in the direction of the bridges. ‘They made way for my tonga and did not interfere with the traffic in any way. I heard cries of “Hindu Mussalman ki jai.”’30 The famous writer Saadat Hasan Manto later described the atmosphere at Amritsar on 10 April 1919:

The news of Dr Satyapal’s and Dr Kitchlew’s expulsion had spread through the city like wildfire. Every heart was tense with apprehension, fearing that something dreadful was about to happen. Yes, brother, there was a palpable feeling of heightened emotion everywhere. All businesses had come to a standstill and a deathly silence had enveloped the city, the kind that pervades cemeteries. However, the surface calm was not without the resonance of the passion raging beneath it. Following the news of the expulsion orders, people began to assemble in thousands, intending to march to the Deputy Commissioner Bahadur and petition him to rescind the orders seeking the banishment of their beloved leaders.31
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Mr Beckett, the Assistant Commissioner, had taken his polo-mare Mary to the court that morning, and was wearing his white riding breeches and jacket in preparation for any unrest. He later described the events of that morning:

I might have been working for half an hour or an hour, ready in my riding kit for anything that might happen, with my mare waiting ready saddled outside and only needing the girths to be tightened, when Miles Irving, the Deputy Commissioner came into my Court. There seemed to be trouble in the City, but all the telephone lines had been cut. Would I please go down to the Hall Bridge and take up my place, if the report was true?

It did not take me long to get on my horse, but there did not seem to be any immediate urgency. I was smoking my pipe and trotting along the road on Mary, who had a good fast trot. I was about half a mile away from the Hall Bridge when I heard a sound that I had never heard before and which I am not particularly anxious to hear again. It was for all the world like breakers booming along a stormy shore. I quickly clapped my pipe into my pocket and dug my heels into Mary to gallop the rest of the way as fast as I could.32

In the written orders issued early that morning, Irving stated that ‘A situation has arisen in which there is reason to believe that a mob from the city will attempt to approach the District Court with the intention of overawing by force or show of criminal force the constituted authorities. And I consider that action to prevent this is necessary to prevent a riot.’ The wording of Irving’s orders referred to section 144 of the Criminal Procedure Code, dating back to 1860, which prohibited the gathering of more than five people considered to be threatening public order, and authorised their dispersal as an ‘unlawful assembly’.33 Irving thus directed that no groups or individuals ‘whose demeanour appears subversive of the public tranquillity, shall cross any of the railway bridges and crossings leading from the City to Civil Lines or Cantonments until further orders.’34 At the Hall Bridge, the crowd had thus found its progress blocked by a mounted picket consisting of two British and two Indian troopers of the Ammunition Column, armed only with two lances, a carbine and a pistol. The plan had been to avoid a violent confrontation like the one that had taken place at Delhi on 30 March, if at all possible, as Irving explained: ‘The only thing infantry can do is to fire whereas the ordinary crowd can be very easily turned back by heavy ammunition column horses.’35 Due to the secrecy of the deportation, however, no official announcement had been made inside the city that groups would not be allowed to cross the bridges, and so it fell to the hapless troopers to face the crowd.36

People at the front refused to turn back and instead sat down, and many were calling out and demonstratively beating their chest – the public display of mourning usually associated with Shia processions during the festival of Muharram.37 As Beckett arrived at the bridge, people got up again and began approaching the entrance to the bridge. Since the military picket was formally deployed in support of civil authority, they could only act on his orders, and Beckett told them to hold the crowd back ‘but on no account to fire on them’.38 Riding out in front of the picket, the Assistant Commissioner called on people to move back, though with little effect:

I could not make myself heard but the crowd stretched as far as I could see and they were continually increasing. There were three men who were in the front of the crowd running about. I could not make out why. The crowd were all shouting and behaving in a most fanatical manner, making faces, waving their hands. The first thing that I did was to go with the four men of the picket to the crowd and try and make myself heard, but I found that was impossible so I shouted out to them to go back and relied on my gestures to show that they were not to come forward.39

An Indian eyewitness, who was standing on the footbridge a few hundred yards away, described the chaos: ‘The horses were getting very restless and the man in white was telling people to get back. But no one listened to him.’40 At the head of the crowd, Ratto was following Dr Bashir’s directions and refused to budge, as he later described: ‘There at the bridge the object of the people was not to use any force or violence. Its object was to make a request to Deputy Commissioner to try for the release of Kitchlew and Satyapal; and the show was made to make impression on Deputy Commissioner.’41 This was an agitated crowd, empowered by its sheer size, and Beckett described how people were hitting and pushing the frantic horses, while one boy waved a handkerchief to excite the animals.42 People felt wronged by the authorities and convinced their cause was a righteous one. To Beckett, the agitated protesters, beating their chests, clapping and shouting as they were pushing their way across the bridge, were, however, simply a ‘fanatical’ and ‘howling’ mob.43

Beckett called to the troopers, reminding them of what was at stake: ‘We have got to keep this crowd from crossing this bridge and you have got to do all in your power to prevent them from doing so.’44 As people pushed from behind, however, the crowd would move forward only for the people at the front to be stopped by the frantic horses and arrest the movement momentarily. With this fluctuating movement, the crowd kept pushing on by sheer force of numbers, slowly driving Beckett and the picket back across the bridge. The horses were frantic, Beckett recalled, and the situation was getting critical:

I do not know how long all this went on. I thought at the time it was for twenty minutes, but someone who was watching from the Ram Bagh has told me it was only five minutes and he is probably right, for one loses all sense of time on these occasions and I was wondering all through it how long it would be before we were relieved. Gradually we were forced back, losing valuable and irrecoverable ground every time there was a bolt in the rear [by the horses of the troopers] and losing it more rapidly as we were driven back to the descent and the crowd gained more confidence.45

As Beckett and the men finally bolted, the cheering crowd followed them down the sloping road towards the footbridge and the intersection near Madan’s shop. At the foot of the bridge, there happened to be piles of bricks and stones from ongoing roadwork, and the crowd streaming across the railway tracks, and at the heels of the riders, now began to pelt the fleeing picket with the ready-made missiles. ‘The bricks came in a steady hail,’ Beckett noted, ‘luckily not very well aimed.’46 One of the British troopers reined in his panicking horse near the footbridge and fired his rifle blindly at the pursuing crowd before finally taking off towards the Civil Lines. Mian Husain Shah, a 35-year-old ‘raffoogar’ or darner, had followed the crowd across the bridge and had just turned down the descent when he heard shots fired: ‘One man near me, to my right, was shot on his side, and I had my right hand shot. I saw one more man falling down. Both died on the spot.’47 Another Indian eyewitness described the moment when the picket retreated: ‘I followed slowly, but some people rushed ahead down the road leading to the station. By the time I had crossed the bridge, I saw a mounted officer near the foot bridge fire towards the approaching mob. One or more shots were fired, and 3 men fell down.’48 The witness then went on the roof of a nearby house, from where he saw ‘people carrying the 3 bodies going back over the bridge towards the city’.49 Meanwhile, the crowd continued throwing stones as Beckett and the picket made a headlong retreat up Court Road, where they found Irving, who had just arrived at the intersection of Queen’s Road.

Irving watched in horror as his planned defence of the Civil Lines came apart before his eyes: ‘They were totally unable to hold back the crowd. They were being driven back. I endeavoured to rally them and get them to charge. But the horses would not charge.’50 While Beckett was just about able to rein in his trusted polo-mare, the untrained heavy horses of the Ammunition Column were completely uncontrollable under the incessant barrage of stones. Even as Irving sought to extract the picket in an orderly fashion, without turning their backs to the crowd, desperation took hold among the harried troopers. A large group of boys and men had run ahead of the main crowd and were keeping up the shower of stones at close range.51
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At the railway station, 400 yards west of the carriage bridge, Captain J.W. Massey had seen the entire thing unravel: ‘I saw a roaring crowd surging out of the city and coming out of Aitchinson Park [Gol Bagh] and from that direction. I saw the picket being driven back. Mr Beckett was there trying to wave the crowd back. They were being rushed over the bridge.’52 In spite of all their precautions, the British thus found themselves having to fend off what a later official account described simply as ‘a determined attempt to rush the Civil Lines’.53 Having been informed earlier that the crowd would make for either Irving’s house or the court house, Massey panicked. ‘I found that I was being cut off,’ he later claimed, and ‘seeing the attitude of the crowd, I wanted to bring my infantry into position.’54 Massey accordingly decided to fall back to a defensive position and redeploy the British troops kept in reserve along the Mall. That way, if the crowd got through and broke over the open ground of the golf course, between Court Road and Ram Bagh, he would be able to fight them off.55 Before dashing off, Massey ordered the troops of the 54th Sikh Frontier Force to guard the station, and to send a detachment across the railway lines to protect the telegraph office on the city side near the footbridge. The direct route between the station and Ram Bagh, along Cooper’s Road, was now blocked by the crowds coming across the bridge, and instead Massey rode at full speed along Queen’s Road. As he turned left up Court Road, he bounded right past Irving, Beckett and the beleaguered picket. Seeing the military commander riding at full speed into the Civil Lines, and away from the muddle, the troopers assumed that orders to retreat had been given and simply followed suit.

At this point, a Lieutenant Dickie arrived from the Ram Bagh, with a hastily gathered mounted reserve consisting of just two British and two Indian troopers from the Ammunition Column.56 Irving promptly left Beckett in charge of the situation and bolted after Massey up the Court Road. The Deputy Commissioner later claimed that this was a strategic decision, rather than a panicked flight: ‘I thought the best course was to go after him and explain the situation and ask him to take such action as might be necessary.’57 And so it was left to Lieutenant Dickie and his four men to hold the line. Seeing the crowd, Dickie pleaded with Beckett to allow them to open fire: ‘Now you see if you will not allow us to shoot them, you will be held responsible.’58 Beckett, however, refused to give his permission and instead galloped off to the Ram Bagh for further reinforcements, leaving Dickie and the mounted reserve to fend for themselves.59 Faced by a large stone-throwing crowd, and without the means to defend themselves, they eventually took to their heels as well. Apart from the train station, the British had in other words abandoned a major part of the Civil Lines in a bout of panic and confusion. This established a dangerous precedent in terms of putting the authorities on the back foot right from the outset of the tumultuous events of 10 April.

Meanwhile, Ratto and the other leaders had actually abandoned the attempt to reach Irving’s bungalow, and instead helped carry the men who had been shot back across the bridge.60 While the formal petition march had thus descended into chaos after the firing, people were not frightened off by the deadly outcome of this first test of strength. On the contrary: the retreat of the picket, and abandonment of the two bridges, allowed people from the city to spill over the railway lines by the hundreds. The crowd had literally pushed its way across the bridge and the road to the Civil Lines now lay open to them, while they could reach the railway station on the left, or the Ram Bagh on the right, in a matter of minutes. But without leadership, the momentum of the crowd fizzled out. Apart from the few dozen boys and men who pursued the fleeing pickets up to the intersection of Court Road and Queen’s Road and kept throwing stones, most of the crowd that crossed the railway lines did not advance much further.61 Several thousand people were thus gathering in the area on the tracks between the two bridges and in the area around Madan’s shop.62 Every minute more were coming over from the city side.

Coming down Court Road, Extra Assistant Commissioner F.A. Connor had been despatched to try and reach the kotwali in the city, and was approaching Queen’s Road when he met Lieutenant Dickie and the reserve coming fast from the opposite direction: ‘I came upon a military picket, a mounted picket trotting back at a very fast pace, and they were being very badly stoned by a large mob, a very dense crowd.’63 The panicking Lieutenant was shouting to Connor, ‘Oh, for God’s sake send reinforcements.’64 ‘He was in very serious peril,’ Connor recalled, and ‘they were in such distress that they were practically bolting into the civil lines’.65 Similar to the other British officers that day, Connor noted the ‘murderous yell’ that could be heard from the crowd.

With some effort, Connor managed to halt Lieutenant Dickie and the four troopers and to turn them around and regroup – the two Indian sowars had lost their lances during the headlong flight, and they had only one carbine and a revolver between them. Connor at first berated the Lieutenant for not having opened fire on the crowd, but Dickie explained the situation and Connor hastily gave his permission. ‘Two of the men,’ he noted, ‘were very glad to have even an order of that kind.’66 While the Indian sowars held the reins, the British troopers dismounted, one with the carbine and the other with a revolver.67 The trooper with the carbine took cover behind a culvert at the corner of the intersection and fired off four or five shots in rapid succession at the people gathered near the footbridge and Madan’s shop, about 140 yards away.68 The boys who had been running ahead of the crowd scattered to all sides, as did those local residents who had come out of their houses. As the road cleared, and the crowd at the end of the road dispersed, the second trooper walked into the middle of the intersection and fired his revolver in the same direction.

At this moment, reinforcements finally arrived. After alerting Massey earlier on, Plomer had rushed to the police lines east Hall Bridge and now came back with twenty-four armed policemen on foot in addition to seven mounted police. As he reached Connor and Dickie, he saw the road was littered with stones and ‘there were two or three bodies in front of Madan’s shop’.69 Plomer and the armed police advanced and the crowd, which he estimated to be many thousand, extending all the way back to Hall Gate and Aitchinson Park, slowly fell back onto the footbridge and along the tracks, carrying with them several wounded.70 Plomer and Connor went down towards Madan’s shop, where two of the wounded had been left behind; one was shot in the buttock, the other in the back, and both were bleeding onto the road.71 Locals came out and people called for a tonga to take the men to the hospital. As the tension dissipated, a strange lull occurred, during which people intermingled fearlessly. Connor described the exchange he had in the gathering around the wounded:

I heard a few of the mob left behind and they were shouting at the Indian sowars. They came afterwards. When I was talking to the men who had assembled round this wounded man they demanded the immediate release of these two men Drs. Satyapal and Kitchlew. I even told them that the men would be released, but one man from the mob struck his chest and said they should have back these two men now or they were ready to die.72

Connor also heard another man shouting that ‘we had promised them self-government and we were giving them bullets’. The Extra Assistant Commissioner responded tersely that ‘they would be fired on sooner or later’.73 The wounded were eventually carried away on charpoys serving as makeshift stretchers.

Plomer was preparing to clear the footbridge by force and was about to order his police to fire with buckshot at the crowd still on the bridges and railway tracks, when a group of Indian members of the local Bar arrived from the court house. They included pleader Maqbool Mahmood and lawyer Gurdial Singh Salaria, who had been working at the court when the news of the unrest at the bridges reached them.74 They had quickly rushed down to the scene of the clash, as Gurdial Singh Salaria described:

The bridge was simply packed with crowds of people. I told Mr. Plomer that the Deputy Commissioner requested us to help him, and we intended to try and induce the crowd to get back to the city. He said, ‘For God’s sake do.’ [. . .] I rushed up to the bridge, and made an appeal to the crowd to disperse. Some people in the crowd said they that they would disperse, if they were given the dead bodies of their brethren who had been shot down. I appealed again, and with the assistance of my friends, the bridge was cleared. I then got down to the other side of the bridge, and tried to persuade the people to go back to the city.75

This was to become a recurrent feature of the stand-off at the railway bridges, as local lawyers and community leaders sought to mediate and de-escalate the situation: the British officers recognised the lawyers as allies, while people such as Salaria could at the same time assert some authority over the crowd. By the time military reinforcements arrived – twenty-four soldiers of the Somersets belatedly mobilised by Massey, and hastily transported down from the Mall in tongas – both the bridges had effectively been cleared of people.76
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Just as the British misread the nature of the protests, so too did the population of Amritsar fail to grasp the extent to which their mass protests sent the authorities into paroxysms of panic. This was the first time in living memory that a crowd had been fired upon at Amritsar, and people were shocked and outraged at what they perceived to be the British refusal to recognise the time-honoured practice of submitting a petition. At the footbridge, people in the crowd complained to the Indian lawyers ‘that unarmed people who were going to see the Deputy Commissioner to ask for the release of Drs. Kitchlew and Satyapal had been shot down by the police and military, unprovoked’.77 The Indian journalist Malaviya similarly noted that ‘the account which is going the round [sic] here in the city is that the first crowd which wended its way towards the Deputy Commissioner’s house was wantonly and unprovokedly fired at by the picquet without being asked to get back, as a consequence of which some men died at the spot. This gratuitous murder of their men enraged the mob . . .’78 The protesters did not recognise that by forcibly crossing the bridge and throwing stones at the pickets they had themselves escalated the confrontation with the authorities. A local clerk described how the bodies were taken through the crowd and back towards the city: ‘The men with the dead body were clamouring that they had gone to submit their “faryad” [complaint] to D.C. quite “armless” (without any lathis) about the deported leaders, but they were stopped and fired on.’79 Some of those shot had suffered horrific wounds: ‘The sight of the mutilated bodies of the dead persons enraged the people, who formed into a crowd again, picking up whatever they could lay their hands on, like sticks and dandas (staffs), wooden logs and firewood pieces etc., and began to advance [. . .] some of them towards the railway station.’80 As the call for revenge was raised, the mood among the thousands of people gathered between the city walls and the railway lines changed. The crowd that had been repelled from the Civil Lines, and which the British perceived simply as a mob acting in concert with one mind – ‘one sea of human heads’ as Connor put it – was really far less coherent and much more evanescent. People took to the streets on 10 April for different reasons and with varying degrees of intent. The individuals in the crowd thus behaved in different ways; while some might seize the initiative, others would simply lose themselves and be dragged along. Ratto and Bugga could lead, yet only up to a point, beyond which the ungovernable dynamics of crowd behaviour took over. The crowd could be fickle one moment and act with deadly determination the next. In a volatile crowd of thousands, there was always the likelihood of violence, yet once the British had opened fire it became inevitable.81

Located right next to the footbridge on the city side, the telegraph office was an obvious target for the crowd coming back over the bridge after the first shooting. It was just little more than an hour ago that Hans Raj had been there to send a telegram, but now the crowd entered the compound and began breaking the telephone exchange and wrecking the offices.82 The quick thinking of an Indian telegraphist, however, saved some of the instruments:

This man armed himself with a stick with which he beat the table without injuring the instruments. He pretended that he had joined the rioters and assured them that all the instruments were broken. The first intimation of what was happening in the Telegraph Office was signalled to Lahore by this telegraphist while the rioters were actually breaking up the telephone exchange.83

The Telegraph Master, a Eurasian named Pinto, remained at his post till the last minute, when his Indian staff urged him to hide in his private quarters with his wife and child. Pinto was nevertheless spotted by the mob and was dragged out onto the veranda by the neck. At this moment, a small detachment of sepoys of the 54th arrived, sent over from the railway station to protect the telegraph office, and Pinto’s attacker was bayoneted on the spot and the crowd driven away with a few volleys of rifle-fire.84 Half a dozen sepoys remained on guard at the office for the rest of the day, while the office staff got back to work, trying to repair the damage and reconnect the lines of communication.85

Meanwhile, the crowd that had been repulsed from the Civil Lines converged on the railway station a few hundred yards down the line. Built like a fort, the station was a striking symbol of British rule and, due to the platform agitation just a few months before, it was also a particularly contentious space – emblematic of the discriminatory policies of the Raj. A mob made its way along the tracks, across the platforms and into the station itself. Here they chased down and attacked the Station Superintendent, Bennett, who had been at the centre of the platform-ticket dispute.86 The picket of 54th Sikhs Frontier Force, posted by Massey before he left, eventually chased the rioters away, and Bennett survived although he had been badly beaten.87 Crowds were at the same time spilling across the tracks and began looting the goods-yards, workshops and sheds on the city side, opposite the station.88 Among the goods plundered from the railway storage was a shipment of side posts for charpoys – short sturdy wooden legs – which the authorities later mistook for bludgeons deliberately prepared for the unrest.89

A British railway guard, T.W. Robinson, happened to be on his way towards the railway sheds, when he saw the large crowd moving in his direction. He immediately turned around and jumped down on the tracks to run back towards the station building, but he never made it very far. Local labourers who witnessed the attack described how the ‘the mob closed round’ Robinson, who ‘joined his hands, and implored them not to kill him’.90 Alone and defenceless, the hapless guard was killed with sticks and clubs by the crowd; the doctor who later examined the body noted that ‘His head was beaten to a pulp by blunt weapons.’91 The goods-yards were subsequently looted and a number of the workshops wrecked. At about the same time, Sergeant T.A. Rowlands, who was Cantonment Electrician, was attacked and killed by a crowd near the power-station south-east of Hall Gate. His death was witnessed by his comrades in Govindgarh Fort as he was trying to make it back to safety and the body was later found in a tent on the grounds of the horse fair, with the head ‘bashed in’.92

While there was a back-story to the targeting of Bennett at the railway station, the attacks on Robinson and Rowlands were completely random – and yet the violence of the mobs was not without its own logic. As the Deputy Commissioner, Irving was the most important representative of the Govern-ment at Amritsar, and since he was known to have executed the deportation of Kitchlew and Satyapal, the anger of the crowds centred on his person. Right from the outset, anger was accordingly directed not just at buildings and symbols of the Government, but also against its local representatives – and by extension all Europeans. Since the angry mob was prevented from entering the Civil Lines, or getting to Irving directly, those Europeans who happened to be vulnerable and within reach of the mob were targeted instead. This was, in other words, a case of displaced aggression: the fear, frustration and anger caused by the actions of the authorities was taken out on individuals like Robinson and Rowlands, who simply happened to be white, and who simply happened to be in the wrong place at the wrong time.93 There was thus an inverse relationship between the vulnerability of the victims and the intensity of the violence enacted on their bodies. The blows aimed at Robinson and Rowlands were delivered with the rage and intensity of an attack on the very edifice of British rule. Almost imperceptibly, the protests against the deportation of Kitchlew and Satyapal had thus turned into a general attack on everything, and everyone, associated with the Government. In practice, this included all Europeans in Amritsar on 10 April 1919.
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Unaware of the drama taking place outside the city walls, Hans Raj and Satyapal’s father were still busy proclaiming the hartal in the heart of Amritsar. The driver of the carriage that took them around later recalled the journey:

We went through several Bazaars to the Clock Tower. We were going as fast as traffic permitted. Near the Queen’s statue there was a great crowd; they said ‘six or seven people have been shot, get off the gari’. I drove the men as far as the ‘Comb Bazar’ [just east of the Town Hall] and pulled up. They got off and went away without paying any fare.94

Events had thus overtaken Hans Raj and the announcement of a meeting at Jallianwala Bagh was no longer relevant. In the crowded gathering behind the Town Hall, Hans Raj managed to find some of the other volunteers, including one of the wrestlers, Ghulam Hussain, from Bugga’s neighbourhood.95 One of the crowd recalled how ‘we were told not to go empty handed as bullets were being fired from the bridge . . . and we all went to the Municipal wood stack and armed ourselves with pieces of wood’.96 People were thus arming themselves with firewood near the Town Hall, which, much like the piles of stones near the footbridge, simply happened to be there.97

Jarman was just then working in his office in the Town Hall. It was about 1pm when he heard people outside shouting: ‘They have killed two of us. Bring lathis!’ About the same time Mr G.M. Thomson of the Alliance Bank, which was a bit further into the city, behind the Sahagarhi shrine, called Jarman on the telephone. ‘What is all this tamasha about?’ That was all Jarman heard before the line went dead and when he tried to call back he could not get through. Unknown to Jarman, this was the very moment that the telegraph office was being attacked and the phone exchange destroyed.98 Just next to Jarman’s office, however, the crowd started destroying the post office. Hans Raj was with the crowd in the street outside the Town Hall: ‘They broke up everything in the Post Office, and also the places where people sit and write letters. The mob had largely increased by now, some stayed back saying that they would set fire to the Post Office while others came on towards the Kotwali. On reaching the Town Hall, they broke the windows . . .’99 Just as people started smashing the windows of Jarman’s office, where he was anxiously loading his revolver, the police from the kotwali just the other side of the Town Hall building, chased them away. Jarman was then escorted over to the police headquarters, where he remained for the rest of the afternoon.100

At the kotwali, the central police station in the heart of Amritsar city, the two senior Indian police officers were in charge of seventy-five armed policemen, specifically held in reserve in case of unrest. The ageing Deputy Superintendent of Police, Khan Sahib Ahmad Jan, and the Inspector of Police, Muhammad Ashraf Khan, were, however, entirely unprepared for the task at hand.101 There was first of all some confusion as to which of the two officers was actually in charge, and, while Ahmad Jan was ostensibly the most senior officer, the dozen or so detectives in plainclothes who were following the crowds reported only to Ashraf Khan.102 Plomer had furthermore not issued any specific instructions, and since the kotwali was cut off from contact with the Civil Lines when the telephone lines were broken, the two officers had to act on their own discretion. Afraid of making any wrong decisions, they accordingly made no decisions at all.103 Ahmad Jan later admitted that, in spite of thirty-one years’ experience, ‘I have never had such an experience in my whole life.’104 After they phoned Plomer that morning, reporting on the crowds heading for Gol Bagh under Ratto and Bugga, the entire police force thus simply remained ensconced in the kotwali, hoping the storm would pass them by. The result was that the crowds swarming through the city, and through the main gateway of the Town Hall, mere yards from the kotwali, were never once challenged. This had a dramatic impact on the way the riots unfolded as the very inaction of the most visible forces of colonial authority within the city gave the rioters completely free rein.105 Just next to the kotwali, the Town Hall itself was soon after set on fire, and its interior destroyed, as Jarman described: ‘The natives, meanwhile, went into the Town Hall, pulled down the portraits of the civic fathers, tore them up, trampled on them and fired them. They treated every office in a similar manner, except mine curiously enough; but they burnt my bicycle.’106

Throughout Amritsar city, the most visible symbols and offices of government were thus attacked, including local post offices and even the clock on Hall Gate, which was broken with stones.107 At the local post office in Majith Mandi, for instance, south of the Golden Temple, a crowd of hundreds gathered, calling out: ‘They have caught our men; let us loot Government property.’108 While the safe was broken open and the valuables stolen, the office-building was physically dismantled: railings were torn off the veranda, telegraph and phone wires pulled down, the clock broken and stamp-books burnt.109 A number of other buildings were set on fire at the same time, including the Religious Society Book Depot just inside Hall Gate, and later also the church outside Ramgarh Gate. Overtly Christian structures and institutions, linked closely to missionary activities, were, and had always been, the most obvious target for anti-colonial riots.

[image: image]

Meanwhile, at the Jubilee Hospital, just south of Ram Bagh, Lieutenant-Colonel Smith had been in the middle of a cataract operation when his assistants interrupted and told him that there had been firing at the bridges.110 According to Irving’s pre-arranged plan, Smith was to take his ambulance truck and evacuate Europeans inside the city in case of an emergency.111 When Smith found the phone-lines to have been cut, he initiated the evacuation himself:

I got on the ambulance immediately and went off into the city across the police lines to bring out the three European missionary Ladies and Indian Christians. I got back with them and returned for the middle school which is across the Police Lines crossing and close to it but sheltered by a garden. I walked into the walled enclosure and saw a party there smashing everything and the under-storey of the main building on fire. The moment they saw me they made a dash for myself. I was armed with a walking stick. I got on the ambulance and got off.112

As the ambulance sped back towards the railway crossing, Smith saw smoke coming from the church near Ram Bagh Gate: ‘When I saw the Church on fire, considering that it is as much a sacrilege to a Hindu or a Musalman to interfere with a Church as to interfere with a mosque or temple, I came to the conclusion that this show meant the white man root and branch.’113 With his particular penchant for the most alarmist interpretation of the situation, Smith found all his worst nightmares come true on 10 April. He thus confined himself to saving the Europeans and Christian Indians at just two places on the city side of the railway. This was perhaps a sensible line of action, given the chaos and confusion, but it also meant that the remaining Europeans inside the city were left to fend for themselves.
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Just a few blocks south of Hall Gate, Isabel Mary Easdon, the medical doctor in charge of the Municipal Female Hospital, was busy attending to her patients. Earlier that morning, Easdon had first become aware that all was not well when the mother of one of the Indian staff told her ‘that all the wells in Amritsar had been poisoned’.114 The story was widely circulated and one local, who was with the crowds further inside the city, similarly heard people warn others: ‘Do not drink water from the pipe. Some deadly poison has been dissolved in it.’115 In the Hall Bazaar, people even smashed the water posts.116 At a time of unrest and uncertainty, this rumour transformed the specific threat posed by British troops at the bridges into a general and immediate danger to all men, women and children, and to all Hindus, Muslims and Sikhs.117 The events of 10 April were thus perceived as a much bigger existential crisis and, however implausible this rumour was, objectively speaking, its very existence revealed a deep-seated mistrust and animosity against the Government – and by extension against all Europeans.118

There was a long history of so-called ‘poison scares’ in colonial India, especially during periods of cholera and plague epidemics, when official medical and quarantine measures came to be regarded with suspicion among the local population. In 1908, for instance, it was noticed that only Indians fell victim to the plague, and it was subsequently rumoured that the British themselves were the source of contagion; in some areas, the Government was suspected of having actually poisoned wells and the locals ceased to use them.119 That this type of rumour should resurface in the midst of anti-British protests in Amritsar was certainly no coincidence. Curiously, the rumour had its counterpart in British paranoid fears of being poisoned by Indian servants which harked back to the days of the ‘Mutiny’.120 Around this very time, Rosamond Lawrence, for instance, described how she and her husband feared that their son might be poisoned by ‘seditionists’: ‘I am terrified. When we first came up here had I not seen how, in spite of every precaution, the head mali [gardener] Mahomed, dismissed for gross dishonesty, had yet contrived to poison the whole litter of bull-terrier pups? They were kept in the marble bath room opening out of our bedroom . . . but poisoned they were.’121 There was, in other words, a complete mirroring of anxieties between rulers and ruled in Punjab in 1919. At Amritsar, however, the rumour that the British had poisoned the water served to intensify anti-British anger and mobilise crowd action. The belief that the Government, as well as those who were seen to represent it, were trying to deceitfully kill everyone in the city thus paved the way for unbridled retributive violence.122 Any violence inflicted on the bodies of Europeans would be implicitly justified as being defensive.

At around 12.45, Easdon heard a large crowd going through the Hall Bazaar. Not long after, the son of the Indian midwife came running and told her that Kitchlew and Satyapal had been deported and that the shops were closing.123 Easdon decided to close the hospital for the day, and, along with Nelly Benjamin, a Eurasian assistant surgeon, she went up to the parapet on the roof from where they could overlook the surrounding streets. Right across the street was the dispensary of the Indian Dr Kidar Nath, and a large crowd had gathered around the doctor, who was dressing a man who had been wounded in the foot. The crowd was agitated and people were running back and forth.124 Easdon was by this point getting worried and instructed a female compounder, Massammat Mathri, to make sure the gates were locked. Suddenly, Benjamin shouted from the roof for Easdon to come up. ‘From the parapet,’ Easdon later recalled, ‘I could see clouds of smoke, and the shouts of the mob were ten times worse than they were before.’125

The crowd in front of Kidar Nath’s dispensary across the street kept growing, owing to the steady stream of wounded being brought there. When there was no more room inside, the wounded were placed on charpoys in the street outside, just beneath the two women. People had so far not paid any attention to the memsahib in their midst, but, as Dr Kidar Nath was trying to extract a bullet from a man’s thigh, Easdon thoughtlessly called out to the men on the street. Nelly Benjamin described the incident: ‘Mrs. Easdon enquired of the crowd who had wounded the men. Some body said that English people had fired on them. Mrs. Easdon made some unkind remarks; she said the natives deserved it and it served them right.’126 According to Benjamin, Easdon also referred to the Indian doctor as a fool.127 Down on the street, Easdon’s remarks did not go unnoticed, as one of the men in the crowd recalled: ‘I saw Mrs. Easdon at the roof of the hospital, standing with another lady. She was making fun of the wounded persons. She kept on standing for about 10 or 15 minutes, and when a large number of persons gathered there, she disappeared from the roof of the hospital and hid herself.’128

Outside on the street, word of Easdon’s remarks quickly spread and, according to a witness, ‘people felt enraged’.129 Easdon had in fact gone downstairs at the request of Mr Lewis, another Eurasian and a relative of Benjamin’s, who had just stopped by the hospital. Walking through the crowd minutes before, he overheard people muttering about Mrs Easdon and now told her to hide, as she later described it as ‘they were planning to kill me’.130 Despite Easdon’s pleas for him to stay with her, Lewis hastily excused himself and left, claiming he had ‘urgent work’ to do.131 As a Eurasian, Mr Lewis could come and go more or less undisturbed, but the perceived neutrality of his mixed background was evidently tenuous. The chaprassi now told the distraught Easdon to hide at once as the people outside were going to come for her. When she looked out of the window on to the crowded street below, Easdon recalled, ‘I saw the people in the mob pointing out to me with their fingers.’132 She now took refuge in Benjamin’s room.

Down at the gate, people were asking the chaprassi where the memsahib was. When he told them she had left, he was rebuked: ‘This is a nice kind of Hindu–Musalman union. You are a beiman [dishonest].’133 Soon after, a large crowd returned, as a local living right across from the hospital described:

About 1.30pm on 10th April [I] saw a mob of about 200 people coming from the direction of Railway. It was headed by a young man of 25, bare-headed, wearing spectacles, white shirt, white paijama and black waistcoat. He was shouting ‘Don’t drink pipe-water. It may have been poisoned.’ He was also shouting ‘Catch and kill the English. They have fired on our people.’134

At the hospital, the crowd started hammering on the main gate; finding it locked, they tried to get in through the separate door of the compounder, Massammat Mathri. People were shouting ‘Kill the English and memsahib, they have poisoned the wells.’135 The terrified Mathri eventually let them in and, when she claimed that she did not know where Easdon was, people told her ‘that she was an Indian sister, and it was her duty to tell’.136 Benjamin was then standing upstairs, seeing the compounder being threatened in the courtyard: ‘The crowd were asking her where the lady Doctor was. She pointed to the upper storey.’137 The mob poured into the hospital, as Benjamin described:

The crowd were shouting ‘Where is the Bara Mem-Sahib’. When I heard the crowd coming up I peeped through a chink in the door, and saw that it was armed with lathis. I told Mrs. Easdon to go down and hide in the staircase [at the back]. She was terrified but followed my advice. The mob then hammered on my door. A boy in the mob climbed over the verandah wall and opened the door for them from the inside. The mob stood over me, threatened me with their sticks, and demanded to be told at once where the Lady Doctor was. I swore that she was not in the Hospital. The mob said that they had been told she was. They had come straight to my room without searching the rest of the Hospital. They searched all my rooms and opened my almirahs and boxes. When they saw some gloves and European articles in my box they said that Mem-Sahib must certainly be here. Failing to find the Lady Doctor they went off.138

While this was happening, Easdon was standing, as she described it, ‘not more than 2 yards distant from the place where the mob were talking with Mrs. Benjamin in the verandah by her room’.139 As soon as the mob left, Benjamin came out on the staircase to Easdon, from where they could hear glass and furniture being broken downstairs. People were yelling and suddenly the mob was returning up the stairs again. Benjamin told Easdon to hide in the ‘native closet’, or toilet, on the roof, and so the doctor scrambled up and locked herself in the small space. Alone in the dark, she could hear people running around in the hospital, searching for her, but no-one thought to look for her in the toilet. Finally, Benjamin came to fetch her, and the chaprassi brought Easdon a burka to disguise herself. ‘I blackened my feet with ink,’ Easdon recalled, ‘and then, during a momentary lull in the noise which had been frantic, I escaped through a side door to the house of the woman who had sent me the burka.’140 She stayed in the nearby house till late that evening, when she was eventually taken by her host to the safety of the railway station.141

Considering the fate of the two guards killed near the railway station, Mrs Easdon had a very close call. The crowd on the street was already angered and excited because of the dead and the wounded laid out on the street, yet, despite the tense and menacing atmosphere, things had been fine up till the moment Easdon uttered her careless words. Those few words, however, were all it took for the mood to change and for the crowd to erupt. Most of the people in the crowd were locals who knew Mrs Easdon and some had even been treated by her and yet, in the flicker of a moment, she became an intolerable enemy in their midst. The events at the Female Hospital were thus reflective precarious sense of normality, and constant potential for violence, in the chaos and confusion that engulfed Amritsar on 10 April. The rumours of poisoning also lent further weight to the targeting of Easdon, who, as a doctor, routinely administered medicine to the local people of the neighbourhood and the city. An explicit act of deceitful aggression was thus attributed to Mrs Easdon, which both identified her as a threat and justified any violence against her person.

The incident also exposed the significance of racialised identities in the distinction between friend and enemy, between ‘us’ and ‘them’. With Easdon as the obvious target, the two Eurasians, Nelly Benjamin and Mr Lewis, had almost entirely escaped the wrath of the crowd. When Benjamin was questioned by the people searching for the doctor, the chaprassi had interfered on her behalf, claiming that she was ‘a native woman’.142 At the same time, the chaprassi himself, as well as the hapless Mathri, had been pressured by locals to reveal the hiding-place of the memsahib through very explicit invocations of Hindu–Muslim brotherhood and Indian solidarity.
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Half a mile to the south, in the very heart of the narrow twisting alleys of Amritsar’s Katra Ahluwia neighbourhood, the 45-year-old superintendent of the city mission schools, Miss Frances Marcella Sherwood, was riding her bicycle to one of the schools she managed. Earlier in the day she had heard that a hartal had been proclaimed and, despite the warnings of her Indian staff and friends, she insisted on cycling into the city alone, to close down the five schools and dismiss the hundreds of students under her charge. ‘I could see that trouble was imminent,’ she later claimed.143 She had come across several groups of people whom she found threatening, but only had one school left to visit, Bagian di Katra School, where she had promised the two teachers anxiously waiting that she would return. Sherwood was making her way along the narrow labyrinthine alleys of the Katra Ahluwia neighbourhood when a local man she passed warned her to turn back as it was too dangerous to go on. She ignored him. As she turned a corner, she suddenly came upon a large crowd, which yelled at the sight of her: ‘Maro Angrez’ [kill the English]. Sherwood quickly jumped off her bicycle and turned it around to retrace her steps. A young man stepped out from one of the gullies and grabbed hold of her hand, asking her what she was doing. Sherwood was panicking now and people looking on from the windows of the adjacent houses called on him to let her go as she was a woman. The man released his grip and she rode off at great speed and took a right, only to find that she had taken a wrong turn; once again she retraced her steps, narrowly swerving around a man who tried to trip over her bike with his foot. As she reached a narrow lane someone knocked off her hat – but another local picked it up and gave it back to her.

Sherwood left her bicycle behind and ran into a smaller lane and past a well, which would take her through a short cut to the Jamadar ki Haveli School. She was well known in this particular neighbourhood and thought she might be safe. Unfortunately, Sherwood was wrong in this assumption. A large crowd caught up with her in the narrow lane, and a handful of young men, apparently cheered on by the rest, started beating and kicking her. A local sweet-vendor witnessed the attack: ‘I heard shouts that the Mem Sahib had been killed. I ran from my shop and saw her lying on the ground.’144 One of the men was holding her by the hair and then hit her five or six times with his shoe – a traditional symbol of disrespect. As she got up and staggered a few steps, trying to take shelter in a small reservoir, she was struck on the head several times with a stick and finally collapsed. Sherwood herself later recalled the harrowing experience:

I was attacked by one or two men who were coming from the opposite direction and by a number from the rear. I cannot say how many men were my assailants. I feel there was not a crowd. I was hit with sticks on the head and fell down. I got up and ran and was knocked down by further blows on the head and again felled. I was struck with sticks even when I was on the ground. I saw an open door and tried to enter the house but it was shut in my face . . . I then fell down from exhaustion. I made one more effort to get up and did get up although everything seemed to be getting dark and I thought I was getting blind.145

The witness described the subsequent behaviour of the attackers: ‘There was a mob of about 100 people. They were shouting “Gandhi ki Jai” and “Kitchlew ki Jai”. When Miss Sherwood was struck down [. . .] they shouted “She is dead,” and went off leaving her there.’146 Locals later carried Sherwood to safety at the mission school where an Indian doctor attended to her. ‘She was bleeding profusely from the scalp,’ the doctor noted. ‘She was extremely weak [. . .] Her scalp was probably hurt by sticks.’147 He later took her home in his carriage and she was left in charge of a Eurasian woman before finally being taken to the fort late that night.148

The attack on Miss Sherwood had been different again from the targeting of Mrs Easdon. Sherwood had done nothing and said nothing that could be construed as even remotely provocative, and instead she happened to be in the wrong place at the wrong time. While the sequence of events that led to the sacking of the Female Hospital and the search for Easdon developed over a period of time, Sherwood was set upon in an instant without any prior notice. The crowd violence had accordingly escalated to a point at which no specific pretext for an attack was necessary. Just like Robinson and Rowlands, Sherwood had been alone and vulnerable and that made her a target. Yet, unlike the two guards, Miss Sherwood was not beaten to death and left as a mangled corpse. For all its brutality, there was something almost demonstratively transgressive in the assault – though neither sexual nor entirely vicious. As the body of a white woman was ordinarily out of bounds for Indians, the attackers seem quite deliberately to have beaten her, pulled her hair and humiliated her. And, even though the crowd left her for dead, her body was not mutilated. The assault on Marcella Sherwood was nevertheless to become the single most emblematic episode of the riots of 10 April.



CHAPTER 5
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TOKENS OF VIOLENCE

10 APRIL

At Khalsa College, Thursday 10 April had begun like any other day for Melicent and her family, and the servants sent to the bazaar to buy flour early that morning said that ‘all was quiet’. As the day progressed, however, Melicent began to feel that all was not well – ‘but how bad we did not guess till we were at lunch when Beckett galloped up looking very wild, his horse covered with foam and blood’.1 The Assistant Commissioner jumped off his horse: ‘“The mob is over the railway bridge!” he cried. “I have been trying to keep them back with four gunners, mounted, but someone fired at the mob from the back, and it’s all up. They’ve murdered all the white men in the city. Where’s my wife?”’2 Since the phone-lines at the court house were down, Beckett had been tasked with personally warning the Anglo-Indian population of Amritsar and had ridden out to the Wathens thinking his wife might be with them.3 Melicent and Gerard, however, had no idea as to the whereabouts of Mrs Beckett, and the distraught Assistant Commissioner rode back towards the Civil Lines. All morning, Melicent had been expecting something like this might happen. She had dressed the children in comfortable clothes and prepared three small rolls of bedding that could easily be carried, along with some food; then she put on her own khaki riding dress. For now, however, all they could do was wait, at least until they received further news. Melicent feared they would have ‘to fly to the Professors’ quarters or some village at any moment. It was not pleasant.’4 She and Gerard were walking restlessly around the grounds of the college, when they noticed movement out on the road:

And now the men from the fair were pouring past our house. Wild looking Pathans driving their horses in front of them; men galloping; horse dealers mad to get their valuable charges away before the looting, which they knew must follow. All were making in one rush down the Grand Trunk Road to Lahore, and my husband and I stood and watched them stream past, realizing it was too late to escape ourselves, and that we had now only the loyalty of our Sikhs to save us.5

Shortly afterwards, Commissioner Kitchin and two other officials came by car from Lahore, summoned by the fragmented but highly disturbing news they had received from Amritsar.6 The message Pinto sent off right before the telegraph office was attacked had been received at Lahore, but Irving had also managed to get a panicked phone-call through via the railway line: ‘All shops closed. 50,000 rushing through Civil Station and stopped by British men and Cavalry Officer on railway bridge. Three shots fired in my presence. One man either wounded or dead.’7 This was clearly an exaggerated description of the first firing, when Beckett’s picket was pushed back across Hall Bridge, but it had triggered an immediate response from the provincial government at Lahore. Kitchin asked Gerard to join them and so he got in the car and they went off to look for Irving – leaving Melicent behind at the college to wait for her husband. ‘I don’t know that I even expected him back,’ she noted, ‘everything seemed all on end.’8
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While Beckett was riding around, warning people, his wife, Norah, was happily oblivious of the events taking place less than a mile from the bungalow they had recently moved into near the Mall in the Civil Lines. That morning, she had decided against going into the city, and instead took a nap: ‘The extreme heat which succeeds the extreme cold of the Punjab was already beginning to be oppressive, and I preferred the coolness of the bungalow to the heat and glare outside . . .’9 Norah had given very specific instructions to her servants that she was not to be disturbed, and was annoyed when she was woken up shortly afterwards with the news that visitors had arrived. Babies could be heard crying, and as Mrs Beckett reluctantly got up, she soon realised what was going on:

It flashed upon my memory that the house had been chosen as a rallying-post for European women and children in the event of trouble. My suspicions were quickly confirmed when I came into a drawing-room full of people I had never seen before, who paid no attention whatever to my entry. Fresh arrivals poured in every minute, and from one or two acquaintances among them I elicited the little that they knew of what had happened. A few minutes earlier a wild crowd had burst over the Hall bridge (which connects the city with the Civil Lines), driving back and stoning the small pickets which was posted there . . . the howl of the mob could be heard a quarter of a mile away, and the residents in the main thoroughfare were rapidly warned to leave their bungalows for the rallying-posts. The crowd was close at hand, and a moment’s delay might prove fatal; but at this somnolent hour it was no small task to persuade the women to move, and one of them persistently refused to quit her house because her baby was asleep. As people left their bungalows a few shots were heard from the direction of the bridge . . .10
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Around this time, reinforcements unexpectedly arrived at Amritsar. A train happened to draw into the station, carrying 260 men of the 9th Gurkhas on their way to Peshawar. One of the British officers, Lieutenant F. McCallum, was standing at the coach window, with his fellow officer Captain Gerry Crampton, and noticed that things were not quite right:

First a howling crowd at the level crossing and on the overhead footbridge. Then a shout from Gerry Crampton ‘to look out’ as a bamboo stave came hurtling through the window. Out of which he had been looking. I had been looking out of the window on the opposite side – Gerry had done a smart step sideways thus avoiding damage. The train drew into the platform and a very agitated major appeared, who turned out to be OC Amritsar [Massey]. Somehow we learned that there had been a serious rioting in ‘the city’ – that one English woman had been knocked off her bike, beaten up and killed – that there were other ladies in the city – that the mob had begun to loot – that fires had been started and OC Amritsar had only a handful of troops to support civil authority.11

Massey immediately commandeered the new arrivals, and the Gurkhas were posted at the station and along the railway lines to help hold the perimeter of the Civil Lines.12

Meanwhile, at the two bridges, the stand-off between the British and the protesters continued. Irving was back in charge, and the crowd had been pushed back across the railway tracks and the dead and wounded had been removed. At the foot of each of the bridges, on the city side, a picket of about a dozen soldiers of the Somerset Light Infantry had been positioned. Just behind these troops, on the Civil Lines side, there was another small reserve of infantry, while the armed police were guarding the railway crossing a few hundred yards to the east. The danger, as far as the British were concerned, was, however, far from over. There was still an enormous crowd near the telegraph office and in Gol Bagh, as Connor described: ‘It was one sea of human heads that one could see, and of course the whole city was full of a mob. I was told by an Indian himself that he reckoned the number of men who had risen that day to be nearly 30,000.’13 These crowds were furthermore regarded as inherently violent and, in Irving’s assessment, the people who had forced their way across the carriage bridge an hour and a half earlier had been neither peaceful nor respectful: ‘They were not going to make an ordinary protest. When people come to an official’s house, they come properly clad. These people had thrown off their shoes and pagris and were coming with all the tokens of violence.’14 By this point, there was no doubt in Irving’s mind that what he faced was an irrational and frenzied mob of thousands: ‘They were very noisy, a furious crowd, you could hear the roar of them half way up the long road, they were an absolutely mad crowd, spitting with rage and swearing.’15 Irving and the other handful of Englishmen in charge of the tiny pickets were clearly outnumbered and saw themselves as the only thing that stood between the European men, women and children of Amritsar and total annihilation.

Given the circumstances, Irving was only too happy for the Indian lawyers and other local intermediaries to try to keep people back from the bridges. Getting people in a volatile crowd of this size to move in a particular direction was, nevertheless, no easy matter. ‘They were excited,’ Maqbol Mahmood later recalled, ‘having seen their men shot dead and so would not listen.’16 Working tirelessly among the crowd, Salaria, Mahmood and others nevertheless managed to gather people in Gol Bagh, and again requested them to refrain from any violence. A local businessman, Mr Dhaber, described the effort to hold back the crowd:

I continued my work at the foot bridge helping to clear the square between the Telegraph Office and the foot bridge (city side). In order to induce the people to go inside the city, I had told them to go to Jallianwala Bagh, where a meeting would be arranged to discuss matters and to represent matters to the officials. Those men wanted a promise that they would not be molested by the military, if they gathered in the Bagh, and on that promise being forthcoming, they were prepared to leave. Thereon, I went up to the D.C. who was near Madan’s shop and told him about the promise asked for. He said he had no intention to go into the town . . .17

With this assurance, people began to slowly make their way back towards Hall Gate, and Plomer noted that ‘the mob began dwindling away from the rear’.18 It is noteworthy that Jallianwala Bagh was considered as a safe space for the people of Amritsar to gather: deep inside the city and beyond the reach of authorities. Despite a warning shot being fired by the guard of sepoys at the telegraph office, who were spooked by the moving crowds, Mahmood and the others eventually succeeded in leading a large group inside the Hall Gate.19 At this moment, Mahmood noted, ‘somebody shouted out that a fresh picket of soldiers had come on the carriage bridge and that the military were going to besiege the city’.20 Hearing this, people rushed back towards Hall Bridge.

The fact that the arrival of the reserve picket on the bridge was perceived as an offensive move, in preparation for a siege of the city, is suggestive of the general level of panic and confusion among the crowd. By this stage the notion of submitting a petition at Irving’s house was no longer a real aim for the angry crowd once again converging on Hall Bridge – but the urge to express their protest and challenge the picket persisted. The British had no right to stop people from crossing the bridges, they believed, and the very presence of the military pickets was in and of itself a provocation. Helpless against British firearms, people were nevertheless fuelled by anger and, since they had pushed their way through once before, they believed they could do it again. With thousands of people gathered, the dynamic of collective action thus compelled men armed with nothing more than sticks and stones to face armed troops.

The indefatigable lawyers once more put themselves between the angry crowd and the British pickets. Gurdial Singh Salaria had borrowed a horse from Beckett and rode over to Hall Bridge, calling out for the British not to open fire as it was still believed they would be able to get the crowd back with peaceful means.21 Irving, who was at the footbridge, was now urgently called over by Plomer, who was in charge of the infantry picket at Hall Bridge. Irving rode up and across the bridge, from the Civil Line side, and through the picket so that he was directly facing the crowd:

I went taking with me some mounted men and I found [. . .] a very threatening crowd and as far as we could tried to make our voices heard in the noise and told them to disperse. The crowd began to close in and we went back into the ranks. And once more Mr. Plomer went out of his own accord and told them that fire was going to be opened. I was rather reluctant to fire; because at that time two Indian gentlemen were endeavouring to persuade the crowd to go back. I was afraid of shooting them. So I pointed them out to the picket.22

One of the pleaders caught up in the crowd in front of the picket, now found himself next to Ratto, who had long since lost control of the people around him. The pleader called out to Ratto: ‘Tum pagal ho! Lejao mob!’ – ‘you are mad, take the mob away.’23 And so it was that, somewhat ironically, Ratto ended up trying to hold back the mob he had himself originally rallied.24 Magbool, who was also between the mob and the picket saw Ratto desperately trying to restrain people, shouting: ‘Get back; don’t get killed!’25 Unfortunately, Irving mistook Ratto’s presence in front of the crowd as a sign that he was leading the imminent rush on the picket. Stones were now being thrown, hitting one of the soldiers, and, as the situation was very quickly getting out of hand, Irving decided it was time to act: ‘I suggested to the non-commissioned officer that he might pick out a ring-leader but he could not. I was trying to pick out the ring-leader when the crowd made a rush and began to put over stones on the picket. I called on the non-commissioned officer commanding the picket to take action. He opened fire.’26 Irving later stated that ‘I was holding fire until it got so eminently dangerous that I could not wait for a moment longer.’27

Without warning, the dozen men of the Somerset Light Infantry fired more than sixty shots at point-blank range into the massed crowd of people.28 The lawyers were caught right in the crossfire, and Mahmood, who was hit in the foot, described how ‘bullets whistled to my right and left’.29 ‘After the first few shots,’ he noted, ‘the crowd rushed back, but the firing was continued even after they began running away. Many of them were hit in the back. Most of the wounded were hit above belt on the face or on the head.’30 The effect of the rifle-fire was devastating and between twenty and thirty people were hit, many of whom were killed instantly.31 As the survivors were scrambling for safety, Mahmood saw the dead and wounded strewn on the ground around him: ‘I saw a corpse actually with an eye ball and the whole brain blown out. [. . .] A boy of 16 or 17 years of age lay wounded with his entrails protruding, having been hit on the belly.’32 The boy died soon after. One of the lawyers, Golam Yaseen, later described his frustration in trying to keep the crowd back and the British from shooting:

We tried our best. We appealed to them from many points of view, and at last we saw the crowd moving city-ward. We were going up the foot-bridge, city side, to inform the authorities that the square had been cleared, but before we could go half the way, we heard volleys fired [from the telegraph office]. We then saw the crowd rushing back shouting, and as we thought that, under the circumstances, we could do no useful work, I went home. On my way, a little beyond Madan’s shop, I heard firing again and again.33

The British were at first unwilling to allow anyone to cross the bridge and get assistance from the nearby hospital, but eventually some stretchers were brought and a couple of the wounded taken away. Most of the casualties, however, were taken into the city, where local doctors and others with medical experience gathered to help treat the wounded at Dr Bashir’s house or Kidar Nath’s dispensary.34 Many of them, however, had injuries far beyond the capabilities and facilities of local practitioners, and Mahmood blamed the British for not providing better medical assistance.35

It was still early afternoon and just a few hours since Kitchlew and Satyapal had been deported.36 From the vantage-point of Hall Bridge, Plomer for the first time noticed the unmistakable signs that the unrest had spread: ‘I could see the smoke rising inside the city close to Hall Gate especially from the Preaching Hall and then from buildings inside the city.’37
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As the crowd scattered and people headed back into the city by the hundreds, their anger was directed at the lawyers and others who had intervened at the bridges, as Mr Dhaber described:

The crowd then came up [to] me as I entered the Hall Gate near Davee Sahai’s house and told me that I had been false to them. I had promised them that they would be safe if they went home and here were their brethren returning city-ward from the carriage bridge, when they were fired at. They also accused Salaria of being treacherous to them. They said, as they were returning, he gave the signal for firing, and added that all those shot at by this firing had been hit from behind. I did, in fact, see two men hit in the back.38

Salaria obviously had nothing to do with the shooting, and the lawyers had instead done everything in their power to prevent bloodshed, even at the risk of their own lives. In the aftermath of the shooting, however, and amidst the chaos and confusion of the dispersing crowd, their actions were seen as dupli-citous.39 Another Indian witness similarly noted how people in the crowd felt ‘betrayed by their own men’.40 Any authority that lawyers and local leaders may have had over the people of Amritsar, as an inhibiting force during the riots, was thus lost. Dr Bashir, who had originally taken the initiative for the hartal and petition, was furthermore busy tending to the wounded who were brought back into the city.41 Whatever leadership and guidance he had provided was thus also absent as the riots spiralled out of control and, though still active in the crowd, Ratto and Bugga were as likely to be dragged along by the sheer number of people as they were able to lead them.

In a strange sort of way, both the British and the protesters perceived themselves to be under attack. Irving and the other officers believed they had only just fought back yet another determined rush on the Civil Lines by a frenzied mob of tens of thousands, while the people in the crowd saw the shooting as yet another unjustified killing of innocent Indians. The British believed that, by physically removing the two main leaders of the anti-Rowlatt agitation from Amritsar, they could eliminate the main source of discontent. All that they achieved, however, was to remove the leadership of a mass movement which had up to that point managed to keep all meetings and protests entirely peaceful. Crucially, this pre-emptive move provoked the local population, in the most demonstrative way possible – by arresting Kitchlew and Satyapal in what was inarguably an underhand manner, people’s worst fears concerning the new legislation were confirmed. The fact that the deportation had been carried out under the provisions of the Defence of India Act 1915, and not the Rowlatt Act, was immaterial. The Rowlatt Act had not even come into effect, but to the population of Amritsar there was a direct correlation between the silencing and subsequent deportation of their two leaders, followed by the rejection of the petition and firing by the pickets at the railway bridges. This was all experienced as the result of the same general policy of oppression, crystallised in the Rowlatt Act, which seemed to prove definitively that the British Government was bent on crushing all hopes of swaraj among Indians.

On 10 April, the rioters were fighting back against each and every iniquity they believed they had suffered under British rule. The actions of the crowd were thus implicitly justified and, after the firing at the bridges, there was no inhibition in terms of the level of violence that could be inflicted against Europeans with moral impunity.42 A Kashmiri weaver, Asdulla, described the progression of the protests from a local perspective – from the moment the news of the deportation first spread, leading almost inexorably towards their bloody climax:

I was sitting at my house upstairs doing tupa work. It was food time and I came downstairs and saw a bare-headed crowd of men [. . .] They were shouting out that Kitchlew and Satyapal had been arrested and taken away. They were closing all the shops as they went along. I joined them and we came along to the Queen’s Statue Chauk where people said we should go to the Deputy Commissioner and have them released. We came to Hall Gate and our strength was then quite 5,000 or 10,000. When we came to the road bridge over the Railway line we found a piquet of British soldiers. There was a Sahib in uniform on horseback with them. This mounted soldier waved his hands to us to retire. The mob did not heed and insisted on advancing. Then shots were fired at us and we got back and wended our way to Hall Bazaar where the mob was shouting that some of their brothers had been killed and that we would also kill.43

Asdulla gave voice to the sense of solidarity of the people gathered, and the empowerment that came from being a large crowd – but also, and crucially, the perceived injustice of the British actions, which provided an implicit justification for revenge. If people had gathered more or less spontaneously, as Asdulla had, and without much deliberation, the shooting instantaneously turned the crowd into a vengeful and committed mob. As the bodies of more than a dozen men were carried into the city by Ratto and Bugga and laid down at the Khair Ud Din mosque in the Hall Bazaar for everyone to see, the fear and anger was rekindled.44 The way the bodies were carried through the crowds clearly invoked the symbolism of a religious procession, and it is noteworthy that those who had been killed were spoken of as shahids, or martyrs, whose sacrifice demanded revenge.45 If the protests had initially started because of the deportation of Kitchlew and Satyapal, they had by this point escalated into reciprocal violence rooted in the events of the day. ‘Two cousins of mine were shot in the mob at the bridge,’ a local butcher later recalled. ‘This excited me and I joined in the mob.’46 According to another Indian eyewitness, ‘a part of the mob that had seen the fearfully mutilated bodies of their friends and neighbours, lost all control . . .’47 From the window of his house near Hall Bazaar, a local cloth merchant observed the angry crowd: ‘They were very excited and some of them were calling out, “Come brethren! They have killed innocent and unarmed brethren of ours, let us take Lathis and avenge them.” Some were seen with wounded bodies on charpoys. Some were running on with Lathis.’48

Having moved up from the Town Hall, Hans Raj and some of the other volunteers merged with the streams of people converging in Hall Bazaar in front of the National Bank. Just 300 yards down the street from the mosque, where the bodies had been taken, the National Bank, with its massive Greek pillars and iron-bar gates, stood out as an obvious target. The bank was known to be managed by Europeans and it was, furthermore, one of the only businesses in the city at the time that remained open despite the hartal. Hans Raj described how people outside were calling out for government property to be looted – ‘Loot lo Sarkari Mal hai’ – clearly showing that the bank was considered simply as an official building.49 People started banging on the front doors and shutters and pulling at the iron gate leading into the back yard and the godowns or storerooms of the National Bank.

Inside the bank, Stewart, the manager, and Scott, the accountant, had just come back from lunch when the crowd first began gathering in the street outside.50 One of the Indian clerks tried to reason with the crowd: ‘I went out to tell people not to be so wicked. They started throwing bricks at me. Narrow escape. I got in and closed outer wooden door.’51 The two Europeans were beginning to panic now, running from room to room, and even contemplating getting their staff to lock them inside the lavatory for safety. Stewart asked the head clerk to run for help at the kotwali, less than 300 yards away, but since the building was surrounded this was impossible. Outside the National Bank there were actually several Indian police detectives in plain clothes, but they were well known and people in the crowd started threatening them, calling them ‘Government boys’, and so they eventually fled.52 The Kashmiri weaver, Asdulla, was at this stage coming down the street with the crowd from Hall Gate:

When we reached the National Bank we found a mob breaking the doors and windows there. Some men cried out ‘Sahib ko pakar lo’ [catch the sahib]. The mob that were breaking the doors and windows were armed with lathis, lakars, etc., and on the cry the ‘Sahib ko pakar lo and Sahib ko mar lo’ [kill the sahib] being raised we rushed into the Bank. Another war cry was ‘kilja ko saro.’ [lit. burn the office]. These war cries were really started in Hall Bazar before we reached the National Bank.53

One mob broke in through the front door, while another pulled down the iron gate to the backyard and entered the bank through a side door. Inside the terrified staff were hiding in the main office, as one of them later described:

Mob got in by back door – broke the door of our room, caught hold of my neck and threw me to the mob saying ‘Kill this Kirani’ [clerk]. Two persons pleaded for my life and I was spared. I found myself in the compound and I saw [the attackers] going into the Bank with the mob. Mr. Stewart had a revolver but in spite of my prayers he refused to use it.54

Asdulla was with the group of about twenty men who burst into the bank, shouting ‘Hindu Mussalman ki jai’: ‘On entering the Bank we went to the room of the Sahib which is on the right side as one enters Bank. We found the Sahib standing at his table with a pistol in his hand. The mob fell on the Sahib with dangs and he fell down from the blows. The Sahib did not fire his pistol at all.’55 Stewart had been told the previous day that there might be trouble, and, while he dismissed the warning, he did carry a gun to work at the bank that day.56 As the mob broke through the door into his office, however, he appears to have lost his nerve and froze up. While Stewart lay unconscious on the floor, someone dealt him a blow to the face with a hatchet while a Muslim butcher stabbed him several times in the back with a knife.57 In the office next door, the angry crowd found Scott, as Asdulla described: ‘He was hiding behind the door. He was sitting down with a hat on.’58 The frightened accountant was immediately set upon by the mob and beaten senseless with heavy sticks and whatever else was at hand. Furniture, folders and paper was then piled on top of the bodies of the two men and, after being doused in kerosene taken from the bazaar, the grisly pyres were set on fire.59 Less than twenty-four hours earlier, Scott had laughed at the Wathens over dinner and ridiculed their concerns about the safety of Europeans at Amritsar.

As the fire spread throughout the interior of the bank, the crowd eventually left, ‘shouting the Sahib had been killed’.60 Hans Raj, who had remained with the hundreds of people gathered outside on the street, heard one of the attackers bragging about killing the sahibs, saying ‘he threw them down catching their legs and killed them with lathis’.61 Others commented that the butcher ‘had avenged the men killed on the bridge’.62 While the main building rapidly went up in flames, people broke into the storehouses at the back of the bank and looted cloth worth several lakhs (hundred thousand) rupees.63 At a time when the prices of fabric were high, the prospect of such loot attracted hundreds of locals, especially among the poor of Amritsar. Nearby, an Indian eyewitness heard someone in a crowd shouting: ‘“The National Bank has been set on fire. There is plenty of loot to be had. Come along.” Then the whole mob shouting “Gandhi ki jai” ran off towards the National Bank.’64 Following the rallying call of Gandhi was thus fully consistent with looting and no real distinction can actually be made between the destruction of government property, as the banks were perceived to be, and pillaging. Hours later, as the main building was but a smouldering ruin, people were still seen carrying away arms-full of cloth, chintz and silk.65

The crowd now moved down towards the Town Hall and attacked the Chartered Bank, which was just next door.66 The Indian clerks were calling out from the upper balconies that there were no Europeans inside, but people soon managed to break the doors down and started ransacking the place. Inside, the two European managers were trying to hide, but, before they were discovered, the police came to their aid from the kotwali. It had taken the two senior police officers at the kotwali much precious time arguing over who should go the 100 yards between the Town Hall and the Chartered Bank, but eventually Ahmad Jan came with twenty-five armed policemen and chased the crowd away.67 The old Deputy Superintendent later described the relief of the bank as a heroic effort, claiming there had been at least 2,000 people gathered: ‘Some of them, I should say, were inside the Bank, and there were a lot of others outside; when I reached there I made a rush and cried out pakao, pakao, that is to say, seize them, seize them, and the people ran away, and I found a lot of papers burning outside the Bank and all the Bank glasses and other property were smashed.’68 Ahmad Jan then brought the European managers, who had had a lucky escape, back to the kotwali, where they joined Jarman. That, however, was the sum total of the police effort that day. It is noteworthy that the crowd was easily dispersed by the police, without a single shot fired, or even a stone thrown. The crowds, however, subsequently reassembled around the statue of Queen Victoria, just behind the Town Hall. People were beating the marble statue with sticks when some of the volunteers intervened, saying that ‘we had suffered no taklif [misery] during the Queen’s raj’.69 Apart from a finger that was broken off, the statue thus escaped further damage due to this peculiar expression of nostalgic attachment to the erstwhile Empress of India.70 The attention of the crowd was meanwhile directed towards the Alliance Bank in the bazaar, a bit further into the city to the south-east.

Located behind the Saragarhi memorial, on the corner of one of the smaller streets winding off the main thoroughfare, the Alliance Bank was managed by Mr G.M. Thomson and a staff of half a dozen Indian clerks. Earlier in the day, Thomson had noticed the crowds of people that could be seen outside and made the phone-call to Jarman at the Town Hall, which was broken off when the telegraph office was attacked. After the peon sent to collect the mail returned empty-handed, due to the unrest, the chaprassi went out and returned around 1pm and told Thompson that the National Bank was being attacked and people were throwing stones.71 The clerks urged Thomson to leave immediately, but he refused to abandon the bank and instead suggested they save themselves. In the end they all remained, closed down the bank and shut the doors and windows, hoping for the best. One of the clerks locked the front door from the outside and went home, to make it appear as if the bank was shut for the day. Outside in the street, Hans Raj was in the crowd, which now attacked the bank: ‘They were breaking open the doors when some Babus came on to the roof and said there was no one inside and not to break the Bank. On this Ghulam Hussain replied that as they were inside and the door was locked from outside, the Sahib must be inside also. The door was broken open with a hammer and the mob went inside of the building.’72 Meanwhile, Thomson and his staff retreated to the offices upstairs ‘We wanted to hide him in a pitch dark room where we keep parcels,’ one of the clerks later recalled, ‘but he said he did not want to die a dog’s death.’73 Instead Thomson went up on the roof to escape to another building, but he was immediately spotted from the street and people started throwing stones and bricks at him. Out on the rooftop and exposed in the open, Thompson was clearly visible to the hundreds of people gathered in the streets below, and in panic he fired a shot in the air with his pistol to show that he was armed. This, however, had the opposite effect of what he intended, and the crowds now rushed to the upper floor, from where stairs led to the roof. Asdulla was once again at the front of the action:

Eventually a Sikh rush upstairs and we heard a shot and the Sikh rolled downstairs dead. The Sahib followed him and came down to the Bank office [. . .] The Sahib after shooting the Sikh began coming down to the office room where we were. He showed us the pistol as he was coming downstairs and as he was doing the mob rushed on him and attacked him with lathis. A chaprasi was putting his hand out and saying na maro [don’t beat him]. The Sahib was not dead but he was lying on the floor, and the chaprasi was standing with outstretched hands protecting the body.74

The attackers then went downstairs again and joined the people who were tearing the main office of the bank apart in their search for loot. Someone climbed up on top of an iron safe and cut open a bag full of rupee coins, which he scattered all over the floor for everyone to fight over. Others were trying to prise notes out of a small iron box, with the result that the paper was ripped and rendered worthless.75 One particularly resourceful man gathered coins up in his tehmat, the Punjabi version of the lungi or sarong, and, according to a witness, ‘slinging the bundle of rupees over his shoulder scrambled away naked with the money.’76

Upstairs, the frightened clerks now made the mistake of shouting down to the crowd that the sahib was dead and that they ought to leave bank, thus drawing attention once more to Thomson. ‘Shouts were raised,’ according to one of the clerks, ‘that we had falsely said before that the Sahib was not there.’77 Several men returned upstairs and, when one of them struck at Thomson’s hat, which was lying on the table, the wounded man hidden underneath cried out in fear. Thomson was pulled out from under the table and the mob once more pounded him with sticks as one eyewitness described: ‘The Sahib’s head was bleeding frightfully. There is blood on the wall still.’78 The clerks watched in terror as the men dragged the lifeless body to the window: ‘They threw him out of the balcony into the bazaar, he was dead then. The mob put books, stationary and furniture on the body – and lit it with a canister of the Bank oil.’79 Down in the street, Hans Raj was watching the spectacle along with hundreds of others: ‘The mob stayed in the building for about 10 minutes and when they came outside [one of them] had an Angrezi Topi [English hat] in his hand. The mob were destroying the records and files. The topi was thrown about and all the records were set on fire . . .’80 A local who carried a clock away from the bank was warned to smash it in the street, ‘as it would be a nishan [sign] of Government property’ – that is to say, the clock could easily be identified as loot.81

Just as had been the case with the National Bank, the Alliance Bank was perceived simply as a Government institution. It is indeed noticeable how the rioters on 10 April attacked people, buildings, and objects in an expression of collective violence: whether it was the interior of banks and post offices, telegraph equipment, the statue of Queen Victoria, or the bodies of Europeans – they were all beaten with sticks or broken with stones with the same frenzied intensity and frustrated rage.82 Furthermore, no distinction was made between the bodies of the bank managers as they were set on fire along with papers, broken furniture and, in the case of the National Bank, the building itself. The five Europeans who had been beaten to death were accordingly not targeted for who they were as much as for what they represented.83 The selection of targets was thus almost entirely opportunistic rather than premeditated: while some, such as Mrs Easdon and the three bankers, were specifically sought out, Miss Sherwood and the two guards were encountered quite by coincidence. Notably, the mob did not attack the British troops in Govindgarh Fort, or even the local police in the kotwali; instead they attacked those individual Europeans who were most vulnerable and exposed within the city and its immediate surroundings. Powerless against armed soldiers at the bridges, the mob exercised the complete power it wielded over the lives of Europeans inside the city.84

The nature of the violence was moreover contingent on the availability of makeshift weapons: bricks and stones found along the road, firewood taken from the municipal storage, the legs of charpoys looted from railway-stores. At the National Bank, Stewart was attacked with sticks and clubs, but one of Ratto’s gundas used a hatchet snatched from a sugar-cane stall in the bazaar, while a Muslim butcher used his knife to finish off the victim.85 In the absence of heavy clubs and stones, Miss Sherwood was beaten with a stick but also kicked and punched, and hit with her attackers’ shoes. The kerosene used to set Mr Thomson’s body on fire had also been found in the bank itself, but ultimately proved to be the symbolically most powerful weapon on hand for the rioters.86 ‘Of all means of destruction,’ it has been suggested, ‘the most impressive is fire. It can be seen from far off and it attracts ever more people. It destroys irrevocably; nothing after a fire is as it was before. A crowd setting fire to something feels irresistible . . .’87 In the street outside Alliance Bank, the crowd surrounding Thomson’s burning body was celebrating the defeat and destruction of the all-powerful sahibs. There was an almost carnivalesque sense of the world having been turned upside down, and one Indian eyewitness described how ‘the mob had been shouting out from the commencement that it was our raj now and to do as we liked’.88 The people of Amritsar felt safe from the British troops inside the city and, with the police holed up in the kotwali, it really appeared as if swaraj had been achieved – however momentarily. ‘It was freely said,’ Irving was later informed, ‘that it might be the Raj of the Sarkar outside, but inside it was Hindu–Musalman ki hakumat [Hindu–Muslim rule].’89 The politics of the crowd were thus encapsulated in the assertion of communal unity and empowerment first mobilised by Gandhi through the anti-Rowlatt Satyagraha movement. The shouts of ‘Gandhi ki jai’ that reverberated through the crowded streets of Amritsar, however, were first and foremost a call to arms against a common enemy. Rather than his teachings of non-violence and passive resistance, it was Gandhi’s stirring message of self-sacrifice and righteous resistance against the oppression of the British which served as a rallying cry for the rioters. What has been described as ‘the paradoxical and cruel cries in the name of Gandhi’ may thus be explained by the distance between idealism and the brute reality of popular politics and shaped by the dynamics of crowd violence.90 On 10 April, the name of the Mahatma was invoked with as much fervour and sincerity when Miss Sherwood was attacked, or the bank managers bludgeoned to death, as it was during the peaceful mass-meetings and hartals of the preceding weeks.91

While the mob violence may have been frenzied, it was not indiscrimi--nate, and even as Eurasians, Indian bank clerks and other local government employees were threatened, none were actually harmed. As the flames from the grim bonfire outside Alliance Bank rose higher, people in the crowd furthermore called for caution, as one eyewitness recounted: ‘As the fire in the street was close to the thara [platform outside house] and there was a fear of the Bank building, which is owned by one of the city men, catching fire, some persons shouted for the fire to be extinguished lest the whole building and market bazaar may catch fire. Aziz, Chara, then threw water on the burning heap and extinguished it.’92 People were at this point still busy looking for loot inside the bank and one man recovered a set of keys from the charred remains of Thomson to try and open a safe deposit.93 It was only then, hours after the riots had begun, and too late to do any good, that the police finally responded to the calls for help sent from the banks. Around 4.30–5pm, twelve constables thus arrived at the Alliance Bank and chased away what remained of the crowd. Hans Raj had by then long since left the scene and had joined some of the other volunteers, including Ratto and Bugga, who had congregated at Dr Bashir’s house. The doctor, Hans Raj noted, ‘had just finished operating on two wounded men’, and they then all proceeded to the mosque where the bodies of the dead were still laid out. Hans Raj described the scene at the mosque:

We all then went to the Khair Din’s Masjid where a big mob had collected. Seeing the Doctor, the mob collected around him and asked whether badla [revenge] would not be taken for these dead. Doctor Bashi replied ‘ghabrao nahin waqt a jaega kuch ho gaya hai or kuch ho jaega’ [‘Don’t panic, the time will come, one way or the other’]. He told the mob that this was the first instance in Hindostan that Indians had been killed and Europeans had been killed also.94

Bashir also called for the burial of the dead to be postponed till the next day so that all the shahids could be buried together. Among others, Hans Raj was tasked with gathering the bodies at the mosque the following morning. Since shops were still closed due to the hartal, Bashir gathered people from the bazaars that evening and told Bugga and others to arrange a langar, or communal kitchen, for the poor.95 As the police had effectively stopped functioning, and there were fears that the peasants who had arrived in the city for the Baisakhi and cattle fair might cause trouble, Bugga and Ratto also organised Satyagraha volunteers, and local gundas, to patrol the city during the night. These local leaders and their strongmen had been involved in much of the riots during the day, and even some of the violence, yet ultimately they served a crucial social role within their local communities.
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At Khalsa College, Melicent was still waiting anxiously for her husband. ‘It seemed hours till he came back,’ she recalled, but finally, late in the afternoon, Gerard returned, ‘looking ghastly’, with news of what had occurred that day: ‘Stewart, Scott, Thomson and two others had been hideously murdered. All Banks wrecked, the station wrecked, the telegraph office, a church and various other buildings and that but for an unexpected company of Gurkhas who had just passed through we must have been wiped out. All communication was cut and the lines below and above the station pulled up!’96 As the Wathens were trying to come to terms with the magnitude of the day’s events, they were interrupted when ‘a roar of voices proceeding from the College broke on our ears’.97 As they turned the corner outside their bungalow, they were suddenly faced by a large crowd of Indian staff and students. Unsure of their intentions, Melicent feared the worst: ‘here’s the end I thought!’98 Yet Melicent’s worries turned out to be misplaced as they ‘came to beg Gerard to let them guard us and the college through the night and not to send us to the Fort!’ ‘It was,’ she asserted, ‘a triumphant moment. After that my spirits rose a little.’99 Melicent had nevertheless resolved to leave with the children, and their luggage was sent ahead to the small station of Chheharta in readiness for their departure by train to Rawalpindi the next day.

Meanwhile, in the Civil Lines, Mrs Beckett and the women and children were waiting to be escorted to Govindghar Fort, which was considered the safest place for them at the time. ‘The afternoon passed slowly,’ Mrs Beckett remembered, ‘with rumours and alarms which increased the suspense of the many women who did not know where their husbands were.’100 They could see smoke rising from the city and heard various stories about the attacks on the banks and the horrid fate of the Europeans who had been killed. Finally, half an hour before sunset, the preparations for their move to the fort were complete. Gurkhas and men from the Indian Defence Force lined the route across the Rego Bridge, west of the railway station, and into the fort. ‘Every possible conveyance had been secured,’ Mrs Beckett noted, ‘and we packed ourselves in, making a picture like Epsom road on the Derby Day.’101

As the women and children were making their slow way towards the fort, they were being covered by the troops on the ramparts of the fort, who had prepared both guns and a maxim machine gun in case of an attack.102 As had been the case earlier in the day, the British officers still believed themselves to be in the middle of an uprising and were expecting the worst. When an Indian officer who had been attending the cattle fair offered his services at the fort, the commanding officer welcomed him, explaining that ‘because the number of men in the fort was inadequate, and reports were coming in that the city mob, which was armed with lathies, might perhaps assault the fort by putting up ladders [. . .] it was necessary to defend the fort walls’.103 While the people of Amritsar were thus mourning the dead and planning the next day’s funerals, or feeding the poor and organising neighbourhood watches, the British troops in the Govindgarh Fort were anxiously preparing for an all-out attack. As the 135 women and children eventually arrived, settling in as best they could under the circumstances, there was, as Forster might have put it, ‘the air of the Residency at Lucknow’.104 Lieutenant McCallum, of the Gurkhas, happened to be at the fort at the time:

I was greatly shocked to see by chance a barrack room of women and children who had been brought into the fort from the Civil Lines for safety. There was a terrible quietness in that barrack room. The ladies seemed so bemused and sad. Imagine leaving your own comfortable bungalow or quarters to be put in a room with a long line of beds, cots, camp beds or floor, and no privacy.105

As darkness fell, more details of the riots in the city began to emerge, and a number of survivors, including the heavily wounded Miss Sherwood and Mrs Easdon, found their way to the fort, escorted by friendly locals. Their accounts were anything but reassuring and only contributed further to the sense of vulnerability among the Europeans gathered in the fort, as Mrs Beckett related:

Two Indian ladies, school-teachers, who had driven out of the city in a closed carriage, told us of the Sikh peasants who were pouring into the city with their iron-bound sticks. The booty from the National Bank had been carried out into the district as proof that the British rule was over, and all the riff-raff for miles round hurried in to be early on the spot if looting began again.106

Such rumours were implicitly believed by the British officials, already shaken by the day’s events. ‘If the villagers of the Majha [region] had turned loose,’ Irving noted with great concern, ‘we should have had a situation not paralleled since the Mutiny. We know them to be hot-headed men, who, if they thought that the government was falling, would step in for anything they could get.’107 The fear was accordingly that the recalcitrant rustics of the countryside, as the stereotype went, might be joining forces with the nationalist agitators of the city. What had so far appeared mainly to be urban unrest thus assumed a far more menacing appearance, and the fact that phone and telegraph lines had been disrupted in and around Amritsar only contributed to the impression of a large-scale uprising.

Luckily for the embattled garrison, reinforcements now began arriving from Lahore as well as the divisional headquarters at Jullundur, 50 miles away. These included 130 men of the 2/6th Royal Sussex Regiment, 181 men of the 1/124th Baluchis, 107 men of 1/25th Battalion London Regiment, 130 of the 2/151st Infantry, and 100 of the 59th Rifles.108 As a senior officer, Major MacDonald of the 1/124th Baluchis took over from Captain Massey and assumed charge of the military forces at Amritsar, which, combined with the original garrison, now consisted of well over a thousand British and Indian troops.109 With the arrival of Commissioner Kitchin earlier that afternoon, Irving too had been relegated to a decidedly marginal position. Irving’s panicky letter of 8 April had already marked him as overwrought, and, the impression at Lahore was evidently that he had lost control of the situation – and, as the Commissioner of the Division, Kitchin simply took over.110 The local men in charge of both the civil authorities and the military at Amritsar were thus immediately sidelined in favour of Kitchin and Massey, who reported directly to O’Dwyer in Lahore. Kitchin later claimed that he never intended to deprive Irving of his authority but that ‘it grew into that’.111

Not only was it Kitchin’s impression that Irving was ill-suited for the task at hand, he also believed that the severity of the situation called for the military to act independently of civil authority. The Commissioner’s instructions to MacDonald were unequivocal: ‘I told him that the situation was beyond our control and that he must take such immediate steps as the military situation demanded.’ While Massey had been reluctant to enter the city in a show of force, Kitchin advised MacDonald to do just that and, notably, not to bring along a civil magistrate. This was, Kitchin explained, ‘because we expected that the party would have to fight their way, and the presence of a civil magistrate would embarrass the military officer. It was purely a military operation.’112 The idea was evidently to relieve the military from being dependent on civil officials, yet without formally abdicating civil authority. There was no name for this type of parallel authority, as Kitchin himself admitted: ‘There is no rule about it. In a situation of that kind I thought under the ordinary rules of the Executive Government, I had such authority.’113 In the true spirit of the Punjab style of colonial governance, with its emphasis on discretionary powers, Kitchin nevertheless still insisted that MacDonald should ‘act in consultation with me’.114

Around midnight, a heavily armed column of troops under MacDonald thus prepared to enter the city. ‘It was determined to go in,’ Kitchin stated, ‘and fight our way into the Kotwali.’115 Apart from scattered rumours, there had been no communication from the city for hours, and the Commissioner later admitted that he expected to find everyone at the kotwali to have been massacred.116 In the event, the column found the streets of Amritsar to be deserted, though the fires at the National Bank and Town Hall were still burning.117 The force reached the kotwali from where they evacuated Jarman and the two managers from the Chartered Bank.118 The rescue party also retrieved the charred remains of the three bank managers. ‘The bodies were horribly burnt,’ Jarman noted of Stewart and Scott, whom he had talked to earlier that day. ‘I have seen them and neither is recognisable.’119 The mangled body of Robinson was also brought into the fort that night.120 The disfigured corpses, and the fate of Miss Sherwood, ‘who was lying between life and death’, provided striking evidence of the fate that awaited them all – and of the apparent frenzy of the rioters, as Mrs Beckett described: ‘During the night three survivors who had escaped into the police station were brought out of the city in Indian clothes. They told us of the infuriated crowds that had swept through the city on that terrible afternoon drunk with their victory over unarmed men, and calling for “white blood”.’121 For now, however, an uneasy calm seemed to prevail. Reinforcements were still coming in and both an armoured train and Royal Air Force aeroplanes were on their way from Lahore.122 While the British officers and officials hunkered down at the makeshift headquarters at the railway station, the women and children could sleep safely behind the walls of the fort. ‘Some of us went up on the ramparts for a few minutes’ quiet,’ Norah Beckett recalled, ‘and from the top of the western wall we saw the native city ablaze with electric light – a contrast to the darkness behind us.’123
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Earlier that evening, Melicent and Gerard had visited the fort to see if they could be of any help:

It was a tragic sight – never did I see horror so grimly written on any face except those who had come from the trenches. There were women and children all herded together, several not knowing if their husbands were dead or alive. Some knew within the hour that they were dead. Others were not relieved of their suspension till after midnight. I uttered a heartfelt prayer of thankfulness as I drove home to my own house to sleep. There were over 400 people in the Fort with no provisions but bully beef and biscuits and only four bathrooms and three rooms. The dust and glare and heat were ghastly – and several people and children went in ill. So much for the forethought of our D.C. Miles Irving and yet he must have known. [emphasis in the original]124

Though horrified by the events of the day, Melicent appeared to be more distraught by the prospect of having to endure the discomfort with everybody else at the fort. While the other Anglo-Indian families were huddling up in the fort, the Wathens thus decided to rely on their Indian friends and remain in the relative safety at Khalsa College. Their lack of faith in the ability of the local authorities to protect them had furthermore only been confirmed by what they saw of the preparations in the Civil Lines. Melicent later wrote in her diary of the day’s events – as the British understood them at the time:

After the mob had gone mad, they attacked National Bank, beat Mr. Stewart with lathis and then pouring oil on him when he was half unconscious burnt him. They did the same to Mr. Scott – first piling the furniture on the top of him. Nothing was left of the Bank . . . it was gutted. They then went to the Alliance Bank – Mr. Thomson defended himself and then ran upstairs and hid, but they found him, dropped him out, threw him out of the window, poured oil on him while he was alive and burnt him. [The rioters] hunted and beat a Missionary, Miss Sherwood, saying she was English and must die, though she was eventually picked up unconscious and carried by an Indian into his house and safety. [They] hunted Mr. Jarman who was rescued by Indians, and another Thompson and another missionary lady, all of whom owed their lives to their clerks, and then pulled up the lines and wrecked the station – killing a goods inspector with lathis, trampling to death a Tommy whom they caught escaping to the Fort. It was just as they were marching to the Civil Lines that the Gurkhas turned up, were detrained – fired on the mob and drove it back into the City and held it. At 7pm an aeroplane at last arrived from Lahore. At midnight the Londons came from Jullundur. At 2am those British troops and an armoured train arrived from Lahore. Only then may we have been said to be in some safety.125

When the aeroplanes from Lahore finally arrived, and flew low over the city, Melicent noted the effect it had on her countrymen: ‘Such was the relief, you could see the change on the men’s faces.’126 That night the family slept in the garden as usual, and Melicent even forgave the students who asked for new hockey balls so that they could see them and play by moonlight, although they ruined her flower beds.



CHAPTER 6
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ALL FORCE NECESSARY

11 APRIL

When the train steamed into the station here, the whole place looked like a regular Military post, with soldiers and guns scattered all over. The military consisted of Europeans, Baluchees and Gurkhas. On the main down platform, I saw a long armoured train. Some persons on the station, whom I knew, wanted to tell me all about what had happened, but could not talk freely, through fear. No coolie or conveyance of any kind was to be had. Just as I came out of the platform, Sardar Bikram Singh met me, and advised me either to go back where I came from, or not to enter the city in any case. Being extremely nervous, as it appeared to me, he did not talk to me long. By the kindness of a Railway servant, after waiting for 20 minutes, with great difficulty, I got a coolie to carry my luggage as far as the Golden Temple. At the foot bridge there was a guard of some European soldiers, who would not let anyone enter the city without searching all things thoroughly. Sticks of all kinds were taken away from everyone [. . .] At every step outside the city, one could see nothing but only Military or police at short distances with rifles and bayonets.1

On the morning of 11 April, Girdhari Lal, a local factory manager who had been away on business, returned to Amritsar to find the city in a state of emergency. Once inside the old city of Amritsar, Girdhari Lal for the first time realised the destruction of the riots: ‘While proceeding to the Golden temple I saw marks of violence. Telegraph wires were cut, some buildings were burnt. Although shops were closed, the city was quiet, but every person looked depressed and terrified.’2
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As the sun rose over Amritsar that morning, the British awoke to the realisation that their worst nightmares had come true. For the first time since 1857, European civilians had been killed by Indian rioters, and white women had been attacked by brown men. One Punjab official described vividly how the British perceived the events of the previous day:

Those of us who have seen an Indian mob in action can picture the scene. All night there has been drum-beating, and glib-tongued orators have been haranguing the populace, harping on the sins of the Government, the ini--quitous Rowlatt Act and the insult offered to Mahatma Gandhi by turning him back from the Punjab. The time is drawing near, they shout, for dealing properly with the ‘white monkeys’, and the looting will be great! Morning comes, and through all the streets and alleyways the rabble swarm in their thousands, yelling their war-cries, ready to join in wholesale plundering and murder. There are more fiery speeches; and then the speakers, mindful of their own skins, fade cleverly out of the picture. The rabble has been sufficiently worked up.3

None of this was actually true, but that mattered little and for the ‘men on the spot’, it seemed inconceivable that the riots of 10 April could have been anything but the result of a conspiracy. Lieutenant-Colonel Smith, who was fed information by ‘respectable’ Indians, believed that ‘gangs were organized on the night of the 9th and that there was a butcher attached to each gang’.4 ‘My view is that these bands were acting under order,’ Smith continued, and the attack on Miss Sherwood and Easdon in particular struck him as unusual: ‘I do not think the people of Amritsar city would interfere with their missionary ladies unless there was some definite plan behind it.’5 Irving similarly suspected that ‘the extraordinary speed in which the various acts were committed within an hour as evidencing the work of some form of organization’.6 There was indeed a pervasive sense that the true nature of the ‘natives’ had finally been exposed in these acts of violence. E.M. Forster captured some of these sentiments in his description of the fictional Collector in the aftermath of the alleged assault on Miss Quested: ‘When he saw the coolies asleep in the ditches or the shopkeepers rising to salute him on their little platforms, he said to himself: “I know what you’re like at last; you shall pay for this, you shall squeal.”’7 Colonial panic and vulnerability often triggered a violent response as fear was replaced by righteous anger and the need for retribution. While attacks on white women, in particular, caused outrage, the mere fact that the supposedly inviolable bodies of Europeans had been assaulted was infuriating – as Orwell described it in Burmese Days, following the killing of an officer, ‘they were almost mad with rage. For the unforgivable had happened – a white man had been killed. When that happens, a sort of shudder runs through the English of the East [. . .] the murder of a white man is a monstrosity, a sacrilege.’8

During the early hours of 11 April, the situation at Amritsar was still extremely volatile and further violence seemed more or less inevitable, as one official report described: ‘The British troops who saw the bodies carried away are reported to be “seeing red”. There are now machine guns and aeroplanes with bombs at Amritsar and if fighting is renewed casualties are likely to be very heavy. . .’9 With more military reinforcements arriving throughout the morning hours, Kitchin, who was effectively, if not officially, in charge, was preparing to re-establish British control by force. The previous night, reports had reached him that people would gather for the funerals of those who had been killed during the riots. Uncompromising in his response, Kitchin informed Lahore that ‘we intend to prohibit and break up such processions with military force’.10

Despite the apparent precarity of the situation, Major MacDonald was reluctant to take any action, for which he would bear full responsibility, without the residents of Amritsar being formally warned.11 The result was that Irving wrote up what became the first of several official announcements addressed to the local population concerning the use of force:

The troops have orders to restore order in Amritsar and use all force necessary. No gatherings of persons nor processions of any sort will be allowed. All gatherings will be fired on. Respectable persons should keep indoors until order is restored. Dead may be carried out for burial or burning by parties of not more than eight at intervals of not less than 15 minutes by the Gheemandi, Lohgar, Khazana and Chatiwind Gates.

Miles Irving, D.C.

11.4.19.12

The problem now was how to get this message clearly across since relying on the town crier in the aftermath of the riot was no longer possible. There was also an issue of urgency for, as Kitchin put it, ‘there was not sufficient time to make it known to the people of Amritsar’.13 Two of the pleaders who had been helping keep the crowds back the previous day, namely Mahmood and Gholam Yaseen, were summoned by Irving and told to take the order back into the city.14 Since this written announcement was unlikely to be widely disseminated, Kitchin also sent a message to Gerard: ‘I asked the principal of the Khalsa College who was thereabouts to send in his own students to tell the people that we considered that a state of war had broken out and they must settle down.’15 It was still only 7am when Gerard received this, and he immediately dashed off to the train station.16

By the time Gerard arrived at the makeshift headquarters, a meeting was under way in which Irving, Kitchin and MacDonald and others were discussing their options. Mahmood and Yaseen had just returned from the city, with the news that people refused to comply with the order and were at that very moment gathering by the hundreds for the funeral processions.17 Kitchin was furious with the demeanour of the Indian lawyers: ‘I had expected some penitence after the murders and the lootings of the previous day, but there was no indication of anything of the kind.’18 According to Mahmood, Irving was just as belligerent:

His attitude was most offensive. He became very angry and was trembling. He shouted at us ‘No more talking we have seen our dead bodies charred. Our temper is changed.’ We expressed our sorrow for the murders. This drove him wild and he shouted out ‘You are sorry now, you ought to have been sorry when you were attending those foolish meetings of yours, and you may be sorry before you leave.’ We simply said that we had never attended or addressed any foolish meetings and withdrew. Col. Smith was present all the time at the station and suggested bombing the city to quiet the mob.19

The idea of bombing Amritsar appeared to be a particular obsession of Smith’s and, although he was not in a position to make decisions, he was widely known among the people of Amritsar as a hardliner who was ‘always advising the authorities to bombard the town or to give the people another dose of shooting’.20 One of the other Indian lawyers who were present at the meeting, Mohammed Sadiq, recalled the negotiations with the officials:

The impression I got from the talk I had with them was that as Europeans had been murdered, their blood could not remain unavenged, and if there be the least resistance or disobedience or any breach of the peace, sufficient amount of force would be used, and if necessary, the city would be bombarded. I, at once, protested against such measures. My words to them were that they had no right to adopt such measures, in which innocent women and children and old men staying in the houses would suffer. Colonel Smith [. . .] insisted on resorting to strict measures. Mr Wathen supported me and my companions.21

Several of the officers insisted that the locals would be fired upon if they ignored the proclamation but Gerard, as he later told Melicent, did his utmost to dissuade them, arguing ‘that it was political madness to do such a thing now without warning. Yesterday when the murdering was in swing would have been a different matter.’22 Gerard eventually managed to convince Major MacDonald to allow the residents of Amritsar to form processions and conduct the funerals without interference. This was not to Kitchin’s liking, but he had himself handed over the authority to MacDonald and, accordingly, could not complain when the officer took a more lenient approach. Irving’s revised order was brief:

People will be allowed to bury their dead in number about 2000 provided

(1) Only Sultanwind and Chatiwind Gates used.

(2) All over by 2pm.

(3) At 2pm, warning by bugle.

(4) After 15 minutes fire.

(5) No lathis.23

Mahmood, Yaseen and the others were thus sent back with this message while Gerard despatched some of his students and a local maulvi to warn people within the city to disperse by 2pm, by which time ‘aeroplanes were to ascend and if the crowds still persisted bombs were to be dropped’.24
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Meanwhile, at the principal’s house at Khalsa College, Melicent was trying to finish the packing. The luggage that had been sent ahead was reported to be safe although the servants had been bullied by the crowds who had apparently ‘looted the rest of the station’ at Chhekarta. Gerard had sent some of the students to watch over the luggage until the train they hoped to catch later that evening would pass through. ‘Our feelings were intense all that morning,’ Melicent noted and she sought to distract herself with a novel: ‘I read the Secret City by Walpole feverishly in between whiles – the more lurid situation about the riots in Petrograd being peculiarly in keeping and somewhat harassing to one’s nerves during those trying hours.’25 There was indeed much in Walpole’s recently published novel about the Russian Revolution that resonated with Melicent’s own situation. One of the central characters describes the claustrophobic sense of being under siege at Petrograd while the violence unfolds all around: ‘I had been indoors all that Monday . . . They all came late in the afternoon and told me all the news . . . The whole town seemed to be in revolt, so they said.’26 Other parts spoke more directly to the political context of the unrest at Amritsar, as when a Russian revolutionary addresses an English character:

Yes, you English, with your natural hypocrisy, pretend that you are fighting for the freedom of the world. What about Ireland? What about India? What about South Africa? . . . No, you are all alike. Germany, England, Italy, France, and our own wretched Government that has, at last, been destroyed by the brave will of the People. We declare a People’s War!27

Literature was not merely an innocent pastime, and for Anglo-Indian women like Melicent, who were left on their own much of the time, it could be uplifting and morally edifying, but also deeply unsettling. If Melicent did not explicitly mention the ‘Mutiny’ of 1857, it was nonetheless at the back of her mind and the obvious point of reference when the talk fell on riots or rebellion in India.28 At the very same time that Melicent was trying to distract herself at Amritsar, Rosamond Lawrence was tortured by the sound of drums in the ‘native’ city at Karachi: ‘Suddenly the tom-toming takes on a much quicker, more frenzied note. It starts a dreadful measure in three time, that goes on and on and on, punctuated by bursts of full-throated voices. I think of hounds baying round a stag in some deep Exmoor coombe. I think of that book I had lately read, Indiscreet Letters from Pekin.’29 The novel in question was an evocative account of the siege of the foreign legations at Peking during the Boxer Rebellion of 1900 – an event that at the time had drawn strong comparisons with similar occurrences during the ‘Mutiny’.30 When she learned of the riots and deaths at Amritsar on 10 April, Rosamond pondered: ‘What a fearful thing a mob! One remembers Balzac’s saying ‘how terrible is the vengeance of a sheep’. I think how brave English women were, with their children, in the Afghan war, in the Mutiny; but I am afraid . . .’31

It would not be too much to say that, for those Anglo-Indian women confined to the loneliness of their bungalows, the unrest in Punjab in 1919 was experienced largely through literature – for better or for worse. In the novel Cecilia Kirkham’s Son, written a few years before, a visitor from England, the insufferable Mr Denning, is talking about the history of British rule in India with Helen, an Anglo-Indian memsahib:

‘Then its history up to the time when we took it under our rule, on to the Mutiny, and most especially interesting of all, the Mutiny itself.’

Helen’s eyes dropped to the tablecloth.

‘I don’t call the Mutiny – interesting,’ she said.

‘You don’t care for history? But if you only –’

Helen turned upon him suddenly.

‘I don’t care,’ her voice was very low, but there was an odd vehemence in it, ‘to read about things that make me sick with terror to think of. You can read all these ghastly horrors and – go back to England. I can’t. I’ve got to live out here for the present at any rate. And,’ with a short little laugh, ‘I’ve got an imagination.’32

If the fictional Helen never actually expressed what she could imagine, George Orwell had no such qualms and was rather more explicit in describing the worst fears of another fictional memsahib, namely Mrs Lackersteen in Burmese Days: ‘To her mind the words “sedition”, “Nationalism”, “rebellion”, “Home Rule”, conveyed one thing and one only, and that was a picture of herself being raped by a procession of jet-black coolies with rolling white eyeballs. It was a thought that kept her awake at night sometimes.’33

Such were the uncomfortable thoughts that Melicent was entertaining as she waited at Khalsa College.34 There was still no news from the city and, having packed away her favourite belongings in preparation for the journey, she laid on the sofa, ‘nerves stretched to breaking point’. To calm herself, Melicent had a whisky and soda and, she mused, ‘began to understand how people took to drink’.35 The day passed slowly, and the deadline for the dispersal of the crowd approached:

As the time drew on and 2 o’clock came nearer tension was intense. At last the hour struck – we heard the planes go up. Would they fire? Had the crowds dispersed? One, two, three minutes passed [. . .] I went onto the drive, breathless to listen. Gerard came up, then the old Maulvi appeared – he had been to the mosques. At the one by the Hall Gate he had had some trouble to get a hearing, but he did so at last, and they listened to him and had gone to their homes. Still the planes hovered round, but no bomb was dropped. Gerard had saved the city and saved the government from endless political difficulties in the future.36

The funerals had indeed gone off without any incidents and the crowds dispersed well ahead of the deadline. Many of the local leaders and Satyagraha activists had taken part in the processions and the communal unity first displayed during the Ram Navami was once more put on display, as Hans Raj described: ‘When we reached the graveyard the Hindus and Muhammedans said their prayers at one place. The Muhammadans brought wood to burn the Hindus [. . .] the Hindus in turn, dug the graves of the Muhammedans and we, that is, the crowd, were told to go back.’37 Some people noticed that ‘an aeroplane kept hovering over the crowd’, but most seemed unaware of the danger they were in, or the destruction that would have been unleashed, had they failed to comply with Irving’s orders.38 That the British seriously contemplated bombing Amritsar in April 1919 was never publicly acknowledged and, crucially, it was not mentioned in any of the official reports.39 As such, it never became a part of the historical narrative of the Punjab unrest, yet a pithy diary-entry by Thompson, O’Dwyer’s Chief Secretary, reveals just how close it had been: ‘Aeroplanes are here ready to bomb, if need be.’40 Melicent was not exaggerating the significance of her husband’s intervention.

[image: image]

Inside the city, local leaders and merchants had gathered at Bashir’s house following the funerals. The hartal that had been announced in the morning of 10 April was still in effect and people were unable to purchase the foodstuffs they required, and fruit and vegetables were rotting in the stores. No-one, however, dared to break ranks and be the first open their shop and they accordingly asked for Bashir to call off the hartal. One local official, who was a well-known ally of the British, described the heated discussion that followed:

Rattu and Bugga were there, and they refused to allow it and assumed the position of leaders and said they should first go to the Deputy Commissioner, and get him to release Kitchlew and Satyapal and promise to arrest no one else. When I said there would be trouble Bugga said ‘Kacha pich hon de’ – let there be a struggle. Eventually they said they would get the shops open for a couple of hours for middle class people, who could not go to langars.41

At the very moment that aeroplanes were poised to drop bombs on Amritsar, people thus still believed there was room for negotiation with the authorities and that the hartal could be used as leverage to secure the release of their leaders.42 While it was ultimately decided to continue the hartal, exceptions were made to accommodate the needs of the local residents. There was accordingly a distinct social aspect to the continued political mobilisation in the city. Apart from ensuring that food was accessible to the poor as well as the rich, the Satyagraha volunteers also continued to maintain a night-watch and bamboo sticks were purchased specifically for that purpose.43 Yet again, Hans Raj found himself in the midst of these activities:

Sadiq Hassan said that a Sub-Committee should be formed that volunteers should register their names and patrol the city the whole night. L. Duni Chand supported this and said that most of the volunteers should be members of the Satyagraha Sabha, so that there may be no disturbance. The Maulvi said who should be responsible if the European soldiers came in the night and fired at the volunteers. I replied that it was the duty of the Satyagrahas that if bullets were fired to receive them on their breasts.44

In the absence of a functioning police force, the activists and local leaders stepped in and the very same networks of strongmen and gundas who had been mobilised during the municipal elections were now redeployed to keep the streets of Amritsar safe at night. When Irving learned how the local residents had established their own means of maintaining order, the conclusion he drew was both misguided and deeply alarmist: ‘they were organizing themselves, I do not know whether they wanted the watch and ward of the city, but they were busy in making their own arrangements of a semi-police or a semi-military nature. They were setting up as if it were a rival organization.’45 The rather innocuous establishment of a neighbourhood watch was accordingly taken as yet another direct challenge against the authority of the Raj. Although Amritsar had been quiet since the day before, the continuing unrest in the surrounding countryside and elsewhere in the province contributed to the general impression among colonial officials that the city was still in a state of open rebellion.
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At Khalsa College, the time had finally come for Melicent to leave. She and the kids got into a tonga with all their luggage, while Gerard rode alongside on his bicycle. They soon reached Amritsar train station 2 miles away, which had been turned into the rallying point for the British forces: ‘At the station the relief of finding oneself guarded by plenty of troops was immense. British and Gurkhas, fully armed guarded every inch of the place, in a siding stood the armoured train, machine guns ready – overhead droned the two aeroplanes. And the relief after the last four days no-one can imagine.’46 Melicent described in great detail her and her husband’s final hours together while waiting for the train that was to take her and the children to the safety of the hills; Gerard would have to stay behind and could travel with them only as far as Lahore:

We got some tea with great difficulty – not a soul was on the platform except the D.C. and Commissioner and these soldiers – everything was hushed and expectant. I couldn’t help a sickening feeling at the thought of leaving Gerard and the journey before us, but I also felt the journey must be got through at all costs. The train was nearly four hours late, but she came in at last. [. . .] At Chheharta there was a seething mob, but our good students put our luggage in and thanks to them we have lost nothing.47

The sun had gone down long ago, and the train continued into the night. ‘It stopped three times before Lahore,’ Melicent noted, ‘and at every station a dense mob of angry peasants pressed against the windows staring at us, we in the light, they in darkness with our lights shining on their faces. The only thing was not to think, we were absolutely defenceless, and every time the train started again we breathed a sigh of relief.’48 Finally they reached Lahore, which was crowded with soldiers, much like Amritsar, and offered ‘a grim spectacle’, as Melicent recounted:

Pickets of Sikhs up and down the platform, talk of strikes all down the line, processions, rioting, meetings in Lahore, grave looking soldiers eating hurried meals in the refreshment room, ourselves the only civilians. Gerard took me in for a last meal. He was dressed in khaki with his collar open and like every other man looked as though he had neither sleep or rest for days, like all these men he wore the tense look, the look of constant expectation – of what? Of what no-one could tell. He said ‘We may never meet again – things are as bad as they have even been in our history – the whole country is ablaze – We don’t yet know what we are in for.’ And with almost these words, and very much these feelings, we parted. He standing there on that hot platform with its lurid half-light in which soldiers stood and sat in knots, they showed all that is best in our race and so we passed out of the station, only one thing certain, that we were all in greater danger at that moment than ever in our lives, or that I hope we may ever be again.49
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Just a few hours before Melicent and the children left, a car unexpectedly arrived at the train station at Amritsar, carrying Brigadier-General R.E.H. Dyer, commanding officer of the 45th Brigade headquartered at Jullundur. Dyer was in his mid-fifties and one of the officers who served with him described him as ‘a short, thick-set man of more than average ability as a soldier and with a great knowledge of, and sympathy for, the Indian. He was extremely conscientious and rather religious.’50 Born in India, Dyer was the quintessential colonial soldier and had served all over the Empire, including Ireland, Burma, the North-West Frontier and, during the First World War, in Persia and Baluchistan. His arrival at Amritsar on the evening of 11 April was in many ways the culmination of the gradual escalation of the British response to the unrest.

Following the meeting at the train station that morning, Lieutenant-Colonel Smith had gone back to the hospital, where he told his Indian staff that the military was on its way to Amritsar and that the city was about to be bombed. Assistant Surgeon Bal Mukund described the colonel’s threats: ‘He drew diagrams to show us how the city would be stilled, and how the whole city would be razed to the ground in half an hour. I said that I lived in the city, and what was to become of me, if there was bombardment. He replied that I had better leave the city and live in the hospital, if I wanted to save myself.’51 This was nothing more than bluster on part of the bellicose surgeon, but Kitchin too had come away from the meeting deeply disappointed by MacDonald’s conciliatory tone. The situation, Kitchin insisted, was still extremely dangerous and it irked him that they had to negotiate with the locals:

Their attitude was defiant and the situation continued to be of a purely military one. Reports of outrages all round Amritsar continued to come in, and it was perfectly clear that unless peace and order were established in Amritsar, the trouble would spread indefinitely. In fact a state of war already existed. Constant rumours were coming in of the mutiny of troops, and while we had definite news that there was trouble in Lahore, we also heard rumours that the troops in Lahore had mutinied, and that Lahore Fort had been taken.52

When Kitchin returned to Lahore that afternoon, this was the message he relayed to O’Dwyer. Crucially, he also advised the divisional commander at Lahore, Major-General William Beynon, to replace MacDonald. Lieutenant-Colonel H. Morgan of 1/124th Baluchis, who was also MacDonald’s commanding officer, later recalled what happened next:

[MacDonald] had been less than forty-eight hours in Amritsar when I was summoned to the Divisional office. I was shown a letter from Kitchin, the commissioner, to General Beynon, saying ‘Major MacDonald has done nothing to quell the rebellion. Please send an officer who is not afraid to act.’ General Beynon decided that I was the officer. I was ordered to proceed as soon as possible to Amritsar . . . ‘Amritsar is in the hands of the rebels. It’s your job to get it back.’53

Morgan immediately left for Amritsar, but when he arrived that evening he found that General Dyer had already arrived from Jullundur and had assumed command. While Morgan stayed on in an advisory capacity, the insufficiently aggressive MacDonald was sent back to Lahore.

Remarkably, Dyer was never ordered to go to Amritsar but went on his own initiative. Having personally seen the unrest in Delhi on 30 March, he was unnerved by the news of the riots at Amritsar and despatched more reinforcements than required on 10 April, since he perceived the situation to be ‘very dangerous’.54 Once the news of Gandhi’s arrest had reached Punjab, riots had broken out in a number of places, and at Lahore the military and police opened fire and killed several protesters. Telegraph wires had been cut and communication between Amritsar, Lahore and Jullundur was as a result intermittent, which only added to the general confusion. While Jullundur itself was only some 50 miles from Amritsar, Dyer’s assessment of the situation was accordingly based on the panicky telegrams and fragmented phone conversations that were whirring across Punjab at the time.55 Before he sent off Major F.A.S. Clarke with 300 men on the evening of 10 April, Dyer had told him to fight his way through if necessary: ‘You must reach Amritsar at all costs as soon as possible – you may consider it war.’56 When Clarke returned the following day, having left the troops in Amritsar, his report to Dyer was anything but reassuring and he described ‘an unsatisfactory situation which the civil authorities have given up attempting to control’.57

Since Jullundur remained quiet, Dyer, in his own words, ‘came to the conclusion that the situation at Amritsar demanded my presence there’.58 He was later to claim that he received orders to proceed to Amritsar, but that was simply not the case and Beynon had very explicitly ordered Morgan to take over command that evening.59 During an emergency such as this, however, Dyer’s decision was allowed to slide. Before he left Jullundur, Dyer took his son Ivon aside, who was also serving in a regiment there, and told him that ‘Mussulman and Hindus had united. I have been expecting this, there is a big show coming.’60 By the time that Dyer arrived unannounced at Amritsar on the evening of 11 April, he was prepared for the worst.

General Dyer immediately assumed charge from MacDonald and, along with his trusted Brigade-Major, Captain F.C.C. Briggs, held a conference in a railway carriage, which served as a makeshift headquarters. ‘On my arrival at Amritsar,’ Dyer later recalled, ‘I was confronted with a crisis of the gravest kind.’61 The situation as described by Irving was as serious as the General had feared:

I found a clear conviction upon the part of the local officials and abundant signs that a determined and organized movement was in progress to submerge and destroy all the Europeans on the spot and in their district and to carry the movement throughout the Punjab, and that the mob in the city and the excitable population of the villages were being organised for this purpose.62

According to Dyer, Irving told him that ‘he could not deal with the situation any longer, that it was beyond all civil control, and that I could take matters in hand’.63 Before Kitchin had returned to Lahore earlier that afternoon, he had left MacDonald and the military in charge of Amritsar. When Dyer turned up and took over from MacDonald, due to seniority, Irving was thus bound to formally hand over to Dyer, and this was done by simply adding a line to the order he had issued that very morning: ‘Handed over to the G.O.C. 45th Brigade, and signed by the Deputy Commissioner midnight 11th–12th April 1919.’64 This was as far as any formal transition of power between the civil and military authorities at Amritsar ever went.65

It was by this stage quite evident that the military was no longer acting merely in support of civil authority, for which there were strict rules of engagement, as outlined in the Manual of Military Law.66 It was this reliance on civil authority that Kitchin had deliberately sought to dispense with when he put MacDonald in charge on 10 April. This was more than a technicality, however, since Military Law required the military to issue formal warnings before opening fire on rioters, as well as an adherence to the doctrine of ‘minimum force’ – the use of the least amount of force required when involved in the suppression of riots. Dyer, on the other hand, appeared to consider the circumstances as de facto martial law: ‘I was Commanding Officer of the District and therefore,’ he argued, ‘if the civil law ceases to operate, it became my duty to take matters in hand, and civil law had ceased to operate.’67 Martial law was defined by the ‘negation of all law’ and, by definition, there were no guidelines, or limitations, for military action under martial law. ‘The law was handed over to me,’ as Dyer put it, and the only accountability to which he would be subjected was that he, as the commanding officer, would act bona fide, in good faith.68 The problem was that martial law had not been declared and civil law had not in fact ceased to function. Irving insisted that he continued to carry out the duties of the civil administration: ‘I should regard myself as the adviser of the Military commander, but I was, of course, carrying out a good number of duties of which he had no cognisance . . . but I could do nothing against his orders and could not do very much without them.’69

This confusion was all the result of Kitchin’s improvised abdication of authority the previous night. While this unauthorised measure may only have been intended as a contingent strategy, to ensure the military regained control over Amritsar quickly, it remained in place during the subsequent turmoil. Kitchin had effectively invoked a state of exception for which there was no legal precedent, and, while civil authority never ceased to function, the British response to the unrest was turned into a purely military operation, unfettered by legal restraints which might inhibit the use of force. ‘We were threatened with the greatest calamity since the Mutiny,’ Irving argued. ‘Frankly, I did not at the time get out my law books and look at the precedents of the High Court.’70 At Lahore, O’Dwyer was also not very concerned about the legality of these measures, and he never informed the Government that the military had been put in control at Amritsar: ‘I take it that it was necessary in the emergency; it was an act taken for the benefit of the public. That is the only way I can explain it. I am not a legal authority on constitutional law. Anything that is not expressly prohibited may be taken as allowed.’71 By default, rather than by design, General Dyer was thus given completely free rein at Amritsar and effectively operated beyond the law. ‘I thought I was fairly just in any action that I took,’ he was later to claim, ‘and I thought I was right.’72 This was the very definition of the Punjab tradition and a potent apotheosis of the colonial state of exception.



CHAPTER 7
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A STATE OF REBELLION

12 APRIL

In the early hours of 12 April, Dyer ventured into the city with a force of fifty British troops. They made their way through the Hall Gate and straight to the Town Hall, through the dark and empty streets and past the blackened ruins of the National Bank, which were still smouldering.1 Dyer noted simply that ‘everything was quiet’.2 The kotwali was still occupied by the police and Dyer brought Chief Inspector Ashraf Khan back with him to the train station in order to get further information about the unrest in Amritsar. Talking to Ashraf Khan, Dyer became convinced that the situation remained critical:

Telegraphic and telephonic communications had been cut and trains could no longer proceed in safety in various directions from Amritsar. The inhabitants of the surrounding villages who had been told that the British ‘Raj’ was at an end, were coming into Amritsar in increasing numbers with the object of swelling the ranks of the mob. A Danda Fauj [Bludgeon Army] was to be formed so numerous that with ‘slaps alone’, it was said, they could drive the British out of the country.3

The problem was that Ashraf Khan had up till that point not left the kotwali and the only information he was in possession of was little more than bazaar rumours gathered by his policemen. It was nevertheless sufficient for Dyer to move his headquarters, along with the military force at his disposal, to Ram Bagh park, which was both more spacious and further away from the city. Dyer also reorganised his force and reduced the size of the pickets posted throughout the Civil Lines and along the railway tracks. ‘I wanted a larger striking force in case of necessity,’ the General stated, in a clear move towards a more assertive strategy.4

Dyer was to make use of that strike force much sooner than expected. Around 10am, the aeroplane deployed on reconnaissance reported that thousands of people were gathered near the Sultanwind Gate. With a hastily assembled column of 125 British troops, 310 Indian troops, and two armoured cars, Dyer, along with Irving and Massey, rushed across the railway tracks and skirted southwards along the city wall.5 At the Sultanwind Gate, they encountered a large crowd of people returning from the funerals of the last victims of 10 April and slowly making their way back into the city. The troops were deployed, and the crowd was ordered to disperse. This was Dyer’s first encounter with the residents of Amritsar, and it did not leave a good impression: ‘They were shouting the cry of Hindu–Musalman ki jai. I asked them to go away, but they would not move off, and a certain number of people spat on the ground.’6 This was a tense moment and there was a momentary stand-off as some of men in the crowd were arrested. Irving also got out and warned people to leave, which they eventually did, ‘but very reluctantly’, he claimed.7

Once the last of the crowd had dispersed, the column moved on through the gate. As Dyer and his troops entered the city, they were met by a strange sight: heaps of flowers had been scattered before the funeral processions and the streets turned into what one eyewitness described as a ‘sea of rose leaves’.8 Lieutenant McCallum of the Gurkhas was among the troops making their way to the kotwali, marching softly on a bed of flowers. ‘As we went through the narrow streets,’ he noted, ‘angry faces looked down on us from the roof tops.’9

Once they reached the kotwali, police search-parties were despatched to make arrests in the city accompanied by strong military escorts for protection.10 One of Dyer’s first actions had been to request that Ashraf Khan provide a list of the ringleaders responsible for the unrest – the assumption being that the riots, murders and arson of 10 April had been both organised and directed. This put Ashraf Khan, and by extension also Plomer and the entire police force, in a predicament, since their surveillance during the preceding days and weeks had been singularly inept. At the same time, however, Ashraf Khan had to produce names of nationalist agitators, real or not, which meant that he ultimately decided on whom the responsibility for the violence was pinned. The only names initially provided included those of Bugga and Ratto, who had been seen with the crowds during the riots on 10 April, but also other activists known to be involved in the anti-Rowlatt protests and Satyagraha movement.

Accompanied by British troops, the police thus carried out house-to-house searches in the hunt for the alleged ringleaders and caused an outcry when they entered the women’s quarters, which were traditionally kept private from strangers. The Indian journalist Malaviya imaginatively described the scene at Bugga’s house:

A small force raided his house to arrest him. He was not in but his wife was lying in her room upstairs. She was astonished and shocked to find enter her zenana without any announcement a couple of Tommies with ‘fixed bayonets’. Before she could find tongue to call for an explanation, the licensed intruders placed the point of the bayonet very near her breast and in their chivalry commanded her to give them the whereabouts of her husband.11

Bugga himself was arrested shortly afterwards when he was spotted by police informers, as was Dina Nath, one of the other Satyagraha leaders. It was evident that the police were simply targeting people who had been seen at the mass-meetings or during the hartals, but also others who had done nothing more than take part in the preparations for the Ram Navami celebrations three days earlier. Dyer, however, was not particularly concerned with the legal status of either the arrests or the subsequent treatment of the prisoners. ‘There were no warrants as far as I know,’ Dyer simply noted. ‘We could arrest those people under martial law.’12 Martial law had not in fact been declared but the General was only too happy to leave the details to the police who, he claimed, ‘knew their job, they would arrest them and have them tried in the ordinary way’.13 The administrative confusion thus enabled both military and civil authority to be deployed simultaneously, and in contradictory ways, while the legal accountability of either was at the same time essentially suspended. After the arrests, Lieutenant McCallum was posted at the kotwali to guard the prisoners with a picket of Gurkhas, while the rest of the troops were to return to the Ram Bagh. Before Dyer left, McCallum was called over: ‘I was marched up to General Dyer who asked me my orders. I replied, it is possible an attempt will be made by the mob to release prisoners. If this happens I am to open fire. “Yes” said Dyer, “and just you – well, see that you do.”’14 Dyer was indeed prepared to use force, and few realised how close it came to a violent confrontation earlier that day. The General later described the incident:

There was a mob at the Sultanwind Gate. We had a little difficulty in dispersing them. They would not go away. So I considered the advisability of opening fire on them. I thought it would not be quite right and that perhaps I had better issue a proclamation personally before I took that drastic measure.15

Dyer thus returned to the headquarter to write up a proclamation and to prepare his next move.
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The situation for the British at Amritsar was characterised by a profound sense of vulnerability and, above all, uncertainty. ‘The news was often vague,’ Norah Beckett noted from inside the fort, ‘but with the breakdown in communications and our own experiences we were left to imagine the worst, and the native population had some excuse for their belief that the British Raj was over.’16 Throughout the remainder of the day, 12 April, Dyer received snippets of news from the surrounding countryside, in some cases transmitted by aeroplane from Lahore, when the telegraph was interrupted. ‘I did not note down all the messages that were constantly coming in,’ Dyer later noted, ‘but I know I was constantly hearing rumours and messages all throughout the 12th and the morning of the 13th that the situation was growing more serious every moment.’17 At the station of Kasur, some 40 miles to the south, for instance, rioters were reported to have attacked and looted the train station and killed two British officers on a passing train.18 Dyer furthermore had to send detachments of troops to several smaller outposts to prevent unrest, including evacuating the women of the Ashrafpur Mission Hospital 60 miles away.19

At Amritsar itself, making sense of the situation inside the city also proved increasingly difficult, as Irving described:

The temper of the people was actually defiant; they were organizing themselves in a hostile manner; they were openly making it known that they regarded themselves as being in control of the city and independent of the British Crown, and it was believed that the leaders desired, according to the best information we could get, to fight it out and see who is the master. All these things came to one inevitably by hearsay. We were unable to enter the city alone without the Military protection, and the opinions were arrived at from the general aspect of affairs in the city.20

During this profound moment of crisis, the British were thus entirely dependent on CID undercover agents and other local informants, whose reports invariably confirmed their worst fears.21 ‘The ordinary administration had broken down,’ Irving admitted, ‘and there was no means of knowing anything definitely.’22 Unconfirmed rumours, for instance, suggested that Indian soldiers deployed at Amritsar were being offered sweetmeats by the locals, which was seen as tangible proof that attempts were being made to tamper with their loyalty.23 Despite the fact that there was no real substance to these reports, British officials all over Punjab were deeply alarmed by the prospect of a mutiny among their Indian troops.24 Ashraf Khan also continued to provide Dyer with worrying news concerning the ‘turbulent’ villagers of the surrounding area, as the General described: ‘Hearing that Manjha Jats had collected outside the city to plunder the city that night, I gave orders to the City Inspector of Police to patrol and give me timely information of any such movements as I feared the intentions of these Manjhas who would certainly make common cause with the city mob on being told that the British “Raj” was at an end.’25

While there was widespread unrest in the countryside, there was in fact no army of villagers ready to invade Amritsar, and the key source for the rumour later turned out to have been someone who overheard a conversation between a few villagers.26 For Dyer, however, all of this added up to a veritable nightmare scenario, which, to a British officer raised in India, and at one point stationed at Meerut, pointed in one direction only. ‘I thought they were going to isolate me and my forces,’ Dyer claimed, ‘Everything pointed to the fact that there was a widespread movement, and that it was not confined to Amritsar alone.’27 What is noteworthy about Dyer’s assessment of the situation is that at no point did he recognise, or even consider, the political nature of the unrest at Amritsar. While O’Dwyer and many others suspected Afghan or Bolshevik intrigues, or, like Melicent, were reminded of the Russian Revolution, Dyer never drew any such comparisons. He thus dismissed entirely the possibility that Gandhi’s Satyagraha movement may have been related to the ‘rebellion’ that he believed was unfolding: ‘I should say that the acts that were now committed, that is, the uprooting of railway lines, cutting of telegraph wires, murdering of citizens, etc., was more than hartals, and the two had nothing to do with each other.’28

The disturbances of 10 April 1919, when official buildings were burnt and British civilians were attacked and killed by Indian crowds, closely replicated the pattern of anti-colonial violence that constituted such a crucial element in the colonial memories of 1857. The rioters at Amritsar had thus inadvertently triggered a response that was overdetermined by the past. ‘I had to put all that together in my mind,’ Dyer noted, ‘and say this is a rebellion.’29 In reaching this conclusion, Dyer was given much encouragement by the indomitable Kitchin, whose penchant for hyperbole was given free rein in his description of the news from Lahore: ‘We heard that the troops had mutinied, and that the Lieutenant-Governor had been murdered. For all we knew, we were the only white men left in India.’30 Furthermore, Dyer and the other officers and officials were not the only ones affected by the uncertainty and relentless stream of frightening rumours. Holed up in the fort with the other women and children, Norah Beckett described the situation: ‘Everything was done to stop false reports: under the conditions I have described, morale was of paramount importance. But the real truth was so often worse than anything rumour could invent that one realised the uses of censorship. It is not surprising that there was a certain amount of hysteria, but our people as a whole showed both courage and good sense.’31 One of the other women installed at the fort, Mrs Ashford, the wife of John Ashford, the Commanding Officer of the Indian Defence Force, was nevertheless scathing in her critique of the local authorities’ handling of the riots: ‘The 10th was on Thursday and at that date our O.C. Station was a Captain Massey an awful fool and our O.C. Fort was an irresponsible child!!!’32 Like Melicent, many of the European civilians at Amritsar had severe misgivings about the way that the local authorities had failed to protect them on 10 April, and Irving, in particular, became the target of their anger. General Dyer’s appearance at Amritsar thus seemed to be answer to their prayers, as Mrs Ashford wrote in a letter to her brother:

We hardly knew what was being done and John and I felt that things were not being done quickly or strongly enough so we suggested a meeting of the women to send a resolution to the Lieutenant Governor that we need a strong man here. I talked to our Deputy Commissioner’s wife and told her we were not satisfied. You see up to then the Deputy Commissioner was at the head of affairs. However, she assured me something was going to be done. Up till then we had done nothing!!! Not a shot fired, no prisoners taken. We are so angry. The next day, Saturday, the General [Dyer] came and among others asked to see me. I insisted something should be done to the City where at night the natives had their electric light and fans in their own homes while we were herded here like pigs. I believe that night both lights and water were cut off.33

Both the water and electricity supplies to the city were indeed cut off, and, while British officials later claimed that this had been for purely practical reasons, including the rumour of poison in the water, it was in fact a very deliberate collective punishment.34 Amritsar was, as Irving described it, ‘a city in a state of rebellion, in a state of what was judicially found to be a state of warfare’.35 ‘The military thought this inconvenience would bring the city to a more sane frame of mind,’ he continued, and ‘it would be a means of bringing pressure to bear on these people with whom we were at war.’36

Mrs Ashford’s insistence that ‘something should be done’ was in full line with Kitchin’s earlier reports to O’Dwyer and Beynon, and there was accordingly a clear expectation, and great pressure, for Dyer to take strong action. Even though Dyer was not formally ordered to go to Amritsar, he was the third officer to take over command within a period of just twenty-four hours. The cumulative effect of ‘weak’ officers being replaced by ‘men of action’ effectively precluded the possibility of a peaceful resolution to the unrest and virtually guaranteed a violent confrontation. Even though the response of the local authorities on 10 April could hardly be described as restrained, there was furthermore a general consensus that the failure to crush the protests then and there had emboldened the ‘rebels’ of Amritsar. As the situation appeared to be spiralling out of control, and railways and communication lines across the province were disrupted, a dynamic of escalation thus drove the official threat assessment. ‘The military situation was so serious that an example was necessary,’ Kitchin asserted. ‘Strong steps were necessary.’37 The perceived need for decisive action was shared at all levels of the British administration. On the evening of 12 April, O’Dwyer at Lahore had a phone conversation with H.D. Craik, Deputy Secretary in the Home Department, who was standing in for the Viceroy: ‘I was told from Simla,’ O’Dwyer later recalled, ‘that the view there was that if troops “had to fire they should make an example.”’38

The notion of a striking example was deeply ingrained in the mindset of colonial officers and harked back to the spectacle of mass executions in 1857, and even earlier. The assumption that the only language understood by ‘un-civilized’ people was a prompt and forceful response was, for instance, invoked by Cowan when he executed captured Kukas in 1872, and later assumed the force of doctrine in C.E. Callwell’s classic military manual, Small Wars: Their Principles and Practice from 1896.39 In savage warfare, the basic strategic aims of military operations differed from conflicts between ‘civilized’ nations, as did the means by which victory could be achieved. When fighting ‘un-civilized’ people, who did not possess formal government institutions, regular troops were, according to Callwell, ‘forced to resort to cattle lifting and village burning and [. . .] the war assumes an aspect which may shock the humanitarian’.40 One of the key tenets of colonial small wars, as defined by Callwell, was in fact the great principle of ‘overawing the enemy by bold initiative and resolute action’.41 ‘Un-civilized’ people were not, as a rule, considered as rational political actors and, accordingly, could not be negotiated with; the only language ‘savages’ understood was violence:

The lower races are impressionable. They are greatly influenced by a resolute bearing and by a determined course of action. ‘A la guerre,’ wrote Napoleon, ‘le moral et l’opinion sont la moitié de la réalité’ – a maxim which is especially applicable to small wars. ‘Do not forget that in Asia he is the master who seizes the people pitilessly by the throat and imposes upon their imagination’ was Skobelef’s view.42

In the suppression of a rebellion, Callwell argued, ‘refractory subjects of the ruling power must all be chastised and subdued’, as ‘part and parcel of the system of overawing and terrifying the enemy, which is the great object always to be kept in view’.43 The absence of the restraints of conventional rules of war was explicitly invoked by Callwell as an element of colonial conflict since ‘operations are sometimes limited to committing havoc which the laws of regular warfare do not sanction’.44 Dyer had himself actually served as a young lieutenant in Burma in 1886, during the tumultuous aftermath of the Third Anglo-Burmese War, when British forces got bogged down in bitter and drawn-out guerrilla warfare. During the early stages of the conflict, colonial forces routinely burnt villages and carried out summary executions, as well as public floggings, as warnings to the local population.45 Over the next two decades, Dyer participated in several of the countless campaigns fought on the North-West Frontier, where colonial forces again deployed many of the same tactics, including collective punishment and the burning of villages.46 This too had been Dyer’s strategy as he ‘pacified’ local tribes during his most recent deployment in Persia and Baluchistan in the summer of 1916.47 Dyer, in other words, was steeped in the tradition of colonial warfare and thoroughly familiar with the logic of exemplary force.48
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That evening, a meeting was held at the Hindu Sabha School by the depleted number of Satyagraha volunteers. The police were at this stage too scared to actively carry out surveillance and the meeting was instead attended by a local reporter who took notes:

Hans Raj, ex-Ticket Collector, Amritsar, made a speech in which he said that as they had no leader to guide them, therefore every one of them was a leader. He also read a telegram from Dr Kitchlew saying that he was alright. The speaker remarked that he could not positively say whether it was the mischief of the Government or Dr Kitchlew had sent the telegram. He announced as well that a meeting will be convened tomorrow in Bagh Jallianwala, where letters from Drs Kitchlew and Satya Pal will be read. He exhorted the audience and said that they were prepared to make more sacrifice and would resist the Government. He also proposed that volunteers should be raised whose duty would be to inform the public in general of the arrests made in the city, and said that those proposals would be discussed in tomorrow’s meeting. The suspension of business should be carried on, unless Dr Satya Pal and Kitchlew were finally released and the audience agreed to it.49

At the very same time that General Dyer was dictating a proclamation to Briggs, according to which all gatherings would be dispersed by military force, Hans Raj and what remained of the Satyagraha movement were thus preparing for the meeting at Jallianwala Bagh the following day, 13 April 1919.50



CHAPTER 8
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BAISAKHI

13 APRIL

For a couple of days now, airplanes had been soaring overhead in the still air, like black eagles with wings outstretched, on the lookout for prey. Every now and again, flaming red winds bore the tidings of a bloody event. The patrol of the armed policemen in the deserted streets rendered the atmosphere strangely sinister. The bazaar which just days ago was abuzz with crowds was now forsaken due to some unknown fear. A mysterious quiet had descended upon the city. A terrible dread was everywhere to be felt.

Manto, ‘Tamasha’ [Spectacle]1

As Dyer awoke early on 13 April, after a few token hours of sleep, he was greeted by the unwelcome news that communication with Lahore had yet again been cut off and that messages could only get through by aeroplane. Troops also had to be despatched to Tarn Taran with an armoured train while 130 British soldiers of the Royal Sussex Regiment had been recalled to Lahore since the authorities there expected further trouble to be imminent.2 Dyer was furthermore surrounded by panic-prone people, such as Irving, who insisted that the situation at Amritsar:

continued very critical. We were able to hold the outskirts of the city. We made no impression in the city. The city was still impenitently hostile and that was not the worst because the great danger was from the outside. If the villagers of the Majha had turned loose, we should have had a situation not paralleled since the Mutiny. We know them to be hot-headed men, who, if they thought that the Government was failing, would step in for anything they could get.3

It was now clear to Dyer that the prohibition against public gatherings issued earlier by Irving had failed to have the desired effect, and the incident at Sultanwind Gate the day before only confirmed the impression that the local population no longer respected the authority of the Government. ‘Amritsar,’ Dyer noted, ‘from a military point of view, would soon be completely isolated if matters were allowed to continue as they were doing.’4 The General accordingly decided to impose a curfew and march through the city in a show of force to ensure the inhabitants understood that his patience was exhausted.

At 9am, the procession got under way, marching through the city at a slow pace to the beat of the town crier’s drum. At the head of the column, the two police officers, Ashraf Khan and Obadullah, rode on horses, followed by the city’s Naib Tahsildar, or deputy revenue official, Malik Fateh Khan, in a bamboo-cart, along with the town crier.5 Then came a large detachment of troops followed by Dyer, Irving, Rehill and Plomer in open cars, with two armoured cars making up the rear.6 The route, which had been drawn up by Plomer and Ashraf Khan, started from the Town Hall and then wound its way up along Hall Bazaar to Hall Gate before skirting along the western city wall, stopping at the Hathi, Lohgarh and Lahore Gates, and finally ending with half a dozen stops inside the south-western part of the city.7 At each stop, the Naib Tahsildar would first read out the two proclamations in the Urdu translations provided by Irving, and then subsequently explain them in Punjabi, which most of the population in Amritsar understood.8 The first proclamation, which had been written up by Briggs the previous evening, was concise:

The inhabitants of Amritsar are hereby warned that if they will cause damage to any property or will commit any acts of violence in the environs of Amritsar, it will be taken for granted that such acts are due to the incitement in Amritsar City, and offenders will be punished according to Military Law.

All meetings and gatherings are hereby prohibited and will be dispersed at once under Military Law.9

The Naib Tahsildar also had printed copies of this order in Urdu, which he distributed by hand to people who had gathered around the town crier.10 The second proclamation had only just been written up that morning, and so no printed copies had been made.11 It was also more formal and officious in tone and style than the first proclamation:

1. It is hereby proclaimed to all whom it may concern that no person residing in the city is permitted or allowed to leave the city in his own private or hired conveyance or on foot, without a pass from one of the following officers:

The Deputy Commissioner

The Superintendent of Police, Mr. Rehill

The Deputy Superintendent of Police, Mr. Plomer

The Assistant Commissioner, Mr. Beckett

Mr. Connor, Magistrate

Mr. Seymour, Magistrate

Agha Mohammad Hussain, Magistrate

The Police Officer in charge of the City Kotwali

2. No person residing in the Amritsar City is permitted to leave his house after 8pm. Any persons found in the streets after 8pm are liable to be shot.

3. No procession of any kind is permitted to parade the streets in the city or any part of the city or outside of it at any time. Any such processions or any gathering of 4 men will be looked upon and treated as an unlawful assembly and dispersed by force of arms, if necessary.12

The key message in both proclamations thus concerned the restriction of movement imposed on the population of Amritsar – either beyond the city walls or outside their homes at night. This was, in other words an attempt at containing the unrest and preventing the agitators that Irving and Dyer believed were at the root of the unrest from spreading the sedition to the countryside. Both proclamations also warned that gatherings were prohibited and would be dispersed by force, though there was nothing about the long list of officials that indicated civil authority had ceased to exist at Amritsar. The proclamations were, in other words, the inevitable products of a situation in which military and civil authority had become completely enmeshed.13

The procession carried on for more than three hours, in temperatures rising above 100 degrees Fahrenheit, and the column made a total of nineteen stops at the main gates, thoroughfares and intersections of Amritsar. The route taken, however, left out the entire centre and eastern part of the city, and the column never went anywhere near either the Golden Temple or Jallianwala Bagh. Dyer later pleaded ignorance of the layout of the city: ‘I confess I do not know how far we had penetrated into the city. I do not know the city very well.’14 As a result, the General admitted, ‘There may have been a good many who had not heard the Proclamation.’15 For Dyer, however, the key purpose of the days’ procession was not simply to make a public proclamation but to put on a deterrent display of force. ‘I need scarcely say,’ as he put it, ‘that the mere procession of a body of troops round the city accompanied by the General himself and the Deputy Commissioner would be a demonstration of unusual significance and attracting general attention.’16 In an Indian city, Dyer insisted, such news would spread rapidly and, as far as he was concerned, the message was clear and unequivocal and the residents of Amritsar had been properly warned.17
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Sunday, 13 April 1919, was the day of the Baisakhi festival, which marked the anniversary of the creation of the Khalsa, or Sikh community. Coinciding with the cattle and horse fair, this was the biggest mela, or festival, in the province and every year attracted thousands of visitors and pilgrims.18 This was usually a day of celebration, but this year was different. Because of Kitchin’s ban on third-class train tickets, aimed at stopping the influx of ‘turbulent’ villagers, there were fewer people this year than usual.19 Thousands still made it to the city from the surrounding areas of Ajnala and Tarn Taran, however, and some even came from as far afield as Sialkot, Peshawar, and Rawalpindi.20 While the cattle and horse fair was still busy, all shops remained closed throughout the city.

On the day of Baisakhi, the brusque interruption of Dyer’s column marching through the city was bound to be met by the ‘sullen and hostile’ looks that the British officers all noticed.21 There were also several random arrests made on the streets as the troops passed by. When the procession stopped in Hall Bazaar, for instance, a local liquor merchant, Sardar Atmasingh, approached Ashraf Khan to enquire about selling his wares outside the city walls:

While I was speaking to the Inspector, Mr. Plomer came up and ordered me, ‘Come here, Abkari-wala, the General wants to see you.’ I was taken to the General who was sitting in a car with the Deputy Commissioner. I was at that time in my night dress and had just come out from my house which was quite close by, and was looking for my youngest child who was missing from the house. I was taken to the General in this garb; and when I wanted to explain to him the matter, I was ordered by the General to be shut up and was given in the custody of the British soldiers. I was then made to walk by force in the procession. They tied a cloth round one of my arms and dragged me along with them.22

The aggressive attitude of the British would have been bewildering to the majority of the people of Amritsar, who did not think of themselves as having done anything unlawful. While the proclamations were intended to reassert the ban on meetings and threat of shooting made in Irving’s order of 11 April, few people actually knew about it since it had only been disseminated by word of mouth. The proclamations solemnly made at the head of the column were accordingly likely to be met with little more than confusion. In the crowds that reluctantly gathered around the Naib Tahsildar at the beat of the drum, it would furthermore have been virtually impossible to discern between the two different proclamations, the content of which overlapped, but which were worded slightly differently.23 The proclamations had been written in English, then translated into Urdu by Irving, before being read out and then extempor-aneously rephrased in Punjabi by the Naib Tahsildar on the spot.24 There was in other words every possibility for the details of the ban to get lost in the translation. Regardless of the number of people who actually heard the proclamations, it was accordingly far from certain that they were understood as General Dyer had intended. Girdhari Lal, the local businessman who had only just arrived in the city, described how he was visiting a friend near the Golden Temple around noon on 13 April: ‘Lala Daya Ram Suri came there and informed us, that there was a proclamation near the Kotwali that no one should attend any meeting and that the city was under Martial law from that date. Mr. Daya Ram said that the people ran away when they saw the troops and that very few persons heard what the proclamation was.’25 The reference to ‘Military Law’ in the first proclamation thus appears to have been generally misunderstood as a declaration of ‘martial law’, even by the Indian police officers in the procession.26 What that entailed, however, was not self-evident and there were many people who for one reason or another never heard the proclamation.

While he was making the proclamations, at the head of the procession, the Naib Tahsildar overheard people in the crowd talking about holding a meeting at Jallianwala Bagh anyway. Obadullah, the Sub-inspector of Police, warned them that ‘if they held any meeting at that Bagh they would be fired on’, but their response was defiant, according to the Naib Tahsildar: ‘We will hold a meeting; let us be fired on.’27 There was accordingly an air of bravado and defiance in the way that people on the streets, many of them boys and young men, responded to Dyer’s proclamation. In many places, the Naib Tahsildar and others, including the General himself, noted that people were jeering at the proclamation.28 Following the riots of 10 April, the British had effectively ceded control of the city to its residents and, despite the arrests that had been made, the reach of the Raj inside Amritsar was limited to the small isolated force that was occupying the kotwali. ‘Hindu–Musalman ki hakumat’, or Hindu–Muslim rule, thus seemed like a reality – not because the city was in the throes of a rebellion, but because Dyer and Irving perceived their position to be more vulnerable than it actually was.29 The incident at Sultanwind Gate the previous day, furthermore, gave the impression that, for all the bluster, the authorities could still be expected to act with restraint.
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At the very head of the column, the Naib Tahsildar noticed that the proclamation failed to make much of an impression.30 Although Dyer by his own admission did not pay much attention to the proceedings, he too was becoming aware that people in the streets of Amritsar appeared to be anything but intimidated: ‘I could see that they were laughing and that they were not behaving very well evidently. I was told that they were saying “this is all bluff, he won’t fire,” “not to be afraid” and words to that effect.’31 By this point, however, it was well past noon. Dyer did not want to expose the troops any longer to the relentless sun, and so decided to call an end the procession and return to the Ram Bagh.32 On the way back, Dyer learned that a meeting had been called by the local activists that very afternoon. His attempt at warning the local population was thus, as Dyer put it, ‘answered by an immediate challenge’.33 This was, of course, not actually true, since the meeting at Jallianwala Bagh had been planned the previous day and not in response to Dyer’s proclamation. Yet to Dyer this appeared as a direct provocation, which made a mockery of his attempt to impress the population and reassert the authority of the Raj. ‘I gradually learnt on my return to the civil lines,’ the General noted, ‘that a counter-proclamation had been issued behind me, that the rumour had been set going that my action was mere pretence, and that I dared not fire.’34 Intended as a show of force to overawe the people of Amritsar, the proclamation and Dyer’s warning were apparently being ridiculed.
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The announcement of the meeting at Jallianwala Bagh on 13 April was not in fact the coordinated effort to challenge the ban on meetings that Dyer imagined it to be. One eyewitness described the announcement made the previous night:

At the meeting on the 12th, Hans Raj announced that a meeting would be held on the 13th at the Jallianwala Bagh and that Lala Kanhyalal would preside over that meeting. He also announced that this would be proclaimed by beat of drum, so that the people who were not present at that meeting might be informed and he also requested those present at that meeting to inform their friends about it.35

Earlier that morning, a langar, or free kitchen, had been arranged in one of the bazaars to alleviate the shortage of food caused by the continuing hartal. A 12-year-old boy, Brij Lal, was told to get a tin can to use as a drum and proclaim throughout the city that the langar was taking place and that both Hindus and Muslims were free to attend.36 Brij Lal did this, with a group of boys trailing along, and on the way he met a man making another proclamation to the effect that if Hindus and Muslims remained united, the Government would be powerless. Brij Lal was told to make this announcement as well and, a bit later, Hukam Chand, who was a friend of Hans Raj, got the boy to announce the meeting at the Jallianwala Bagh that evening. ‘I did so as well,’ Brij Lal simply said.37 At the same time, there was a rumour circulating that the police were catching stray cows and slaughtering them – a story with obvious echoes of the contentious issue of cow-slaughter, which for more than half a century had been at the root of Hindu–Muslim conflicts.38 As a result, a proclamation was made by a group of men, at the beat of a drum, for people in the city to look after their cows.39 A number of different people were accordingly making different proclamations in the streets and bazaars of Amritsar, and which of these it was that were noticed and reported to Dyer as the column was returning to the Ram Bagh must remain unclear.40

News of the planned meeting at Jallianwala Bagh nevertheless spread quickly throughout the city and Girdhari Lal, for instance, heard that it was supposedly organised by Kanhyalal – a 75-year-old High Court pleader, who was a highly respected public figure in Amritsar.41 Kanhyalal did not in fact have anything to do with the meeting and had never even been approached by Hans Raj or any of the other volunteers.42 Knowing that Kanhyalal’s name would lend the event an air of respectability, however, it would appear that Hans Raj had deliberately made this announcement. The name and status of the old pleader provided the meeting with a semblance of an official event, and Kanhyalal himself surmised that: ‘This led or induced the public to think that I would give them some sound advice on the situation then existing.’43 With the Satyagraha organisation at Amritsar all but destroyed, Hans Raj and the remaining activists were desperate to keep the protests alive and therefore resorted to such underhand measures.

The use of Kanhyalal’s name, however, added a significant element of confusion to the events of the day. A manager of a factory, Sardar Har Bhajan Singh, stated that he went to the Jallianwala Bagh ‘especially to hear Lala Kanhyalal, a well known local Vakil, who, as it had been rumoured in the course of the day, was to deliver a speech’.44 Due to Kanhyalal’s reputation, some people believed that the event was sanctioned by the authorities. One Indian clerk, for instance, heard that ‘Lala Kanhyalal would address a meeting at the Jallianwala Bagh in accordance with the wishes of the Deputy Commissioner.’45 Another local, Lala Hari Saran, who was a broker, similarly mistook the purpose of the meeting:

On the 13th of April, as I was sitting at my house some people came and said that the shops would open that day and there would be a meeting in Jallianwala Bagh, presided over by Lala Kanhya Lal, Pleader. When I heard that the shops would open, I went to a friend and asked him to go with me to the Bagh, as the meeting must be about the opening of shops.46

In the tense atmosphere of Amritsar, rumours were rife, and the separate proclamations, by the Naib Tahsildar at the head of Dyer’s procession and by a number of locals, including young boys, were confused for each other. In a bizarre turn of events, it would moreover appear that the meeting at Jallianwala Bagh was better announced, and more widely disseminated, than Dyer’s proclamation banning public meetings. The exact nature of the event that Hans Raj had hastily planned nevertheless remained obscure and many of the people who went to the Bagh expected to hear a lecture by Kanhyalal.47
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Back at the Ram Bagh, the troops rested while Dyer and his staff awaited further intelligence from the city. There were both police and CID agents gathering information, and Dyer despatched the aeroplane at his disposal to fly over Amritsar to provide visual reports. ‘We heard certain rumours that a meeting would take place, but did not attach any great importance to that,’ Irving later recalled. ‘I asked General Dyer if he could spare me as I wanted to go to the Fort.’48 The Commissioner later told a friend that ‘having gone without sleep for four days and nights, he was utterly exhausted’ and Irving accordingly left the headquarters to get some much-needed sleep.49 As a result, Irving was not present at the Ram Bagh when, around 4pm, Dyer received confirmation from Rehill that the meeting at Jallianwala Bagh was going ahead.50 About one thousand people were said to have already assembled and this was confirmed by a note from Mr Lewis, Miss Benjamin’s relative, ‘who had been in the city disguised as a native’.51

Jallianwala Bagh had been the meeting-place for many of the political gatherings during the preceding weeks, which merely confirmed the impression that this was a continuation of the Rowlatt agitation. ‘The crowd, in complete defiance of my orders, forced my hand,’ Dyer noted, ‘and it was my duty to vindicate authority.’52 The General believed it was time to act:

I knew that the final crisis had come, and that the assembly was primarily of the same mobs which had murdered and looted and burnt three days previously, and showed their truculence and contempt of the troops during the intervening days, that it was a deliberate challenge to the Government forces, and that if it were not dispersed effectively, with sufficient impression upon the designs and arrogance of the rebels and their followers we should be overwhelmed during the night or the next day by a combination of the city gangs and of the still more formidable multitude from the villages.53
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Jallianwala Bagh, meaning ‘Garden of Jalle’, in reference to the original owner, was not actually a garden so much as an open wasteland.54 Entirely enclosed by the backs of houses and brick walls, the Bagh was about 200 yards long and 150 yards wide, or 6.5 acres, roughly in the shape of a right trapezoid. On all four sides, the Bagh was hemmed in by the neighbouring houses and varying heights of mud and brick wall that formed an uneven but continuous enclosure. The open space was a bit below ground level, giving the impression of a vast shallow pool that had been emptied. The Bagh was almost entirely barren, and its only distinguishing features were a low open well surrounded by three banyan trees on the eastern side and a small samadh, or temple, under a big tree at the furthest end opposite the main entrance. ‘It hardly looked like a park then,’ the poet Manto recalled unsentimentally, ‘just a dreary and desolate stretch of uneven earth.’55

‘There are no proper doors,’ the Indian journalist Malaviya, who visited the Bagh in 1919, noted, ‘but there are five crevices or shabby lanes on different sides which for the purposes of ingress and egress to it, may be exalted to the dignity of doors!’56 The main entrance on the northern side, which led from the Queen’s Bazaar to the raised ground overlooking the Bagh, was a long narrow passage, wide enough for people to pass in both directions, though not so wide as to accommodate vehicles. On the western side, there were two small gates and a door, which led into the alley running between Jallianwala Bazar and Burj Mewa Singh Bazaar, while on the eastern side, behind the well, there was a large door, leading out to the Lakar Mandi Bazaar. These exits, Malaviya noted, all ‘lead to small lanes that are anything but wide and moreover, full of sewer nalies [open drains]’.57 On 13 April, the door behind the well, furthermore, happened to be locked.58

Ever since the beginning of the Rowlatt protests earlier that year, Jallianwala Bagh had been the locus for popular mobilisation. It was here that meetings were held during the hartals of 30 March and 6 April, and this was also the place at which a meeting had originally been called following the arrest of Kitchlew and Satyapal on 10 April. Now that the Satyagraha movement had been all but wiped out, due to the British clampdown, the Bagh was the obvious location for a meeting. On 13 April 1919, Hans Raj and the few remaining volunteers thus simply did what they had done many times before. Jallianwala Bagh was seen as a safe space: no official had ever had any reason to visit this large stretch of open ground, hidden away deep inside the city, and accessible only through a few narrow doors and openings in the surrounding walls. A meeting in that place could not reasonably be interpreted as a provocative or aggressive action – or so it was assumed.

During the afternoon of 13 April, as many as 15,000–20,000 people were present in the Bagh and, while some had come specifically for the advertised meeting, there were many who simply happened to be there.59 Jallianwala Bagh functioned as both a public park, where children would play and visiting villagers might spend the night, and as a wasteland where buffaloes grazed and people dumped their rubbish.60 During religious festivals and fairs, the Bagh was particularly busy and pilgrims who had visited the Golden Temple, just a few hundred yards away, went there to rest and seek whatever shade could be found. ‘People were continuously pouring in from all the openings into the garden,’ a man living next to the Bagh noted. ‘I saw a number of children sitting on the shoulders of the men assembled.’61 Also, the cattle fair outside the city walls was closed down at 2pm by the authorities as a precautionary measure and in compliance with the prohibition of gatherings. At that point, it was estimated that there were five or six thousand people at the fair, but they were now dispersed by the police and many of them made their way into the city and to Jallianwala Bagh.62 A local resident, the 60-year-old Mulchand, had heard of Kanhyalal’s lecture at the Bagh that afternoon: ‘As the Bazar was closed and I had nothing to do, I went to the garden at 3pm with my son, son-in-law and a few other boys, some of whom were children of 7 or 8 years only.’63

Just under a third of the people present were Sikhs, almost half of whom came from villages outside the city. Just over half the people who had gathered were Hindus, most of whom came from the city, while about a sixth of the crowd were Muslims, almost all of whom came from the city.64 All in all, it would appear that about a third of the crowd came from outside Amritsar, while the rest were local residents. People had come from all over the city, and from all walks of life: students, labourers, carpenters, watchmakers, barbers, milkmen, tailors, servants, goldsmiths, clerks, masons and grain dealers. There were also a number of hawkers and pedlars, as well as sweetmeat sellers, who were at the Bagh for the business.65 There may have been a few women present, but, as was the case for the previous meetings at the Bagh, they rarely attended such public gatherings, and the crowd was almost entirely made up of males, including infants, boys and grandfathers. The 29-year-old bank accountant Lala Karam Chand went to the Bagh to see Kanhyalal along with a friend:

In the bagh, there was a very large crowd, so big that people could not hear. There were many of those who could not hear, who were sitting on the grass and the children were playing around [. . .] It was the Baisakhi Festival and the shops were closed and there was nothing to do, and when the lecture was announced, the people came there. Some people were sitting down playing cards. Some were coming, others were going. Many people had come from the country . . .66

There were very few people in Amritsar who were aware of Dyer’s prohibition, and many had gone, in the words of one local, simply to see a ‘tamasha’, or spectacle, in the Jallianwala Bagh.67
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At the Ram Bagh, Dyer gave the orders for the troops to prepare to move out. The General himself would take command and lead the column into the city: ‘If there’s anything to be done,’ he said, ‘I’ll do it alone.’68 While it was hardly usual for a commanding officer to personally take charge of such an operation, there was nothing sinister about Dyer’s decision. This was not a routine patrol and the General would have been aware that much of the confusion during 10 April, when the first picket was pushed back across the bridge, had been confounded by the absence of a senior officer to take command. According to Captain Briggs, ‘Dyer had no intention of saddling a subordinate with what he knew might be a difficult and hateful assignment.’69 And unless he did ‘something strong’, Dyer reasoned, the crowd ‘might go off full of derision and contempt of my force to burn or loot elsewhere, or surround and overwhelm my troops as they moved out of the city’.70

That morning, before he set out with the column to make the proclamations, Dyer’s last words to Morgan, who stayed behind at Ram Bagh, proved to be quite revealing: ‘If we are not back by 2pm you must come into the city with the rest of the troops and look for us.’71 Dyer considered Amritsar to be enemy territory and, as he entered the city for the second time that day, he did not know what he would come up against. It was evident, however, that he approached the task before him as a strictly military operation. Though Dyer had more than a thousand British and Indian troops under his command, many of these were deployed in the fort or on pickets around the train station and throughout the Civil Lines, leaving him with just 340 men at his disposal. Dyer had just the day before entered Amritsar with more than 400 troops and thus had a clear sense of how easy it would be to lose control over a large force stretched out along the narrow and winding streets – especially if they were ambushed, or if people started throwing stones from the rooftops. ‘From a military point of view,’ Dyer noted at the prospect of street-fighting, ‘I must not allow myself to be surrounded.’72 The General accordingly split up his force: leaving a reserve of fifty men at the Ram Bagh, he posted five pickets of forty men each at the main gates all around the old city, including Hall Gate, Lahore Gate and Sultanwind Gate.73 The remaining ninety men were to make up the column that he would take to Jallianwala Bagh. If Dyer’s strike force got ambushed, there would accordingly be strong detachments on hand and able to extract his force.

What Dyer described as his ‘special party’ consisted of fifty fully armed infantry: twenty-five men of the 9th Gurkhas, and twenty-five men of the Frontier Force, namely the 54th Sikhs and 59th Scinde Rifles, most of whom were Muslims and were referred to collectively simply as Baluchis or Pathans.74 It is very likely that there were at least some Sikhs among the sepoys of the 54th.75 While the Gurkhas were mostly raw recruits, the 54th had previously been deployed during the riots on 10 April. Dyer also brought the two armoured cars that had been sent from Lahore with him. One was a Napier, which was little more than an armoured lorry with a Vickers machine gun mounted on the back. The other was a big and heavy Jeffery-Russell armoured car, fully enclosed in plating and with a Vickers in a revolving turret. They each had a four-man crew and were, somewhat incongruously, painted in a green and tan camouflage pattern.76 Inside the city, with its crooked narrow streets and buildings blocking the line of fire, the use of armoured cars and machine guns would be somewhat limited. The mere presence of such vehicles, however, would serve as an effective deterrent, and, in the case of an ambush, the deadly rapid fire of the machine guns would be able to stop even the most dedicated assault by a mob.

With several hundred fully armed British soldiers on hand, Dyer’s decision to complete the strike force with forty Gurkhas armed only with kukris makes little sense, unless the General believed there was a high chance of hand-to-hand fighting with the mob in the narrow streets of the old city. In a close-quarters struggle with hundreds of ‘rebels’ armed with stones and lathis, the heavy kukri knives might indeed prove more effective than rifles. There was also a real concern that the locals might try to obtain firearms, and McCallum was explicitly reminded not to lose any rifles and to make sure his men had secured them to their equipment.77

Equipped with a combination of machine guns, rifles and knives, Dyer’s strike force was prepared for every conceivable scenario, both offensive and defensive. The Indian troops came from outside of Punjab and were unlikely to have much sympathy for the locals, and Gurkhas in particular were considered to be intrinsically loyal and impervious to attempts by either Hindus or Muslims to win them over.78 The fact that British troops seemingly hesitated and initially failed to open fire, allowing the protesters to cross into the Civil Lines on 10 April, might also have been a factor in Dyer’s decision-making. Dyer anticipated that there was going to be fighting, but he did not know what form the struggle would take, or who would strike first. As the column marched through Hall Gate, the first picket was left behind, and as they continued deeper into the city the other pickets dropped out – to Lahore Gate on the western side of the city, to Sultanwind on the eastern side, as well as further entry points to the south.79

General Dyer did not go to the Jallianwala Bagh with the intention of carrying out a massacre since he did not know where it was, or what the layout of the Bagh was like, or even if he would find a crowd there. The only report he had received up to that point indicated that a thousand people had assembled for the meeting. If it turned out that his warnings were being flouted, and that British authority was being mocked, however, he would have to open fire. ‘My mind was made up as I came along in my motor car,’ Dyer later explained: ‘if my orders were not obeyed, I would fire immediately.’80 The decision to take the strike force to Jallianwala Bagh thus constituted the final stage of the process that had begun with the proclamation march earlier that day – it was, as he later claimed, all ‘one transaction’.81 Yet, even so, the General worried whether he would should have the resolve to do it: ‘I was only wondering whether I should do it or whether I should not.’82
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Quite by coincidence, Girdhari Lal happened to be present when Dyer’s strike force and pickets set out from the Ram Bagh. Girdhari Lal had made his way to the Civil Lines to meet some English friends. Worried that it might be unsafe for Europeans to visit the city, they went to see Irving, as Girdhari Lal described: ‘We all reached Ram Bagh garden, near the Club, about 4.15pm. Mr Rehill and other military officers were standing near the Club Gate. This garden was used as Military Headquarters in those days. I saw the troops there getting ready.’83 Irving had by this point left for the fort and so Lal and his friends returned to their nearby hotel on Queen’s Road:

When we reached the hotel I saw troops coming out of the garden and passing in front of the Cambridge Hotel. First of all was a body of Baluchees about 40 to 50, followed by Gurkhas about the same number, and then Baluchees again. Behind them were two motor-cars. In the first there were two or three European military officers whom I did not know. In the second car were Messrs. Rehill and Plomer, and then came one armoured car in which there were 10 or 12 European soldiers. Last of all were some five or six European soldiers on foot.84

Girdhari Lal now realised that the troops were heading for Jallianwala Bagh, and he hurried into the city to warn people. At the Bagh, the meeting was by then well under way and the thousands gathered blissfully unaware of any imminent danger.

Hans Raj had been busy all day preparing for the meeting with the help of friends and boys from his neighbourhood.85 A makeshift platform had been prepared and part of the Bagh swept, while some of the locals arranged for drinking water to be available to the crowd.86 The turnout was bigger than anyone could have imagined, and around 4pm the speeches began. The 33-year-old Pratap Singh was sitting in the crowd with his young son. He had originally come to hear the lecture by Kanhyalal but was now listening to Hans Raj speaking from the makeshift platform: ‘He had put up the picture of Dr Kitchlew and said that his portrait would preside. He said that men were wrongfully shot on the 10th, because they were going at that time to make a complaint to the Deputy Commissioner. He also said that a resolution should be passed asking for the repeal of the Rowlatt Act. Gopinath then read a poem about the faryad [complaint] of the people not being heard.’87 Apart from Hans Raj and Brij Gopi Nath Bekal, a bank clerk, the speakers included Dina Nath, the editor of the local Waqt newspaper, and Dr Gurbaksh Rai, who had also spoken at the meeting the previous day.88 The first two resolutions, of the five that had been prepared, were proposed from the platform and unanimously passed:

1. This grand meeting of the inhabitants of Amritsar looks with extreme indignation and disapproval on all those revolutionary actions which are the inevitable result of the inappropriate and inequitable attitude on the part of the Government, and entertains apprehension that this despotic conduct of the Government might prove deleterious to the British Government.

2. This grand meeting of the inhabitants of Amritsar strongly protests against the despotic attitude which the Government adopted when the subject-people within the domains of law invited the attention of the British subjects by means of the only effective and last expedient, i.e. ‘passive resistance’ to improper legislation of the Government of India, i.e. the Rowlatt Act, which was passed in disregard of the united voice of the public.89

This could hardly be described as either inflammatory or seditious, and the speeches made that day were in fact not much different from those Kitchlew and Satyapal had been giving during previous gatherings at the Bagh – the iniquity of the Rowlatt Act was still the main focus and much of the rhetoric focused on the sacrifice that Indians had made during the war. According to Hans Raj, the audience were reminded that ‘you have given thousands to the Sarkar, widows and orphans are sitting in villages and this is your reward’.90

Few among the crowd would have been able to hear much of what was being said from the platform, and there were many just sitting in the Bagh, or leisurely walking around chatting with friends.91 At one point, a large funeral procession for one of the men shot during the riots passed the Bagh along the Lakar Mandi Bazar road towards Sultanwind Gate. Several thousand people got up and left to join the procession, despite the protestations of the speakers. Shortly afterwards, the appearance of an aeroplane again interrupted the speeches, as Khushal Singh, who had helped arrange water for the crowd, noted: ‘After the procession, an aeroplane hovered over the meeting. There was a stir in the crowd then, and Hans Raj shouted out to people not to be afraid of the aeroplane and to remain seated.’92 The speakers were beginning to worry about losing the attention of the crowd, which was tenuous at best, and Hans Raj told people to ignore the plane: ‘the aeroplane is doing its own work; you do your own’.93 When more people got up, one of the other speakers again tried to reassure them, saying that ‘We need not fear anything. The sarkar is our father and mother: why should Government kill its own children.’94 This way of thinking about the relation between the colonial state and its subject was entirely in keeping with the notion of Ma Bap, which had informed the attempt to petition Irving on 10 April. An abiding belief in the paternalist, but essentially rational, character of the Government, combined with the emergent spirit of defiance and local nationalism, thus led the organisers of the meeting at Jallianwala Bagh to assume that they were engaged in a mutually acknowledged negotiation with the authorities. Hans Raj and the others might be protesting against the actions of the Government, yet, ultimately, they were still invoking the authority and wisdom of the Sarkar.

The Sarkar was actually well represented at the Jallianwala Bagh that afternoon, and there were many people who noticed the conspicuous presence of plainclothes detectives who came and went throughout the afternoon.95 After Dyer and the column had returned to Ram Bagh, the meeting was kept under surveillance by half a dozen CID detectives and local informers, who went back and forth between the Bagh and the kotwali to report. This was hardly a covert undertaking, however, since most of these men were known to people and made little effort to hide their objective. One informant, Mohanlal, simply approached a local resident, who lived next to the Bagh: ‘Mohanlal [. . .] proposed they should go up to the roof of the top storey and watch the meeting from there. He said he was sent by Sub-Inspector Ibadullah [Obadullah] to the Bagh to see what was going on there, and that he had been to the Kotwali and reported about the people assembling and had come back from the Kotwali.’96 At one point, two of the CID detectives even approached Hans Raj directly and asked him questions about the meeting.97 While the exact role of the police at Jallianwala Bagh was later to be questioned, the truth was that they were deeply ineffective and hampered by their growing unpopularity among the local population.98 As a result of the unrest, the position of the police in Amritsar had become so precarious that Sub-inspector Obadullah hired a local strongman for protection when he went to the Bagh to observe the meeting.99 One of the CID detectives, Jowahar Lal, expressed the very same concern when he went to Jallianwala Bagh that afternoon: ‘I tried to go in, but there was a large crowd of people. I could not hear anything. Moreover, it was risky for me to go there, so I came back.’100 While doing undercover work inside the city two days before, Jowahar Lal had in fact been recognised in the street and had to flee when someone shouted, ‘there is a CID dog’.101

In other words, the police were deeply scared and were not going to intervene in the meeting at the Bagh, let alone try to make any arrests. Their only role on 13 April thus consisted of relaying information on the progress of the meeting to the British. As the eyes and ears of Dyer and Irving, who believed the city to be a veritable nest of rebels, the local police and CID officers thus played a crucial role in feeding the anxieties of the British at Amritsar. The CID did not prepare a ‘death-trap’ at Jallianwala Bagh as was later alleged, but they also did nothing to prevent it.102 Jowahar Lal’s description of the crowd, for instance, can only be described as deeply misleading: ‘Their attitude was very hostile and they were shouting and praising Gandhi, Kitchlew and Satya Pal.’103 In the reports that reached Dyer during the afternoon of 13 April, there was also no mention of the people present in the Bagh who were there because of the Baisakhi fair and not the meeting, nor that there were small children and boys in the crowd.

Once it had been reported to General Dyer, via Rehill, that the meeting was going ahead, the police and CID knew well what was going to happen. As Jowahar Lal put it: ‘I thought the troops might come, so I only stayed there for 2 or 3 minutes. Martial Law had been declared at 11 o’clock am that day, and the meeting was held in contravention of orders.’104 At the entrance to the Bagh, a local resident was explicitly warned by one of the men working for the police: ‘He told me that soldiers would come and start firing on the people and told me to clear out.’105
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Dyer’s column went at a slow pace through the city.106 The men of the 54th and 59th were in the front, followed immediately by the Gurkhas. The four vehicles made up the rear: first the car in which Dyer, Briggs and Lieutenant-Colonel Morgan were riding, as well as Dyer’s two bodyguards from the 25th London, Sergeants Anderson and Spizzey. This was followed by the first armoured car, and then Rehill and Plomer, the only two civilians with the party, in a car by themselves, with the second armoured car making up the rear.107 The column wound its way past the Town Hall, further into the city and down a narrow road known as Queen’s Bazaar, which was lined by low brick houses with open shops at street-level. They were now approaching their destination. As Briggs described:

The party was led to Jallianwalah Bagh by a guide, and arrived at a small alley just about broad enough for two men walking abreast. This necessitated leaving the two armoured cars behind.

The General Officer Commanding [Dyer], Colonel Morgan, Mr Rehill and myself got out of the motor and advanced up the alley, the troops following us. Coming to the end of the alley we saw an immense crowd of men packed in a square, listening to a man on a platform who was speaking and gesticulating with his hands. It was very hard to estimate the size of the crowd. The General asked me what I thought the numbers were, and I said about 5,000.108

Captain Briggs later claimed that, should they come upon an illegal meeting, Dyer had intended to address the crowd from the top of one of the armoured cars, but this was no longer possible due to the narrow entrance.109 Instead Dyer, who had never been to Jallianwala Bagh before, was overwhelmed by the sheer size of the gathering that he had walked in on. All he could see was a ‘dense crowd’ of thousands gathered within the enclosure of the Bagh, mere yards from himself and his small force. Just inside the Bagh, along the northern line of buildings where the entrance was, the ground fell away to the low-lying patch of land where people were gathered. It was here, along the bank of earth, that the troops were deployed, the twenty-five Gurkhas on the left, and the twenty-five men of the 54th/59th on the right.110 Dyer himself described the thoughts that went through his mind the moment he faced the crowd in the Jallianwala Bagh, with his small force in position, rifles at the ready:

With the foregoing considerations before me and the daily reports and sights of Amritsar itself, I had no doubt that I was dealing with no mere local disturbance but a rebellion, which, whatever its origin, was aiming at something wide reaching and vastly more serious even than local riots and looting. The isolation of centres and the holding up of the movement of military reserve by destroying communications were essential features of the conspiracy.

I was conscious of a great offensive movement gathering against me, and knew that to sit still and await its complete mobilization would be fatal. When, therefore, the express challenge by this movement in the shape of the assembly in the Jallianwallah Bagh came to me, I knew a military crisis had come, and that to view the assembly as a mere political gathering, requiring simply to be induced to go away because it was there in breach of an order, was wholly remote from the facts and the necessities of the case.

Amritsar was in fact the storm centre of a rebellion. The whole Punjaub had its eyes on Amritsar, and the assembly of the crowd that afternoon was for all practical purposes a declaration of war by leaders whose hope and belief was that I should fail to take up the challenge.111
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Durga Das, editor of the local Waqt newspaper, was at that very moment proposing the third resolution from the platform:

3. This grand meeting gives expression to its heartfelt and sincere sym--pathy with the families of the philanthropic and patriotic personages, Dr. Saif ud Din Kitchlew and Dr. Satya Pal, on their deportation by the Government, which is being naturally and inevitably felt by the members of those families.112

Girdhari Lal had arrived just before Dyer’s column and he rushed up on the roof of a friend’s house, which overlooked the Bagh. There were people gathered on the rooftops of the surrounding houses, and Lal borrowed a pair of binoculars:

I saw Pandit Durga Das, and was just mentioning this fact to Mr. Sita Ram, when I saw Gurkhas, with rifles in their hands, rushing into the garden from the Queen’s Statue side, and form into two lines to the left, as they entered on the Hansli – a raised ground in the Jallianwala Bagh covering the canal that feeds the Golden Temple tanks. They were 40 to 50 in all as far as I could judge from a distance.113

The arrival of the soldiers caused a murmur of fear among the thousands of people gathered around the platform, but Hans Raj and the other speakers tried to prevent people from panicking, as one of the men sitting in the crowd described: ‘I heard the cry, “Look, there are soldiers.” Then Hans Raj cried out to people not to be afraid of anything. I saw some Gurkhas and Europeans standing with rifles in their hands, near the main entrance.’114 As had been the case on 10 April, there was a general sense of disbelief that the British would actually shoot, and that, in the words of Hans Raj, ‘it was only the Government Dhamki [threat], that Government was not such a Bewakoof [i.e. so foolish] as to fire bullets on such an occasion’.115 He and the other speakers at Jallianwala Bagh did not perceive themselves as rebels, and they did not think they were doing anything to provoke a violent reaction from the authorities. These sentiments also had echoes of Gandhi’s most recent speech, given just the week before, in which he reminded his followers: ‘When we have reached the necessary standard of knowledge and discipline, we shall find that machine-guns and all other weapons, even the plague of aeroplanes, will cease to afflict us.’116
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1. A street in the old city of Amritsar, early twentieth century.
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2. The Golden Temple, Amritsar, 1870s.
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3. Dr Saifuddin Kitchlew, one of the principal leaders of the Satyagraha movement in Amritsar, who, along with Dr Satyapal, was deported from Amritsar on 10 April 1919.
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4. Dr Satyapal.
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5. Ratto (Mahasha Rattan Chand), a local power-broker who, along with Bugga, mobilised crowds during the protests in April 1919.
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6. Bugga (Chaudhri Bugga Mal).

[image: image]

7. Melicent Wathen, who wrote in great detail of her experiences at Amritsar.
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8. Gerard Wathen, the Principal of Khalsa College, who prevented British reprisals from escalating.

[image: image]

9. Sir Michael O’Dwyer, Lieutenant-Governor of Punjab.
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10. General Reginald Dyer at the time of the Hunter Committee inquiry, November 1919.
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11. Hall Bridge, seen from the Civil Lines, where Beckett and the picket were pushed back on 10 April. Hall Gate and the city of Amritsar are to the right.
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12. The scene of the first panicked shots fired by Beckett’s fleeing picket on the Civil Lines side. The footbridge is to the right, the sloping road leading to Hall Bridge is in the middle, and Madan’s shop and the road leading into the Civil Lines are to the left.
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13. Hall Gate and the road leading into the city along Hall Bazaar.
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14. Hall Bazaar leading into the city in the direction of the Town Hall, seen from the top of Hall Gate.

[image: image]

15. The entrance to Jallianwala Bagh through which Dyer and his troops entered. The photograph shows the southern end of the Bagh, and the small shrine with its onion dome is visible on the left, while the part of the wall to the right is still to be seen at the memorial.
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16. A crowd gathered at Jallianwala Bagh during Motilal Nehru and Pandit Madan Mohan Malaviya’s visit in the late summer of 1919. The meeting is taking place at the same spot as the platform was located on 13 April.
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17. The north-eastern side of the Bagh, with the main entrance on the far left. The people in the photograph are standing on the earth bank from which Dyer’s troops fired.
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19. Locals inspecting bullet-holes in the southern wall, behind the shrine, in late 1919. This part of the wall no longer exists but would have been just to the left of the palm tree visible in other images.

[image: image]

20. A speaker addressing a crowd from behind the lowest part of the southern wall in late 1919. This was the spot right behind the shrine where many people escaped by crawling over the wall.
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21. A cartoon by artist Eduard Thöny for the German satirical magazine Simplicissimus in January 1920. This is the first ever visual representation  of the massacre, though it is obviously not very accurate.
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22. The crawling order being enforced by soldiers of the 25th London Cyclists in one of Sergeant R.M. Howgego’s snapshots.
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23. A cartoon drawn by David Low in December 1919, which shows Britain terrorising both India and Ireland.
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24. Howgego’s picket while they were stationed in Kucha Kaurianwala between 19 and 24 April 1919.
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25. A later re-enactment  of the crawling-order in Kucha Kaurianwala.
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26. An aerial view of Amritsar in the 1930s. Jallianwala Bagh had by this point been established as a memorial park and is visible in the bottom left corner.



CHAPTER 9
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MASSACRE

13 APRIL

Here was I, the white man with his gun, standing in front of the unarmed native crowd – seemingly the leading actor of the piece; but in reality I was only an absurd puppet [. . .] A sahib has got to act like a sahib; he has got to appear resolute, to know his own mind and do definite things. To come all that way, rifle in hand, with two thousand people marching at my heels, and then to trail feebly away, having done nothing – no, that was impossible. The crowd would laugh at me. And my whole life, every white man’s life in the East, was one long struggle not to be laughed at.

Orwell, Shooting an Elephant (1936)1

General Dyer believed he had stumbled upon nothing less than the epicentre and hotbed of the rebellion. ‘What faced me,’ he claimed, ‘was what on the morrow would be the Danda Fauj.’2 The Danda Fauj, or ‘Bludgeon Army’, was what rioters at Lahore called themselves. Dyer had evidently heard of this name, but it had nothing to do with what was happening at Amritsar. Besides the sullen expressions, or spitting on the ground, Dyer had not actually experi-enced any violence or witnessed any aggression from the population since he arrived. And yet he ‘knew’, as he later claimed, ‘that the assembly was primarily of the same mobs which had murdered and looted and burnt three days previously’.3 Where popular depictions show a peaceful crowd of locals quietly listening to a political speech, Dyer simply perceived a defiant and murderous mob, one which had only days before run rampant through Amritsar and which still had the blood of Englishmen on its hands. If there were any villagers from outside Amritsar present, Dyer surmised, they had been attracted by the rumours of the collapse of British rule or the prospect of loot and were, in his words, ‘not very innocent’,4 Dyer was, therefore, not reacting to the actual crowd in front of him as much as to what he imagined that crowd to be – and the hostility and aggression that he ascribed to that crowd.

The symbolic significance of Dyer’s actions was further revealed by his later admission that: ‘I think it quite possible that I could have dispersed the crowd without firing but they would have come back again and laughed, and I would have made, what I consider, a fool of myself.’5 The perceived need to maintain British prestige and save face at all costs thus imbued Dyer’s actions with a crucially performative function. The people of Amritsar had already taunted the General earlier in the day, calling out that his warning was an empty threat and claiming that he would never shoot. Dyer was furthermore mindful of the fact that the firing that had taken place during the riots three days before, had, in his own words, been ‘quite ineffective’.6

For Dyer to lose face in the middle of what he believed to be a second ‘Mutiny’ would furthermore mean certain defeat. If the ‘natives’ no longer feared the British Government, Dyer and his thin khaki line of fifty men would have perished as one of his contemporaries, Brigadier Surtees, described it:

There are vast areas in Africa and the Pacific, where the sole British representative is the one white man. It is up to him to keep the native race more or less in order, to look after administration, to see to justice, and, as far as possible, to stamp out violence and vice. In the most favourable circumstances this official is allowed a small armed native guard, but in the case of any serious upheaval, he and his police would be scattered like chaff, but for one thing. That one thing is British prestige. Once you destroy that British prestige, then the Empire will collapse like a house of cards . . .7

Dyer evidently saw himself as that one white man, the last defender of the Raj, and unless he held the line, the consequences would be far-reaching and disastrous:

if one dominant motive can be extracted it was the determination to avert from the European women and children and those of the law-abiding Indian community the fate which I was convinced would be theirs, if I did not meet the challenge and produce the required effect to restore order and security. I am conscious that it was this motive which gave me the strength of will to carry out my duty.8

Dyer himself later admitted that ‘we cannot be very brave unless we be possessed of a greater fear’ – unfortunately, his was a fear caused by a paranoid colonial imagination, rather than a clear-headed assessment of the situation confronting him.9 ‘I realized that my force was small and untrained,’ he noted, ‘and to hesitate might induce attack.’10 Preventing his small force from being overrun and punishing the rebels who defied the Raj thus became one and the same thing. The deadly logic of Dyer’s own actions had forced him into a position from which there was but one way out:

It was a merciful act that I had given them chance to disperse. The responsibility was very great. I had made up my mind that if I fired I must fire well and strong so that it would have a full effect. I had decided if I fired one round I must shoot a lot of rounds or I must not shoot at all. My logical conclusion was that I must disperse the crowd which had defied the arm of law.11

He had spent all morning making the proclamation and now, Dyer stated, ‘further warning was not a practical requirement of the situation’.12 Just 30 seconds after he had first entered Jallianwala Bagh, he ordered his men to open fire. In the Bagh before them, the bullets found their targets among the thousands of people, as Dyer’s personal bodyguard, Sergeant W.J. Anderson, described:

When fire was opened the whole crowd seemed to sink to the ground, a whole flutter of white garments, with however a spreading out towards the main gateway, and some individuals could be seen climbing the high wall. There was little movement, except for the climbers. The gateway would soon be jammed. I saw no sign of a rush towards the troops. After a bit, I noticed that Captain Briggs was drawing up his face as if in pain, and was plucking at the General’s elbow. Mr. Plomer, Deputy Superintendent of Police, told the General during a lull that he had taught the crowd a lesson they would never forget. The General took no notice, and ordered fire to be resumed, directing it particularly at the wall.13

The noise in the Bagh was deafening as Briggs later recounted: ‘fifty men firing rapid in a walled-in enclosure made a simply shattering noise, quite apart from that made by the crowd’.14 It was subsequently asserted that the noise made it difficult for General Dyer to make his commands heard, but that was not the case.15 ‘I saw nothing of the General trying to stop the firing,’ Anderson noted, ‘There was no din except for the firing, and when it ceased during a number of occasions, everything seemed silent.’16

The fifty Gurkhas and sepoys of the 54th and 59th were armed with the Short Magazine Lee-Enfield firing a .303 bullet (Mark VI) with a muzzle velocity of around 2,000 feet per second.17 Designed for the battlefields of the Empire, it was accurate up to 500 yards, but with a maximum range of almost 3,000 yards. If the round-nosed bullet did not hit any bone or vital organs, it could pass right through a person causing minimal damage. Yet the Mark VI had been designed with a thinner cupro-nickel jacket around the lead core, which meant that the projectile fragmented more easily. If the bullet struck bone, it would accordingly disintegrate inside the body, causing extensive and usually lethal wounds. A trained rifleman could easily put fifteen rounds in a target at 300 yards within one minute – a rapid fire practice known as the ‘mad minute’.18 At Jallianwala Bagh, however, the pace of the shooting was much slower and more deliberate: individual fire, rather than by volley, directed at the crowd rather than at individuals.19 Dyer supervised the shooting as a military operation, as if he had been facing enemy troops, rather than a large crowd of civilians. Crucially, he still reasoned as if it was he who was under attack:

The crowd was so dense that if a determined rush had been made at any time, arms or no arms, my small force must instantly have been overpowered and consequently I was very careful of not giving the mob a chance of organizing. I sometimes ceased fire and redirected my fire where the crowd was collecting more thickly.20

‘The fire control and discipline of the native troops was first class,’ Anderson noted. ‘The officer in charge kept his eyes on the General, gave his fire and cease fire orders to his men, and they obeyed him implicitly; there was no wild sporadic firing.’
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Panic rippled through the crowd as people realised what was happening, and there was a surge towards the exits on the eastern and western sides of the Bagh, or simply away from the firing-line, towards the southern wall. An eyewitness in the crowd described how some people even tried to reach the gate in the north-western corner, right next to Dyer’s troops:

A small group of gamblers, altogether separate from the others, was on their right; when they saw the firing begin, they stopped their gambling and ran towards the gate behind the troops to escape from the death trap, and as they tried to slink through the wicket gate, some soldiers were turned to fire on them, and they were killed as they tried to struggle through the little gate.21

Twenty-seven-year-old Lala Gian Chand had gone to the Bagh to hear Kanhyalal and was sitting on the ground and never saw the soldiers:

the crowd round about me stood up and began to run. Immediately, I heard shots fired. No warning was given. I ran towards the wall side and the rush of people was too great, I could not climb over the wall and sat down and dropped my face between my knees. People fell over me. After the firing of three successive volleys, I got up and with the greatest difficulty, leapt over the wall, head downwards. I could not see the people firing.22

Lala Karam Chand had been about to leave, since he could not hear the speakers anyway, when he found the exit blocked by the soldiers entering. He and a friend immediately ran to the north-eastern corner, where the Hansli canal, which ran under the earth-bank where the soldiers stood, exited:

We went running at once to the right, where there is a passage. I rushed towards the passage and heard the soldiers firing. There were many who rushed there before me and after me. The people were all running when the firing began. The soldiers came in and formed into a line at once, and there was no warning given at all. They began to fire at once. I was near the Hansli passage when the firing began. The end of the passage was blocked by a wall as high as my chest, and so people could not get out quickly, but only one by one. When I got into the passage, I saw that people were being shot down behind me. I tried to crouch down and saw that the trap door of the Hansli was broken. So, in the crush, I managed to get down into it, one leg at the time. I got into the water up to my thigh at the place where the lid over it was broken. Three other men slipped in.23

A few were thus able to find some sort of cover but not everyone was so lucky. Abdul Ahad, an old shawl-maker, was hit four times in the leg as he took cover beneath the tree next to the well. As he lay on the ground he saw the soldiers firing at the men who had tried to save themselves by climbing the tree: ‘I saw them drop to the ground one after another.’24 The 17-year-old Nathi survived by hiding in the hollow trunk of one of the trees, and then climbed the wall and escaped during a lull in the firing. While he was hiding in the tree, Nathi saw several men run and fall into the nearby well.25 Another eyewitness later ‘saw one or two dead bodies in the well’.26 As the bodies began to pile up near the corners and exits, people also became trapped, as Moulvi Gholam Jilani, a cattle inspector, described:

I ran towards a wall and fell on a mass of dead and wounded persons. Many others fell on me. Many of those who fell on me, were hit and died. There was a heap of the dead and wounded over, under and all around me. I felt suffocated. I thought I was going to die. I cannot remember how I managed to extricate myself when the firing ceased. I crept out and then fled. When I reached the street, fresh air gave me some relief and then I ran homewards, and reached my house about the evening. There I fainted.27

From the vantage-point of the rooftop, Girdhari Lal witnessed the slaughter taking place just a few hundred feet away, from beginning to end:

The firing continued incessantly for about 10 to 15 minutes at least, without any perceptible break. I saw hundreds of persons killed on the spot. In the Bagh there were about 12 to 15 thousand persons and they consisted of many villagers, who had come to Amritsar to see the Baisakhi fair. The worst part of the whole thing was, that the firing was directed towards the gates through which the people running out. There were small outlets, four or five in all, and bullets actually rained over the people at all these gates. Shots were fired into the thick of the meeting. There was not a corner left of the garden facing the firing line, where people did not die in large numbers. Many got trampled under the feet of the rushing crowds and thus lost their lives. Blood was pouring in profusion. Even those who lay flat on the ground were shot, as I saw the Gurkhas kneel down and fire.28
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As the number of prostate bodies on the ground before them steadily grew, Dyer did not abandon the notion that he was engaged in a military operation. In what could have been a direct quote from Callwell’s Small Wars, he stated that: ‘I was liable to be assailed from behind and the extrication of my small force from the city would have been practically impossible if after the firing the rebels had maintained an aggressive spirit.’29 And so the firing continued.

At one point, Dyer turned to one of the officers and said, ‘Do you think they’ve had enough?’ He then went on, ‘No, we’ll give them 4 rounds more.’30 Dyer thus pursued the logic of exemplary force to its extreme conclusion:

I fired and continued to fire until the crowd dispersed and I consider this is the least amount of firing which would produce the necessary moral, and widespread effect it was my duty to produce, if I was to justify my action. If more troops had been at hand the casualties would be greater in proportion. It was no longer a question of merely dispersing the crowd; but one of producing a sufficient moral effect, from a military point of view, not only on those who were present but more specially throughout the Punjab. There could be no question of undue severity.31

As Dyer made clear, the firing at Jallianwala Bagh had ceased to have the specific strategic aim of enforcing the ban on political gatherings, and had instead become a pure spectacle of brute force in which the ‘rebels’ were perceived as an undifferentiated mass. With more than a passing resemblance to a firing squad on a massive scale, Dyer’s actions closely mimicked the ritual of formalised punishment. And, while the Amritsar Massacre was not, technically speaking, an execution, the logic that underpinned its violence was identical to the colonial rituals of power enacted during the nineteenth century. The local confrontation at Amritsar was perceived by Dyer in the light of a bigger existential struggle, and the fear that he and his men might be cut off and ambushed in the narrow alleys of Amritsar was the very same fear that the British in India might be overrun. Crucially, the same act could save them all with a single stroke. The shooting at Jallianwala Bagh was thus ‘calculated to strike terror’ as much as were the mass executions of sepoys during the ‘Mutiny’ or of Kukas in 1872. ‘Every man who escaped from the Jallianwala Bagh,’ Dyer later stated, ‘was a messenger to tell that law and order had been restored in Amritsar.’32 As a technique of power, the shooting was not simply a means to an end but an end in itself.

After more than ten minutes had passed, Dyer finally gave the order to cease fire.33 There was no longer any discernible movement in the Bagh, but as the guns fell silent, a ‘low moaning’ could be heard from the dying and wounded strewn on the ground and piled along the walls.34 The fifty soldiers stood up, shouldering their arms, and their officers gathered the empty cartridges which had piled up at the feet of their men.35 The twenty-five Gurkhas advanced down to the flat ground with their kukris drawn to cover the retreat of the officers and rest of the force, as they left through the passage from which they had entered.36 The Gurkhas were then pulled back and also exited the Bagh. ‘I returned to the Ram Bagh,’ Dyer explained, ‘without counting or inspecting the casualties.’37 He did not offer any medical assistance to the wounded, later claiming that to remain at the Bagh would have exposed the column to an ambush: ‘I had to be most careful of not at the last giving up the victory.’38 As the strike force retraced its steps and passed through the bazaar, Plomer noted how normal it seemed: ‘People were coming and going. Some people put on a sullen mood. Shops were all closed. People were hanging about.’39 The residents of Amritsar did not yet know what had just taken place.
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As the troops withdrew from the Bagh, the survivors slowly began to stir, and the cries of the wounded rent the still evening air. There were bodies everywhere and people’s belongings, clothes, shoes and pagris (turbans) were scattered all over the ground.40 One man, who had been shot twice in the leg, dragged himself to an upright position:

After the soldiers had left, I looked round [. . .] There must have been more than a thousand corpses there. The whole place was strewn with them. At some places, 7 or 8 corpses were piled, one over another. In addition to the dead, there must have been about a thousand wounded persons lying there. Close by where I was lying, I saw a young boy, aged about 12 years, lying dead with a child of about 3 years clasped in his arms, also dead.41

Those who could tried to tend to the wounded and Sardar Partap Singh, a bookseller, went to get water for a dying man from the Hansli drain: ‘When I tried to take water from the pit, I saw many dead bodies floating in it. Some living men had also hid themselves in it, and they asked me, “Are they (i.e. soldiers) gone?” When I told them that they had gone, they came out . . .’42 One of these men was Lala Karam Chand, who had almost been suffocating while hiding in the drain. As he crawled out, drenched but alive, Chand looked at the scene around him: ‘I saw the Bagh was like a battlefield.’43

The wounds inflicted by the .303 ammunition had been devastating – at a distance of less than 600 feet, and what was at first practically point-blank range, bullets passed right through the body and could wound several people.44 Not only had people been unable to escape from the Bagh, as the bodies and crush of the crowd blocked the exits, but bullets would ricochet off the surrounding walls, or fragment, and injure yet more people. Shooting fish in a barrel was sadly a fitting analogy. One eyewitness noted how ‘most of the persons were hit at various places on the back of the body’, and many of the dead and wounded had multiple wounds.45 Some of the survivors also suffered horrific injuries: Wazir Ali, a teacher, had his right eye shot out, the bullet exiting through his temple, and was also shot through the chest, but miraculously survived.46

The effect of the firing had furthermore not been contained within the walls of the Jallianwala Bagh, which were pock-marked with bullet-holes, even at the upper levels of the surrounding houses.47 Local residents were wounded by ricochets while watching from their balconies, and stray shots killed at least one woman outside Sultanwind Gate and also wounded a nearby villager outside the city.48 One 5-year-old boy had witnessed the shooting from a nearby roof, believing it to be fireworks, and it was later found that the ‘walls round about him were riddled with bullets’.49
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Back at the Ram Bagh, Lieutenant McCallum of the 9th Gurkhas was catching up on sleep in a chair in the club, when he was rudely awoken by Captain Gerry Crampton, who said ‘Come on, get up, go and count the empties.’ ‘Oh, have you had a show,’ McCallum replied, ‘Why didn’t you wake me?’50 McCallum eventually got down to the tedious task of counting the empty cartridges of which there were 923. The remaining ammunition in the troops’ pouches were also counted and it was found that a total of 1,650 rounds had been fired by the 50 men – or an average of 33 shots per man.51 McCallum could get little information out of his friend:

but I gathered the following at the time and in conversations later from the then Jemadar Jitbahadur that the General Sahib had been informed that a very large gathering was taking place in Jallianwala Bagh and ordered a column of 25 rifles from each 9th Gurkhas and 59th Rifles to go with him into the city. ‘He told us to double through the narrow road leading to an open square and then said Gurkhas right, 59th left fire.’52

A British official in Nepal later talked with two of the Gurkhas who had been at Jallianwala Bagh: ‘Asked what they thought of the incident they both replied with evident relish: “Sahib, while it lasted it was splendid: we fired every round we had.”’53 While this suggests that the Gurkhas had little sympathy for the local population of Amritsar, the statement concerning their ammunition was slightly misleading. The bandolier and pouch carried by the sepoys and Gurkhas contained sixty rounds and it was accordingly evident that Dyer did not exhaust his ammunition at Jallianwala Bagh.54 The General himself insisted that he ‘duly took care that a reserve of rounds was preserved sufficient for the extrication of the force, and subsequent emergencies’.55 The two Gurkhas thus spent every round they had available to use at Jallianwala Bagh, but without touching half their ammunition, which was kept in reserve.

[image: image]

For a few frantic hours, in the semi-darkness of dusk, the Bagh became busy with anguished people searching for their friends and relatives among the piles of dead. One man, who lived next to the Bagh, had to go searching for his brother, who had not returned from the meeting:

All the exits were blocked by a very large number of the dead and the wounded. I searched for my brother, and had to turn over every dead person, till at last I found him lying dead, under three or four dead bodies, near the foot of the raised ground. He was 25 years of age. There were about 200 dead bodies at this spot alone. I believe that 1500 were killed in the Jallianwala Bagh. Lots of kites were hovering very low over the dead and the wounded, so much so, that it was with great difficulty that one could keep his turban on his head.56

Lal Gian Chand, who had himself just escaped the Bagh, came back to look for his nephew, who was reported to be among the dead:

On reaching the garden, I found my nephew’s body riddled with bullets. His skull was broken. There was one shot under his nose on the upper lip, two on the left side, one on the left neck, and three on the thigh and some two or three on the head. Ram Labhaya had just passed the 8th class from the Baij Nath High School. His age was 17 years.57

Inside the house next to the Bagh, Girdhari was meanwhile busy clearing it of all the people who had taken refuge there. Afterwards, he too went into the Bagh to look for his friend, Hakim Singh, whom was missing:

There were heaps of them at different places, and people were turning over dead bodies to recognise their relations or friends. The dead bodies were of grown up people and young boys also. At or near the gates the number was very large, and bodies were scattered in large numbers all over the garden. Some had their heads cut open, others had eyes shot, and nose, chest, arms or legs shattered. It was a fearful and ghastly sight. I noticed one or two buffaloes also killed on the ground. I think there must have been over one thousand dead bodies in the garden then.58

It later turned out that his friend was fine but Girdhari Lal had to return once more to look for some boys who were thought to be in the Bagh. By that time, however, it was getting late: ‘I saw people were hurrying up, and many had to leave their dead and wounded, because they were afraid of being fired upon again after 8 pm. Many amongst the wounded, who managed to run away from the garden, succumbed on their way to the injuries received, and lay dead in the streets.’59

The boys were later found, alive and well, but all across the city people were scurrying indoors before the curfew came into force at 8pm. If Dyer’s proclamation had previously failed to make much of an impression, the shooting had brutally disabused the population of Amritsar of any lingering doubts that the British were prepared to enforce their orders. The dead and the dying were thus simply abandoned. ‘I heard the wounded in the Bagh moaning and crying for water and help,’ a man living next to the Bagh recalled. ‘I dared not leave my house to render any help.’60 By this point the sun had set and, in the poet Manto’s words, ‘the evening haze began to settle over Jallianwala Bagh and lights came on here and there in nearby houses.’61
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That evening, a squadron of 11th Lancers arrived at Khalsa College, and a young British officer unceremoniously ordered Gerard and the other European teachers to pack their belongings and move to Ram Bagh where they were to join the general camp. ‘Gerard was furious,’ Mel later wrote. ‘But it was the General’s orders.’62 Dyer evidently expected further unrest and did not want to leave small groups of Europeans isolated. Gerard happened to arrive at the military headquarters at Ram Bagh around the same time that Dyer returned from Jallianwala Bagh, and Melicent’s husband found ‘a prevailing fear of the effect on the surrounding country, that the massacre might have the effect of setting it all ablaze’.63 Gerard now learned that the very kind of violence he had sought to prevent on the 11th had just now taken place and there were rumours, furthermore, that several of his students were among the casualties.64 To Gerard, the shooting appeared to be completely unwarranted and he criticised General Dyer to his face, saying that ‘India would never forget.’ Dyer replied simply that ‘he had to make up his mind in a few seconds or his men would have been overpowered – he also said he meant to strike hard as a lesson’.65

Shortly after, when the sun had set, Irving also turned up, roused from his ill-timed nap at the fort. He, too, was surprised by the hectic activity at the Ram Bhag: ‘I found the military making various arrangements for the safety of the civil station in case of a further attack. They were conducting it as in a state of warfare in the face of an enemy . . .’66 Dyer knew he had dealt the ‘rebels’ a severe blow, but the fear that his position at Amritsar might still be surrounded and overrun had not diminished. Briggs noted that during the evening of 13 April ‘special precautions were taken in case of reprisals’.67

At the fort, the women learned of the shooting at Jallianwala Bagh soon after. ‘This has cowed the natives,’ Mrs Ashford noted, ‘but there is a great spirit of revenge about which of course is dangerous.’68 Around 10pm, Dyer nevertheless took a small detachment into the city, to ensure the curfew was being observed, and to check on the pickets left at the city gates.69 Morgan, who accompanied Dyer, noted simply that ‘the curfew was one hundred per cent, there was not a soul in the streets’.70 Norah Beckett later claimed that Dyer had gone to see the women at the fort that very evening: ‘General Dyer came in looking very sad and we gave him a drink from the only bottle in the fort and then he said “I’m for the high jump but I saved you women and children.”’71

That night, Irving had sent a telegraphic message to Lahore, stating simply that seven arrests had been made and a prohibited meeting dispersed with heavy casualties.72 Gerard was, however, becoming increasingly alarmed by the attitude of the authorities, and he convinced the Deputy Commissioner to send another more detailed report to Lahore.73 This message, however, had to be delivered by hand since the lines were cut, and Gerard volunteered to go to Lahore by car along with a civil servant, a Mr Jacob. Since dacoits, or bandits, were supposed to be roaming the countryside, they were both well-armed as they drove into the night, but they made it through to the headquarters of the Punjab Government without any trouble.74

At 3am, Gerard and Jacob roused O’Dwyer from his sleep and an impromptu meeting was held, which included Kitchin and Thomson, still in their nightgowns.75 Irving’s coded telegram had arrived at Lahore, but was undecipherable and so no-one knew exactly what had occurred in Amritsar just over 30 miles away.76 Jacob handed O’Dwyer the report from Irving, which read as follows:

A meeting had been advertised for 4.30 that day, and the General had said he would attend it with 100 men. I did not think that the meeting would be held, or if held would disperse, so I asked the General to excuse me, as I wanted to go to the Fort.

I learnt that the Military found a large meeting of some five thousand men, and opened fire without warning, killing about two hundred. Firing went on for about ten minutes.

I went through the city at night with the General, and all was absolutely still.

I much regret that I was not present, but when out previously with the Military the greatest forbearance had been used in making the people disperse. I had absolutely no idea of the action being taken.77

This was not a report of the events at Jallianwala Bagh, as much as an attempt by Irving to absolve himself of any responsibility. Gerard had been quite vocal in his denunciation of Dyer’s actions and blamed the absence of a civil official for what had taken place.78 Melicent later described the exchange between her husband and the Lieutenant-Governor:

Then Gerard (as was his way) spoke his mind. He told Sir Michael that unless he wanted trouble in the future with the leaders & to stir up bitter political feeling both immediately & for years to come, he should immediately go to Amritsar himself – have Dyer replaced – & admit a mistake had been made – not in the actual firing – but in the amount that was done.79

Although Gerard was not in possession of much information concerning the shooting at Jallianwala Bagh, and indeed no-one was at the time, he had gathered enough from speaking to Dyer and others at Ram Bagh to grasp the scale of massacre. In his diary-entry for 14 April, Chief Secretary Thompson described the meeting:

Proceed at 4.10 to go over to Govt House. Wathen, Principal of Khalsa College, had arrived in excited state about Amritsar. ‘Only British troops fired. Shot men down like rabbits as they ran. Manjha up. Only thing that could save situation was that L.G. should disown action taken.’ D.C. was not there. He never thought meeting would take place. It was actually no British troops fired at all. In fact none were there. 1650 rounds fired – 50 rifles from 9th Gurkhas, 54th Sikhs + 59th Sind Rifles + 40 Gurkhas with kukris. Firing was under orders of general. Seems to have been a bloody business – 200–300 killed in a garden. Probably it will be justified by result.80

O’Dwyer was visibly annoyed by the excitable principal’s attitude and Gerard was later told by Kitchin that the Lieutenant-Governor strongly objected to being addressed in such a manner.81 Gerard was eventually dismissed and returned to Amritsar, while O’Dwyer ordered Kitchin to find out from Dyer what had happened. At 6am on 14 April, Kitchin arrived at Amritsar, having rushed down from Lahore for the third time in as many days.82 He went straight to see Dyer:

‘Well, General, what about it?’ He said, ‘I have done my duty. It was a horrible duty. I haven’t slept all night, but it was the right thing to do.’ He asked me what Sir Michael O’Dwyer’s view was, and I told him that at the moment he had not expressed an opinion.83

What Kitchin did not tell Dyer was the fact that he had been sent to Amritsar for the explicit purpose of ensuring ‘that there should be no more firing’. Gerard’s critique had, in other words, not fallen on completely deaf ears. It would also seem that Dyer was anxious for O’Dwyer’s approval, and even Kitchin must have questioned, in hindsight, the prudence of goading the military towards increasingly drastic measures to crush the ‘rebellion’.
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While the British authorities in Amritsar and Lahore had been busy throughout the night, the dead remained abandoned and exposed inside Jallianwala Bagh. One woman, however, had refused to leave her husband’s corpse despite the curfew. Like so many others, Ratan Devi had rushed to the Bagh to look for a relative but, by the time she found her husband, in a heap of bodies on the blood-soaked ground, there was no-one to help her carry him away.84 Alone in the dark, Ratan Devi pleaded with people in the surrounding houses but no-one came to her aid. And so she spent the night by the side of her husband’s corpse in what had become a garden of the dead:

I found a bamboo stick which I kept in my hand to keep off dogs. I saw three men writhing in agony, a buffalo struggling in great pain; and a boy, about 12 years old, in agony entreated me not to leave the place. I told him that I could not go anywhere leaving the dead body of my husband. I asked him if he wanted any wrap, and if he was feeling cold, I could spread it over him. He asked for water, but water could not be procured at that place.85

Finally, as the sun rose early next morning, Ratan Devi’s friends came and helped carry her husband’s body home. She finished her mournful story:

I saw other people at the Bagh in search of their relatives. I passed my whole night there. It is impossible for me to describe what I felt. Heaps of dead bodies lay there, some on their backs and some with their faces upturned. A number of them were poor innocent children. I shall never forget the sight. I was all alone the whole night in that solitary jungle. Nothing but the barking of dogs, or the braying of donkeys was audible. Amidst hundreds of corpses, I passed my night, crying and watching. I cannot say more. What I experienced that night is known to me and to God.86

In the early hours of 14 April, the acrid smell of funeral pyres once again greeted the inhabitants of Amritsar. This morning, however, the dead could be counted in the hundreds. Lal Gian Chand was among the hundreds of grieving families who were cremating their relatives at the Hindu Durgiana temple just outside the Lohgarh Gate: ‘There was nobody present there, to register the number of the dead persons. Within one hour of our arrival in Durgiana, about 70 more dead bodies came for cremation, and others were following.’87 At the Sultanwind Gate, a local villager observed the constant stream of corpses being taken to the Muslim burial ground outside the city for an hour and a half.88 By nightfall, bodies were still being removed from Jallianwala Bagh. ‘It was thus,’ Girdhari Lal noted laconically, ‘that the people of Amritsar held their Baisakhi fair.’89



CHAPTER 10
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FORCES OF TERROR

14–30 APRIL

On the morning of 14 April, Dyer wrote up a report of his actions to be submitted to his superior in Lahore, Major-General Beynon. The report covered the period since he had arrived at Amritsar on 11 April, but, most importantly, contained Dyer’s first account of what had taken place at Jallianwala Bagh:

I was aware that the inhabitants had been warned they were not to hold meetings or followings, and that if they did so they would be fired on. To further enforce my wishes, a proclamation was proclaimed on morning of 13th by beat of drum in many of the main streets of the city, warning the inhabitants that unlawful acts would be punished by military force. On my way back from the city I was informed that the disaffected characters of the city had ordered a meeting in the Jallianwallah Bagh at 16.30 hours. I did not think this meeting would take place in the face of what I had done.

At 16.00 hours I received a report from the police that a gathering was beginning in the place mentioned above.

I immediately sent picquets to hold various gates of the city and marched with 25 rifles, 9th Gurkhas, and 25 rifles from detachments of 54th Sikhs F.F. and 59th Rifles F.F. making a total of 50 rifles, and also 40 Gurkhas armed with kukris. Two armoured cars also accompanied this party.

I entered the Jallianwallah Bagh by a very narrow lane which necessitated my leaving my armoured cars behind.

On entering I saw a dense crowd estimated at about 5,000; a man on a raised platform addressing the audience and making gesticulation with his hands.

I realized that my force was small and to hesitate might induce attack. I immediately opened fire and dispersed the crowd.

I estimate between 200 and 300 of the crowd were killed. My party fired 1,650 rounds.

I returned to my Headquarters about 18.00 hours.

At 22.00 hours accompanied by a force, I visited all my picquets and marched through the city in order to make sure that my orders as to inhabitants not being out of their houses after 20.00 had been obeyed.

The city was absolutely quiet and not a soul to be seen.

I returned to Headquarters at midnight. The inhabitants have asked permission to bury the dead in accordance with my orders. This I am allowing.

Your most obedient Servant

R.E. Dyer

Brig.-General, Commanding 45th Brigade1

The estimate of the casualties he had inflicted, Dyer later explained, was based ‘on experience in France, which pointed to one man killed for every 6 shots fired being a reasonable estimate’.2 The only assessment made by Dyer was thus based on the 1,650 rounds fired, with no consideration of the size of the crowd, nor indeed the layout of Jallianwala Bagh. Given how the point-blank firing into a densely packed crowd actually differed from the battlefields of France, this could hardly be described as ‘a reasonable estimate’. This was a somewhat perfunctory report, yet, considering that Dyer, his superiors in the military, and the Punjab administration, all perceived Amritsar to be ‘in a state of open rebellion’, there would have been no need to elaborate on his threat assessment, nor to explain why opening fire had been necessary. Indian crowds were considered to be inherently dangerous, as O’Dwyer himself made quite clear: ‘Anyone who knows what the condition of the Amritsar mob was at the time will realise that once having tasted loot and blood, nothing but force would have had any effect to disperse.’3 The wording in Dyer’s report, ‘to hesitate might induce attack’, did not exclude the possibility that he had already decided to open fire if he found a crowd to have gathered, nor does it suggest that he opened fire solely because he was outnumbered and afraid of being overrun. The report simply indicated that he believed there was no time to either issue a warning or to fire warning shots.

When Beynon received the report that morning, 14 April, he immediately sent a reply to Dyer: ‘General Officer commanding Amritsar instructed not to take too drastic measures as he should now have situation well in hand.’4 Beynon later that day relayed the content of the report to O’Dwyer. Since Dyer appeared keen to have his actions approved, as he had indicated to Kitchin at Amritsar in the morning, Beynon asked O’Dwyer whether he could convey this to the General. The Lieutenant-Governor was initially hesitant to give his approval of a purely military matter of which he knew little, but talked it through with his advisers:

General Beynon [. . .] told me that he believed Dyer’s action had crushed the rebellion at its heart, Amritsar. My own view, based on my knowledge of the people and the opinions of competent judges like the Commissioner, Mr. Kitchin, was that not only did Dyer’s action kill the rebellion at Amritsar but, as the news got round, would prevent its spreading elsewhere.5

O’Dwyer was eventually convinced, and a telegram was sent to Dyer by aeroplane, since the lines were down: ‘Your action correct and Lieutenant-Governor approves.’6 And so it was that the Punjab Government committed itself in its support for Dyer.7 Immediately after Wathen had handed O’Dwyer Irving’s report in the early hours of 14 April, the Government of India had been informed that an illegal gathering had been dispersed by firing and that about 200 had been killed.8 Following the receipt of Dyer’s report, that too was sent to Chelmsford and the Government at Simla.

At this point, there were still people lying wounded inside Jallianwala Bagh. Dyer was later to claim that, after he left the Bagh with his troops in the evening of 13 April, people were able to get medical attention.9 While he did allow people to bury the victims early next morning, however, Dyer was being deliberately disingenuous. The curfew had come into operation at 8pm, a couple of hours after the massacre, and Dyer marched through the city before midnight to ensure it was being observed. Dyer had, in other words, effectively prevented medical aid from being rendered to the hundreds of people left behind. He was, furthermore, not alone in actively withholding medical care from the injured in Amritsar. All of those who had been wounded on 10 April, and who were treated by Lieutenant-Colonel Smith, were subsequently arrested, and on the 11th and 12th several others were turned away from the hospital.10 On 13 April, when hundreds of people required urgent attention for severe bullet-wounds, people were thus too afraid to approach the hospitals managed by Europeans. Dyer himself acknowledged this: ‘The crowd was [. . .] free to ask for medical aid, but this they avoided doing lest they themselves be proved to have attended the assembly.’11

Immediately after the shooting, hundreds of wounded were taken to the house of Sub-Assistant Surgeon, Dr Ishar Das Bhati, in Karmon Deori, halfway between Jallianwala Bagh and Hathi Gate. A handful of local doctors and assistants came to help, but without proper medical equipment all they could do was render first aid; many of the injured were too severely wounded and died.12 As the evening wore on, more casualties kept coming in, and one of the doctors, overwhelmed by the impossibility of treating everyone, noted how ‘the whole place in front of the house and the surrounding shops were all full of wounded persons’.13 The effort to save those with injuries, or simply ease their suffering, was brought to an abrupt end when the curfew came into force, as one man who was helping out described: ‘About 8pm some policemen came there, and said that we must all go to our houses immediately; else, as Martial Law had been declared, we were likely to be shot if found outdoors after 8pm.’14 Everyone accordingly withdrew to their houses.

Many of the wounded who had been fortunate enough to have been taken home, were thus unable to get treatment inside the city once the curfew came into effect on the 13th.15 A 32-year-old man named Davi Chand was taken away by friends after he received three bullet-wounds in the leg at Jallianwala Bagh, as his father recounted:

On reaching home, medical aid was sent for, but none was available. Some of the Doctors refused to come as it was past seven, and on account of Martial Law persons were afraid to stir out of doors. Others refused to come, being afraid of the Martial Law authorities. Some frankly confessed, that they had been prohibited by the Martial Law authorities from attending on the victims of the Martial Law.

The result was, that on account of excessive bleeding and for want of medical aid, the bullets having not been extracted, my son expired the next morning, leaving behind him a young widow and 2 orphans.16

The local doctors nevertheless did everything they could to help next morning, once the curfew was over for the night. Kidarnath, who had been treating the wounded outside Mrs Easdon’s hospital on 10 April, once more found himself busy trying to save the lives of those who had been shot by the authorities. In the days following the shooting at Jallianwala Bagh, he attended to more than twenty patients, and noted the similar locations of their wounds, ‘generally on the back-part and some were on the soles of the feet showing that they had been fired on when they were lying on the ground’.17 An Assistant Surgeon, Dr Devi Das, who treated about thirty people during the aftermath, noted the same pattern: ‘The wounded told me at the time, that they had been shot as they were running away or climbing over the wall which enclose the Bagh. My examination of the wounds also leads me to believe, that this must have occurred in the majority of cases.’18

Dr Bal Mukund, Smith’s assistant, went to see two patients on 14 April but found that they had serious fractures that required treatment in a hospital. When the patients expressed concern that Smith would not treat them and that they were afraid to approach him for help, Bal Mukund promised to intercede on their behalf. Smith, however, was not inclined to listen to his assistant, as Bal Mukund described: ‘Colonel Smith accused me of going to the Jallianwala Bagh meeting. I denied this. Then he said that he knew that I had been treating the wounded in the city, and that I wanted him also to treat them. He said we should go to Satyapal and Kitchlew for treatment.’19 Bal Mukund was subsequently ordered to go to the small railway hospital, next to Govindgarh Fort, which people from the city could not access. Smith, who was armed and in full uniform, told his assistant to remain there until he received further orders, threatening Bal Mukund: ‘If you are absent even for five minutes from there, you will be tied to a tree in the Ram Bagh, and flogged with other badmashes of the city.’20 While it may not have been official British policy, Dyer’s enforcement of the curfew and Smith’s withholding of assistance reflected a callous indifference to Indian lives, and in the aftermath of the massacre, the deliberate negligence added to the death toll. In the early hours of 14 April, Girdhari Lal had gone back to Jallianwala Bagh: ‘As I passed near the corner of the garden towards the bazar near the Hansli, I saw about seven or eight dead bodies lying there still, in and about the manhole. I could not make up my mind after this sight to enter the garden again, and returned home.’21 Later in the day, Girdhari Lal saw the ‘dead bodies being carried in very large numbers’ to the cremation grounds near his factory.22 Dyer was himself actually forced to witness the grim outcome of his own actions when he gave permissions for burials, noting that ‘I saw all the dead bodies going by next morning.’23

On 19 April 1919, the news reached London and The Times noted briefly that: ‘At Amritsar on April 13, the mob defied the proclamation forbidding public meetings. Firing ensued, and 200 casualties occurred.’24 Crucially, the 200–300 killed in Dyer’s estimation had during the dissemination of the news imperceptibly become ‘200 casualties’.25 Amid reports on the bombing of rioters from aeroplanes at Kasur, and continuing unrest throughout Punjab – and elsewhere in the Empire – the meagre details about the shooting at Jallianwala Bagh thus simply failed to make much of an impression. During the subsequent months, O’Dwyer and his administration at Lahore made no attempts to correct the impression in the imperial metropole that this had been a minor incident. In his communication with Montagu, O’Dwyer thus appears to have been deliberately vague about the numbers and exact circumstances of the events at Amritsar.26 The official line, so far, was that Dyer’s ‘prompt action’ had ‘paralysed the movement before it had time to spread’. Even Gerard, who had little affection for either the Lieutenant-Governor or the military, expressed a similar view: ‘There was a feeling that the British Government had ceased to exist and the meeting which General Dyer fired on was against orders. If General Dyer had gone to the meeting and had come away again without dispersing it, it would have been extremely serious. There had to be some firing; the question was, “How much?”’27

During the days and weeks immediately following the massacre, there was little actual information of how many people had been present at Jallianwala Bagh and how many had been shot among either the British or the local residents of Amritsar. If exact information was unavailable, however, it had very quickly become clear that the casualties were extensive. The police, and the eyewitnesses at the time described a crowd of anywhere between 10,000 and 30,000 people, while survivors reported having seen between 400 and 2,000 dead and wounded in the Bagh.28 These numbers were little more than impressionistic and rough estimates based on individual experiences and hearsay, yet they gave some indication of the sheer scale of the massacre. Among the Europeans in Amritsar, at the time, the rumour was indeed that upwards of 1,000 had been killed.29 Just five days after the shooting, Gerard thus wrote in a letter that there had been over 20,000 people gathered and that the killed were estimated at 1,042.30 At Lahore, O’Dwyer’s secretary Thompson was informed by a colleague, who had visited Jallianwala Bagh on 20 April, that it was likely that 800 had been killed, but also that others put the number as high as 1,800. None of these estimates were ever reported to either the Indian Government or to Montagu and the press.31 While it would be an exaggeration to describe the aftermath of the events of 13 April as a deliberate cover-up, there can be no doubt that O’Dwyer and other officials in the Punjab Government deliberately chose not to pass on those estimates that were substantially greater than the 200 reported in the press. The fact was that neither Dyer nor Irving found it necessary to make any inquiries into the death toll, and the authorities could thus with some justification claim that they did not know for sure how many had been killed or wounded at Jallianwala Bagh.
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With more than a little poetic licence, Dyer’s biographer was later to describe the moment that the news of the massacre spread across Punjab:

With these flashes, the storm subsided and passed, and the strong wind before which it was driven was the news of the Jallianwala Bagh. The report of that affair spread with an extraordinary rapidity. Thus at one point on the railway line a mob about to loot a railway train which they had derailed were stopped by the approach of another railway train from the direction of Amritsar with shouts from the Indian passengers, ‘Beware, the Sahibs are shooting’, at which words the rebels suddenly went, and the British on the train which had been stopped were left marvelling at their escape.32

This was indeed the general impression and O’Dwyer, and with him many others, insisted that Dyer’s decisive action crushed a rebellion and prevented wider bloodshed.33 According to Irving, the effect of the firing at Jallianwala Bagh was ‘electric’:

The whole rebellion collapsed. Not only the mob that was fired upon natur-ally dispersed and all trouble ceased in the city of Amritsar, but it was felt throughout the district. One of the reasons why there had been a danger was that the people out in the district thought for some reason or other that the arm of Government was paralysed. The inaction of the police when the National Bank was burned lent some colour to that belief and there was an idea that Government could do nothing, and this came as a disillusionment.34

Irving’s enthusiastic assessment of the massacre’s efficacy conveniently ignored the fact that there had been no trouble in Amritsar at the time of the massacre. While there was indisputably widespread unrest throughout Punjab, and in many instances arson and killings, there was no large-scale rebellion, let alone a recurrence of the ‘Mutiny’. At no point during the crisis had Indian troops turned against their officers and at no point during the riots had Indians used anything but sticks and stones as weapons to attack the edifice of the Raj.

If the rebellion Dyer had crushed was imaginary, the effect of the shooting on 13 April on the local residents of Amritsar certainly was not. ‘From that day onwards, there was nothing but terror in the city,’ the lawyer Pandit Rajendra Misra noted. ‘The city seemed to be all desolate and deserted.’35 In Amritsar and the surrounding villages, people were reeling from grief and the shock of the massacre. ‘People were panic-stricken,’ one resident noted, while another described how ‘After the 13th the people were so terrified that they did not even talk to each other.’36 In the village of Majitha, 11 miles from Amritsar, the local headman encountered some villagers who had gone to see the Baisakhi fair: ‘They informed me that they constituted a party of ten and they were in the vicinity of the garden of the Jallianwala Bagh and 8 of them had returned and there was no news about the remaining two. It was quite clear that they had been frightened by the firing and they could not talk properly because they were so frightened.’37

While the funerals were still ongoing in the afternoon of 14 April, Dyer called a meeting of all the local leaders, magistrates and men of influence at the Town Hall. There were more than 100 people gathered in the public library hall and, around 5pm, Dyer and Irving and some of the other officials arrived, as Girdhari Lal described: ‘He rushed into the room, followed by others, all exceedingly angry, and he made a speech in Urdu, standing, with the result that all of us had to stand.’38 The gathered men were now subjected to a threatening tirade from a visibly agitated Dyer:

You people know well that I am a soldier and a military man, you want war or peace? And if you wish for war, the Government is prepared for war. And if you want peace, then obey my orders, and open all your shops, else I will shoot. For me the battlefield of France or Amritsar is the same. I am a military man and will go straight, neither shall I move to the right nor to the left. Speak up, if you want war. In case there is to be peace, my order is to open all shops at once. You people talk against the government, and persons educated at Germany and Bengal talk sedition. I shall uproot these all. Obey orders. I do not wish to hear anything else. I have served in the military for over 30 years. I understand the Indian sepoys and Sikh people very well. You will have to observe peace, otherwise the shops will be opened perforce with rifles. You must inform me of the badmashes. I will shoot them. Obey my orders and open shops, and speak up if you want war.39

Coming less than twenty-four hours after one of the worst massacres in the history of British rule in India, this was a remarkable speech for what it revealed of Dyer’s state of mind. Despite the fact that there had been no unrest in the city since 10 April, before Dyer even arrived, the British at Amritsar felt cornered and in the midst of what they perceived as a desperate struggle for their very survival. Although Dyer invoked the authority of his long experience and deep knowledge of India, he had been reduced to uttering crude threats of violence, rather than calmly asserting the authority and prestige of the Raj as his own colonial ethos dictated. It was furthermore a singularly misguided message that Dyer and the others delivered, as there was most likely not a single person in the gathering at the Town Hall who had actively participated in the earlier riots, or anyone who had played a leading role in the Rowlatt protests. Dyer and his retinue of infuriated, but frightened colonial officials were, in other words, threatening the wrong people. In Dyer’s view, however, the entire population of Amritsar had risen in rebellion and were all responsible for the violence and unrest.

Irving spoke afterwards, delivering much the same message ‘in a bitter tone’ and in broken Punjabi, including the patronising admonition ‘The Government is very angry with you.’40 The end result was that the local leaders promised to ensure shops were opened immediately, thus effectively ending the hartal. Briggs noted in the situation report written immediately after the meeting that ‘Influential inhabitants who were present promised to obey the Sarkar’ and ‘so long as the behaviour of the inhabitants is good, water will be allowed them from the main’.41 This was colonial governance in the hallowed tradition of despotic paternalism. The spirit of reform and the progressive language of self-governance seemed but a distant prospect and yet worse was to come.
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On 15 April, martial law was declared at Amritsar.42 While Dyer had been preparing his strike force at Ram Bagh on 13 April, the Punjab Government had submitted a formal request to the Government of India for emergency measures to be invoked, but formal approval only came through two days later.43 Martial law would usually be declared during a crisis when civil authority, and civil courts, had ceased to function, as had been the case during the uprising in 1857. The intended purpose for martial law in Punjab in 1919, where the civil administration was still in place and fully functioning, however, was rather to suspend the civil courts and replace them with martial law tribunals to enable the summary persecution of ‘rebels’. ‘Martial law was really wanted,’ Kitchin later admitted, ‘not to recover control for this had already been done by the rifles of the troops, but to prevent the spread of the infection.’44 That martial law was primarily intended to facilitate arrests and speedy trials was further indicated by the unusual request from O’Dwyer that it be backdated to 30 March: ‘We considered we were to set up a special machinery to deal with rebellion and rebellious people, and all this trouble at Amritsar was due to Dr. Kitchlew and Satyapal, and they had to be dealt with by judicial machinery.’45 Since the two main ‘agitators’ had been away from Amritsar on 10 April, the Punjab administration instead argued that the conspiracy had begun with the hartal on 30 March and, by backdating martial law, all the alleged leaders of the rebellion could be tried through same process. At Amritsar, Dyer remained in command while the practical administration of martial law would be in the hands of the Provost Marshal, Major S.R. Shirley. The establishment of martial law courts in Amritsar would enable the summary punishment of minor cases, though all capital crimes would have to be deferred to the Martial Law Commission in Lahore. Under martial law, furthermore, it would be far easier to continue the policy of preventing ‘troublesome’ Indian politicians or journalists from entering Punjab, and the British could thus more easily censor the press and control the flow of information.

While martial law was formally invoked in Amritsar on 15 April, it was not till four days later, on the 19th, that the administrative practicalities had been completed, and the different orders proclaimed to the residents of the city.46 In certain respects, this was little more than a technical detail, since Dyer and the emergency administration in Amritsar had been operating largely outside the bounds of any legal framework since the evening of 10 April. The difference was that now they could do so with impunity, free from any sort of legal repercussions. As with the disruption of the electricity and water supply, martial law did not distinguish between the guilty and the innocent, but assumed the form of collective punishment. Dyer was quite clear on this issue:

Amritsar had behaved very badly and I think most of the inhabitants of Amritsar either gave assistance or were only waiting to see what was going to happen apparently. At any rate, they did not offer to help until after the firing; and if they suffered a little under martial law . . .47

The regime of indiscriminate and summary punishment that was implemented under martial law in the aftermath of the massacre was later described by Girdhari Lal:

The authorities adopted various devious methods to strike terror in the hearts of the people. All the lawyers of the town were made special constables, insulted and abused, and made to witness public flogging and to carry furniture like ordinary coolies. All persons in the city were made to salaam every Englishman. Disobedience to this resulted in arrest and detention in the lock-up. Some were ordered to stand in the sun for hours in the hot season, and others made to learn salaaming by practising it for some time. Handcuffing of respectable persons was the order of the day.48

Many of these ‘fanciful punishments’ served no other purpose than to intimidate the local population and allow the British to reassert their authority through acts of both physical and symbolic humiliation.49 The order for Indians to salaam or make a visible display of respect to all Europeans they encountered in public was perhaps the most innocuous rule of the time, but one that reasserted the racialised hierarchy of the colonial world most forcefully. At Amritsar, local residents who failed, or were too slow, to show sufficient respect to British officers were taken to the Ram Bagh and forced to practise salaaming for hours before being released with a warning.50 Due respect for the white sahibs, and by extension to British rule, was thus literally being drilled into Indians as if they were children. When describing the punishment for which he was responsible at Amritsar, Dyer frequently resorted to the language of the schoolmaster and explicitly stated that ‘I want to punish the naughty boy.’51 The bitter irony of this particular order was that during the Rowlatt agitation just a few weeks earlier, one of the rumours in circulation was that under the new legislation ‘anyone who does not salaam a policeman will be arrested’.52 What people had feared from the Rowlatt Act thus came to pass during martial law.

Martial law, furthermore, gave the CID and the police a free hand to make sweeping house searches and arrests. No warrants were prepared, and people were simply arrested on the assumption that evidence would subsequently be discovered.53 Although this irregular procedure was likely to lead to abuse and corruption, it produced results with more than 533 individuals being taken into custody.54 Girdhari Lal described how these police ‘investigations’ affected the local residents:

The police began to arrest people from 12th April, as far I remember. There was no break after that, and people in every sphere of life were arrested from day to day, while employed peacefully in their occupations. No charge was stated, those suspected of the alleged ‘rebellion or waging war’ were taken by force from their houses, handcuffed at once, and put into the lock-up for days and months without being informed what they were accused of, and no opportunity was ever allowed them to see or consult friends or relations.55

During the enquiry into the attack on the Municipal Female Hospital, for instance, Mrs Easdon wrongly accused one of her Indian neighbours, Mohammed Amin, as having been part of the mob. The police subsequently tried to get Easdon’s assistant, Miss Benjamin, to corroborate that accusation by, in turn, threatening and tempting her. Benjamin later described her encounter with the police:

A few days after, when the enquiry was going on, I was taken to the Kotwali on two occasions. I was asked to say that I had seen Mohammed Amin in the crowd. As I said that that was not the truth, Mr. Plomer threatened to send me to jail. I told him whatever I knew, but I refused to give false evidence. They also tempted me with a reward from the Government, if I supported the story of Mrs. Easdon regarding the presence of Mohammed Amin. I refused again.56

After spending several months in prison, Mohammed Amin was eventually acquitted. His son, who was also accused in the case, was initially given a death-sentence, which was later commuted to five years’ imprisonment.57 Mrs Easdon appears to have implicated Amin and his son simply because they had failed to come to her aid on 10 April. During the investigation, Benjamin may have been considered particularly susceptible to this form of coercion since she was Eurasian, like Plomer himself. What does seem clear is that Benjamin’s gender and ethnicity ultimately protected her from the extreme brutality that was visited on the dozens of Indian men who were swept up by the police during the martial law period.

Moulvi Gholam Jilani, a local imam who had taken part in organising the Ram Naumi festivities, and later survived the massacre, was first taken to the kotwali on 16 April and told he had to ‘try and get rich and prominent persons arrested’.58 He was then allowed to leave but was promptly rearrested three days later and put in the lock-up. Subsequently, Jilani was to be transferred to the police lines where Jowahar Lal of the CID would interrogate him, but the prisoner was taken separately in a carriage along with three police officers:

They began to beat me without saying anything. They beat me till I passed urine. Then they caused my trousers to be put off, and beat me severely with shoes and a cane. I cried out, and asked what they wanted from me. Upon this, I was abused and beaten again, and asked to become ‘All right.’ I told them I did not understand what they wanted. [. . .] The Sub-Inspector shook me by the beard, and said that I must name Saif-uddin Kitchlew, Bashir, Dr Satyapal and Badrul Islam and others, if I wanted to be released. I said, I was not acquainted with any one of these persons, although I had known some of them by sight. At this, they beat me again, till I became senseless.59

At the police barracks, Jilani was further beaten and one of the constables raped him with a stick. At the time some of his friends were waiting outside to provide bail for his release, and they later described what they saw and heard: ‘Shortly after, Gholam Jilani was taken inside the Police Barrack and then we heard his heart-rending cries [. . .] About an hour after, Gholam Jilani was brought out. We all saw his injuries. His clothes were full of blood. He could not walk. He was dragged, put in a carriage and taken to the Kotwali.’60 Another man, Khair Din, who received a similar treatment from the police at Amritsar later died from his injuries.61 Jilani was beaten and abused by the police for several weeks before he was finally released on bail. He was never convicted of any crime.

Sexual violence against men was in fact a common aspect of police torture, which was endemic in colonial India, and regarded as an intrinsic part of ordinary criminal investigations.62 It was also one that British officials routinely chose to overlook. The Provost Marshal at Amritsar, Major J.R. Shirley, was fully aware of the abuse, since, as he mentioned, ‘numerous reports and complaints were made to the Military authorities with regard to the corruption of police officials and of persons giving false information to the police with a view to the arrest of individuals for their private ends’.63 Given the division of responsibilities during the administration of martial law, however, Shirley did not feel compelled to act on any of this information unless specific evidence was brought before him. Despite the fact that people even outside Punjab, including Gandhi’s and Tagore’s close friend the missionary C.F. Andrews, approached the authorities with information of extensive abuse in Amritsar, the Punjab Government only ever recorded two minor cases of police corruption.64

Notably, Shirley blamed the police corruption and abuse of power during this period on the population of Amritsar:

The reluctance of the people of Amritsar City to give information which would lead to the arrest and punishment of conspirators and rioters was very noticeable indeed, and if doubtful methods were used to obtain evidence or if prosecution by the police took place, the inhabitants of Amritsar themselves are more to blame than anyone else. They did not render the assistance which it was their bounden duty to give and their attitude only made the procuring of definite evidence as to the existence of corruption an impossibility but was in my opinion the primary cause and principal incentive to any corruption or persecution that may have taken place.65

That the victims of colonial violence and oppression only had themselves to blame was indeed a common trope, and one that Dyer too deployed when he claimed that the people of Amritsar ‘brought themselves under martial law’.66

Everyday police practices of the colonial state in British India relied extensively on extortion and physical coercion, yet at Amritsar the scale of abuse, extortion and torture, as well as allegations of the mistreatment of Indian women, was unprecedented.67 During the period of martial law, however, Dyer, Irving and other officials simply looked the other way while Plomer and his staff were given free rein to apprehend the ‘ringleaders’ and people behind the protests and riots, and to produce the witnesses and evidence to enable their conviction. This was especially so when the prestige of the Raj and the honour of a white woman was at stake.
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In Orwell’s novel Burmese Days, the British civilian Ellis, portrayed as a rabidly racist colonial archetype, is seething with rage after a white man has been killed by the ‘natives’:

He had brooded all night over what had happened. They had killed a white man, killed a white man, the bloody sods, the sneaking, cowardly hounds! Oh, the swine, the swine, how they ought to be made to suffer for it! Why did we make these cursed kid-glove laws? Why did we take everything lying down? Just suppose this had happened in a German colony, before the War! The good old Germans! They knew how to treat the niggers. Reprisals! Rhinoceros hide whips! Raid their villages, kill their cattle, burn their crops, decimate them, blow them from the guns [. . .] Ah, for a real rebellion – martial law proclaimed and no quarter given! Lovely, sanguinary images moved through his mind. Shrieking mounds of natives, soldiers slaughtering them. Shoot them, ride them down, horses’ hooves trample their guts out, whips cut their faces in slices!68

While obviously a fictional character, Ellis was not so far from some of the real Anglo-Indians of Amritsar in his expression of rage. Smith’s assistant, Dr Bal Mukund, described an encounter with his irascible superior a week after the massacre:

He enquired of me, what the number of casualties was at Jallianwala Bagh on the 13th. I replied that some people estimated them at nearly one thousand, while others thought that more had been killed. Thereupon he said ‘No, the official figures are 1800 casualties.’ I told him these people were nearly all innocent; but he said, ‘No, they were not innocent, the people of Amritsar shall have to pay the price of European lives.’69

At Amritsar, it was the attack on Miss Sherwood more than anything else, that provoked the Anglo-Indian community and gave rise to calls for revenge. Still holed up in the fort, Mrs Ashford noted: ‘General Dyer is a strong man and he only waited for an opportunity to punish the natives.’70

On 18 April, the residents of Kucha Kaurianwala, the narrow street where Miss Sherwood had been attacked a week before, were interrupted in their daily chores by the arrival of Plomer accompanied by several Indian police officers and British troops. Plomer, who was mounted on a horse, was hitting out with his riding crop, yelling at the local shopkeepers and ordering them to stand in the presence of a sahib.71 A neighbourhood headman, Sunder Singh had been tasked by Dyer to identify the attackers and he and the police immediately began interrogating the local residents.72 A local woman, Lachman Kour, later described her experience:

At the time all our men were out. The soldiers began to trouble us, women, and asked us who assaulted the Miss Sahib. They caught hold of our servant, kicked him and struck him with the butt-ends of their rifles mercilessly. I am a purda nashin. I never appear in public, not even before the servants. I was however, called down from my house. I went with a pardah (veil). I was peremptorily ordered to take off my pardah. I was frightened and removed the pardah. I was then asked who assaulted Miss Sahib. They threatened me that unless I named the assailant. I would be given over to the soldiers. I said, I did not know and could not name anybody falsely.73

Lab Chand Seth, who owned a shop in the street, was told to vacate his ground-floor room to accommodate the detachment of eighteen British soldiers of the 25th London Cyclists, who were to be posted there during the day for as long as it took until the culprits had been apprehended. As the involuntary host of the soldiers, Seth was treated more leniently than his neighbours as he later recounted:

A tiktiki (flogging post) was erected just opposite Kucha Kurichhan [the small side-alley, where Miss Sherwood was attacked], fitted with handcuffs on both sides. Soldiers were posted at different places with loaded rifles, and the passage was closed to everybody. A menial servant was beaten severely opposite my house to draw information about the culprits. He named someone under police pressure, and then another man was got hold of and beaten, and so it went on. I saw several persons so beaten. At about 8pm, a Sikh and a Hindu were handcuffed and were taken away.74

Another man was kicked and dragged by the beard up and down the street by one of the Indian policemen, who was trying to elicit information.75 The entire neighbourhood was thus terrorised and women and children in particular were cowering in fear behind locked doors in their houses.

On 19 April, Dyer visited Miss Sherwood, who was ‘lying on a pallet in the Fort, swathed in bandages between life and death.’76 Seeing the injured woman made a powerful impression on the General, as did the prevailing attitude among the European civilians ‘all shut up in the fort, the feeling among them was very bitter . . .’77 Dyer returned to the city and headed for the Kucha Kaurianwala, as he later described:

A helpless woman had been mercilessly beaten, in a most cruel manner, by a lot of dastardly cowards. She was beaten with sticks and shoes, and knocked down six times in the street. She tried to get entrance at an open door, but the door was slammed in her face. To be beaten with shoes is considered by Indians to be the greatest insult. It seemed intolerable to me that some suitable punishment could not be meted out. Civil law was at an end and I searched my brain for some military punishment to meet the case.78

‘We look upon women as sacred,’ Dyer noted, and seized upon the notion that the site of the attack ought to be considered as ‘holy ground’.79

In seeking to come up with an appropriate response to the outrage, Dyer once more reached back in time. The very notion of a ‘sacred spot’ commemor-ating an attack on a white woman by Indian men echoed the memorial at Cawnpore, where almost 200 women and children killed by the rebels in 1857 had been thrown into a well. This was a key site on the ‘Mutiny’ pilgrimage tour, and Indians were explicitly not allowed to enter the memorial itself. When complaints were raised in 1902, especially over the ambiguous sign at the entrance which stated that ‘no dogs are admitted on the grounds’, the then Viceroy Lord Curzon stated that ‘The spot is sacred to the British, not to the Hindus. It is, further, consecrated ground; and, just as the Hindus keep us out of the sacred places of their faith, an exclusion which we never dispute, so we have an equal right to keep them out of ours, particularly in a place with such memories as Cawnpore.’80 Dyer thus decided that the Kucha Kaurianwala should be turned into a ‘sacred space’, as he put it: ‘I gave orders that this street must be blocked at both ends and that no Indians be allowed to go through it and that if they wanted to pass they must go through on all fours.’81 This idea was strongly reminiscent of the British retribution at Cawnpore in 1857, when General Neill infamously forced Indian prisoners to crawl and lick up the blood in the house where the women and children had been killed.82 Dyer’s actions were thus redolent with the memories of the ‘Mutiny’, which, consciously or not, served as inspiration for the reassertion of British authority at Amritsar. Dyer furthermore stated that: ‘My object was not merely to impress the inhabitants, but to appeal to their moral sense in a way which I knew they would understand.’83 There was accordingly a cultural specificity to the forms of punishment inflicted on the local population.

Dyer later told Irving that the order was also intended to calm the calls for revenge among the European civilians and soldiers: ‘He explained to me that his idea was to emphasise in the most public and striking way the enormity of an offence against a woman, and by so doing to take men’s minds off the idea of private reprisals for an offence so calculated to provoke them.’84 The crawling order thus had more than one audience. Apart from intimidating the local population, the order sent a clear message to the Europeans at Amritsar that Dyer was fully capable of exacting vengeance. Dyer, in fact, announced the order publicly both to his troops and to the civilians in the fort, as his biographer later described:

On Sunday, the 20th April, all available English-men by special warning attended church parade, and General Dyer addressed them on the duty of their race in the situation in which they found themselves. He particularly warned the troops against reprisals, and pointed out that justice was in the hands of authority. ‘The impression of the solemnity of the speech,’ says an officer who was present, ‘remains with me [. . .] Although the troops had been very much incensed, particularly by the attack on Miss Sherwood, no case came to my notice of any one either exceeding his duties or ill-treating Indians.’85

Following the announcement of the order, Captain McCallum noted, Dyer told the other officers over breakfast about his drive through the city to inspect the various pickets: ‘Much to his surprise and amusement he had found the guard at the place where the English lady had been beaten up, had told everyone that if they wanted to pass, they must crawl.’86 Like the enforcement of the curfew on 13 April, Dyer had not fully considered the implications of his actions, and he later claimed that: ‘It never entered my brain that any sensible or sane man under those conditions would intentionally go through that street.’87 The fact was that, soon after Dyer had left the street on 19 April, eleven men who had been arrested for not displaying sufficient respect, were taken to the kotwali and their guards deliberately took them through Kucha Kaurianwala.88 The first Indians who were forced to crawl along the lengths of the street were thus random residents of the city who had no choice but to comply with the orders of their captors. Neither Dyer, nor any other official, ever acknowledged that the residents of the street, as well as a number of locals who unknowingly took that route, were all subjected to the brutal treatment of the soldiers of the picket. Irving had previously approved of the order, on the condition that women were exempted, but, when he suggested to Dyer that, instead of crawling, people might be allowed to simply remove their shoes, the General ignored him.89

The truth was most likely that Dyer simply did not care that much about the finer details of what was indisputably a racialised regime of collective punishment, nor how much the local residents suffered. Having issued the order, Dyer was only too happy to allow it to continue and he later assumed full responsibility for its enforcement.90 It was subsequently claimed that only fifty men had been forced to crawl between 19 and 24 April, and Lieutenant-General Sir Havelock Hudson, the Adjutant-General in India, argued that the measure had been no more than a minor inconvenience:

The order remained in force for a period of five days and there is good reason for the belief that, except for the party of prisoners already mentioned, those who were subjected to the order came voluntarily to submit to it for the sake of notoriety or martyrdom. One man after going down the street on his hands and knees three times had to be stopped giving further exhibitions.91

The local residents, however, told a different story. The 25-year-old Kanhya Lal, who worked as a servant for a relative in the street, did not know of the pickets when he went to work early in the morning of 19 April:

I was going to the house of L. Bute Shah, my master and relative, when I met two British soldiers with rifles in their hands, near the Jain Sabbha Mandir [Jain temple]. I salaamed them. They asked me to lie down on my belly. As they threatened me, I did so. After that, when I was going to rise, they struck me with the butt-ends of their rifles, and asked me to crawl along on my belly. Then I crawled on to the house of L. Bute Shah. All the while, the two British soldiers kept laughing at me. And, when I stopped for a moment in the way to take breath, they struck me again with the butt-ends of their rifles.92

Everyone who lived on the street was subjected to this treatment, often kicked and abused by the soldiers and, as many of the houses did not have a back-entrance, the occupants were trapped inside. The soldiers who spent days enforcing the crawling order entertained themselves by shooting the pigeons from the sanctuary in the local Jain temple and roasting them on open fires in the street. The women were particularly terrified of the soldiers, as one local described: ‘If, at any time, we happened to stand by our window, the soldiers insulted us by exposing themselves and threw bricks at our house.’93 To add further insult to injury, the soldiers would urinate in the local well and in the entrance to people’s houses.94 With no ready access to water, some residents fell ill, but doctors refused to attend to anyone in the street lest they should themselves be maltreated by the soldiers.95 The soldiers indeed made no exceptions and the blind old beggar Kahan Chand, for instance, was also made to crawl when he inadvertently walked into the picket:

While I was groping my way into the street with the support of a stick that I always carry, I was asked by a policeman to halt. On my begging of him to let me proceed, I was told that I could only do so if I was willing to crawl over the whole length. I informed the policeman that I had been practically starving for the last two days, but he would not let me go. I then had to crawl on my belly, and had hardly gone a few yards when I received a kick on my back, and my stick slipped off my hands. I then moved on, begging for alms from the residents of the quarter, but was advised to leave the place as owing to the bad times through which they were passing, the residents were not in a position to give me food. I then with great difficulty managed to make my way out of the lane by the side of Kaurianwala well.96

The crawling order was not the only example of colonial retribution. The very same day that Dyer gave his racialised and righteous colonial sermon in church, a striking example of what ‘justice in the hand of authority’ actually entailed was made in Kucha Kaurianwala. By erecting the whipping post in the street where Sherwood had been attacked, Dyer was very explicitly drawing on a long tradition of executing criminals, and afterwards gibbeting their bodies, on the site of their crime.97 Not only was the public punishment intended to serve as a deterrent, it also transformed the physical space into a permanent reminder of the power and vengeance of the state.98 Public floggings had taken place from the moment martial law was declared, but on 19 April O’Dwyer had intervened and called a stop to what was too obviously a crude tactic of intimidation.99 When Dyer was ordered to stop the public floggings, he instead had them carried out on the tennis courts outside the club at Ram Bagh and, crucially, ordered the local lawyers and other leaders who had been ‘enrolled’ as magistrates to witness this.100 Without an audience to receive and disseminate the ‘message’, the spectacle of punishment would be ineffective. By closing off the Kucha Kaurianwala, Dyer could moreover make the claim that the street was no longer a public space and the exemplary punishment he had in mind could proceed.

In order for exemplary punishment to be truly effective, it also had to be prompt, as Dyer himself noted: ‘in martial law you want a speedy punishment [. . .] and that is why whipping comes in’.101 Once the flogging post had been erected, it was crucial that it should be deployed quickly, lest it be perceived as an empty threat. As it happened, on 20 April, six young men aged between 18 and 28, who had been interned in the fort, were sentenced to thirty stripes each by the Provost Marshal for unruly behaviour. One or two of them had originally been arrested on suspicion of having taken part in the attack on Miss Sherwood and, when Dyer heard of this, he decided that they were to receive their summary punishment on the flogging post in Kucha Kaurianwala.102 A large crowd had been gathered in the narrow street to see the flogging, including the relatives of some of the men. One of the local residents described the spectacle:

Sundar Singh was the first to be fastened to the flogging post (Tiktiki) and given 30 stripes. He became senseless after the 4th stripe, but when some water was poured into his mouth by a soldier, he regained consciousness; he was again subjected to flogging. He lost his consciousness for the second time, but the flogging never ceased till he was given thirty stripes. He was taken off the flogging post, bleeding and quite unconscious. Mela was the second to be tied to the post. He too became unconscious after receiving four of five stripes. He was given some water, and the flogging continued. Magtu was the third victim. He too got thirty stripes. While Mangtu was being flogged, I cried bitterly and I could bear the sight no longer [. . .] I saw the six boys who had just received flogging, bleeding badly. They were all handcuffed, and, as they could not walk even a few paces, they were dragged away by the Police. They were taken to the Fort.103

Another man had to watch how his son ‘shrieked with pain’, while the sister-in-law of one of the others described herself crying ‘while the soldiers were laughing’.104 The women who remained inside their houses tried to comfort their children as the screams of the young men reached them, including one particularly heart-rendering plea: ‘Oh mother, I am dead. Oh Sahib, leave me.’105 None of the six men had actually been tried for, let alone found guilty of, the attack on Miss Sherwood, but that was of little consequence to Dyer:

The chances were from what I had heard and been told that these were the particular men. If they were not the particular men and another man was beaten, still it did not matter very much whether he was beaten there or somewhere else, if he was convicted. I did not wish to run the risk, if he had committed the offence against Miss Sherwood, of his being beaten somewhere else; therefore when I heard that these were the men, I had them beaten in the same street.106

These were the exact sentiments expressed by one of Orwell’s characters in Burmese Days, in referring to punishing the murderer of a white man: ‘They won’t go free, don’t you fear. We’ll get ’em. Get somebody, anyhow. Much better hang wrong fellow than no fellow.’107 During moments of crisis, the guilt of the individual was more or less irrelevant to the real purpose of the spectacle of punishment: the performance of pure colonial power.

One month later, the six boys, along with two others, were found guilty of the attack on Miss Sherwood before a martial law tribunal. Seven were given the death penalty, and the youngest, who was just thirteen years old, was given transportation for life. They all denied having had anything to do with the attack on 10 April but were convicted based on the testimony of witnesses brought forward by the police only after the flogging on 20 April. The accounts of the defence witnesses, which suggested that some of the men had not even been in Amritsar at the time of the attack, were simply dismissed. The sentences were later commuted by the Government: two were given transportation for life, five received prison sentences ranging between one and seven years, and the youngest was eventually released.108 The bizarre logic of colonial justice during martial law meant that people summarily punished for a crime they had not been convicted of were subsequently considered guilty of that crime by virtue of having already been punished. Once the young men had been flogged for the attack on Miss Sherwood in Kucha Kaurianwala, their conviction for that crime thus became more or less inevitable. This was a notion of ‘justice’ and ‘punishment’ so abstract as to be virtually meaningless, but the result of the perceived necessity for the British to restore the prestige of the Raj at all costs.

When O’Dwyer learned of the crawling order, he immediately ordered Dyer to put a stop to it, and on 24 April, after a six-day reign of ritualised abuse and racialised humiliation, the flogging post was removed and the soldiers finally left Kucha Kaurianwala.109 The memories of the experience, however, stayed with the residents. As Lab Chand Seth described: ‘up to this day, a kind of terror overcame everyone in the neighbourhood when passing by the place where the flogging post or tiktiki had been erected’. This was, of course, exactly what was intended by the crawling order and public whipping. It was not just the experience itself, however, that left a lasting memory. One of the residents of the street recalled that the British soldiers had taken photographs of themselves while enforcing the crawling order.110 These photographs actually survived and today provide one of the few visual sources for the events at Amritsar in April 1919. Sergeant R.M. Howgego, of the 25th London Cyclists, took a number of snapshots while on duty in Amritsar, mostly of the troops resting in their temporary camp in Ram Bagh, on picket duty outside the ruins of the National Bank, or, in one instance, guarding a wounded prisoner outside the tennis court of the club. There are, however, four photos taken at Kucha Kaurianwala between 19 and 24 April.111

One photo shows one of Howgego’s friends posing next to the empty flogging post, from which the shackles can clearly be seen, just across from the small alley-way known as Kucha Kurrichhan. There are also two images of the soldiers actually enforcing the crawling order. One is taken from further down the alley, with two of the men in their iconic pith helmets and an Indian man on the ground between them. The two soldiers have their rifles slung over the shoulder, and one of them appears to be prodding the prostrate man with a stick. The other photo, which is quite well known, shows five of the soldiers, including a small dog, standing around an Indian man, who appears to be the same as in the previous image. Two of the soldiers have their bayoneted rifles levelled at the man on the ground, who is lifting his head, looking at the camera. The inscription in pencil on the back of the photographs is entirely innocuous: ‘Making a native crawl through the street as punishment. Amritsar City’ – or simply ‘Punishment, Amritsar City’.112 For these troops, the experience of being deployed in Amritsar provided a welcome distraction from the tedium of barrack life, and not that unlike visits to various tourist sites in India, where they also took snapshots as souvenirs. The final image is a group shot of the eight men of Howgego’s picket sitting on the steps of what is most likely Lab Chand Seth’s ground-floor shop in Kucha Kaurianwala. Although they are all wearing shorts and thin shirts with rolled-up sleeves, it is obvious that it is unbearably hot. They have taken off their helmets, two of which can be seen on their laps, but are otherwise wearing full equipment with extra bandoliers and their bayoneted rifles in hand. What is most noticeable about the photograph, however, is how happy and relaxed they seem and one of them even has a big smile on his face.
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The British authorities were meanwhile struggling to find the evidence of the rebellious conspiracy that they were convinced had been the cause of the unrest. Even with the severely reduced requirements for evidence, the Martial Law Commission needed something more substantial and, in the absence of tangible proof, the testimony of an informant would do. Seth Gul Mahammad, the young son of a glassware merchant, had helped Hans Raj prepare the meeting at Jallianwala Bagh on 13 April and later escaped during the firing. Early next morning, on 14 April, Hans Raj had stopped briefly by the glassware shop and warned him, as Mahammad described: ‘the police were after him and that he would be arrested. He asked me to be careful as the police might arrest me also.’113 Nothing further happened, but a week later Mahammad was arrested by the police during prayer at the mosque in Hall Bazaar and taken to the kotwali. Here, he, like so many others, was interrogated by Jowahar Lal of the CID:

He asked me to state that Drs Satyapal and Kitchlew had instigated me to bring about the Hartal on the 6th, that they had encouraged me by saying that they would use bombs to drive out the English from the Country. I refused to make a statement, containing such falsehoods. Jowahar Lal then asked his underlings to take me aside and to make me ‘alright’. I was then taken a few paces from Jowahar Lal’s office table and asked by a number of Constables to please Jowahar Lal by doing what he wanted me to do. I still refused. They then caught hold of my hands and placed it under the leg of a cot, over which seven or eight constables were sitting. When the pain became unbearable I cried out, ‘Leave my hand I will do whatever you ask me to do.’

Mahammad nevertheless refused to implicate Kitchlew and Satyapal, and over the duration of the next ten days he was repeatedly beaten, slapped and caned, and threatened in various ways. During the prolonged beatings at the kotwali, Mahammad suddenly realised that Hans Raj was there too – not as a prisoner, but apparently working with the police, and encouraging his friend to do as they asked. ‘I found him quite jolly and comfortable,’ Mahammad recalled, ‘He laughed when the policemen tortured me.’114

When the firing began at Jallianwala Bagh, Hans Raj had thrown himself on the ground and thus survived unscathed. He then fled, asking a friend he met on the street to let his mother know that he was safe.115 On 16 April, Hans Raj was arrested and was first taken to the fort along with a number of other prisoners. Four days later he was brought to the kotwali where Jowahar Lal was in charge of the investigation into what became known as the Amritsar Conspiracy Case. Jowahar Lal claimed that Hans Raj was immediately brought before a magistrate, A. Seymour, to whom he made a two-day long statement.116 It later emerged that Jowahar Lal had ‘questioned’ Hans Raj before the recorded statement was made, and on 24 April Hans Raj was offered a pardon in return for providing evidence against his former ‘accomplices’ and thus became what was known as an ‘approver’.117

In colonial India, the use of approvers, or ‘King’s Evidence’, had a long and legally established history, and most famously was used as part of the suppression of highway robbers known as ‘Thugs’ during the 1830s.118 An approver was a suspect who was granted a pardon in return for providing evidence and identifying, or approving, the names of his associates. In the absence of conclusive evidence, the testimony of the approver was thus generally considered sufficient proof to obtain convictions. No evidence of a conspiracy at Amritsar ever emerged, and so instead the authorities had to rely on Hans Raj to implicate the local leaders and attribute to them the violence of 10 April. As the joint secretary of the Satyagraha Sabha, Hans Raj knew who had signed the Satyagraha pledge, and he had furthermore been present at many of the meetings and had himself taken an active part in organising and announcing several of the hartals.

While the circumstances under which Hans Raj was persuaded to become an approver remain unknown, it would seem highly likely that the decision was anything but voluntary – especially when considering Jowahar Lal’s use of threats and torture in other cases.119 Despite the policeman’s claims to the contrary, Hans Raj had in fact been carefully coached before his statement to Magistrate Seymour, and the opening line of his confession was indeed conspicuous for what it explicitly denied: ‘I see that no one is present in this room except myself and the Magistrate recording my statement. No promise or threat has been made to me, and I make this statement of my own free will and accord. I am not handcuffed. I am Joint Secretary of the Satyagraha Sabha at Amritsar.’120 What followed was a day-by-day account of the activities of the anti-Rowlatt protests at Amritsar, beginning with the hartal on 30 March. Through his testimony, Hans Raj produced a logical narrative of meetings and riots that apportioned blame to individuals in a highly instrumental manner. During the investigation, and subsequent trial, it was accordingly also Hans Raj, rather than Kitchlew and Satyapal or any of the other leaders, who came to tell the story of the anti-Rowlatt protests and the Satyagraha movement at Amritsar.121 The role of Hans Raj in shaping the official understanding of the unrest thus went far beyond his role as a stoolpigeon. Hans Raj soon became integral to the effort to implicate as many of the local nationalists and Satyagraha volunteers as possible, first identifying people and subsequently coaching their confessions. The 13-year-old boy, who had been proclaiming the meeting on 13 April, for instance, was arrested and taken to the kotwali, as he later described:

I was kept confined in the verandah next to the Kotwali, and was never allowed to answer even calls of nature without being attended by a constable. I was made to sleep on the bare floor; and occasionally, I used to be beaten and caned by constables. After two days, I was made over to Hans Raj who used to be in the Kotwali. Hans Raj wanted me to make a false statement which at first, I refused. Then afterwards, when I could not bear it any longer I made a statement to Inspector Jowahar according to the way Hans Raj taught me.122

The boy thus ended up testifying to the presence of particular individuals at the meeting at Jallianwala Bagh on 13 April, which was quite enough to have them arrested and put before the Martial Law Commission. Hans Raj was also used to implicate others who were already in custody, thereby retrospectively justifying the ‘investigation’ of the police.123

The real test for Hans Raj came when he had to provide evidence in the Amritsar Conspiracy Case at Lahore. During the trial before the Martial Law Commission, which began on 9 June 1919, Hans Raj was brought in as Prosecution Witness No. 1, and he had to carefully repeat his entire account, including a description of the specific acts and utterances of the fifteen men accused, including Kitchlew, Satyapal and Bashir. While the narrative was broadly in line with what he had told Seymour a month and a half before, Hans Raj adjusted his story ever so slightly on a number of points. When he described the moment when Satyapal received the letter summoning him to Irving’s house in the morning of 10 April, for instance, the approver claimed that: ‘Both he and Kitchlew told me that if by any means they were deported it would be the duty of us to take revenge.’124 Hans Raj had not mentioned this in his first deposition before Seymour and it appears to have been a later addition to strengthen the case against the two leaders as somehow responsible for the riots that ensued following their deportation. It was also an entirely implausible claim since neither Kitchlew nor Satyapal knew or even suspected that they were about to be deported.125 Ultimately, the judge did not consider the approver’s claim to be plausible, yet his testimony still formed the basis of the conviction of the fifteen men. Kitchlew, Satyapal and Bashir were found guilty of conspiring and abetting the ‘waging of war against the King’ and for being members of a conspiracy ‘in the pursuit of the common object of which sedition was uttered, dacoity with murder, riot, arson, murder, grievous hurt, intimidation and mischief were committed’.126 Kitchlew and Satyapal were both sentenced to transportation for life, which was commuted to two years’ rigorous imprisonment, while Bashir was first sentenced to death but later given six years’ rigorous imprisonment.127

The nature of the ‘evidence’ in many of these cases was blatantly obvious to the British officers and officials who administered the martial law courts, and the trial records were replete with references to police coercion and retracted testimonies. In the National Bank Case, for instance, a man named Faqir, who confessed to having stabbed Stewart, stated that ‘My confession implicates others but these names were given by me at Police investigation and under pressure.’128 Two of the other accused in the same case made similar statements before the British members of the Martial Law Commission. Manohar Singh’s statement was in that regard fairly typical: ‘I am implicated by the Police because I refused to give evidence. My confession was extorted by the Police through torture.’129 The judges, however, tended to ignore any but the most grievous examples of manipulation of witness testimonies and, of the twenty-one suspects arraigned in the National Bank Case, all but one were subsequently sentenced to death.130 When the Government of India subsequently reviewed the judgements for capital crimes, however, they commuted most of the sentences: a total of 152 prisoners were tried by the Martial Law Commission for crimes committed in Amritsar on 10 April, and of the 51 death sentences passed, 11 were ultimately carried out.131

The Indian leaders who were on the receiving end of the martial law prosecutions, were, as might be expected, scathing in their criticism. ‘The trial was a huge farce,’ according to Kitchlew:

The attitude of the presiding Judge was obviously hostile to the accused persons. Prosecution witnesses who deposed in our favour were bullied by the court. Our counsel were often told that they were allowed to appear for the defence only as a matter of courtesy, otherwise they had no right to be there. They were treated not only with scant courtesy but were not even allowed to cross-examine prosecution witnesses at length. Even answers given by prosecution witnesses were not recorded fully. The defence witnesses were maltreated by the Police as well as by the presiding Judge. In short, Mr. Broadway behaved not as a Judge but as a prosecutor.132

Dr Bashir, who was originally sentenced to death, later wrote a letter in the Bombay Chronicle, in which he was particularly disparaging of the reliance on Hans Raj to secure the sentences in the Amritsar Conspiracy Case:

To believe a dismissed ticket-collector, specially when he is removed from service on account of tampering with cash and who is in very straitened circumstances, eager to get even a low job in the police department and to base conviction on such an unreliable evidence could be possible only in Martial Law days. Even now he is in the employment of the Government, a reward merited out to him for his fabricated and false evidence involving many respectable and innocent people. I was condemned to the gallows on the evidence of this absolutely demoralised creation [. . .] On a solitary statement of a hopelessly false witness I was sentenced to death, the extreme penalty provided by Law.133

Hans Raj was later suspected of having worked for the police all along as an agent provocateur, but the fact that he was himself in the crowd when the firing started at Jallianwala Bagh on 13 April, and subsequently went into hiding from the police, suggests otherwise.134 Throughout his young life, Hans Raj had struggled to make a living by whatever means necessary. He originally joined the Satyagraha protests without much conviction and later rose through the ranks by default. After the massacre at Jallianwala Bagh, he did what he could to save his own skin, and he apparently did so with little compunction. Hans Raj was not a traitor to the nationalist cause as much as a simple opportunist, and it was entirely by chance that this hapless individual ended up playing such a central role in the events of April 1919. Selling out his comrades to save himself, however, made him a marked man and while the trials were still ongoing in early May his family’s house in Amritsar was burned down.135 Hans Raj had, in the words of Edmund Candler, become a ‘pariah of fortune’, and whatever happened after he had fulfilled his role as an approver remains unknown.136 Rup Lal Puri, the secretary of the local Congress Committee, simply noted that ‘he disappeared soon after the Martial Law trial was over and has not been heard of since then. He was a man of no character.’137
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During the latter part of April, General Dyer had been occupied touring the countryside with a movable column in a show of force to impress upon the villagers the continuing strength and resolve of the Raj. Although martial law was still in place, order had been restored throughout Punjab and the British authorities could turn their attention to the looming conflict in neighbouring Afghanistan. On 6 May, war broke out when the new ruler of Afghanistan sought to instigate a rising at Peshawar and then invaded British India in an ill-fated attempt to shore up domestic support for his rule. Throughout Punjab, military forces were hastily mobilised and Dyer left Amritsar two days later, on 8 May, and later played a significant role commanding the British forces in this short-lived colonial war.138 Before his departure, however, Dyer was celebrated by some of the local residents of Amritsar and invited to the Golden Temple, as his biographer described:

‘Sahib,’ they said, ‘you must become a Sikh even as Nikalseyn Sahib became a Sikh.’

The General thanked them for the honour, but he objected that he could not as a British officer let his hair grow long.

Arur Singh laughed. ‘We will let you off the long hair,’ he said.

General Dyer offered another objection, ‘But I cannot give up smoking.’

‘That you must do,’ said Arur Singh.

‘No,’ said the General, ‘I am very sorry, but I cannot give up smoking.’

The priest conceded, ‘We will let you give it up gradually.’

‘That I promise you,’ said the General, ‘at the rate of one cigarette a year.’

The Sikhs, chuckling, proceeded with the initiation. General Dyer and Captain Briggs were invested with the five kakas, the sacred emblems of that war-like brotherhood, and so became Sikhs. Moreover, a shrine was built to General Dyer at their holy place, Guru Sat Sultani, and when a few days afterwards came the news that the Afghans were making war upon India, the Sikh leaders offered the General ten thousand men to fight for the British Raj if only he would consent to command them.139

This anecdote, undoubtedly embellished for literary effect, cast Dyer in the mould of General Nicholson of ‘Mutiny’ fame – as one of those Victorian heroes of the Empire, who were admired and respected by the ‘natives’ whom they understood and treated as their own children. This was in many ways a deeply incongruous finale to Dyer’s brief stay in Amritsar, but reflected the close links maintained by the British with those ‘loyal’ communities from which many soldiers were traditionally recruited. With large parts of the local political elite and nationalist leaders essentially imprisoned or silenced, there were many men of means in Amritsar who seized the opportunity to ingratiate themselves with the British administration. During the upheaval of April, the political rivalries that had first expressed themselves during the municipal elections earlier that year had re-emerged with renewed force, and expressions of loyalty to the British were thus deeply entangled in the power dynamics of local politics.140 The Golden Temple was, furthermore, managed not by the Sikh community but by Mahants or priests appointed by, and thus loyal to, the British Government.141 Dyer’s apotheosis and investment with the symbolic emblems of a Sikh was thus an explicitly political gesture, rather than one which reflected the genuine sentiments of the local population more generally.

A few days later, on 13 May, the missionary C.F. Andrews arrived to make inquiries at first hand of the stories of violence and oppression that had begun to emerge and spread beyond Punjab. Before he was unceremoniously put back on the train by the authorities and expelled from the province, Andrews described the tense atmosphere that still prevailed in Amritsar, exactly a month after the shooting at Jallianwala Bagh: ‘I have seen the police, at every corner, dominating the city. I have seen the long lines of cavalry patrolling the streets. I have understood from the lips of many witnesses, the terror which these forces have inspired.’142



CHAPTER 11
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TESTIMONY OF BLOOD

I feel degraded and ashamed that we white people, subjects of the King and Emperor of India, have had to fly for our lives and hide like rats in a drain, for it is no exaggeration to say that if they had got at us they would have murdered every one of us.

Letter from Mrs Ashford at Amritsar1

During April 1919, hundreds of European women and children had been fleeing the turmoil of the plains onboard special trains, heading for the safety of the hill stations that dotted the mountains north and east of Amritsar and Lahore. This was the first time in living memory that the ruling class had been reduced to refugees in what they considered to be their own land. Melicent Wathen and the children were among the many evacuees leaving the plains and they eventually made it to Rawalpindi and from there onwards to Gulmarg. It was from the safety of this small hill station in the beautiful hills of Kashmir that Melicent sat down and wrote her diary. Although her diary entries recounted events as they were unfolding, they also reflected an attempt to make sense of a traumatic experience and trace the sequence of events that had brought her and the children there. Having left Amritsar just a few hours after Dyer arrived, Melicent’s diary presented an account of the British Raj in peril and of having only just escaped a terrible outbreak.

Exactly what Melicent and the children were fleeing from, however, was never quite clear, and her conception of the threat remained vague:

We in Kashmir didn’t feel altogether safe. I never felt really happy – till I got to Gulmarg. Things in the state were unsatisfactory. There was shortage of rice – a muddle over fuel – so that many were starving and as Kashmiris were beginning to return from the looting of Amritsar, there was some cause to fear their influence might be brought to work and used as a further tool by the Bolsheviks.2

Melicent was far from alone in imagining the unrest to be somehow related to the intrigues of foreign revolutionaries; one of her compatriots expressed the very same concerns in a letter to an acquaintance back in Britain in early May:

If you hear the Indian Government criticized for severity, don’t believe the critics. It is possible that the old Amir’s murder and the new Amir’s conduct and the risings in so many places are all parts of one big plot financed by Germany and Bolshevism. Bolshevik money is reported to be reaching India. It is a blessing we kept all so quiet during the war.3

With the outbreak of the Third Afghan War, the alarmist threat assessments that since the beginning of April had linked the actions of Gandhi and anti-Rowlatt protests to a larger conspiracy, seemed to be retrospectively justified. O’Dwyer would later claim that: ‘It was, and is, common knowledge that the Afghan invasion and tribal risings were encouraged, if not instigated by emissaries from Delhi and Amritsar.’4 Administrators such as O’Dwyer could not recognise Indian nationalism and popular politics as either genuine or legitimate and instead interpreted the protests of 1919 exclusively in light of earlier precedents – especially the challenge to colonial authority posed by the Ghadar movement and revolutionary violence during the First World War. In their most outlandish iterations, these accounts were little more than a feverish concoction of unlikely intrigues that could have been taken straight from John Buchan’s catalogue of imperialist spy-thrillers, including the 1916 classic Greenmantle. One British intelligence officer, who had been active in Central Asia during the aftermath of the war, in all earnestness referred to ‘the Soviet-Afghan defeat in the Jallianwala Bagh’.5

The Indian nationalist leaders accused of being behind this plotting could only respond with disdain and incredulity. As Satyapal put it:

The only basis on which such a grave charge was made against us was the tutored statement, full of falsehood and base accusations of the approver, a man of no morals, no education and no social status in life. I do not wish to seriously discuss this, as I honestly believe that no sane man would ever believe that the Afghan War was a result of our schemes or that we had anything to do with it directly or indirectly.6

The fact was that, despite the global rise of anti-colonial movements during these years, the unrest in Punjab had not been the result of a conspiracy. As in 1907, there was never any concerted efforts to ‘tamper’ with the loyalty of the Indian soldiers in British service, nor was there ever any evidence of either German, Bolshevik, or Afghan involvement. In May 1919, the Director of Central Intelligence, Sir C.R. Cleveland, explicitly stated that:

So far no traces of organized conspiracy have been found in the Punjab. There was organized agitation, and then in particular places the people went mad . . . I am sorry to see that the Times of India and The Pioneer have committed themselves to the theory of Bolshevism or Egyptian instigation for our Indian troubles. I have satisfied myself that they have no evidence worth the name to support the theory.7

No proof of the alleged conspiracies ever materialised and Thompson, O’Dwyer’s secretary, later had to admit that ‘we did not claim that we had much direct evidence on the subject’.8 This did not, however, prevent the story from becoming firmly entrenched within the narrative of what colonial officials such as O’Dwyer dramatically referred to as ‘The Punjab Rebellion of 1919’.9

While most Anglo-Indians applauded what they perceived to be Dyer’s suppression of the uprising at Amritsar, there were a few who, like Gerard, were horrified by the British violence. Malcolm Darling, a friend of the Wathens who was in the civil service at Lahore, visited Gerard in Amritsar that summer and later described the situation in a letter to E.M. Forster:

We’re in a bit of a mess out here. Racial hatred in towns leaping in a twink to pillage and murder, murder too of the most horrible kind. Then panic and cruelty – the two go together. I understand now why Germans did those terrible things in Belgium, they got cold feet passing through and fell blindly upon the people whom they feared. We did not rape or hack to pieces, but one day in Amritsar they shot down hundreds, mostly zemindars, there by religious hazard (Bhaisakh Day). I have seen the place – a death-trap. 5 or 6,000 there, the kernel of them thoroughly seditious, but the majority lookers on, mooching about as zemindars do. Enter infuriated general – ‘I took thirty seconds to make up my mind,’ said he to Wathen – and then – 1500 rounds. God it makes me sick to think of it. Yet I was told by my chief ten days later – ‘people at the Club (Lahore) say you ought to be court martialled for criticising’.10

It is difficult not to recognise in this letter the origins of some of the key scenes in Forster’s A Passage to India published four years later. Cyril Fielding being shunned by the infuriated Anglo-Indians at the club at Chandrapore, for example, appears to be lifted directly from Darling’s letter.11 Darling was, in fact, later charged with dereliction of duty during the unrest, although he was eventually exonerated of the accusations of cowardice levelled against him by the likes of Kitchin.12 During moments of crisis, there was no room for dissent, as Forster’s irascible Major Callendar put it: ‘You can’t run with the hare and hunt with the hounds, at least not in this country.’13 In Burmese Days, Orwell similarly included the adage that ‘we white men must hang together’ as one of the ‘five chief beatitudes of the pukka sahib’.14

If Gerard and Darling served as the inspiration for Forster’s liberal and humane protagonist, Melicent revealed herself to be a perfect Mrs Callendar – or perhaps even Orwell’s Mrs Lackersteen. Describing Dyer’s actions in a letter to a relative back in Britain, Melicent showed little sympathy for her husband’s views, and even less for the people of Amritsar:

The order went out that no meetings were to be held. The blackguard leaders told the mob we should never dare to fire, so a huge meeting collected. They got their desserts this time, for the troops were ready, and fired and killed over 200, and a good thing too [. . .] Fear is the only thing by which you can rule a wild uneducated crowd, and thank heaven Sir Michael and General Dyer acted as they did. I don’t care what Gerard says, or any of those other sentimentalists. That shooting was drastic, but it was needed, and it’s done more good than a hundred years of soft talk and reasoning – and I believe it will carry more weight than all the subtle lies and reasonings of these seditionists – for the people have learnt that after certain limits we do at last turn, and hurt, and that is a fact . . .15

Norah Beckett, who had left for the safety of the hills along with Melicent, similarly described what was becoming the prevalent attitude among so many Anglo-Indians in Punjab at the time: ‘It has been stated that there was no real insecurity and no more trouble than the police should have dealt with. No European who was in Amritsar or Lahore doubts that for some days there was a real danger of the entire European population being massacred and that General Dyer’s action alone saved them.’16
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While the more conservative-minded Anglo-Indians gleefully told themselves that Dyer’s actions had effectively saved the Raj, Indians in Punjab and beyond were reaching a very different conclusion. Just two days after the massacre, the Indian secretary of the YMCA, S.K. Datta, visited Jallianwala Bagh along with a friend, who described the scene: ‘The dead had been removed, but the testimony of blood remained; and Datta stood weeping and saying, “This ends the British connexion with India.”’17 The subsequent experience of living under martial law only served to further deepen the loss of faith in the Sarkar as a stern but fair Ma Bap, as one resident of Amritsar described:

I must say, however, that the pride which I myself, and my countrymen felt in British justice has received a rude shock. None of us could ever have thought, that what happened during the Martial Law period was possible anywhere within the British Empire. Much of the ideal, which we cherished of British justice and beneficence, has been, I regret to have to say, shattered. So far as the people of Amritsar are concerned, I pray to god that we may not have to see those Martial Law days again.18

Strict censorship of the press and the restrictions on travel under martial law nevertheless allowed the British authorities to contain such sentiments. A young Jawaharlal Nehru, who was later to become independent India’s first prime minister, remembered how complete the news black-out was:

The Punjab was isolated, cut off from the rest of India; a thick veil seemed to cover it and hide it from outside eyes. There was hardly any news, and people could not go there or come out from there. Odd individuals, who managed to escape from that inferno, were so terror-struck that they could give no clear account. Helplessly and impotently, we, who were outside, waited for scraps of news and bitterness filled our hearts.19

Nehru was perhaps taking some poetic licence here, yet the British Government enforced the gagging policy scrupulously. When critical accounts of the conditions in Punjab were published in the Bombay Chronicle towards the end of April, its editor, Benjamin Horniman, was promptly and unceremoniously deported from India.20

Both Montagu and Chelmsford were deeply concerned about the way that the crisis in Punjab was being handled, yet there seemed to be a real danger that negative press might risk further derailing the reforms due to be implemented at the end of that year. Between London and Simla, the British Government found itself again having to strike a balance between the proverbial ‘pen and the sword’. Neither the Secretary of State for India nor the Viceroy had much affection for O’Dwyer and, when Montagu first learned of the use of aeroplanes, bombs and machine guns, he observed tersely that ‘our old friend, firm government, the idol of the Club smoking room, has produced its invariable and inevitable harvest’.21 Montagu realised that the suppression of the unrest would damage the Government’s reputation and that, furthermore, the rumours emerging from Punjab would sooner or later have to be addressed.22 Towards the end of May, he thus announced that he had directed Chelmsford to set up an inquiry to investigate the accusations of suppression and use of excessive force during the disturbances and period of martial law in the province.23 The Secretary of State for India was not at this point aware of the true extent of the violence that had taken place; instead, he simply assumed that an open inquiry would convince Indian moderates of the British commitment to fairness and reform.24

At a time when Indian nationalists, as well as Labour politicians in Britain, were clamouring for an investigation, the announcement was expected to mollify the critics and buy the British Government more time. After the Rowlatt Satyagraha protests descended into violent unrest and official retribution, Gandhi felt compelled to call for the ‘suspension of civil disobedience’ on 18 April, famously admitting that it had been a ‘Himalayan miscalculation’.25 Gandhi nevertheless refrained from any direct criticism of the Government, and instead encouraged a cautious approach on the assumption the British would, by setting up an inquiry, ultimately show themselves to be amenable to reason and justice. Others were less patient. The Indian poet and writer, Rabindranath Tagore, who had been awarded the Nobel Prize for literature in 1913, was the first person to take a public stance and dramatically denounce the British suppression of the unrest in Punjab. On 31 May, just a month and a half after the massacre, yet before any details had become known, Tagore wrote to Chelmsford and formally renounced his knighthood:

The accounts of the insults and sufferings by our brothers in Punjab have trickled through the gagged silence, reaching every corner of India, and the universal agony of indignation roused in the hearts of our people has been ignored by our rulers – possibly congratulating themselves for what they imagine as salutary lessons. This callousness has been praised by most of the Anglo-Indian papers, which have in some cases gone to the brutal length of making fun of our sufferings, without receiving the least check from the same authority – relentlessly careful in smothering every cry of pain and expression of judgement from the organs representing the sufferers. Knowing that our appeals have been in vain [. . .] the very least that I can do for my country is to take all consequences upon myself in giving voice to the protest of the millions of my countrymen, surprised into a dumb anguish of terror.

This was a powerful statement, but failed to make much of an impact and in the imperial metropole it went practically unheeded at the time.26 It was only later, with the benefit of hindsight, that Tagore was proven to have been rather more prescient in his denouncement than most Indian nationalists. Although the fighting in Afghanistan had subsided, the war was still ongoing and, as long as martial law remained in operation, Amritsar and the rest of Punjab remained suspended in isolation.

Despite the black-out, however, it was gradually becoming clear that the sheer scale of the massacre on 13 April had been far greater than the information released by the authorities indicated. The missionary C.F. Andrews, who had tried to visit Amritsar during martial law, described the increasing suspicion:

Those whom I met from the Punjab who knew the facts, told me clearly that the incident at the Bagh had been far more serious than the report of it in the papers would lead one to suppose. It was not at all difficult, especially for a military man to reckon up, from the number of shots fired, what the casualties were likely to have been. Two such military officers told me independently, at different times, that the casualties were probably over a thousand. But in the official reports, in order to avoid excitement, the true facts were kept carefully concealed. Indeed, the general impression among Indians was, that independent persons were prevented from coming into the Punjab from outside because it was not desirable that the whole truth should be revealed.27

When martial law was finally lifted on 9 June, after much bureaucratic wrangling between Simla, London and Lahore, Indian politicians, journalists and lawyers immediately travelled to Punjab. The hundreds of people who had been imprisoned during the preceding months without proper legal representation were now provided with support, and relief work begun in places severely affected by the unrest.28 Most importantly, Indian nationalists began their own inquiry in which Pandit Madan Mohan Malaviya, Swami Shraddhanand, and Motilal Nehru, Jawaharlal’s father, who were prominent Congress leaders, all played a central role.

It was only through these local efforts that the details and sheer scale of the massacre at Jallianwala Bagh were gradually exposed. Both Jawaharlal Nehru and C.F. Andrews took part in the unofficial investigation and during the course of the summer and early fall of 1919 they assisted in collecting evidence and interviewed more than 150 eyewitnesses in Amritsar alone.29 Since the local authorities had never sought to establish the basic circums-tances surrounding the events of 13 April, it did not take long for disturbing news to emerge. When Motilal Nehru and Malaviya visited Jallianwala Bagh in late June, the former claimed that there were still ‘corpses to be seen floating in the well in a decomposed state.’30 Just five days later, the police dredged the well in the presence of ten witnesses but found nothing more than some clothes and an earthen pot submerged in the stagnant water.31 Whatever it was that Nehru had seen, his account nevertheless provided the impetus for what was to become a persistent myth: namely, that more than one hundred bodies had been recovered from the well. It should be noted that Nehru never mentioned seeing more than one or two corpses, which corresponded with the statements of eyewitnesses who were present in the Bagh during the shooting.32

The most damning claim, however, was made by Malaviya. According to him, as many as a thousand people had been killed at Jallianwala Bagh, of whom supposedly forty-two were boys, including a seven-month-old baby.33 When called upon by the Punjab Government to address these reports, Irving’s feeble response was to cite the local Health Officer’s returns at Amritsar, which listed just two hundred deaths from gunshot-wounds, and included only five boys between the age of five and fifteen.34 Worse was to come, however, and when Gandhi appealed for funds for the relatives of the victims, in the Amrita Bazar Patrika paper on 7 August, he asserted that ‘not less than fifteen hundred persons must have been killed’.35 Apart from Jawaharlal Nehru and Andrews, the Indian charitable organisation the Sewa Samiti was also collecting information, and one of its members, V.N. Tiwari, described the extent of their work:

The method pursued by our volunteers has been to go from house to house in the City of Amritsar, ascertaining the names not only of the killed, but also of the wounded. I further arranged to send out volunteers to visit every single village in the districts of Amritsar, Gurdaspur, Sialkot and Lahore so that we might give relief to their dependents in case of want. We are also advertising in the Urdu and Gurmukhi papers of the Punjab, asking people to communicate to the office the names and addresses of the killed and the wounded. We have so far finished the district of Amritsar only, and I am awaiting the reports of our volunteers who are touring in the remaining three districts.36

The morning after the massacre, the Sewa Samiti had, in fact, organised the cremation of the bodies of some forty-four villagers, whose relatives could not be traced and who remained unidentified as a result.37 Social relief work and the unofficial investigation of the events of 13 April thus became part of the same effort.

Although the authorities in Punjab were no longer able to suppress the flow of information, they kept a close watch on the movements and correspondence of those involved in the unofficial investigation. One CID report described the Congress leaders’ visit to the site of the massacre:

Pandits Malaviya and Nehru accompanied by others visited the Jallianwala Bagh again [. . .] and took photos of the holes caused by the bullets in the walls of the houses surrounding the Bagh. The people are still coming to them in great numbers, and tell all sorts of exaggerated stories, which are generally accepted as true.38

The perfunctory efforts of the local authorities to establish even the most basic facts surrounding the events of 13 April, were put to shame by the independent inquiries. Irving had no recourse but to try and discredit the work of the Congressmen:

I wish to remark that Pandit Madan Mohan Malaviya’s inquiry was of a monstrously ex-parte nature. While he took the statements of the relations of the killed and those convicted and received the visits of persons connected with those killed or arrested he made no attempt to obtain an opinion from citizens of influence and weight.39

The irony was that the British themselves never interviewed any of the survivors or relations of the victims, and instead relied exclusively on the usual, and deeply flawed, channels of information: the local police and loyal ‘citizens of influence and weight’. Even Thompson had to admit that ‘we are not in a position to say for certain how many people were killed in the Jallianwala Bagh’.40

The stories published in the vernacular press were by now becoming a source of embarrassment to the Government and Chelmsford informed the Punjab authorities that something had to be done: ‘In the opinion of the Government of India it is time that the wild statements current as to the number of fatal casualties on that occasion should be refuted.’ It had been almost four months since the massacre, but it was only at this point that the authorities finally made a comprehensive attempt to ascertain the numbers of killed. On 9 August, the Deputy Commissioner of Amritsar, F.H. Puckle, issued a proclamation for people to submit the names of dead relatives killed at Jallianwala Bagh: ‘The notice was distributed all over the district – 2,000 copies in all. I told the Municipal Committee and members of the Bar and caused Tahsildars to make it known that no action would be taken against any one as the result of any information obtained in answer to this proclamation. There was a certain amount of suspicion at first.’41 The residents of Amritsar were extremely wary of any official business that touched upon the events of April, and even Jawaharlal Nehru, who spent much of his time interviewing people in the neighbourhood of Jallianwala Bagh, found residents unwilling to talk to strangers: ‘People very reticent would not give us any information at first.’42 Andrews similarly noted how difficult it would be to establish numbers with any certainty:

Very many of the Amritsar people, on account of the excessive fear of the police, have been unwilling to come forward even before the Sewa Samiti, with the names of the dead and the wounded [. . .] Villagers had crowded into Amritsar on Baisakhi Day, and many of them were in the Bagh. It is impossible to trace all their dead and wounded.43

Three weeks after the proclamation had first been made, on 3 September, Puckle nevertheless submitted his report, claiming that ‘the final figure is 291’, which corresponded roughly with the upper limit of Dyer’s estimate.44 This number included 2 women and 5 boys under 15, and the breakdown, according to colonial classification, was 186 Hindus, 39 Muslims, 22 Jat Sikh, with 44 (15 per cent) unknown.45 About two-thirds of the 291 identified victims were residents of Amritsar, while the rest were either villagers from surrounding districts or simply remained unidentified. The numbers of wounded were never considered and Jawaharlal Nehru, for one, was not impressed: ‘Why was it that the strong and efficient Punjab Government refrained from taking any action for so long and then suddenly woke up? Was it because the presence of [Malaviya] ruffled the calm waters of officialdom and forced them to action? Or was it because of the coming enquiry?’46

During the meetings of the Imperial Legislative Council in mid-September, the events at Amritsar became the source of heated debate as an Indemnity Bill was pushed through by the British Government. The bill essentially protected officers and other Government servants from legal proceedings as a result of actions taken during martial law. These meetings crucially provided Indian members, including Malaviya, the opportunity to challenge the official narrative concerning Dyer’s actions at Jallianwala Bagh while also putting a number of questions before the Government.47 These questions touched on the very heart of the events of 13 April, including the size and composition of the gathering in the Bagh, the lack of warning, the length of the firing, the lack of care for the wounded, and the numbers of casualties. The British Government, however, completely dismissed the criticism and instead doubled down to provide a staunch defence of Dyer. The most senior military official present, Lieutenant-General Sir Havelock Hudson, for instance, invoked the time-honoured Punjab tradition with its emphasis on discretionary powers:

There are those who will admit that a measure of force may have been necessary, but who cannot agree with the extent of the force employed. How can they be in a better position to judge of that than the officer on the spot? It must be remembered that when a rebellion has been started against the Government, it is tantamount to a declaration of war. War cannot be conducted in accordance with standards of humanity to which we are accustomed in peace.48

When Malaviya read out the latest information obtained by the Sewa Samiti, namely that the names of 530 killed and 190 wounded had been traced, Thompson’s contemptuous response was simply to question the veracity of these figures: ‘I still claim, my Lord, that any deaths which were reported, which are considerably in excess of the number which we admit, namely 291, must be received with grave suspicion. I did not claim, and I do not claim now, that we know or ever shall know, the exact number of persons who were killed.’49 That was the final word on the matter as far as the Government was concerned and the Indemnity Bill was ultimately passed. For Malaviya and other Indian nationalists, this only reinforced the impression that the forthcoming official inquiry would prove to be little more than a whitewash.

Jawaharlal Nehru was particularly scathing in his critique of Thompson after the Legislative Council Debate:

Does Mr. Thompson know how many hundreds of bullets were fired at the Jallianwala Bagh? If not, let him inquire. Does he know how many persons one regulation bullet will pierce if fired at short range into a dense crowd? If not, let him seek the information from a military friend. And when Mr. Thompson has added to the stock of his knowledge, he will perhaps realise that the casualty figures given by the Sewa Samiti are nearer the mark than the official figure. He may be painfully surprised to learn that even the Sewa Samiti figures are far from complete and are being added to as fresh information comes in.50

As it turned out, Puckle’s figure of 291 had to be adjusted by Deputy Commissioner F.H. Burton when he received the latest lists from the Sewa Samiti in October.51 The list contained 482 names from which Burton subtracted 15 whose names were shown twice, 13 who were found to be still living, 31 who could not be traced, and 44 unidentified villagers.52 While Burton himself believed the actual number of killed was approximately 415, the inability to ascertain the identity of so many of the victims meant that the final and officially accepted figure was 379.53 The wounded were estimated to be three times the number of those killed, approximately 1,200, yet crucially none of these figures became public knowledge till the following year.54 The only surviving copy of the list of identified victims contains just 376 names, of whom 102 can be identified as Sikh, 217 as Hindu, and 57 as Muslim.55 Most of the Hindus and Muslims were local to Amritsar, while most of the villagers from outside the city were Sikhs who had evidently visited for the Baisakhi fair. There were just two women listed, namely Bibi Har Kaur and Masammat Bisso, which reflected the fact that women rarely joined such large gatherings. Of the overwhelmingly male list, fifteen were fifteen years or younger, while thirty-two were fifty or over, and the youngest was eight while the oldest was eighty years old.56 Combined with the sparse data from other supplementary records, this list provided the most comprehensive reflection of the composition of the crowd on 13 April.

While the exact number of people who were killed at Jallianwala Bagh on 13 April would never be known, the figure of 379 (or 376) was certainly too low and reflected only those victims whose identity was confirmed. Even Thompson admitted there was a margin of error and Burton, who knew the available data better than most, conceded that the total number might be higher, ‘about 415 possibly’.57 It is, however, notable that the assessment of the Sewa Samiti, following extensive enquiries in both Amritsar and the surrounding districts, never exceeded 530, of whom 482 were identified by name. None of the much bigger estimates, British or Indian, offered in the weeks and months following the massacre, were based on little more than rough guesswork. The figures of 1,042 and 1,800, suggested by Gerard and Lieutenant-Colonel Smith respectively, thus appear simply to have been rough extrapolations from the number of rounds fired – 1,650 – which was the only known quantity at the time. The same applies to the claim of 1,500 dead made by Gandhi.

The estimates of the survivors and eyewitnesses to the massacre also differed widely. Dyer, who had no reason to underestimate the size of the crowd, believed it consisted of just 5,000–6,000 people, while Hans Raj claimed as many as 25,000–30,000 had been present.58 Khushal Singh, who helped Hans Raj prepare the meeting, claimed that 15,000–20,000 people were present in the Bagh at the time the shooting took place and that afterwards ‘there must have been at least 2,000 killed or wounded all over the garden’.59 Another local resident, who entered the Bagh after Dyer and the soldiers had left, stated that ‘there were about 800 or 1000 wounded and dead lying near the walls of the Bagh, besides others who ran away wounded and died either in their own houses or in the surrounding lanes’.60

It was nevertheless the account of Girdhari Lal that came to have the biggest impact, as he was one of the main interlocutors of Jawaharlal Nehru and the unofficial inquiry. Girdhari Lal, who witnessed the massacre from a nearby rooftop, suggested that there had been 12,000–15,000 people gathered at Jallianwala Bagh and that ‘there must have been over one thousand dead bodies in the garden’.61 The unofficial inquiry thus concluded that, referring to the findings of the Sewa Samiti, 500 dead represented a minimum, but that Girdhari Lal’s estimate of 1,000 was ‘by no means an exaggerated calculation’.62 In the final analysis, however, neither the collection of names nor the testimonies from survivors were ever going to ascertain with any exactitude what the actual scale of the massacre was. On 13 April, eyewitnesses had no way of distinguishing between the dead and the wounded, as darkness was falling, or to accurately assess the piles of corpses that filled the Bagh. These accounts can at best be regarded as indicatory. Considering the flawed nature of the information available, a plausible estimate would thus be that the crowd at Jallianwala Bagh consisted of between 15,000 and 20,000 people, and that somewhere between 500 and 600 were killed, with the number of wounded amounting to roughly three times that.

Numbers alone, however, could never adequately reflect the horrific nature of the event, nor of the suffering of the victims and those left behind. There were families who would never know what happened to their relatives who went to Amritsar for Baisakhi, and hundreds who survived but were maimed for life.63 While the butcher’s bill was thus to some extent measurable, the trauma was not. This was also something that C.F. Andrews struggled with:

I could not sleep or eat or even speak to anyone after what I saw. I wanted to go apart, and be alone [. . .] It was a massacre, a butchery . . . I feel that if only I could take each single Englishman and show him out of my eyes what I have seen, he would feel the same as I . . .64

What it was that Andrews wanted others to see nevertheless remained unclear. While he personally interviewed many survivors, and probably met people with scars or amputated limbs, he never actually witnessed the massacre or any other violence. What Andrews had seen was the Jallianwala Bagh, which, by the time that the unofficial inquiry got under way, was literally just an empty space. The only remaining trace of the massacre was what Motilal Nehru described as a ‘gruesome sight . . . walls pierced with bullets’.65 Jawaharlal Nehru’s short-hand notes from his visit to the site of the massacre on 31 August similarly revealed the significance accorded to the bullet-holes:

Visited Jallian Wala Bagh – walked round and saw numerous bullet marks – Counted 67 on one part of one wall – There must have been at least 200 on the walls I saw [. . .] Changes being made in the garden – Walls raised – Wooden planks put up – A lot of earth being thrown up etc – Many bullet marks very high up – One bullet mark on a balcony just outside the Bagh facing the lane over canal – Most peculiar – Could only have been fired from the lane or else the bullet bounced off.66

Crucially, Nehru, and others, took numerous photographs of the bullet-riddled walls, which even at this early date had white chalk-circles drawn around every single hole.

There were, in fact, various attempts at photographically documenting what had taken place during the unrest at Amritsar. The official photographs taken by the British authorities were aimed explicitly at recording the scenes of riots of 10 April and the extent of damage to buildings and other structures.67 There was thus an almost forensic quality to the images of the burnt-out interior of the National Bank and the room in the Alliance Bank where G.M. Thomson was killed. Yet what this visual evidence had in common was that the buildings, rooms and open spaces were invariably devoid of human life. By contrast, Indian photographers restaged the enactment of the crawling order in Kucha Kaurianwala, and thus literally inserted people into the street scenes of Amritsar. There were also a number of photographs taken surreptitiously at actual floggings during martial law, especially in Amritsar and in Kasur, and it was thus the public punishment and humiliation, real or re-enacted, that came to define the visual repertoire of British oppression in Punjab during April 1919.

There was, however, no similar imagery to depict what had happened at Jallianwala Bagh. Images taken later in 1919, by the Indian photographer N.V. Virkar, showed local men and boys arrayed along the southern wall, each pointing to an encircled bullet-hole as a sort of proxy witnesses.68 The horrors of 13 April could only be captured through the symbolism of the bullet-holes, and it was these that left such an indelible mark on Andrews.



CHAPTER 12

[image: image]

A PIECE OF INHUMANITY

On 14 October 1919, Lord Chelmsford formally announced the setting up of the Disorders Inquiry Committee. Chaired by Lord Hunter, a Scottish advocate and politician, who also lent his name to the inquiry, the Committee consisted of four British and three Indian members who were either civil servants or lawyers, and one army officer. The Committee’s brief was to ‘investigate the recent disturbances in Bombay, Delhi and the Punjab, their causes, and the measures taken to cope with them’.1 The Hunter Committee was, in other words, tasked simply with an investigation and, although it was expected that recommendations might be made based on its findings, the Committee had no authority to pass sentences or legally sanction individuals. Two days after the Hunter Committee had been announced, the unofficial investigation was launched as the Indian National Congress Punjab Inquiry and was soon after joined by M.K. Gandhi and other noted Indian nationalists.2 From the beginning, the relationship between the two parallel investigations was deeply fraught, and Congress eventually boycotted the Hunter Committee because of the restrictions placed on the participation of imprisoned nationalists, including Kitchlew and Satyapal.3 While the Hunter Committee never interviewed any of the nationalist leaders or local residents of Amritsar, the Punjab Inquiry did not have access to British officials.

By deliberately including Indian members as part of the Hunter Committee, Montagu and Chelmsford had sought to restore something of the public confidence in Government prior to the introduction of the reforms, yet there were many who regarded the inquiry with distrust. Indian nationalists suspected that it would simply be a whitewash, while British officials and Anglo-Indians were furious that colonial policy during an emergency would be subject to scrutiny, particularly by Indians. Reunited with Gerard back in Amritsar in October, Melicent was among those who resented the interference by the British Government, and the fact that many of the sentences passed during martial law were now being overturned:

The Commission under Lord Hunter was beginning to rake up all the old feelings, which had really subsided. It was most unfortunate that the Home Government should have shown such complete distrust of the local Government [. . .] Our men in the Punjab are as fine a race as was ever bred, fair-minded, with the highest sense of duty. Working through sickness and in health for the good of the country, with literally never a thought for themselves, and with an understanding and sympathy unparalleled. There is no question but that they must know more than the men at home. They should have been trusted through this but one of the worst errors in the history of our times in India has been perpetrated and with the action of the home government, the waning of our power has begun. The people now show an utter contempt for us and they know they can murder and rob and within a few hours of conviction by the local authorities, who do know, the India Office, who can know nothing, will absolve them. Never have we made so great a blunder. Yet our men still stick loyally to their work and will do so.4

For Melicent, it was both ‘disastrous’ and ‘heart breaking’ that the local administration should be undermined by armchair liberals back home, who had neither experience nor any appreciation of what was required to maintain an empire. The loss of prestige that she believed to be the inevitable outcome of the conciliatory policies was particularly worrying, and Melicent was beginning to doubt whether it was safe for her and the family to remain in India:

With the coming of the National Congress to Amritsar at Christmas, the knowledge of the coming railway strike, the ill feeling aroused by the sitting of the Hunter commission, and the news of the Bolshevist agents working through the Middle East, I began to feel I could not face any more trouble with the children and decided to go home as soon as we could get passages.5

Amritsar was, in Melicent’s imagination, merely one manifestation of a global crisis. At the very point at which the British Empire had reached its absolute zenith, covering the largest geographical expanse at any point in history, Melicent saw the world as she knew it crumbling around her.
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During autumn 1919, the Hunter Committee examined dozens of witnesses in all the major cities that had been affected by the unrest, including Delhi, Lahore, Ahmedabad, and Bombay. The inquiry convened at Lahore between 13 and 21 November to hear the testimonies of and question all the key officials who had been involved in the events at Amritsar, including Irving, Beckett, Massey, Plomer and Lieutenant-Colonel Smith, as well as a few senior Indian officials. The focus, however, was almost entirely on General Dyer, who was questioned and cross-examined at length over the course of several days. This was the first time that Dyer was given the opportunity to publicly explain himself, but also the first time that his actions came under close and critical scrutiny. Dyer had already submitted a second and longer report at the end of August, yet it was only with the inquiry that many of the crucial details of the events at Jallianwala Bagh were brought out into the open.

It is often assumed that, over the course of time, Dyer deliberately altered his explanation and justification for carrying out the massacre.6 In various informal conversations with officers and people in Punjab during the summer of 1919, he originally emphasised the precarity of his position and the fear that crowd would attack his small force. Just three days after the shooting, Dyer met with O’Dwyer who later described the General’s account:

He said to me that when he got to Jallianwala Bagh he found this enormous crowd gathered there. He had a very small force under his control. He was in a very remote and isolated part of the city. I think I ought to mention this in justice to General Dyer. He was aware that his retreat might be cut off. I think he said, after he had fired the first volley, the crowd made a rush. He thought that this was intended to intercept his retreat and he went on firing, but he thought afterwards (he was very frank about it) that that was not their intention, after seeing the place more fully, and that this was one of the methods of egress so as to escape from the Jallianwala Bagh.7

Dyer later became more assertive, and increasingly defiant, in his explanations, dropping any hint of his fears of being overrun or concern about the lack of exits from the Bagh. During his testimony before the Hunter Committee, Dyer claimed to have been in full control of the facts and to have carried out the shooting deliberately. These apparent disparities led the writer E.J. Thompson to suggest that the massacre had simply been a tragic mistake, and that the General only fired for as long as he did because he was unaware that there was no way out. When he was subsequently credited with having suppressed the ‘rebellion’, Thompson suggested, Dyer did not want to admit that it had been unintentional and instead concocted the story of a calculated massacre.

Thompson’s explanation of the events at Jallianwala Bagh, as little more than a tragic mistake, nevertheless failed to explain why Dyer felt compelled to shoot on the crowd in the first place – exits or no exits. It is evident that Dyer changed the emphasis of his explanation, from self-defence to the execution of his duty, and that he did so as his actions came under increasing scrutiny. Yet none of his different explanations were mutually incompatible. In fact, everything that Dyer said was a reflection of the same colonial mindset, which carried the indelible imprint of the lessons of the ‘Mutiny’. The large gathering of people at Jallianwala Bagh could only be perceived as an imminent threat to a heavily armed force if Indian crowds were considered to be inherently irrational and violent. The same threat assessment that made Dyer panic thus also prescribed the appropriate response to avert the imagined threat, namely a prompt and striking example. The fear of being overrun and the perceived need to teach the population of Punjab a lesson were two sides of the same coin. The unarmed crowd gathered at Jallianwala Bagh could only be mistaken for a rebel army, and the surge of fleeing people only perceived as an attack, if Dyer regarded Indians in racialised terms and amenable only to the language of brute force. The bare facts of the case were indeed incompatible with the notion that Dyer had merely been trying to disperse the crowd, or that he had done so with a minimum amount of force. At no point had the crowd actually turned against the troops, and all the casualties were incurred as people were either sitting down, taking cover or running away from the firing, i.e. dispersing, and in many instances people were shot as they were trying to scale the walls to escape.

It was later claimed that the cross-examination had been both hostile and unfair, and one British officer noted that ‘General Dyer, baited beyond endurance made some very silly statements. In this respect he was his own worst enemy.’8 When the Indian lawyer Setalvad asked Dyer whether he would have used the machine guns if he could have brought the armoured cars into the Bagh, Dyer responded ‘I think probably yes.’ Considering Dyer’s evident readiness to make use of extreme force, there was little point in hypothesising what he might have done if greater firepower had been available and the question served no real purpose beyond muddying the waters. It is thus noteworthy that many later accounts, as well as illustrations, of the massacre inaccurately depict the use of machine guns at Jallianwala Bagh.9 The cross-examination of Dyer before the Hunter Committee, however, could not appropriately be described as either manipulative or inquisitional, as even one of the more heated exchanges with Justice Rankin showed:

Q: Did it ever occur to you that by adopting this method of ‘frightfulness’ – excuse the term – you were really doing a great disservice to the British Raj by driving discontent deep?

A: No, it only struck me that at the time it was my duty to do this and that it was a horrible duty. I did not like the idea of doing it but I also realized that it was the only means of saving life and that any reasonable man with justice in his mind would realize that I had done the right thing; and it was a merciful act though a horrible act and they ought to be thankful to me for doing it.

Q: Did this aspect of the matter strike you that by doing an act of that character you were doing a great disservice to the British Raj?

A: I thought it would be doing a jolly lot of good and they would realize that they were not to be wicked.10

Faced by probing questions of a layperson, Dyer was compelled to spell out the logic of colonial violence and, as E.J. Thompson put it at the time, ‘Dyer had only blurted out the view commonly held by a high proportion of military and civil officers in India.’11 In his novel, Abdication, Edmund Candler made much of Dyer’s ‘honesty’ before the Hunter Committee, even as he expressed unease with the obvious similarities between British practice and those of the much-maligned ‘Hun’ or Prussian:

Perhaps we were a little hysterical about ‘frightfulness’ at the start. The Hun learnt to rub his nose in blood and filth earlier than we did, that was all; though, thank God, we were not in the habit of saying, ‘I am frightful only to be kind.’ Still Dyer and his school believed in their decency and kindness, and that was the main thing. Anyhow, Dyer was straight about it. He was British enough when it came to cross-examination.12

Being ‘British enough’, however, proved to be Dyer’s undoing. Much as had been the case with Cooper in 1857, who gloried in the slaughter of rebel sepoys, it was Dyer’s blunt description of his thought-process that ultimately made his actions so difficult to justify. Even O’Dwyer, who remained to the last a staunch supporter of the embattled General, claimed that he had approved the shooting as it was originally reported, but that Dyer’s explanation before the Hunter inquiry was ‘indefensible’.13

As the Hunter Committee continued its work, focusing the inquiry on the unrest in other parts of Punjab, the Congress investigation was coming to an end and the people involved began to disperse. With the closing of the Congress inquiry, C.F. Andrews was also leaving Punjab, this time in the company of Gandhi. Considering the tone and content of the statements made by British officers and officials during the preceding weeks of the inquiry, Andrews’ farewell speech at Lahore could not have been more different:

The massacre of Glencoe in English history is no greater blot on the fair name of my country than the massacre at Amritsar, I am not speaking from idle rumour. I have gone into every single detail with all the care and thorough--ness (that a personal investigation could command) and it remains to me an unspeakable disgrace, indefensible, unpardonable, inexcusable. And I am obliged to go on from that incident to what followed under Martial Law. I have seen with my own eyes the very men who have endured the crawling order, the compulsion to grovel on their bellies in the dust, the public flogging which was administered to hundreds of men and a hundred other desecrations of man’s image which according to our Christian scriptures is made in the likeness of God. This ruthless and deliberate emasculation of manhood by the brute force of the military and the police appears to me no less an indelible stain on the fair honour of my country than the massacre at Jallianwala Bagh itself. These are the very few words which I have felt compelled as an Englishman to say with regard to the culminating acts of the Disturbance. Every day that I have been working side by side with my Indian fellow-workers, the deep sense of the wrong done has come home to me, and each act has been in very truth an act of penance, of atonement, an act of reparation for my country.14

In a rather different manner, Montagu had also worked towards a public act of reconciliation to coincide with the introduction of reforms at the end of the year. At the same time that the India Act of 1919 was passed, on 23 December that year, King George V issued a royal amnesty for all prisoners held for non-violent crimes.15 Along with hundreds of people who had been imprisoned since April, Kitchlew, Satyapal and Bashir were thus released and received a hero’s welcome as they returned to Amritsar.16 The Indian National Congress session was at that time being held in Amritsar, and much of the debate invariably concerned the events that had taken place in Punjab and whether the reforms were any longer viable. Reports of Dyer’s testimony before the Hunter Committee had been widely circulated in the Indian press and caused bitterness that the amnesty alone could not alleviate. Gandhi, who still believed that the Government would ultimately accept responsibility for the violence, nevertheless ensured that the Congress passed a resolution formally thanking Montagu and promising to cooperate on the implementation of the reforms. For Montagu and Chelmsford, this was as good an outcome as they could have hoped for after working on the reform scheme for so long – and with so many obstacles. The success, however, was to be short-lived.
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Reports from the Hunter Committee inquiry did not reach London till almost a month later, when Indian newspapers arrived by mail, and it was only then that the British press and public became aware of the actual scale of the shooting.17 ‘Even India had little idea of what had taken place’ it was claimed in the Manchester Guardian on 13 December when they broke the story:

Already it is proved that the reports issued by the Government of India and the India Office were totally misleading, minimising the extent of the rebellion and the extent of the casualties. The following account of the riots at Amritsar, where a crowd numbering some thousands were fired upon in a closed square, suffering casualties between 400 and 500, is the first complete account that has yet appeared, and is taken entirely from the evidence given before the Committee.18

The figure of 400–500 killed was actually derived from Irving’s testimony during the inquiry, and was based on Burton’s assessment, which Dyer then subsequently accepted as a plausible estimate.19 The press soon began questioning why the details of the massacre had been withheld, and Montagu had to admit before the House of Commons that he was not in possession of more information than everybody else: ‘I knew of no details of the circumstances until I saw the report in the newspapers.’20

During the ensuing, and increasingly bitter, public debate, O’Dwyer accused Montagu of outright dishonesty, insisting that the Secretary of State had been fully apprised of the scale of the massacre as early as May.21 The truth was, however, that O’Dwyer and the Punjab administration had been less than forthright with the information available, and had, in fact, obfuscated the numbers. Montagu had originally been informed that 200 people were estimated to have been killed on 13 April, yet subsequent reports in May and August confusingly made mention of 400–420 killed ‘in and outside Punjab’, rather than in Amritsar specifically.22 The official report submitted to Chelmsford by the Punjab authorities on 11 October simply stated that, following the shooting, ‘the number of casualties were not counted’.23 Despite having personally met with the Secretary of State on at least two occasions during the intervening period, O’Dwyer never actually informed Montagu that there were significantly higher estimates of the casualties at Jallianwala Bagh, nor that the total number of killed and wounded was likely to exceed one thousand.

Neither Chelmsford nor Montagu had been misleading the press, yet both ended up looking either duplicitous or incompetent. There was a flurry of telegrams back and forth between London, Delhi and Lahore, as Montagu sought to find out how he had been so badly blindsided by the news reports, and he was eventually informed that the final figure was 379.24 Chelmsford nevertheless managed to convince the Secretary of State for India to await the findings of the Hunter Committee before he addressed the matter publicly or decided how to deal with Dyer. It was not till a week later, however, that the Amritsar affair was blown wide open and what Orwell described as the ‘dirty work of Empire’ was fully exposed.25 In the House of Commons on 22 December, after an hour-long debate on Ireland, the radical Labour politician J.C. Wedgwood abruptly got up to discuss the issue of Amritsar. The massacre, he argued, would have long-term ramifications for Britain’s prestige and standing internationally:

It has destroyed our reputation throughout the world. You know what will happen. All the blackguards in America when they lynch niggers, will say, ‘Oh, you did the same in India.’ When butcheries take place in Russia, whether it be by White or Red Guard, they will say, ‘We never did anything like what you did in India’; and when we tell the Turks, ‘You massacred the Armenians,’ they will say, ‘Yes, we wish we had the chance of getting 5,000 of them together, and then of shooting straight.’ That is the sort of welcome that this will get, and all the decent people in the world will think that England really likes what happened at Amritsar, and that all this sort of thing is English. Really, we know that this sort of thing is the finest Prussianism that ever took place. The Germans never did anything worse in Belgium. This damns us for all time. Whenever we put forward the humanitarian view, we shall have this tale thrown into our teeth.26

Wedgwood could not know then just how right he was. Just a week before, one of the snapshots taken by the soldiers in the crawling lane was used as inspiration for a cartoon by David Low in The Daily News.27 Entitled ‘Progress to Liberty – Amritsar Style’, the cartoon depicted a Prussian-looking British officer towering over an Indian and an Irishman crawling on the ground, thus representing the shared oppression of imperial subjects.28 And, not long after, the German satirical journal Simplicissimus published the first ever visual representation of the Amritsar Massacre by the artist Eduard Thöny.29 Having spent four years illustrating anti-British propaganda, Thöny depicted mounted British officers and colonial troops in the aftermath of the massacre, posed against an imaginative orientalist background, with the half-naked bodies of dead Indians at their feet. If not exactly accurate, it was nevertheless a striking image which would have brought to mind the imagery and photographs of contemporary pogroms and massacres. These were only the first of many such illustrations, which invariably depicted the British in a negative light.

The reports emerging from Punjab, piecemeal and fragmented, were particularly galling to a British public conditioned to thinking of colonial violence in terms of German pre-war atrocities in Africa, which had been widely publicised just the year before, or indeed the ‘Red Rubber’ scandal of Belgian Congo a decade earlier. A narrative of British exceptionalism was already well established, not least due the extensive propaganda effort during the war, and the ideals of liberal government and rule of law were very explicitly invoked with reference, and in contrast, to the alleged tyranny of ‘Prussianism’. The unrest in Punjab furthermore coincided with political turmoil and widespread unrest throughout the Empire, which contributed to a growing sense of crisis.30 ‘In no single theatre are we strong enough,’ wrote General Henry Wilson, Chief of the Imperial General Staff: ‘Not in Ireland, nor England, not on the Rhine, not in Constantinople, nor Batoum, nor Egypt, nor Palestine, nor Mesopotamia, nor Persia, nor India.’31

By early 1920, moreover, the situation in Ireland was steadily deteriorating and would soon turn into an all-out guerrilla war. The debate over Amritsar and the use of military force in Punjab thus became a proxy for the Irish question and it proved virtually impossible for contemporaries to discuss one without the other. Once the British counter-insurgency campaign began in Ireland, the Duke and Duchess of Somerset, for instance, publicly stated that ‘it is a pity we have not a General Dyer in Ireland at the present time, to crush a conspiracy against British rule’.32 When British forces opened fire and killed thirteen civilians during a football match at Croke Park, on the other hand, it was referred to in the press as an ‘Irish Amritsar’.33

[image: image]

The report of the Punjab Inquiry was completed on 20 February 1920 and published a month later. Apart from the actual report, there were a number of photographs, including portraits of victims from Jallianwala Bagh, while a second volume contained the evidence of more than 800 eyewitnesses who had been interviewed in various parts of Punjab. The report, which was mainly the work of Gandhi and the barrister M.R. Jayakar, had been able to quote from Dyer’s statements made before the Hunter Committee as they had been reported in the Indian press, which provided a stark contrast to the Indian accounts.34

The main thrust of the report’s critique was aimed squarely at O’Dwyer and the Punjab administration, especially the coercive recruitment practices during the war, which had exacerbated the hardship of the local population. As might be expected, the punishments and trials that had taken place during the imposition of martial law were decried as unjust and tyrannical, and the report called for the repeal of the Rowlatt Act as well as the outright dismissal of both Dyer and O’Dwyer. This was not simply a litany of anti-colonial indictments, however, and Gandhi had explicitly dismissed the rumours that Dyer, with the aid of Hans Raj, had planned to trap and shoot the protesters at Jallianwala Bagh: ‘Much as I would like to discuss the suggested theory as such in our report, I cannot do it unless I have prima facie evidence warranting a discussion.’35 The conclusion of the Punjab Inquiry, as far as the violence in Amritsar was concerned, was nevertheless unequivocal: ‘The Jalleanwala Bagh massacre was a calculated piece of inhumanity towards utterly innocent and unarmed men, including children [. . .] The crawling order and other fancy punishments were unworthy of a civilized administration, and were symptomatic of the moral degradation of their inventors.’36 Although the publication of the report created a stir in India, and especially in the vernacular press, it was, like Tagore’s return of his knighthood, barely noticed in Britain. The Government could also afford to ignore the Congress report as long as the official inquiry was perceived to be fair.

However, when the seven-volume report of the Hunter Committee was finally completed in early March, any hopes of a convivial resolution to the matter were dashed. By the time the Committee came to write up their findings, the distance between the British and Indian members had become only too apparent. As Setalvad described it:

As regards the condemnation of the Jallianwala firing, the crawling order and other oppressive measures under the Martial Law administration, the European and Indian members were agreed except that the Indian Members took a much graver view than the one taken by the European members which was somewhat halting and apologetic. The discussions which were on occasions heated led to some unpleasantness, particularly because of the intolerant attitude adopted by Lord Hunter towards any difference of opinion. During one of the discussions I had with Lord Hunter, he lost his temper and said ‘You people (meaning myself and my Indian colleagues) want to drive the British out of the country.’ This naturally annoyed me very much and I said: ‘It is perfectly legitimate for Indians to wish to be free of foreign rule and Indian independence can be accomplished by mutual understanding and goodwill. The driving out process will only become necessary if the British are represented in this country by people as short-sighted and intolerant as yourself.’ After this, though under the same roof, we, the Indian members, ceased to talk to Lord Hunter.37

The end result was that the three Indian members, J. Narayan, C.H. Setalvad and Sultan Ahmed Khan, broke with the rest of the Hunter Committee and submitted a minority report. The majority report, signed off by Hunter and the three other British members, was by no means uncritical, though it reserved its criticism almost exclusively for Dyer:

The action taken by General Dyer has also been described by others as having saved the situation in the Punjab and having averted a rebellion on a scale similar to the Mutiny. It does not, however, appear to us possible to draw this conclusion, particularly in view of the fact that it is not proved that a conspiracy to overthrow British power had been formed prior to the outbreaks.38

Dyer’s claim about the need for making a striking example was thus explicitly rejected as ‘a mistaken concept of his duty’, while the crawling order was also denounced as likely to cause ‘bitterness and racial ill-feeling’. The Punjab administration, on the other hand, received only the mildest rebuke, and, by focusing on Dyer, as well as a few isolated episodes that were clearly indefensible, the majority report effectively exonerated O’Dwyer.39

It was this very tactical criticism, and selective accountability, that so angered the Indian members of the inquiry and ultimately caused their dissent. While the two reports of the Hunter Committee were based on the same mat--erial, and shared some findings, they ultimately reached very different conclusions. The minority report went even further than the Punjab Inquiry in its condemnation of Dyer and the suppression of the unrest in Punjab:

General Dyer wanted by his action at Jallianwala Bagh to create a ‘wide impression’ and ‘a great moral effect’. We have no doubt that he did succeed in creating a very wide impression and a great moral effect, but of a character quite opposite to the one he intended. The story of this indiscriminate killing of innocent people not engaged in committing any acts of violence, but assembled in a meeting, has undoubtedly produced such a deep impression throughout the length and breadth of the country, so prejudicial to the British Government that it would take a good deal and a long time to rub it out. The action of General Dyer, as well as some acts of the martial law administration [. . .] have been compared to the acts of ‘frightfulness’ committed by some of the German military commanders during the war in Belgium and France.

It is pleaded that General Dyer honestly believed that what he was doing was right. This cannot avail him, if he was clearly wrong in his notions of what was right and what was wrong; and the plea of military necessity is the plea that has always been advanced in justification of the Prussian atrocities. General Dyer thought that he had crushed the rebellion, and Sir Michael O’Dwyer was of the same view. There was no rebellion which required to be crushed. We feel that General Dyer, by adopting an inhuman and un-British method of dealing with subjects of His Majesty the King-Emperor, has done great disservice to the interest of British rule in India. This aspect it was not possible for the people of the mentality of General Dyer to realise.40

There was never to be a more poignant critique from official circles, and even if this was only the conclusion of the minority report, it was still part of the official inquiry.

When the Hunter Committee split along racial lines, the inquiry lost much of its legitimacy and put the Government in a difficult situation. Without any Indian members subscribing to the majority report, Chelmsford and Montagu had to take account of the minority report in order to maintain the claim that this was a genuinely open inquiry and not just an official whitewash.41 Although the Hunter Committee had thus turned out to be both contentious and divisive, its findings were conclusive on the point of Dyer’s actions and, having read the reports, Chelmsford wrote to Montagu: ‘I cannot contemplate the retention of a man of his mentality and with his record.’42 The members of the Viceroy’s Council agreed, as Sir William Vincent put it: ‘The deliberate conclusion at which I have arrived is that in acting as he did he went beyond any reasonable requirement of the case, he showed a disregard for human life, a misconception of his duty and his action was such that it would be unwise to allow him to continue to hold the responsible position which he is now occupying.’43

It was now incumbent upon Chelmsford to take some form of action against Dyer, also in part to assuage Indian opinion. Yet any measure that might be perceived as politically motivated would cause an outcry from among British officials and Anglo-Indians, as well as Conservatives back home. At this point, Dyer was on long-term sick leave at Jullundur, due to failing health and a severe case of malaria, and he had just been recommended for six months’ sick leave to England.44 Chelmsford wanted to ensure the matter was dealt with before Dyer departed and requested the Commander-in-Chief, Sir Charles Monro, to ‘take the appropriate action’.45 The military establishment, including Lieutenant-General Sir Havelock Hudson, the Adjutant-General in India, had so far been among the strongest supporters of Dyer. In light of the Hunter Committee’s findings, which Chelmsford had formally accepted, it would nevertheless be inconceivable for the Commander-in-Chief to go against the Government’s decision. Dyer had become a liability, not because of his actions as much as the manner in which he had sought to justify them, and Monro no longer felt compelled to protect the disgraced officer.46 Dyer was thus hastily summoned to Delhi where he was informed by the Commander-in-Chief, that he would have to resign his command and that he would receive no further appointment in India. The ailing General had no choice but to comply and on 27 March, he submitted his resignation letter:

Sir, I have the honour to state that during my recent visit to Delhi the Adjutant-General in India informed me that, owing to the opinion expressed by the Hunter Commission regarding my action at Amritsar during April 1919, it was necessary for me to resign my appointment as Brigadier-General Commanding the 5th Infantry Brigade. Accordingly I hereby ask that I be relieved of that appointment.47

Two weeks later, Dyer and his wife boarded a ship in Bombay bound for England. It was exactly a year after the unrest had started at Amritsar and Chelmsford later admitted to Montagu that he had found it ‘expedient for many reasons to get Dyer out of the country as soon as possible’.48 To the Anglo-Indian community, however, Dyer was a hero, and throughout the spring there had been an outpouring of support for him. Norah Beckett, for instance, wrote an account of her ordeal at Amritsar on 10 April, published anonymously in Blackwood’s Magazine, which further cemented the emerging narrative of Dyer as ‘The Saviour of Punjab’.49 When Dyer left India, he thus carried with him an ornamental testimonial with the signatures of more than 200 people who had been in Punjab in 1919:

Sir, We, the undersigned, desire to express our heartfelt gratitude for the firmness You displayed in the crisis which arose in this Province last April.

We deplore the loss of life which occurred, but we believe that it was Your Action which saved the Punjab and thereby preserved the honour and lives of hundreds of women and children.

We trust Sir, that You will understand that we, who would have suffered most, had the outbreak spread, shall not forget what we owe to You.50



CHAPTER 13
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AFTERSHOCKS

I shot to save the British Raj – to preserve India for the Empire, and to protect Englishmen and Englishwomen who looked to me for protection. And now I am told to go for doing my duty – my horrible, dirty duty [. . .] I had to shoot. I had 30 seconds to make up my mind what action to take, and I did it. Every Englishman I have met in India has approved my act, horrible as it was. What should have happened if I had not shot? I and my little force would have been swept away like chaff, and then what would have happened? [. . .] If I had done anything wrong I should be court-martialled, but there has been no suggestion of that. I have never been heard in my own defence.1

When Dyer disembarked at Portsmouth on 4 May, wearing his pith helmet and military coat, he was interviewed by a journalist from the Daily Mail and ‘stated his case bluntly’. This was to be the beginning of a campaign in the right-wing press to clear Dyer’s name, and supporters such as O’Dwyer insisted that the humiliated officer had been made a scapegoat to cover for the failings of liberal policies. The ensuing controversy about Dyer, which dominated politics and the newspaper headlines in the imperial metropole for months, exposed many of the fault-lines in British post-war politics. Conservatives, including Ulster unionist leader, Sir Edward Carson, rallied to the defence of Dyer, while many Labour politicians, as well as the left-wing press, denounced the suppression of the unrest, which was seen simply as an expression of militarism.2 The debate thus came to revolve around issues that had very little to do with what had happened in Amritsar and everything to do with domestic politics.

On 26 May 1920, Montagu’s despatch to Chelmsford, which represented the British Government’s official position on the issue of Dyer’s actions, was published alongside the report of the Hunter Committee:

His conception of his duty in the circumstances in which he was placed was so fundamentally at variance with that which His Majesty’s Government have a right to expect from and a duty to enforce upon officers who hold His Majesty’s commission, that it is impossible to regard him as fitted to remain entrusted with the responsibilities which his rank and position impose upon him. You have reported to me that the Commander-in-Chief has directed Brigadier-General Dyer to resign his appointment as Brigade Commander, has informed him that he would receive no further employment in India, and that you have concurred. I approve this decision, and the circumstances of the case have been referred to the Army Council.3

Just as Chelmsford had handed over the matter to the military, so too did Montagu refer to the Army Council to make the final decision on Dyer’s future. Due to the politically contentious nature of the case, however, the Army Council refrained from taking a committed position, and, in the end, merely affirmed the decision already made by the Commander-in-Chief of India. This meant that Dyer would simply be allowed to retire, and no further action would be taken.

The Government’s decision on Dyer’s case finally came before the House of Commons during the debate on 8 July 1920, at which both Dyer and O’Dwyer were present. The Secretary of State for India was under enormous pressure yet in his opening speech he made the link between Dyer’s case and the future of British rule in India quite explicit. The real question, he asked the House, was ‘Are you going to keep your hold upon India by terrorism, racial humiliation and subordination, and frightfulness, or are you going to rest it upon the goodwill, and the growing goodwill, of the people of your Indian Empire?’4 This was a debate about the reformist policy of conciliation in India with which Montagu was so closely identified as much as it was about the fate of an ageing officer. The debate soon turned openly acrimonious, and Montagu was repeatedly interrupted and heckled. The Conservative Austen Chamberlain later recalled the debate: ‘I think I have never seen the House so fiercely angry – and he threw fuel on the flames. A Jew, rounding on an Englishman and throwing him to the wolves – that was the feeling.’5 When the Unionist leader, Carson, rose to respond, he dismissed the relevance of Montagu’s broader points concerning the legitimacy of British rule in India and instead focused narrowly on the official denunciation of General Dyer. Carson came well-prepared and quoted at length General Hudson’s speech from the Indemnity debates the previous September:

No more distasteful or responsible duty falls to the lot of the soldier than that which he is sometimes required to discharge in aid of the civil power. If his measures are too mild he fails in his duty. If they are deemed to be excessive he is liable to be attacked as a cold-blooded murderer. [. . .] Should not officers and men, who through no choice of their own, are called upon to discharge these distasteful duties, be in all fairness accorded that support which has been promised to them?6

This was a powerful invocation of the central tenets of colonial governance in the Punjab tradition, and the very same case that had been made by Cooper in 1857, as well as Forsyth and Cowan in 1872. A similar appeal to the colonial sensitivities of the members of the House of Commons was also made by the Conservative Joynson-Hicks, who read out several letters from Anglo-Indian women, including one from Miss Sherwood in which she stated that ‘I am convinced that there was a real rebellion in the Punjab, and that General Dyer saved India and us from a repetition of the miseries and cruelties of 1857.’7

It was nevertheless Winston Churchill’s speech that came to define the terms of the debate and, ultimately, shape its outcome. As Secretary for War, he provided a strong rebuttal to Carson’s line of attack, which implied that the censure of Dyer was ‘un-English’, and instead suggested that it was Dyer who had betrayed British values. The Empire was based on a stronger moral foundation, Churchill argued, and resorting to what was widely considered as ‘Prussian’ tactics of terror effectively undermined British prestige: ‘We cannot admit this doctrine in any form. Frightfulness is not a remedy known to the British pharmacopœia.’8 Following a drawn-out and divisive debate, the Government won with 230 to 129 votes, thus upholding the censure of Dyer. The General had, as his biographer described it, witnessed the entire debate: ‘Dyer, who looked moodily down from the gallery, may or may not have understood how little the merits of the case entered into the decision; Mrs Dyer, who sat with Lady Carson, wept a good deal at the cruel abuse of her husband.’9

A week later, Dyer received the letter from the War Office, informing him of the Army Council’s final decision.

Sir, I am commanded to inform you that the Army Council have considered the report of the Hunter Committee [. . .] I am to say that the Council consider that, in spite of the great difficulties of the position in which you found yourself on 13 April, 1919, at Jallianwalah Bagh, you cannot be acquitted of an error of judgment. They observe that the Commander-in-Chief in India has removed you from his employment, that you have been informed that no further employment will be offered you in India, that you have in consequence reverted to half pay, and that the Selection Board in India have passed you over for promotion. These decisions the Army Council accept. They do not consider that further employment should be offered to you outside India. They have also considered whether any further action of a disciplinary nature is required from them; but in view of all the circumstances they do not feel called upon, from the military point of view with which they are alone concerned, to take any further action.

I am, Sir, Your obedient Servant, H.J Creedy10

Dyer formally resigned on 17 July 1920 and, as far as the Government was concerned, that was the end of the matter. When Dyer’s case was debated in the House of Lords just two days later, however, a motion was put forward by the conservative Viscount Finlay: ‘That this House deplores the conduct of the case of General Dyer as unjust to that officer, and as establishing a precedent dangerous to the preservation of order in face of rebellion.’11 Although there were several Lords speaking in favour of the Government’s decision, including former Viceroy of India Earl Curzon, it was the conservative element that won out with an evocative appeal by the Marquess of Salisbury, which overruled any qualms concerning the use of excessive force:

If your Lordships do not support this Motion you will strike a great blow at the confidence of the whole body of Officers throughout your Empire whose business it is to defend the cause of law and order and maintain your Government. It will have a most demoralising effect, not only upon our own countrymen but also upon the people of India. The people of India are entering upon a great experiment; and surely the lesson which, above all others, you must teach them is that there is nothing in self-government which authorises disorder.12

The House of Lords voted 129 to 86 in favour of the motion, which was not only a direct rebuke of the Government’s position but also called into question the findings of the Hunter Committee. On the day of the House of Commons debate, the conservative Morning Post had moreover launched ‘an appeal to patriots’ for funds for the benefit of Dyer – or, as the headline had it, ‘The Man Who Saved India’:

While General Dyer saved India, the politicians are saving themselves at his expense. It is a burning reproach to the British nation that such a thing should be possible. But the politicians have the power; and the only appeal is to the generous instincts of the people. In spite of the specious gloss put upon the case by those who, while reaping the benefit of General Dyer’s action, find it convenient to escape the responsibility for it, there are thousands of men and women in England who realise the truth – that the lives of their fellow-country-men in India hung upon the readiness of General Dyer to act as he acted. It is to those men and women that we appeal, to do what is in them to redress the callous and cynical wrong which has been done. General Dyer has been broken.13

Although the appeal relied on a populist rhetoric, which maligned politicians and eulogised patriotic men and women, there was nothing spontaneous about the Morning Post fund, which mobilised the support of people such as O’Dwyer and Joynson-Hicks, and ensured a steady stream of letters from ‘old India hands’ and worried memsahibs lamenting the betrayal of Dyer could be published on a daily basis.14 The Morning Post had actually seized upon an initiative already suggested in the Anglo-Indian press in India, including The Englishman and The Pioneer, to start a subscription for Dyer who, as it was argued, deserved recognition for ‘saving India from the horrors of another ’57’.15 In 1872, it was these very same newspapers that had organised the fund for Cowan, and, notably, the narrative remained the same: similar to his colonial predecessors, Dyer was depicted as an honest officer, callously betrayed by armchair liberals, and the perpetrator of the Amritsar Massacre was thus paradoxically turned into a victim.

The Morning Post fund became an immediate success and by 30 July alone more than £15,000 had been collected.16 The pseudonyms used by people who contributed, which were printed daily in the Morning Post, revealed something of the mindset and politics mobilised by the fund: ‘One who remembers 1857’, ‘The Price of a White Man Slain’, ‘In gratitude to Gen. Dyer, from an Englishwoman who heard the mob’, ‘A Widow who remembers reading, when a child, of the horrors of 1857’, ‘An Old Anglo-Indian’. Ranging from anywhere between £50 to 1 shilling, people from all over the Empire, and from all walks of life, felt compelled to support Dyer, including Rudyard Kipling, who gave £10. When the fund eventually closed, more than £26,000 had been raised, which meant that Dyer could retire in comfort and without any financial concerns. His letter of thanks was subsequently published in the Morning Post:

I am proud to think that so many of my fellow-countrymen and women approve of my conduct at Amritsar, and I accept the token of their approval in the spirit in which it is offered. On my part my conviction was, and still is, that I was bound to do what I did, not only with a view to saving the military situation and the women and children, but with a view to saving life generally. No hesitating or half-hearted measures would, under the circumstances, have served the purpose.17
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The vocal and widespread support for Dyer in the imperial metropole caused irreparable damage to the relationship between the British and their Indian subjects, and effectively killed off any hopes of reconciliation. Tagore, who happened to be in London at the time, wrote despairingly to Andrews:

The result of the debates in both Houses of Parliament makes painfully evident the attitude of mind of the ruling classes of this country towards India. It shows that no outrage, however monstrous, committed against us by agents of their Government, can arouse feelings of indignation in the hearts of those from whom our Governors are chosen. The unashamed condonation of brutality expressed in their speeches and echoed in their newspapers is ugly in its frightfulness.18

Even Gandhi, who had held out for so long, hoping for justice, returned the medals he had been awarded for his services to the Empire and formally withdrew his loyalty to the British Government.19 More than the massacre, it was the oppression and humiliation of the martial law period that caused Gandhi the most grievance, and the crawling order was, of course, the most emblematic of these measures, though by no means the only one:

The Army Council has found General Dyer guilty of error of judgment and advised that he should not receive any office under the Crown. Mr. Montagu has been unsparing in his criticism of General Dyer’s conduct. And yet somehow or other I cannot help feeling that General Dyer is by no means the worst offender. His brutality is unmistakable. His abject and un-soldier-like cowardice is apparent in every line of his amazing defence before the Army Council. He has called an unarmed crowd of men and children – mostly holiday-makers – ‘a rebel army’. He believes himself to be the saviour of the Punjab in that he was able to shoot down like rabbits men who were penned in an enclosure. Such a man is unworthy of being considered a soldier. There was no bravery in his action. He ran no risk. He shot without the slightest opposition and without warning. This is not an ‘error of judgment’. It is paralysis of it in the face of fancied danger. It is proof of criminal incapacity and heartlessness. But the fury that has been spent upon General Dyer is, I am sure, largely misdirected. No doubt the shooting was ‘frightful’, the loss of innocent life deplorable. But the slow torture, degradation and emasculation that followed was much worse, more calculated, malicious and soul-killing, and the actors who performed the deeds deserve greater condemnation than General Dyer for the Jallianwala Bagh massacre. The latter merely destroyed a few bodies but the others tried to kill the soul of a nation.20

By the summer of 1920, the Indian National Congress decided to withdraw its support for the reforms and Gandhi launched the non-cooperation movement as the struggle for swaraj entered a new and critical phase. The tragedy was that the single most divisive issue of British post-war policy in India ultimately turned out to have been both redundant and avoidable. The Rowlatt Act, over which so much blood had been spilled, was quietly repealed a few years later. Its provisions were never invoked.21
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At Amritsar, Melicent felt keenly that something had been irrevocably broken. She no longer experienced the sense of safety in the place she once considered as her home, and even the most banal incidents assumed a deeply menacing appearance:

I seldom drive in the City now, and when I did it was with a feeling that I dared not catch the eye of the men who now stared insolently at me in a way I had never experienced till last spring. One day as I went down to the Ivory Market, two men ahead of me began to fight. In an instant, men collected from nowhere. Six sadhus were coming up the street behind me shouting and singing, the crowd grew, but many of them were no longer interested in the fighters they were staring at and talking about me. I sat there quietly awaiting a chance and as soon as the fighters got into a side street I pushed through, and to my inexpressible relief met a mounted native superintendent of police and several men with him, he made way for me, followed me and did not leave me until I was safely in a broad street again.

Like Forster’s Marabar Caves, which so frightened the old Mrs Moore, the claustrophobic alleyways of Amritsar now filled Melicent with dread. India had become a foreign land, and even Gerard, who taught local students and worked closely alongside Indian colleagues every day, noticed the change: ‘There was a marked estrangement, not so much due to the firing as to the orders of a humiliating kind which were made.’22 British rule in India, Melicent believed, was at a crossroads:

Now is the time, even a few months later it will be too late, and then we shall drag on month by month with a dagger at our throats in an intolerable position, losing our best men by murder, and our best men too because they will not go to India under such conditions, till finally weakened beyond all hope we shall have to let the country go in the same state and a great deal worse than what Ireland is now.23

It was to be several years before Orwell, serving as a colonial policeman in Burma, came to the grim realisation that ‘the Empire is dying’ and Indian independence was still further away.24 The unrest throughout the Empire in 1919, however, made decolonisation suddenly seem like a very real prospect – something cherished by Indian nationalists, but deeply lamented by the British and Anglo-Indians. A conversation between the colonial policeman Westfield and the character of Ellis in Orwell’s ‘Kipling-haunted club’ in Burmese Days revealed this early onset of imperial melancholia:

‘It’s all this law and order that’s done for us,’ said Westfield gloomily. The ruin of the Indian Empire through too much legality was a recurrent theme with Westfield. According to him, nothing save a full-sized rebellion, and the consequent reign of martial law, could save the Empire from decay. ‘All this paper-chewing and chit-passing. Office babus are the real rulers of this country now. Our number’s up. Best thing we can do is to shut up shop and let ’em stew in their own juice.’

‘I don’t agree, I simply don’t agree,’ Ellis said. ‘We could put things right in a month if we chose. It only needs a pennyworth of pluck. Look at Amritsar. Look how they caved in after that. Dyer knew the stuff to give them. Poor old Dyer! That was a dirty job. Those cowards in England have got something to answer for.’25

The Amritsar Massacre might thus appropriately be understood as the dying gasp of an imperialist ideology mired in nineteenth-century racialised notions of exemplary violence, and one which was ill-suited for the changing world of the twentieth century. Crucially, neither Melicent nor her fictional counterparts in the works of Forster or Orwell were ever able to recognise that it was their own policies, and their own violence, that had made the continuation of British rule in India unsustainable.

Melicent made the last entry in her diary as she and the children set out on their final journey back to the imperial homeland while Gerard stayed behind. It had been less than a year after the disturbances, yet right till the very end, Melicent’s experience was characterised by fear and the uncertainty of what had become a headlong flight from the Empire. Tinged by a Kiplingesque sentimentality, her single biggest concern remained the safety of Gerard and a dark foreboding of what the future might bring for British rule in India:

And now that England was really within my grasp, I never felt I wanted to leave India less. I was really depressed at going. All this year I had looked forward to the voyage home with Gerard, and here I was going off alone with the three children, leaving him to go back to Heaven knew what. At the very least to a miserable cold comfortless house, with his eyes so bad that he could scarcely read a line to himself and his health far from good . . . And at the worst, and quite a possible worst, bloodshed and murder. No wonder I hesitated now the time had come. Besides, we had been happy at Amritsar in a way we had never been happy before, and life glowed with interest . . .26
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Dyer suffered a debilitating stroke in 1921 and was subsequently confined to the cottage near Bristol that he had bought with the money from Morning Post fund. He spent the final years of his life largely isolated and away from the prying eyes of the public. In 1924, his name and the events at Amritsar, however, were briefly brought back into the limelight when the untiring O’Dwyer sued a former member of the Viceroy’s Legislative Council, Sir Sankaran Nair, for libel.27 In his 1922 book about the political upheavals in India, Gandhi and Anarchy, Nair had been highly critical of the administration of Punjab during the war, and explicitly blamed O’Dwyer for the ‘atrocities in the Punjab which we know only too well’.28 This was hardly an outrageous attack, and Nair was furthermore a moderate nationalist who was highly critical of Gandhi, yet O’Dwyer seized it as an opportunity to vindicate himself, and, perhaps more importantly, also General Dyer.

During the trial, more than a hundred written testimonies from residents of Punjab were submitted, while a number of people who had been at Amritsar in 1919, including Kitchin and Gerard, testified in court. During the five-week-long proceedings, however, it became increasingly clear that it was in fact a proxy trial of Dyer. The General was too ill to appear in person, but the judge, H.A. McCardie, was openly sympathetic to the attempt at rehabilitating Dyer and stated that ‘I wish to see that this man who is dying has a fair trial from a living jury.’29 In summing up the case, and instructing the jury, on the last day of the trial, McCardie turned directly to the subject of the Amritsar Massacre: ‘Speaking with full deliberation and knowing the whole of the evidence given in this case I express my view that General Dyer, in the grave and exceptional circumstances, acted rightly, and in my opinion, he was wrongly punished by the Secretary of State for India.’30 The jury eventually decided in favour of O’Dwyer, and Nair had to pay substantial damages and the cost of the trial.31 The Government was furious, since McCardie’s pronouncement explicitly undermined the findings of the Hunter Committee and the position of the Government four years earlier, yet the verdict was widely seen simply as a vindication of Dyer. The following day, 6 June 1924, one newspaper headline was ‘Dying General Cleared: “Wrongly Punished”’, while another simply read ‘Dyer Justified’.32

This may have been some consolation to the General, who was by that point wheelchair-bound. In July 1927, Dyer suffered yet another stroke, after which his health deteriorated rapidly. His daughter-in-law, who was looking after him, tried to comfort the old General who appeared to be agonising over the massacre. On his death-bed, Dyer told her, ‘Thank you, but I don’t want to get better. So many people who knew the condition of Amritsar say I did right . . . but so many others say I did wrong. I only want to die and know from my Maker whether I did right or wrong.’33 He died shortly after, on 23 July 1927. In stark contrast to the ignominy of his return from India and resignation, Dyer received a full military funeral, and his coffin, draped in the Union Jack that had flown over his headquarters at Jullundur, was carried in state on a gun-carriage of the Royal Horse Artillery past the Cenotaph. Among the flowers subsequently laid at the foot of the Cenotaph was a wreath from Rudyard Kipling with a small inscription, and what can only be described as a qualified tribute: ‘He did his duty as he saw it.’34 In its obituary, the Morning Post described Dyer as a martyr to political expediency and likened him to the heroes of the ‘Mutiny’ – and to John Nicholson in particular. Considering Nicholson’s brutality during the suppression of the uprising in 1857, this was perhaps not entirely inappropriate.35
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Although Dyer became the central figure in the controversy over the Amritsar Massacre, he was not the only officer whose life and career was affected by the events of 13 April 1919. It never received much attention by the press, yet several of the key officials at Amritsar were subsequently censured by the Government of India: the two senior Indian policemen who had failed to take action at the kotwali on 10 April, Deputy Superintendent of Police Khan Sahib Ahmad Jan, and Inspector of Police Muhammad Ashraf Khan, were both demoted and the former retired on reduced pension. Miles Irving and Kitchin, too, were singled out for criticism for having handed over authority to Dyer and for afterwards not maintaining close contact with the General.36 Kitchin retired a year later, but Irving continued to work within the Civil Service in India. ‘He never talked about Dyer and the shooting if he could avoid it,’ Irving’s daughter later recalled. ‘His career went on, but the episode did him no good.’37

For some of the men involved, there seems to have been a strong desire to put it behind them, and McCallum of the 9th Gurkhas noted how his friend, Captain Crampton, who commanded the troops at Jallianwala Bagh, ‘has never spoken to me about the “incident” either then or since’.38 Girdhari Lal, who witnessed the massacre at Jallianwala Bagh, also claimed that the Inspector of Police at Amritsar, John Rehill, ‘could not bear to see the firing through and went outside the garden to avoid the sight’.39 Rehill’s surprisingly brief testimony before the Hunter Committee, in which he claimed that he never saw anything, seems to bear this out. Years later, Rehill’s niece noted that, although he continued to work in the Punjab police, he never fully recovered from the experience of 13 April 1919:

After the massacre he took to the bottle and several times was the worse for wear on duty. His colleagues covered up for him. He became depressed and moody [. . .] He completely lost his zest and, for very many years, had the most appalling nightmares. As a youngster, they tell me, he had been a bold and daring man but, when I knew him, he was a shadow of that former self.40

Others, however, were completely unmoved about what had taken place in Amritsar. Following his return from Punjab in 1919, Michael O’Dwyer worked tirelessly in support of General Dyer and his uncompromising stance was further expressed in the libel case against Nair in 1924, as well as his autobiography published the following year, entitled India as I Knew It. O’Dwyer’s name was thus forever linked to that of Dyer and Amritsar, and, when the Indian revolutionary Udham Singh shot and killed the retired Lieutenant-Governor in London in 1940, it was in revenge for the massacre.41 Although O’Dwyer was not the scheming cartoon villain who orchestrated the Amritsar Massacre, as Indian nationalists have portrayed him, he was fully complicit in that he gave his tacit encouragement, and explicit approval, for the violent suppression of the unrest in Punjab.

Melicent and Gerard Wathen were at that point living in England, where he had become the headmaster of the Hall school. Although Gerard had been awarded a Companion of the Indian Empire in 1922, for his services in the field of education, Melicent lamented that he never received any official recognition for the role he played in tempering the official response during the disturbances in Amritsar.42 Indeed, Gerard was more or less written out of the official history of the events of April 1919, and he was never asked to testify before the Hunter Committee. He did, however, provide testimony at the libel trial in 1924, and, following the murder of O’Dwyer, Gerard wrote a letter that was published in The Times:

It fell to me to be the first to tell Sir Michael O’Dwyer of the shooting in the Jallianwala Bagh. I reached Government House at Lahore from Amritsar at 3 a.m. that night and urged Sir Michael to go at once to Amritsar and replace in the hands of the civil authorities the power being vested then under martial law in the hands of General Dyer. I told him that I feared intense bitterness among the Sikhs, and probably a rising.

He took a different view; said that the shooting, however horrible, would mean an end of rioting, and besides, he added: ‘I always trust the man upon the spot.’43

Gerard concluded the letter with a remarkable statement: ‘He was right and I was wrong.’44 After twenty years, the man who had done more than anyone else to prevent further bloodshed at Amritsar, ultimately found himself to be siding with the most reactionary colonial mindset. In 1942, Gerard contributed to E.M. Forster’s radio programme on BBC, entitled ‘My Debt to India’, and both Melicent and her husband lived to see India become independent five years later.45 By that point, however, the events at Jallianwala Bagh were overshadowed by the sheer scale of violence and suffering as the border between India and Pakistan was drawn and Amritsar turned into a veritable battleground. Marcella Sherwood, who had retired from missionary work, remarkably returned to Punjab at the age of 70 to help with relief work among the thousands of refugees uprooted by the violence.46 While her name had become indelibly linked to that of General Dyer and the crawling order, Sherwood did not let her harrowing experience on 10 April 1919 stop her from returning to India three decades later. She died in 1966 in England.47

Others, however, never forgot their experience. Fifty years later, Sergeant Howgego of the 25th Londons, who had been in the picket at Kucha Kaurianwala and taken souvenir photos of himself and his comrades enforcing the crawling order, still remembered General Dyer with great fondness. In 1978, the old veteran wrote a letter of complaint to the editor of Sunday Express, in relation to a review of the final volume of Jan Morris’s Pax Britannica trilogy.48 The sentence that caused offence was seemingly inoffensive: ‘In India in 1919 hundreds of unarmed Indian civilian demonstrators were massacred.’ To Howgego, this was nevertheless a great calumny:

Killed yes, massacred, no. Demonstrators, no, rioters yes. Martial law was already in force in Amritsar and all meetings had been prohibited, warning was given that fire would be opened if the mob did not disperse. The mob did not disperse and fire was opened. [The review] does not mention the fact that Europeans had been murdered, banks burnt, trains derailed and stations attacked and looted. Not a pretty sight, I know I was there . . .49

Having been there, in this case, did not preclude Howgego from being mistaken about both martial law or the warning. Yet that mattered little to the veteran who still nourished the Morning Post narrative:

Brig Gen Dyer was later recalled, censured and relieved of his command. The man who saved India, was condemned quite unjustly by people who knew nothing of India, and died soon afterwards of a broken heart. I have since met retired people who served in civil administration in India, all say he saved India. The army would have gone anywhere and done anything with him.50

While he found time as an old man to complain about the mischaracterisation of the Amritsar Massacre, Howgego himself never reflected on his actions in April 1919, noting simply that ‘we did various guard duties’. On the back of the photograph he took of the flogging post in Kucha Kaurianwala, Howgego wrote with a biro: ‘Set up as a deterrent. I did not see or hear of it actually in use.’ That, of course, was a blatant lie.

Others were more candid in their recollections. When interviewed in 1986, Alfred Griffith, who had served as an RAF despatch rider at Lahore and Amritsar during the unrest, described his still vivid memories of the riots:

We were pelted with bricks, mud-bricks, and the noise . . . that was what put the wind up you, the screech, its worse than anything, you hear it and as you’re getting nearer the roar runs, and all you can think of is open mouths and eyes, staring eyes, the mouth is wide open and the eyes are nearly jumping out of their heads, and their arms are flailing. There’s nothing on earth like it, to see a crowd of Indians.51

Even after six decades, Griffith had forgotten none of the lessons of colonial rule, and when asked what he thought of Gandhi and what he referred to as ‘striking niggers’, the old man answered with a laugh: ‘Well, I know what I’d do, I’d put a machinegun on them. There’s only one thing that’ll stop a riot and that’s physical punishment.’52



CONCLUSION
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AN EMPIRE OF FEAR

When historical significance is attached to an occurrence independent of the event, the facts of the case cease to matter. And where all subsequent accounts are parasitic on a prior memory, documentation seems almost unnecessary.

Shahid Amin1

When British Prime Minister David Cameron visited Jallianwala Bagh in 2013, he wrote a brief message in the visitor’s book in lieu of a formal apology:

This was a deeply shameful event in British history, one that Winston Churchill rightly described at the time as ‘monstrous’. We must never forget what happened here. And in remembering we must ensure that the United Kingdom stands up for the right to peaceful protest around the world.2

This was a skilful reference to Churchill’s speech in the House of Commons on 8 July 1920, which is often taken as proof that the British Government straightforwardly condemned the Amritsar Massacre. What happened at Jallianwala Bagh, Churchill proclaimed:

is an episode which appears to me to be without precedent or parallel in the modern history of the British Empire. It is an event of an entirely different order from any of those tragical occurrences which take place when troops are brought into collision with the civil population. It is an extraordinary event, a monstrous event, an event which stands in singular and sinister isolation.3

The real point, however, is to be found elsewhere in Churchill’s speech:

Governments who have seized upon power by violence and by usurpation have often resorted to keep what they have stolen, but the august and venerable structure of the British Empire, where lawful authority descends from hand to hand and generation after generation, does not need such aid. Such ideas are absolutely foreign to the British way of doing things.4

Dyer, in other words, was explicitly singled out as a rotten apple, and the massacre itself portrayed as an aberration within an otherwise benign imperial project. Churchill’s much-quoted disavowal of Dyer’s actions was accordingly not an acknowledgement of the violence of empire. It was, on the contrary, an elaborate act of deflection and a staunch attempt to reassert the moral legitimacy of the British Empire in the aftermath of the Amritsar Massacre. Considering that Churchill, just a few months later, initiated the indiscriminate policy of brutal reprisals in Ireland and oversaw the violent suppression of unrest elsewhere in the Empire, the speech was in fact blatantly disingenuous.5 Yet, by invoking Churchill at Jallianwala Bagh, David Cameron could in 2013 both denounce the massacre and reclaim the moral narrative of Britain as a force for good in the world. It should thus be clear that to quote Churchill at Jallianwala Bagh does not constitute a reckoning with the past so much as a continuation of colonial policy.

Churchill’s insistence on British exceptionalism has proven to be remarkably resilient, and, indeed, forms the cornerstone for renewed attempts within the last decade or so to rehabilitate the Empire and its legacies. In the twenty-first century, empire nostalgia is predicated on the assumption that colonial violence was the result of rogue individuals, rather than part of the structure of imperialism itself. In reference to the suppression of Mau Mau in 1950s Kenya, for instance, author Lawrence James concedes that the British ‘behaved savagely at times’, but complains that ‘An empire that lasted 300 years is judged solely on the misconduct or errors of a handful of its servants. The crimes of one vicious intelligence officer in Kenya obliterate all the patient and benevolent labour of hundreds of district commissioners throughout Africa.’6 Niall Ferguson, whose name has become virtually synonymous with chest-thumping neo-imperialism, similarly describes British brutality in Kenya as ‘exceptional’.7 This approach is not limited to popular writers pandering to conservative sentiments. When British historian John Darwin was criticised in 2015 for not sufficiently highlighting the role of racialised violence within the British Empire, his response was tellingly dismissive:

Exactly how to discuss violence in relation to the British Empire is an interesting question. Plainly there were many brutal episodes in its history. Plainly, its authority depended ultimately (and sometimes immediately) upon the use of violence. But then so has that of almost every state in history, precolonial, colonial and postcolonial (and things are not getting better). To say that violence played a central part in Britain’s imperial history is not to add much to the sum of knowledge.8

Since violence was not unique to imperialism, Darwin seems to suggest, no further examination is warranted beyond a token gesture towards those ‘episodes’ about which it is difficult to equivocate. The inevitable invocation of the Amritsar Massacre or the suppression of the Mau Mau, as unfortunate yet singular excesses, ultimately serves to marginalise the role of violence as a key aspect of British colonialism. Add to this the similarly inevitable comparison to German or Belgian colonial atrocities, or, in Darwin’s case, to the mass murders of twentieth-century totalitarian regimes, which relativises British colonial violence to the point of whitewash. The result is an implicitly sanitised account of the British Empire. By downplaying the ubiquity of racialised violence in Britain’s imperial history, or simply relegating the subject to the margins of analysis, respectable scholarship ultimately ends up sustaining more insidious narratives. Indeed, there is but a small step from Darwin’s ‘brutal episodes’ to the Daily Mail proudly proclaiming that the Empire did much good, despite ‘the occasional massacre’.9

Churchill’s description of the Amritsar Massacre, however, was profoundly misleading and Dyer’s actions at Jallianwala Bagh on 13 April 1919 were neither ‘without precedent’ nor ‘foreign to the British way of doing things’. A more appropriate speech to quote from the House of Commons debate of 8 July 1920 would in fact have been Wedgwood’s brief but poignant intervention:

The complaint is not that General Dyer committed this crime. It is not just a question of punishing General Dyer. I agree with Mr. Gandhi, the great Indian, representing, I think, all that is finest in India, when he said, ‘We do not want to punish General Dyer; we have no desire for revenge; we want to change the system that produces General Dyers.’10

At Amritsar, Dyer had simply followed the example of so many colonial officials before him – including Cooper in 1857, or Cowan in 1872 – who, as described in the Prologue, resorted to exemplary and indiscriminate violence when faced with rebellion and anti-colonial unrest. When justifying the mass slaughter of sepoys in 1857, Cooper described such violence as necessary:

to show publicly in the eyes of all men, that, at all events, the Punjab authorities adhered to the policy of overawing, by a prompt and stern initiative (the only way to strike terror into a semi-barbarous people), and to the last would brook nothing short of absolute, active, and positive loyalty. Government could not condescend to exist upon the moral sufferance of its subjects.11

These were almost the exact same words as Dyer spoke before the Hunter Committee and what happened at Jallianwala Bagh was thus in many ways predictable and cannot simply be explained ad hominem. ‘Amritsar is not an isolated event,’ as the Labour MP Benjamin Spoor noted in 1920, ‘any more than General Dyer is an isolated officer.’12 Dyer himself invoked his ‘thirty-four years’ residence in India’ in what amounted to a plea of diminished responsibility, and during the debate in the House of Commons even his supporters made the same argument:

Whenever the people of India show signs of unrest or of conspiracy or of revolution there rises before the minds of Anglo-Europeans the spectre of the Indian Mutiny and the horrors of Cawnpore, and they are constrained to ask themselves whether the disturbances are only the precursors of a similar revolution. So a greater force is used in quelling disturbances than would be used in other places where British rule is more firmly established.13

After 1857, the British in India did not respond to local unrest as much as to what they imagined that unrest was or could become – hence the consistent disproportionality of violence on the part of the colonial regime. The Amritsar Massacre was accordingly both retributive and pre-emptive: Dyer took revenge for the attacks on Europeans, including Miss Sherwood, during the riots three days earlier, but he also acted to prevent a much bigger outbreak that he believed to be imminent. In 1920, General Sir Herbert Lawrence, the son of Sir John Lawrence of ‘Mutiny’ fame, came out strongly in support of Dyer whom he described in almost mystical terms and as part of a distinctly colonial genealogy:

Dyer had saved a massacre of Europeans and had nipped in the bud a serious outbreak. [. . .] Dyer had been brought into the world solely that he might be at Amritsar at that precise time; for no other soldier of his rank would have been so fearless as to act as he did without thought of his own future, and have acted with such an understanding of the ‘half devil and half child’; as Kipling also born in India diagnosed the natives to be.14

Despite the claims of Herbert Lawrence, Dyer was far from unique, and, considering Kitchin’s advocacy for stronger measures, or Lieutenant-Colonel Smith’s proposal to drop bombs on Amritsar, he was not even the most belligerent among his peers. Elsewhere in Punjab, aeroplanes were indeed deployed against Indian crowds, as Adjutant-General Havelock Hudson later explained: ‘It may, of course, be argued that a bomb cannot be dropped, nor a machinegun fired from an aeroplane with any great degree of accuracy. This may be true, but when the mark aimed at is an unlawful assembly it is not very material whether those in front or behind are made to suffer.’15

Dyer’s actions at Jallianwala Bagh thus reflected commonly held sentiments among the British officers involved in the suppression of the disturbances. In the colonial capital, for instance, the senior officer commanding openly stated of the shooting there on 30 March that: ‘Composed as the crowd was of the scum of Delhi city, I am of firm opinion that if they had got a bit more firing given them it would have done them a world of good and their attitude would be much more amenable and respectful, as force is the only thing that an Asiatic has any respect for.’16 At Jallianwala Bagh, Dyer simply pursued this logic to its extreme conclusion as he made explicit when questioned by the Hunter Committee:

Q. I take it that your idea in taking that action was to strike terror?

A. Call it what you like. I was going to punish them. My idea from the military point of view was to make a wide impression.

Q. To strike terror not only in the city of Amritsar, but throughout the Punjab?

A. Yes, throughout the Punjab. I wanted to reduce their morale; the morale of the rebels.

This was, it might be added, not simply a military action in support of the civil authorities to disperse a riot but a massacre that emulated the spectacle of a formal execution. Whether it was the people gathered at Jallianwala Bagh or the young men flogged for the attack on Miss Sherwood, the guilt of the individuals was more or less irrelevant to the real purpose of the violence – namely the performance of colonial power pure and simple. Colonial punishment had little to do with justice, and the suppression of the unrest in Punjab in 1919 exposes the fundamental lie about the pre-eminence of the rule of law in British India in the most glaring fashion. A week after the massacre at Jallianwala Bagh, on 21 April 1919, O’Dwyer made a remarkable statement when defending Dyer’s actions to Viceroy Chelmsford: ‘The Amritsar business cleared the air, and if there was to be a holocaust anywhere, and one regrets that there should be, it was best at Amritsar.’17 O’Dwyer was here using the word ‘holocaust’ in its literal sense of a ‘burnt offering’ – as a sacrifice. The crowd at Jallianwala Bagh, in other words, had to be sacrificed to produce the necessary effect, ‘clearing the air’, and preventing a second ‘Mutiny’.

The racialised logic that underpinned Dyer’s actions at Jallianwala Bagh, and colonial violence more generally, was furthermore not confined only to ‘exceptional moments’ of crisis or warfare. What has been described as the ‘rule of colonial difference’ was instead an intrinsic aspect of the paternalism, despotic or liberal, on which British rule in India was founded.18 The perceived need to maintain racial hierarchies barred Indians from the European Club, permitted the beating of ‘native’ servants, but also allowed Dyer to perceive the people at Jallianwala Bagh as an undifferentiated crowd that could be shot down for moral effect.19 Each and every one of the punitive measures deployed at Amritsar, from the compulsory displays of respect to the crawling order, was predicated on the bodily alterity and essential ‘othering’ of Indians.20 Under colonial rule, the local population never enjoyed the full status of subjects and could instead be treated collectively as potential enemies during disturbances.

While British rule in India was not essentially maintained through terror and spectacles of violence, the same cannot be said for the borderlands of the Raj, nor of the ever-expanding frontiers of the Empire.21 Fighting a range of local populations, variously described as ‘tribal’, ‘savage’ or ‘fanatic’, on the North-West Frontier, in Afghanistan, in Sudan or throughout parts of Africa and elsewhere, the British routinely massacred locals with machine guns, drove off cattle and burned villages in demonstrative displays of power.22 What became known as ‘savage warfare’ was not simply shaped by the tactical necessities of asymmetric fighting against irregular enemies but was based on deeply encoded assumptions concerning the inherent difference of local opponents.23 During moments of crisis, as in Punjab in 1919, the ‘frontiers’ of the Empire can be said to have contracted as spectacular modes of coercion, punishment, and violence, usually relegated to the margins of colonial control, were deployed within the heartland of the colony. It was this implicit admission of colonial failure, however brief, that caused such an outcry and embarrassment, as the pretences of the civilising mission were momentarily cast aside, and the brute power of the colonial project revealed in all its bloody glory.24

It is often assumed that the experience of four years of brutal warfare during the First World War, as well as the transformation of the political landscape after 1918, led to the abandonment of exemplary violence in colonial warfare. The Amritsar Massacre is thus usually regarded as the last colonial atrocity following which a doctrine of ‘minimum force’ came to characterise British colonial counter-insurgency. The truth is that, while the British public may have become less accepting of colonial violence with the passing of time, the abiding belief in both the efficacy and necessity of exemplary force against anti-colonial movements and rebellions persisted.25 The use of airpower within the British Empire reveals the continuing distinction in the types of military technologies that could be deployed against ‘civilised’ and ‘uncivilised’ populations later in the twentieth century.26 Similarly, the scale and level of brutality in the counter-insurgency campaigns in places such as Palestine, Kenya, or Malaya would have been inconceivable in, for instance, Northern Ireland or Cyprus.27 The language changed over time, as Callwell’s ‘small wars’ became Gwynn’s ‘imperial policing’, followed, after the Second World War, by ‘counter-insurgency’.28 The principle, however, remained largely the same and the rule of colonial difference never lost its purchase. Ultimately, Churchill’s notion of ‘frightfulness’ was a perfect summary of the forms and functions of colonial violence as deployed throughout the British Empire in the nineteenth and far into the twentieth century: ‘What I mean by frightfulness is the inflicting of great slaughter or massacre upon a particular crowd of people, with the intention of terrorising not merely the rest of the crowd, but the whole district or the whole country.’29 Considering the use of spectacles of violence to maintain the Empire, ‘frightfulness’ was very much ‘a remedy known to the British pharmacopœia’.

Rather than an exceptional episode, ‘in singular and sinister isolation’, the Amritsar Massacre revealed the inner workings, and imagined vulnerability, of British colonial rule in India. Although contemporary events, such as the Easter Rising in Ireland in 1916 or the outbreak of violence in Egypt in March 1919, might have provided the more obvious precedents for Dyer to act upon, it was still events sixty years earlier that guided his actions. At Amritsar on 13 April 1919, Dyer was not responding to the dramatically changed political situation of the post-war Empire. Rather, as the writer E.J. Thompson put it in 1927, ‘it was our inherited thought concerning the Mutiny and Indians and India that drove him on. The ghosts of Cooper and Cowan presided over Jallianwala.’30

Not only did the spectre of the ‘Mutiny’ exacerbate perceived threats, it also obscured the nature of the real challenges facing colonial rule in 1919. When Michael O’Dwyer was called upon to justify the deportation of Kitchlew and Satyapal, he made a remarkable claim: ‘I felt that if they stayed there longer a very grave state of rebellion and bloodshed would be brought about and in fact, even their deportation did not obviate such occurrences.’31 O’Dwyer’s assessment of the unrest in Punjab thus ignored the fact that it was British panic, and pre-emptive action, that sparked the riots on 10 April, which eventually led to the Amritsar Massacre. The key precipitating factor in stirring discontent, namely the Rowlatt Act, had of course also been a piece of purposely pre-emptive legislation. Following the advice of Forster’s colonial policeman McBryde and taking the lessons of the ‘Mutiny records’ to heart, was accordingly not the panacea it was supposed to be, but instead a form of self-fulfilling paranoia. Churchill’s description of ‘frightfulness’ thus crucially failed to acknowledge the extent to which that doctrine itself was the product of colonial anxieties. Perhaps, after all, General Dyer had not been so disingenuous when he claimed that ‘we cannot be brave unless we be possessed of a greater fear’.32

When passing his final orders in the Kuka affair in 1872, Governor-General Lord Napier made a poignant observation regarding the use of violence in the Empire: ‘Summary orders are often taken for acts of vigour, when they are in truth acts of weakness. Such orders frequently show that those who give them doubt their own strength, and are afraid to be merciful to their opponents.’33 Similar to the violence of 1857 and 1872, the massacre at Jallianwala Bagh was thus the function of a colonial order that was never sufficiently confident to do without the spectacle of exemplary violence. That the use of violence might be counterproductive was even conceded in the final report of the Hunter Committee, when Dyer’s rationale for opening fire at Jallianwala Bagh was finally dismissed in 1920: ‘The employment of excessive measures is as likely as not to produce the opposite result to that desired.’34

Colonial violence ultimately undermined colonial rule by alienating the local population and turning its victims into martyrs of nationalist movements. It is thus noticeable that the sites of colonial violence have become central to anti-colonial narratives and today function as the locus of post-colonial pilgrimage. When the details of the Amritsar Massacre first reached London in December 1919, Colonel J.C. Wedgwood with remarkable foresight warned of how the event would be remembered:

In the ordinary English primer the only thing the ordinary person learns about British rule in India is about the Black Hole of Calcutta and the massacre of Cawnpore, where there was a well choked with corpses. Centuries hence you will find Indian children brought up to this spot. just as they visit now the Cawnpore Well, and you can imagine the feelings of these Indians for generations over this terrible business [. . .] Think what all this means! You will have a shrine erected there and every year there will be processions of Indians visiting the tombs of the martyrs and Englishmen will go there and stand bareheaded before it.35

A shrine was indeed erected at Jallianwala Bagh, which till recently had a sign stating that ‘this ground was hallowed by the mingled blood’ of the victims. The notion of a ‘sacred spot’ is strangely reminiscent of how Dyer conceived of Kucha Kaurianwala, where Miss Sherwood was attacked and the crawling order subsequently enforced. When renewing the call for an official apology in 2016, Shashi Tharoor told a journalist: ‘Imagine what it would be like if a British prime minister sank to his or her knees at Jallianwala Bagh.’36 The symbolic symmetry is unmistakable, yet the question of what an apology would mean, or actually achieve, remains more elusive.

In the twenty-first century, empire nostalgia paradoxically relies on amnesia to produce an edifying narrative that can be nourished in times of distress and postcolonial decline. Taking succour in Britain’s past glory requires that colonial violence and events such as the Amritsar Massacre be glossed over, or otherwise written out of the narrative. A British apology for the Amritsar Massacre in 2019 would, as a result, only ever be for one man’s actions, as isolated and unprecedented, and not for the colonial rule, or system, that, in Gandhi’s words, produced Dyer. Rather than being an act of humility, an apology in the centenary year would thus simply sustain a sentimental vision of the British Empire – a vision in which the red blotches on the world-map are not blood but clusters of eternally grateful ‘natives’, and on which the sun stubbornly refuses to set.

We are not responsible for the past, but we are responsible for how we choose to remember – or forget – the past. And perhaps there are wounds that we should not attempt to heal.



EPILOGUE

[image: image]

JALLIANWALA BAGH

The plants and flowers are all scorched or withered

Deprived of its scent, the pollen is scattered like a stain on the ground

Alas! This lovely garden is drenched in blood

Come spring, dear king of seasons, but come quietly

This is a mourning-place, so make no noise

Subhadra Kumari Chauhan, ‘Jallianwala Bagh Mein Basant’

[Spring in Jallianwala Bagh] (1929)1

 

Within a year of the massacre, and long before its real consequences were known, Jallianwala Bagh was purchased after a public subscription and turned into a memorial park.2 There was originally some opposition to the idea, and it was suggested that a memorial at Amritsar would – like the British ‘Mutiny’ memorial at Cawnpore – simply ‘perpetuate bitterness and ill will’. Gandhi, who was one of organisers behind the subscription, responded with great poignancy:

Can we afford to forget those five hundred or more men who were killed although they had done nothing wrong either morally or legally? If they had died knowingly and willingly, if realising their innocence they had stood their ground and faced the shots from the fifty rifles, they would have gone down to history as saints, heroes and patriots. But even as it was, the tragedy became one of first class national importance. [. . .] We were unable to protect our helpless countrymen when they were ruthlessly massacred. We may decline, if we will, to avenge the wrong. The nation will not lose if we did. But shall we – can we afford to – decline to perpetuate the memory and to show to the surviving members of the families of the dead that we are sharers in their sufferings, by erecting a national tombstone and by telling the world thereby that in the death of these men each one of us has lost dear relations?3

For the poet Hasan Manto, who grew up in Amritsar, the Bagh retained much of its symbolic significance as a gathering place for anti-colonial protests, where the myths and the memories of 13 April 1919 soon became indistinguishable. In the short story ‘For Freedom’s Sake’, Manto described how he and his friend Ghulam Ali would spend hours in Jallianwala Bagh:

‘You know, Ghulam Ali, don’t you, how this well was once filled to its mouth with the bodies of people slain in the firing? Today everybody drinks from it. It has watered every flower in this park. People come and pluck those flowers. But strangely, not even a drop carries the salty taste of blood. Not a single petal of a single flower has the redness of blood in it. Why is that?’

I vividly remember that as I spoke I had looked at the window of a neighbouring house where, it is said, a young girl had been shot dead by General Dyer as she stood watching the massacre. The streak of blood had begun to fade on the old lime wall behind the window. Blood had become so cheap that spilling it no longer affected people as it once had. I remember I was in the third or fourth standard at school, and six or seven months after the bloody massacre our teacher had taken us to see Jallianwala Bagh. It hardly looked like a park then, just a dreary and desolate stretch of uneven earth, strewn all over with clods of dried dirt. I remember how the teacher had picked up a small clod, reddened I believe from paan spittle, and showed it to us, saying, ‘Look, it’s still red from the blood of our martyrs!’4

The barren ground of Jallianwala Bagh soon became an item on the tourist itinerary, providing a stark contrast to the splendour of the Golden Temple nearby. Showing an American visitor around in 1921, a local resident explained what the Bagh meant to Indians: ‘The only amends that the British bureaucracy here or the British people in England have made for these acts is to ask us “to forgive and forget” the past, and sometime, when we feel inclined to close up this chapter of shame of our history, the cry that comes out of this blood-stained wall rings louder and clearer in our ears.’5
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As part of the conciliatory policy assumed by the British towards the end of 1919, O’Dwyer’s successor as Lieutenant-Governor of Punjab, E.D. Maclagan, had made the suggestion that the ‘Government should give pensions to members of families who lost their bread-winners in the firing at Jallianwala Bagh’.6 The Indian charitable organisation, the Sewa Samiti, which had so far been distributing aid in Amritsar, would soon be running out of resources and Maclagan argued that it would have good effect politically if the British Government provided relief. The Government of India, however, was initially not very supportive of the idea of compensation and C.W. Gwynne of the Viceroy’s Executive Council warned that it would be a futile exercise:

The proposal is made on grounds of political expediency rather than of humanity. Purely from that point of view (political expediency) it may well be doubted whether anything that Government can do in this matter will be regarded with any feeling but disfavour. It is almost certain in some tortuous way to be turned against Government. The pensions will be called hush money and blood money, and the recipients will be boycotted, and encouraged to surrender them. For Government to give pensions might be construed into an admission of error. It is hardly worth spending money to secure an effect of this kind.7

William Marris, Joint Secretary to Government of India, was more amenable to the idea of compensation but, like Gwynne, wary that it might backfire: ‘We do not want to be accused of buying silence with blood money.’8 The payment of compensation was nevertheless approved and a committee established under A. Langley of the Indian Civil Service to evaluate claims and distribute the funds during the course of 1921 and 1922. Following much wrangling between the Punjab Government and Government of India over who was going to foot the bill, more than 2 million rupees were paid in compensation to those who were wounded or the relatives of those who were killed during the unrest in Punjab.9 The relatives of those killed at Jallianwala Bagh received, on average, Rs 8,700, which may be compared to the Rs 135,000 awarded to the widow of G.M. Thomson of the Alliance Bank. None of these sums, however, compared to the money received by Dyer from the Morning Post collection. When the new Viceroy, Lord Reading, took the remarkable step of visiting Jallianwala Bagh on the anniversary of the massacre in 1921, the first British official to do so, he was met with complaints about the disparity of compensation awarded to Indians and Europeans. Reading promised to look into the matter, but nothing ever came of this.10

When the authorities originally called for the residents of Amritsar to submit the names of relatives killed at Jallianwala Bagh, 38-year-old Dr Mani Ram, a dental surgeon, had been among those who responded:

As desired in the official notification, I give below a brief account of the tragic death of my son, Madan Mohan, which occurred in the Jallianwala Bagh on the 13th April last. The delay in submitting this information is due to my absence from Amritsar to Mussoorie hills. Jallianwala Bagh is at a distance of about three minutes’ walk and is the only open place near my house which is opposite the Clock Tower. My son, Madan Mohan, aged about 13 years [. . .] along with his playmates used to visit this open square for play almost daily. On the 13th April last he went there as usual and met his tragic end, having been shot in the head which fractured his skull, he bled and died instantaneously. I with eight or nine others had to search for about half an hour till I could pick up his corpse as it was mixed up with hundreds of dead bodies lying in heaps there, who met their respective ends under circumstances well known. This is how my innocent child of innocent age was murdered by those who allege they acted in the name of justice, law and order . . .11

Mani Ram was eventually awarded Rs 8,362 in compensation for the loss of his son.12 Ultimately, not everyone who was eligible for compensation could bring themselves to apply. The 46-year-old merchant Lala Rup Lal Puri, who was a member of the Amritsar District Congress Committee, had been one of the speakers who addressed the crowd at Jallianwala Bagh. He was shot in the back as he tried to escape but survived. His explanation was simple: ‘I was not prepared to accept any compensation and therefore did not apply for it, though I was asked to do so. I still bear the bullet mark.’13
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Today, at the Jallianwala Bagh memorial, the traces of the original event have all but vanished. What remains is heavily circumscribed by a post-Independence narrative, which celebrates the sacrifice and contribution of nationalist leaders and revolutionaries. Visitors enter through the same narrow passage as Dyer did, but beyond that it is difficult to reconcile the green garden – with its prominent red-stone monument, porticos and pathways, topiary soldiers and crowds of tourists – with the barren killing field of a century ago. A plaque just inside the garden proclaims the significance of the site as a shrine for Indian nationalism:

This place is saturated with the blood of thousands of Indian patriots who were martyred in a non-violent struggle to free India from British domination. General Dyer of the British army opened fire here on unarmed people. Jallianwala Bagh is thus an everlasting symbol of non-violent & peaceful struggle for freedom of India.

The pillars of the portico at the entrance supposedly symbolise Dyer’s soldiers while the small fountain in the middle represents the historically non-existent machine gun.14 Apart from the central pylon, representing the ‘Flame of Liberty’, a large structure has been built around the so-called ‘Martyrs’ Well’, from which a sign now claims 120 bodies were recovered following the massacre. This story, which is not corroborated by the accounts of either Motilal or Jawaharlal Nehru, would seem to be a conflation with the infamous well at Cawnpore, where the bodies of European women and children had been left after the Bibighar massacre in 1857.15

In the nearby ‘Martyr’s Gallery’, the visitor’s gaze is focused on a large painting of the massacre, prominently displayed on the end-wall. The painting shows the interior of Jallianwala Bagh covered in dead bodies and the figures of fleeing people clinging to the surrounding walls. The painting originally depicted only a landscape of death and despair, though a row of amateurishly drawn Gurkhas troops has at some later point been added to the lower left corner.16 The depiction of the massacre is framed on both sides by a pantheon of nationalist heroes, some of whom were associated with the events at Amritsar, including Kitchlew and Satyapal, as well as Ratto and Bugga, but also the widow Ratan Devi, who remained by her husband’s body after the massacre. Others, like Madan Lal Dhingra, who assassinated a British official in London in 1909, appear to be included merely by virtue of hailing from Punjab.

The real hero of the Jallianwala Bagh memorial, however, is the figure of Udham Singh, who, along with Bhagat Singh, is Punjab’s most celebrated freedom fighter.17 Following the assassination of O’Dwyer, Udham Singh was executed by the British, and was instantaneously accorded the status of a true patriotic martyr. It is said that Udham Singh had himself been present at Jallianwala Bagh and was wounded in the arm, although there is little evidence for this. In the popular imagination, however, there is no question about his connection to the massacre, and some of Udham Singh’s ashes are even kept at the Jallianwala Bagh memorial. While none of the people who were actually killed on 13 April 1919 are commemorated in the ‘Martyr’s Gallery’, Udham Singh is represented by no less than two paintings. It is also his likeness, along with that of Bhagat Singh, that the hundreds of schoolchildren daily visiting the Bagh invariably make colourful drawings of, and, as if to banish any lingering doubts, a statue of Udham Singh was erected at the very entrance to Jallianwala Bagh in 2018.

At the Jallianwala Bagh memorial, it is thus an entirely teleological narrative that has come to dominate – one in which the significance of the massacre is recognised only insofar as it served as inspiration for others. It is as the catalyst of the freedom struggle, which came to its fruition with Indian independence in 1947, that the Amritsar Massacre is commemorated and not as a historically meaningful event in its own right. The names of the 379 people known to have been killed are nowhere to be found and, a hundred years after Dyer walked down the narrow passage with his fifty troops, Jallianwala Bagh is no longer a place for mourning the dead, as Gandhi originally envisaged, but a celebration of a nationalist myth.18

The only original building within the Bagh, namely the small samadhi, or temple, with its bulbous dome and surrounding wall with archways, stands forlorn and out of place among the twentieth-century structures of the memor--ial. On the north-facing side of the samadhi, and in two other parts of the walls of the Bagh, there are still marks from the bullets fired by Dyer’s troops, some ninety-two in total. Were it not for the painted white squares framing the bullet-holes, however, they would be largely indistinguishable from the wear and tear of the brick-work itself. Prodded and probed by thousands of visitors over a hundred-year period, these historical scars have slowly but surely been worn away. As the last traces of the massacre are gradually erased, and its history steadily overwritten, all that will be left is a name.



GLOSSARY








	Anglo-Indian

	British person born or settled in India




	Arya Samaj

	Hindu reform movement




	ayah

	Indian nanny




	badmash

	ruffian or bad character




	chaprassi

	watchman




	charpoy

	light Indian bedstead




	dacoit

	bandit




	Danda Fauj

	Bludgeon Army




	Eurasian

	person of mixed European–Indian background




	faryad

	petition or prayer for clemency




	ghari

	horse carriage




	godown

	warehouse




	gunda

	hoodlum or hooligan




	gurdwara

	temple




	hartal

	traditional form of strike




	havildar

	sergeant




	kotwali

	police station




	krait

	small poisonous snake (bungarus caeruleus), best known from Kipling’s short story ‘Rikki-tikki Tavi’




	kukri

	Gurkha knife




	lakh

	one hundred thousand




	lathi

	staff or metal-studded stick




	maulvi

	Muslim cleric




	mela

	religious fair




	memsahib

	Ma’am, often used in reference to European women




	naib tahsildar

	deputy revenue official




	purdah

	female seclusion




	sabha

	association




	sahib

	Sir or Lord, often used in reference to European men




	salaam

	formal greeting




	samadhi

	shrine or temple




	Sarkar

	the Government of India




	Satyagraha

	truth- or soul-force, the key principle in Gandhi’s non-violent resistance




	sepoy

	Indian soldier in British service




	sowar

	cavalry trooper




	swaraj

	self-rule




	‘Thug’

	highway robber and bandit-retainer




	‘Thuggee’

	the phenomenon or practice of ‘Thugs’




	tonga

	light horse-drawn carriage




	topi

	hat




	zamindar

	landholder or petty ruler







ENDNOTES

Introduction: Amritsar 1919–2019

1.Gandhi, dir. Richard Attenborough (1982).

2.‘Views of Scenes Connected with the Unrest and Massacre at Amritsar’, BL, Photo 39 (44-104). The photographic evidence of the aftermath of the massacre is discussed in chapter 11.

3.Thanks to Benjamin Schenk for pointing this out.

4.See also Joel Kuortti, ‘“One Thousand Six Hundred and Fifty Rounds”: Colonial Violence in the Representations of the Jallianwala Bagh Massacre’, Indialogs, 1 (2014), pp. 38–50.

5.Report of the Committee appointed by the Government of India to investigate the disturbances in the Punjab, etc. (Disorders Inquiry Committee 1919–20 (Calcutta, 1920) [Report, DIC], pp. 29-30. This document is usually referred to as the ‘Hunter Report’.

6.‘Amritsar Massacre: Foreign Office Rejects Calls to Apologise for Mass Killing of Sikhs by Colonial Troops’, Independent, 9 Dec. 2017.

7.Speech at Kalam Club at Taj Bengal on 28 December 2017, https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=4PJsNpYaE1U accessed 4 May 2018.

8.Charles S. Maier, ‘Leviathan 2.0: Inventing Modern Statehood’, in Emily S. Rosenberg (ed.), A World Connecting, 1870–1945 (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2012), p. 192. Antoinette Burton and Tony Ballantyne’s references to the massacre elsewhere in the volume are rather more pertinent, in Rosenberg (ed.), A World Connecting, pp. 309 and 418.

9.Jordanna Bailkin, ‘The Boot and the Spleen: When Was Murder Possible in British India?’, Comparative Studies in Society and History, 48, 2 (2006), pp. 462–93, p. 466.

10.The most recent literature on the subject includes Derek Sayer, ‘British Reactions to the Amritsar Massacre, 1919–1920’, Past & Present, 131, 1 (May 1991), pp. 130–64; K.L. Tuteja, ‘Jallianwala Bagh: A Critical Juncture in the Indian National Movement’, Social Scientist, xxv, 1/2 (Jan.–Feb. 1997), pp. 25–61; Purnima Bose and Laura Lyons, ‘Dyer Consequences: The Trope of Amritsar, Ireland, and the Lessons of the “Minimum” Force Debate’, boundary 2, 26, 2 (1999), pp. 199–229; Nasser Hussain, The Jurisprudence of Emergency: Colonialism and the Rule of Law (Ann Arbor, MI: University of Michigan Press, 2003); Nigel Collett, The Butcher of Amritsar: Brigadier-General Reginald Dyer (London: Continuum, 2006); and Taylor C. Sherman, State Violence and Punishment in India (New York: Routledge, 2009). See also Rupert Furneaux, Massacre at Amritsar (London: George Allen & Unwin, 1963); Arthur Swinson, Six Minutes to Sunset: The Story of General Dyer and the Amritsar Affair (London: Davis 1964); V.N. Datta, Jallianwala Bagh (Ludhiana: Lyall Book Depot, 1969); Raja Ram, The Jallianwala Bagh Massacre: A Premeditated Plan (Chandigarh: Panjab University Publication Bureau, 1969); and Helen Fein, Imperial Crime and Punishment: The Massacre at Jallianwala Bagh and British Judgment, 1919–1920 (Honolulu: University of Hawaii Press, 1977).

11.Alfred Draper, The Massacre That Ended the Raj (London: Cassell, 1981).

12.Erez Manela, The Wilsonian Moment: Self-determination and the International Origins of Anticolonial Nationalism (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2007), p. 159.

13.See also Susan Kingsley Kent, Aftershocks: Politics and Trauma in Britain, 1918–1931  (Basingstoke: Palgrave, 2009), pp. 64–90.

14.Kim A. Wagner, ‘Calculated to Strike Terror: The Amritsar Massacre and the Spectacle of Colonial Violence’, Past & Present, 233, 1 (Nov. 2016), pp. 185–225, pp. 195–6.

15.See also Kim A. Wagner, ‘“In Unrestrained Conversation”: Approvers and the Colonial Ethnography of Crime in Nineteenth-century India’, in Kim A. Wagner and Ricardo Roque (eds), Engaging Colonial Knowledge: Reading European Archives in World History (Basingstoke: Palgrave, 2011), pp. 135–62.

16.George Orwell, ‘Shooting an Elephant’ (New Writing, 1936), in Sonia Orwell and Ian Angus (eds), The Collected Essays, Journalism and Letters of George Orwell, vol. 1: An Age Like This, 1920–1940 (London: Secker & Warburg, 1968), p. 240.

17.Michael G. Vann, ‘Fear and Loathing in French Hanoi: Colonial White Images and Imaginings of “Native” Violence’, in M. Thomas (ed.), The French Colonial Mind: Violence, Military Encounters, and Colonialism, 2 vols (Lincoln, NE: University of Nebraska Press, 2011), II, pp. 52–76, p. 52.

18.Marshall Sahlins, Apologies to Thucydides: Understanding History as Culture and Vice Versa (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2004), p. 119; and Ann L. Stoler, Along the Archival Grain: Thinking Through Colonial Ontologies (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2009).

19.Marc Bloch, The Historian’s Craft (Manchester: Manchester University Press, 1954), p. 143.

Prologue: Shadows of the Mutiny

1.E.M. Forster, A Passage to India (London: Edward Arnold, 1924; new edn, London: Penguin, 2005), p. 158. The word ‘queer’ is here used to indicate strangeness rather than its modern connotation of homosexuality.

2.Rudyard Kipling, ‘In the Year ’57’, Civil and Military Gazette, 14 and 23 May 1887. See also G.K. Das, E.M. Forster’s India (Totowa, NJ: Rowman and Littlefield, 1977).

3.See Kim A. Wagner, The Great Fear of 1857: Rumours, Conspiracies and the Making of the Indian Uprising (Oxford: Peter Lang Oxford, 2010), and his The Skull of Alum Bheg: The Life a,nd Death of a Rebel of 1857 (London: Hurst, 2017).

4.See Tapti Roy, The Politics of a Popular Uprising: Bundelkhand in 1857 (Delhi: Oxford University Press, 1994); Rudrangshu Mukherjee, Awadh in Revolt, 1857–1858: A Study in Popular Resistance (Delhi: Oxford University Press, 1984); Eric Stokes (C.A. Bayly, ed.), The Peasant Armed: The Indian Revolt of 1857 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1986).

5.See Gautam Chakravarty, The Indian Mutiny and the British Imagination (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2004).

6.Wagner, The Great Fear of 1857, pp. 5–19.

7.Alexander Duff, The Indian Rebellion: Its Causes and Results – In a Series of Letters (London: s.n., 1858), pp. 54–5.

8.Edward Leckey, Fictions Connected with the Indian Outbreak of 1857 Exposed (Bombay: Chesson and Woodhall, 1859), pp. 31–2.

9.See Jenny Sharpe, Allegories of Empire: The Figure of Women in the Colonial Text (Minneapolis, MN: University of Minnesota Press, 1993); Nancy L. Paxton, Writing Under the Raj: Gender, Race and Rape in the British Colonial Imagination, 1830–1947 (New Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers University Press, 1999); and Alison Blunt, ‘Embodying War: British Women and Domestic Defilement in the Indian “Mutiny”, 1857–8’, Journal of Historical Geography, 26, 3 (2000), pp. 403–28.

10.J.W. Kaye and G.B. Malleson, Kaye’s and Malleson’s History of the Indian Mutiny, I–VI (London: Allen, 1888–9), II, p. 301.

11.Wagner, ‘Calculated to Strike Terror’.

12.‘Blowing from a Gun’, Preston Chronicle, 7 Nov. 1857, p. 2.

13.‘Blowing from Guns at Peshawur’, Daily News, 5 Nov. 1857.

14.Kaye and Malleson, History of the Indian Mutiny, II, pp. 369–70.

15.Frederic Cooper, The Crisis in Punjab, from the 10th of May until the Fall of Delhi (London: Smith, Elder and Co., 1858), p. 164.

16.J.W. Kaye, A History of the Sepoy War in India 1857–1858, 3 vols (London: W.H. Allen & Co., 1876–80), III, p. 638.

17.W.H. Russell, ‘The British Army in India’, The Times, 19 July 1858.

18.Stanley, Hansard, HC, Deb. 14 March 1859, col. 160.

19.Cooper, The Crisis in Punjab, pp. 151–2.

20.Wagner, ‘Calculated to Strike Terror’, pp. 205–12.

21.W.H. McLeod, ‘The Kukas: A Millenarian Sect of the Punjab’, in G.A. Wood and P.S. O’Connor (eds), W.P. Morrell: a Tribute (Dunedin, 1973), pp. 85–103.

22.The main sources for the details of the attacks are to be found in Copy of Correspondence, or Extracts from Correspondence, relating to the Kooka Outbreak (1 Aug. 1872), House of Commons Parliamentary Papers (hereafter: KO).

23.Cowan to Forsyth, 15 Jan. 1872, KO, p. 8.

24.Cowan to Forsyth, 16 Jan. 1872, KO, p. 11.

25.Forsyth to Griffin, 8 April 1872, KO, pp. 50–2.

26.Order by Cowan, 18 Jan. 1872, KO, p. 47.

27.Forsyth to Griffin, 19 Jan. 1872, KO, p. 18.

28.Ibid.

29.Ibid.

30.Bayley to Griffin, 22 Jan. 1872, KO, p. 8.

31.Bayley to Griffin, 24 Jan. 1872, KO, p. 17.

32.Griffin to Bayley, 7 Feb. 1872, KO, p. 28.

33.See Mark Condos, The Insecurity State: Punjab and the Making of Colonial Power in British India (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2017).

34.Griffin to Bayley, 29 June 1872, quoted in Nahar Singh, Gooroo Ram Singh and the Kuka Sikhs: Rebels against the British Power in India, 2 vols (New Delhi, 1965), II, p. 81.

35.‘Final Orders of General Governor in Council’, Bayley to Griffin, 30 April 1872, KO, pp. 54–8.

36.Ibid., p. 54.

37.Ibid., p. 55.

38.Ibid., pp. 57–8. Cowan’s attempts at rehabilitation failed and he disappeared into obscurity, while Forsyth successfully lobbied the new Governor-General and went on to enjoy an illustrious career within the colonial administration, see ‘This Evening’s News: India’, The Pall Mall Gazette, 4 Aug. 1873.

39.Pioneer, 9 May 1872.

40.Rudyard Kipling ‘The Enlightenments of Pagett, M.P.’, Pioneer, 11–12 Sept. 1890.

41.D. Forsyth, Autobiography and Reminiscences of Sir Douglas Forsyth, edited by his daughter (London: Richard Bentley and Son, 1887), p. 36.

42.Cooper, Crisis in the Punjab, p. 167.

43.The Englishman, 10 Feb. 1872.

44.‘Letter to the Editor’, The Englishman, 14 May 1872. See also The Englishman 7, 8, 10 and 29 May, 1872.

45.See for instance ‘India (from our correspondent)’, The Times, 26 Feb. 1872.

46.‘The Kooka Massacre’, The Examiner, 1 June 1872.

47.Rudyard Kipling ‘On the City Wall’, In Black and White (Allahabad, 1888), p. 78.

48.Ibid., p. 94.

49.Wagner, The Great Fear of 1857, pp. xv–xxvii.

50.See N. Gerald Barrier, ‘The Punjab Disturbances of 1907: The Response of the British Government in India to Agrarian Unrest’, Modern Asian Studies, 1, 4 (1967), pp. 353–83.

51.See Countess of Minto, India: Minto and Morley 1905–1910 (London: Macmillan, 1934), pp. 122–5 and 150–1.

52.Minto to Morley, 8 May 1907, ibid., p. 124.

53.See ‘The Effect of the Present Unrest on the Native Army’, 12 May 1907, NLS, Minto Papers, MS 12756, p. 433.

54.‘British Prepare for a Revolt in India’, New York Times, 10 May 1907.

55.N. Gerald Barrier, ‘Punjab Politics and the Disturbances of 1907’ (unpublished PhD thesis, Duke University, 1966), p. 216.

56.Ibid., p. 233.

57.A.A. Irvine, Land of No Regrets (London: Collins, 1938), p. 128.

58.Minto to Morley, 8 May 1907, Minto and Morley, p. 127.

59.D.K.L. Choudhury, ‘Sinews of Panic and the Nerves of Empire: The Imagined State’s Entanglement with Information Panic, India c. 1800–1912’, Modern Asian Studies, 38, 4 (Oct. 2004), pp. 965–1002, p. 979; and Michael Silvestri, ‘“The Sinn Féin of India”: Irish Nationalism and the Policing of Revolutionary Terrorism in Bengal’, Journal of British Studies, 39 (Oct. 2000), pp. 454–86, p. 465.

60.Minto to Morley, 8 May 1907, Minto and Morley, p. 131.

61.Minto to Lady Minto, 15 May 1907, ibid., p. 136.

62.Barrier, ‘Punjab Politics and the Disturbances of 1907’, pp. 235–40.

63.Minto to Morley, 8 May 1907, Minto and Morley, pp. 124–5.

64.Minto to Morley, 29 Aug. 1907, ibid., pp. 151–2; Diary of Sir James Dunlop Smith, 4 June 1907, in Martin Gilbert (ed.), Servant of India: A Study of Imperial Rule from 1905 to 1910 as Told through the Correspondence and Diaries of Sir James Dunlop Smith (London: Longmans, 1966), p. 87.

65.Barrier, ‘The Punjab Disturbances of 1907’, p. 373.

66.Ibid., pp. 374–77.

67.‘British Prepare for a Revolt in India’, New York Times, 10 May 1907.

68.John Buchan, Lord Minto: A Memoir (London: Nelson, 1924), p. 78.

69.See Peter Heehs, The Bomb in Bengal: The Rise of Revolutionary Terrorism in India, 1900–1910 (Delhi: Oxford University Press, 1993).

70.Priyamvada Gopal, Insurgent Empire: Anticolonialism and British Dissent (London: Verso, 2019).

71.Kim A. Wagner, “Treading Upon Fires”: The “Mutiny”-Motif and Colonial Anxieties in British India’, Past & Present, 218, 1 (Feb. 2013), pp. 159–97.

72.Leslie Beresford, The Second Rising: A Romance of India (London: Hurst and Blackett, 1910), ‘Author’s Note’.

73.Amelia Bennett, ‘Ten Months’ Captivity after the Massacre at Cawnpore’, The Nineteenth Century, LXXIII (Jan.–June 1913), pp. 1212–34, p. 1212.

74.Ibid.

75.E.W. Savi, My Own Story (London: Hutchinson & Co., 1947), p. 205.

76.Wagner, “Treading Upon Fires” and ‘Calculated to Strike Terror’; and Thomas Metcalf, The Aftermath of the Revolt: India, 1857–1870 (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1965). See also Maurus Reinkowski and Gregor Thum (eds), Helpless Imperialists: Imperial Failure, Fear, and Radicalization (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2013); and Harald Fischer-Tiné (ed.), Anxieties, Fear and Panic in Colonial Settings: Empires on the Verge of a Nervous Breakdown (Basingstoke: Palgrave, 2017).

77.E.J. Thompson, The Other Side of the Medal (London: The Hogarth Press, 1925), pp. 86–7.

1 Pool of Nectar

1.Rudyard Kipling, Kim (London: Macmillan, 1901; new edn, Norton Critical Edition, New York: Norton, 2002), p. 38.

2.Ibid., p. 80. See also V.N. Datta, Amritsar: Past and Present (Amritsar: Municipal Committee, 1967).

3.Satyapal, CPI, II, no. 551, p. 716.

4.See also Irving, Disorders Inquiry Committee 1919–20, Evidence, vols I–VII (Calcutta: His Majesty’s Stationery Office, 1920) [Evidence, DIC], III, p. 1; Burton, ibid., pp. 61–2 and p. 193.

5.See Map 3.

6.George Orwell, Burmese Days (London: Victor Gollancz, 1935; new edn, London: Penguin, 2014), p. 14.

7.See Ranajit Guha, ‘Not at Home in Empire’, Critical Inquiry, 23, 3 (spring 1997), pp. 483–93.

8.F. Yeats-Brown, Bengal Lancer (London: Victor Gollancz, 1930), p. 9.

9.Orwell, Burmese Days, p. 80.

10.See Peter Robb, The Government of India and Reform: Policies towards Politics and the Constitution, 1916–1921 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1976). For a general overview, see Jon Wilson, India Conquered: Britain’s Raj and the Chaos of Empire (London: Simon & Schuster, 2016).

11.See Valentine Chirol, Indian Unrest (London: Macmillan, 1910); and Lajpat Rai, Young India: An Interpretation and a History of the Nationalist Movement from Within (London: Home Rule for India League, 1917).

12.See Gajendra Singh, ‘India and the Great War: Colonial Fantasies, Anxieties and Discontent’, Studies in Ethnicity and Nationalism, 14, 2 (Oct. 2014), pp. 343–61; and Joseph McQuade, ‘Terrorism, Law, and Sovereignty in India and the League of Nations, 1897–1945’ (unpublished PhD thesis, University of Cambridge, 2017).

13.Robb, The Government of India and Reform, p. 70.

14.See also Sugata Bose and Ayesha Jalal, Modern South Asia: History, Culture, and Political Economy (London: Routledge 1998).

15.Robb, The Government of India and Reform, p. 36.

16.Ibid., p. 73.

17.Ibid. For a more recent account, see Durba Ghosh, Gentlemanly Terrorists: Political Violence and the Colonial State in India, 1919–1947 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2017), pp. 27–59.

18.A. Rumbold, Watershed in India, 1914–1922 (London: Athlone Press, 1979), p. 89.

19.Robb, The Government of India and Reform, pp. 80–1.

20.Rumbold, Watershed in India, p. 6.

21.Forster, A Passage to India, p. 107.

22.J.R. Ackerley, Hindoo Holiday: An Indian Journal (London: Chatto & Windus, 1932), p. 22.

23.See also Elisabeth Kolsky, Colonial Justice in British India (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2010), pp. 97–103.

24.See Condos, Insecurity State.

25.Irvine, Land of No Regrets, p. 226.

26.Hari Singh, Gandhi, Rowlatt Satyagraha and British Imperialism: Emergence of Mass Movement in Punjab and Delhi (Delhi: Indian Bibliographers Bureau, 1990), p. 40.

27.Satyapal, CPI, II, no. 551, p. 716.

28.Edmund Candler, Abdication (London: Constable & Company, 1922), p. 134.

29.Forster, A Passage to India, p. 6.

30.Candler, Edmund, The Mantle of the East (Edinburgh: William Blackwood & Sons, 1910), p. 138–9.

31.Walter Crane, India Impressions: With Some Notes of Ceylon During a Winter Tour, 1906–7 (London: Methuen, 1907), pp. 164.

32.Supplement, Punjab Gazette, 16 March 1919, p. 347. See also Anand Gauba, Amritsar: A Study in Urban History, 1840–1947 (Jalandhar: ABS Publications 1988), pp. 247 and 254.

33.Gauba, Amritsar: A Study in Urban History, pp. 222 and 254–5.

34.Ibid., p. 261.

35.Candler, Mantle of the East, pp. 137–8.

36.Gavin Rand and Kim A. Wagner, ‘Recruiting the “Martial Races”: Identities and Military Service in Colonial India’, Patterns of Prejudice, 46, 3–4 (2012), pp. 232–54; and Gajendra Singh, ‘“Finding Those Men with Guts”: The Ascription and Re-ascription of Martial Identities in India after the Uprising’, in Crispin Bates and Gavin Rand (eds), Mutiny at the Margins: New Perspectives on the Indian Uprising of 1857, vol. 4: Military Aspects of the Indian Uprising (London and New Delhi: Sage, 2013), pp. 113–34.

37.See Maya Ramnath, Haj to Utopia: How the Ghadar Movement Charted Global Radicalism and Attempted to Overthrow the British Empire (Berkeley, CA: University of California Press, 2011); and Seema Sohi, Echoes of Mutiny: Race, Surveillance and Indian Anticolonialism in North America (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2014).

38.Richard Popplewell, Intelligence and Imperial Defence: British Intelligence and the Defence of the Indian Empire, 1904–1924 (London: Frank Cass, 1995).

39.See Tan Tai Yong, The Garrison State: The Military, Government and Society in Colonial Punjab, 1849–1947 (Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage, 2005).

40.Ibid., p. 134.

41.Ibid., p. 98.

42.Ibid.

43.Burton, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 194.

44.Ibid. See also Singh, Gandhi, Rowlatt Satyagraha, pp. 15 and 37; and Datta, Jallianwala Bagh, pp. 9–20.

45.E.M. Forster, ‘Reflections in India, I: Too Late?’, The Nation and the Athenaeum (21 Jan. 1922), p. 615.

46.See also H.A. Newell, Amritsar: The City of the Golden Temple (Bombay, 1913); and Amandeep Singh Madra and Parmjit Singh, The Golden Temple of Amritsar (London: Kashi House, 2011).

47.G.W. Steevens, In India (Edinburgh: William Blackwood & Sons, 1900), pp. 199–200.

48.Candler, Mantle of the East, p. 137.

49.Walter Del Mar, India of To-day (London: A. & C. Black, 1905), p. 236.

50.A. Hugh Fisher, Through India and Burmah with Pen and Brush (London: T. Werner Laurie, 1911), pp. 222–4.

51.Newell, Amritsar, p. 3

52.Del Mar, India of To-day, p. 237.

53.Gauba, Amritsar: A Study in Urban History, p. 79.

54.E.R. Scidmore, Winter India (New York: The Century Co., 1903), pp. 304–5.

55.Gauba, Amritsar: A Study in Urban History, p. 68; and James Douie, The Panjab, North-West Frontier Province and Kashmir (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1916), p. 339.

56.Scidmore, Winter India, p. 306.

57.Kapil Deva Malaviya, Open Rebellion in Punjab (Allahabad, 1920), p. 1.

58.Arorbans Gazette, 8 March 1918, Punjab Newspaper Reports 1918, IOR/L/R/5/200, p. 157; and Aluwalia Gazette, 16 April 1918, ibid., p. 242.

59.Diary of Maurice Jacobs, 13 April 1919, http://www.25thlondon.com/mj.htm (accessed 29 Aug. 2018; and Steven Leggett, ‘The Amritsar Hydro-electric Irrigation Installation’, Minutes of Proceedings of the Institution of Civil Engineers, CCXII (1921), p. 66. See also Gauba, Amritsar: A Study in Urban History, pp. 226–31.

60.Gauba, Amritsar: A Study in Urban History, p. 282; ‘An Astounding Statement’, The Indian Social Reformer, XXXI, 3, 19 Sept. 1920, p. 43; and ACC, p. 94.

61.Sewak, 7 March 1918, Punjab Newspaper Reports 1918, IOR/L/R/5/200, p. 174; and Hindu Gazette, 8 and 16 March 1918, ibid., p. 189.

62.Hindu Gazette, 8 and 16 March 1918, Punjab Newspaper Reports 1918, IOR/L/R/5/200, p. 189.

63.Mian Feroz Din, CPI, II, no. 2, p. 21.

64.Report, DIC, p. 19; and Collett, The Butcher of Amritsar, p. 229.

65.Burton, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 193; Rumbold, Watershed in India, 20; and Hari Singh, Gandhi, Rowlatt Satyagraha, p. 12.

66.See Kitchin, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 165; and R. Kumar, ‘The Rowlatt Satyagraha in Lahore’, in R. Kumar, Essays on Gandhian Politics: The Rowlatt Satyagraha of 1919 (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1971), pp. 272–4.

67.Singh, Gandhi, Rowlatt Satyagraha, p. 17.

68.Ibid., pp. 15 and 42.

69.Arorbans Gazette, 16 March 1918, Punjab Newspaper Reports 1918, IOR/L/R/5/200, p. 189.

70.Burton, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 193; and Townshend, ibid., V, p. 179.

71.Townshend, ibid., V, p. 179.

72.Kitchin, ibid., III, p. 170.

73.Townshend, ibid., V, p. 180.

74.M.S. Leigh, The Punjab and the War (Lahore: Printed by the Superintendent, Government Printing, Punjab 1922), p. 11.

75.Townshend, Evidence, DIC, V, pp. 179–80.

76.‘Influenza in India, 1918’, Public Health Reports, 34, 42 (17 Oct. 1919), pp. 2300–2, p. 2301. See also Rumbold, Watershed in India, p. 129.

77.See G. Minault, The Khilafat Movement: Religious Symbolism and Political Mobilization in India (New York: Columbia University Press, 1982).

78.See for instance Norman G. Barrier, ‘The Arya Samaj and Congress Politics in the Punjab, 1894–1908’, The Journal of Asian Studies, 26, 3 (May 1967), pp. 363–79.

79.Michael O’Dwyer, India as I Knew It, 1885–1925 (London: Constable & Company, 1925), p. 266.

80.Mohinder Singh, The Akali Movement (Delhi: Macmillan, 1978).

81.Kuwaja Yusuf Shai, Evidence, DIC, III, pp. 94–5.

82.Burton, ibid., p. 193.

83.Ibid.; and Smith, ibid., p. 56.

84.Burton, ibid., p. 195. See also Kitchlew, CPI, II, no. 550, pp. 709–10.

85.Gauba, Amritsar: A Study in Urban History, pp. 167–8.

86.Burton, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 193.

87.Smith, ibid., pp. 50–1.

88.Ibid., pp. 59–60.

89.Ratto, 31 May 1919, PSA, 5315: Home Judicial, C, May 1920, nos 268–322, p. 14.

90.Burton, Evidence, DIC, III, pp. 193–5.

91.Ibid.

92.Satyapal, CPI, II, no. 551, p. 717; and Collett, The Butcher of Amritsar, p. 224.

93.Khwaja Yusuf Shah, Evidence, DIC, III, no. 91.

2 Rowlatt Satyagraha

1.Wathen, ‘Law Report, 26 May 1924: High Court of Justice’, The Times, 27 May 1924.

2.I have relied extensively on the diary of Melicent Wathen, ‘India, 1914–1920’, pp. 169–181 (hereafter MWD). I am grateful to Roderick Wathen for letting me work with the original diaries and for the hospitality of the Wathen family in Norwich.

3.MWD, p. 151; and Clive Dewey, Anglo-Indian Attitudes: The Mind of the Indian Civil Service (London: Hambledon Press, 1993), pp. 180–1.

4.Collett, Butcher of Amritsar, p. 483.

5.Anon., A History of the Khalsa College Amritsar (Amritsar, 1949), pp. 84–5.

6.Forster, A Passage to India, p. 25.

7.Raleigh Trevelyan, Golden Oriole (London: Secker & Warburg, 1987), p. 476.

8.Dewey, Anglo-Indian Attitudes, pp. 180–1.

9.MWD, pp. 169–81.

10.Mark Wathen, Banker, Soldier, Farmer, Priest: Personal Memories (Dunkirk: Barnwell Print, 2009), pp. 13–14.

11.MWD, p. 169.

12.Wathen, Banker, Soldier, Farmer, Priest, p. 19.

13.MWD, p. 170.

14.Lady Lawrence, Indian Embers (Oxford: George Ronald, 1949), pp. 381–2.

15.Robb, The Government of India and Reform.

16.See for instance Radhika Singha, A Despotism of Law: Crime and Justice in Early Colonial India (New Delhi: Oxford University Press, 1998); and Mark Condos, ‘Licence to Kill: The Murderous Outrages Act and the Rule of Law in Colonial India, 1867–1925’, Modern Asian Studies, 50, 2 (2016), pp. 479–517.

17.Sohi, Echoes of Mutiny; and McQuade, ‘Terrorism, Law, and Sovereignty in India’.

18.See Condos, Insecurity State, pp. 198–213.

19.Ibid. See also Gajendra Singh, ‘Jodh Singh, the Ghadar Movement and the Anti-Colonial Deviant in the Anglo-American Imagination’, Past & Present (forthcoming Nov. 2019).

20.Robb, The Government of India and Reform, p. 153.

21.Ibid., p. 101.

22.Sedition Committee Report (SCR; Rowlatt Committee Report) (Calcutta: Superintendent Government Printing, 1918), p. iii.

23.Robb, The Government of India and Reform, pp. 149–50.

24.McQuade, ‘Terrorism, Law, and Sovereignty’, pp. 19 and 88; and Robb, The Government of India and Reform, p. 150.

25.McQuade, ‘Terrorism, Law, and Sovereignty’, p. 91.

26.The report was in large part based on J.C. Ker, Political Trouble in India, 1907–1917 (Calcutta: Superintendent Government Printing, 1917).

27.See also R. Peckham (ed.), Empires of Panic: Epidemics and Colonial Anxieties (Hong Kong: Hong Kong University Press, 2015).

28.Kaye and Malleson, History of the Indian Mutiny, II, p. 231; and G.B. Malleson, The Indian Mutiny of 1857 (London: Seeley and Co., 1891), p. 43.

29.SCR, p. 116.

30.Ibid., p. 12.

31.See also Mark Condos, ‘“Fanaticism” and the Politics of Resistance along the North-West Frontier of British India’, Comparative Studies in Society and History, 58, 3 (2016), pp. 717–45.

32.SCR, p. 193.

33.Ibid., p. 211.

34.See Ghosh, Gentlemanly Terrorists, pp. 39–40.

35.See McQuade, ‘Terrorism, Law, and Sovereignty’, p. 88.

36.Condos, Insecurity State, p. 206.

37.See Heehs, The Bomb in Bengal.

38.SCR, p. 196.

39.Ibid., p. 155.

40.Ibid., p. 205.

41.Ibid., p. 161.

42.Ibid., p. 199; and Robb, The Government of India and Reform, p. 161.

43.SCR, p. 200.

44.Robb, The Government of India and Reform, p. 101.

45.Ibid., p. 157.

46.See also Ghosh, Gentlemanly Terrorist, pp. 32–3.

47.Robb, The Government of India and Reform, p. 162.

48.Ibid., p. 161.

49.See Condos, Insecurity State, p. 205.

50.Satyapal, CPI, II, no. 551, p. 717.

51.Sastri, Rowlatt Bill Debate, Imperial Legislative Council, 7 Feb. 1919, in H.N. Mittra (ed.), Punjab Unrest: Before & After (Calcutta: Annual Register, 1921), pp. 73–4.

52.Judith Brown, Gandhi’s Rise to Power: Indian Politics, 1915–22 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1972), pp. 162–3; and McQuade, ‘Terrorism, Law, and Sovereignty in India’, p. 91.

53.Kitchlew, CPI, II, no. 550, p. 709.

54.Hans Raj, Amritsar Conspiracy Case, NAI, Acc. no. 1829 (Microfilm), pp. 27 and 83. (Hereafter ACC).

55.Seth Gul Mahammad, CPI, II, no. 21, p. 59.

56.Ibid., p. 60.

57.Hans Raj, ACC, p. 27.

58.Candler, Abdication, p. 11.

59.Gandhi, Evidence, DIC, II, p. 129.

60.Singh, Gandhi, Rowlatt Satyagraha, p. 7.

61.Irving, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 2. See also Dr Muhammad, ibid., p. 107.

62.For a full list of the rumours concerning the Rowlatt Act, see Evidence, DIC, VI, in V.N. Datta (ed.), New Light on the Punjab Disturbances in 1919: Volumes VI and VII of Disorders Inquiry Committee Evidence, 2 vols (Simla: Indian Institute for Advanced Studies, 1975), I, p. 36.

63.Kitchin, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 221.

64.See also K.L. Tuteja, ‘Jallianwala Bagh and the Indian National Movement’, in V.N. Datta and S. Settar (eds), Jallianwala Bagh Massacre (Delhi: Indian Council of Historical Research, 2000), pp. 223–4.

65.Brown, Gandhi’s Rise to Power, p. 187.

66.Irving, Evidence, DIC, III, 179.

67.Kitchin, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 221.

68.MWD, p. 170.

69.Robb, The Government of India and Reform, p. 163.

70.O’Dwyer, India as I Knew It, p. 269.

71.See for instance Anon., The ‘Rowlatt Act’: Its Origin, Scope and Object (Bombay and Madras: Oxford University Press, 1919).

72.Mittra, Punjab Unrest Before & After, p. 33.

73.Brown, Gandhi’s Rise to Power, p. 164.

74.Ibid., pp. 164–5. See also H.F. Owen, ‘Organising for the Rowlatt Satyagraha of 1919’, in Kumar, Essays on Gandhian Politics, pp. 64–92.

75.Mittra, Punjab Unrest Before & After, p. 50. See also Brown, Gandhi’s Rise to Power, pp. 160–2.

76.Gandhi, Evidence, DIC, II, p. 108.

77.Mittra, Punjab Unrest Before & After, p. 50.

78.See Tuteja, ‘Jallianwala Bagh and the Indian National Movement’, pp. 222–3. See also Shahid Amin, Event, Metaphor, Memory: Chauri Chaura, 1922–1992 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1995).

79.Kumar, Essays on Gandhian Politics, p. 4.

80.Gandhi, Evidence, DIC, II, p. 109.

81.Ibid., p. 252.

82.Ibid., p. 109.

83.Hans Raj, ACC, p. 84.

84.Ibid., p. 27.

85.Muhammad Ashraf Khan, ibid., 104.

86.Hans Raj, ACC, p. 27, and Asghar Ali, ibid., p. 116.

87.Muhammad Ashraf Khan, ibid., p. 106. See also Kamlesh Mohan, ‘The Jallianwala Bagh Tragedy: A Catalyst of Indian Consciousness’, in Datta and Settar (eds), Jallianwala Bagh Massacre, pp. 59–68.

88.Asghar Ali, ACC, p. 116.

89.Muhammad Ashraf Khan, ibid., p. 104, and Asghar Ali, ibid., p. 113.

90.Muhammad Ashraf Khan, ibid., pp. 104–5. It should be noted that these speeches were delivered in Punjabi and only the English translations have been preserved. Some of the finer details have inevitably been lost in translation.

91.Muhammad Ashraf Khan, ibid., p. 106.

92.Ibid.

93.Ibid.

94.Satyapal, CPI, II, no. 551, p. 718.

95.Kitchlew, ibid., no. 550, p. 711.

96.Hans Raj, ACC, p. 28.

97.O’Dwyer, India as I Knew It, p. 267.

98.Ibid.

99.O’Dwyer, Evidence, DIC, VI, in Datta, New Light, I, pp. 176–7.

100.Thompson, ibid., pp. 34–5.

101.Irving, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 2.

102.Lawrence, Indian Embers, p. 282.

103.MWD, p. 171.

3 Party of Anarchy

1.MWD, p. 171.

2.Ibid.

3.Trevelyan, The Golden Oriole, pp. 477–8. This is based on a letter by Melicent that I have not had access to.

4.MWD, p. 171. As Antoinette Burton has pointed out, British concerns about local unrest at Amritsar revolved around the ‘racial ordering of space in colonial cities’; see Amanda Burton, ‘Reterritorializing Empires’, in Rosenberg (ed.), A World Connecting, p. 309.

5.See also Guha, ‘Not at Home in Empire’; and Fischer-Tiné (ed.), Anxieties, Fear and Panic.

6.See D.W. Ferrell, ‘The Rowlatt Satyagraha in Delhi’, in Kumar (ed.), Essays on Gandhian Politics., pp. 189–235.

7.Report, DIC, pp. 1–5.

8.Dyer, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 202. See also J.P. Thompson Diary, 8 Aug. 1919, BL, AAS, Mss Eur F/137.

9.Gandhi, 6 April 1919, The Collected Works of Mahatma Gandhi, vol. 15 (Ahmedabad: The Publication Division, 1965), p. 186.

10.Gandhi, Evidence, DIC, II, p. 113.

11.Ibid., p. 114.

12.O’Dwyer, India as I Knew It, p. 65.

13.O’Dwyer, Evidence, DIC, VI, in Datta, New Light, I, p. 164.

14.Robb, The Government of India and Reform, pp. 129–31.

15.Satyapal, CPI, II, no. 551, p. 718.

16.See Wagner, “Treading Upon Fires”.

17.G.O. Trevelyan, Competition Wallah (London: Macmillan, 1866), p. 429.

18.See C.A. Bayly, Empire and Information: Intelligence Gathering and Social Communication in India, 1780–1870 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996).

19.See Irving, Evidence, DIC, III, pp. 8 and 24–5; and O’Dwyer, India as I Knew It, p. 263.

20.Kitchlew, CPI, II, no. 550, p. 710.

21.Irving, Evidence, DIC, VI, in Datta, New Light, I, p. 39.

22.Irving, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 2.

23.Hans Raj, ACC, p. 28 and 84.

24.Irving, Evidence, DIC, VI, in Datta, New Light, I, p. 37.

25.Hans Raj, ACC, p. 28.

26.Irving, Evidence, DIC, VI, in Datta, New Light, I, p. 37.

27.‘War Diary, Amritsar’, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 217.

28.Hans Raj, ACC, p. 29.

29.See also Kitchlew, CPI, II, no. 550, p. 712, and Satyapal, ibid., no. 551, p. 719.

30.Hans Raj, ACC, p. 73.

31.Gandhi, 7 April 1919, The Collected Works of Mahatma Gandhi, vol.15, p. 191.

32.Candler, Abdication, pp. 5–6.

33.See Lord [F.S.] Roberts, Forty-One Years in India: From Subaltern to Commander-in-Chief (London: Macmillan, 1897), p. 46.

34.MWD, p. 171.

35.Ibid., pp. 171–2.

36.Ibid., p. 171.

37.Ibid.

38.Ibid., p. 172.

39.Ibid.

40.Ibid.

41.Ibid.

42.Lawrence, Indian Embers, p. 388.

43.Irving, Evidence, DIC, VI, in Datta, New Light, I, p. 38.

44.Ibid.

45.Ibid.

46.Ibid., p. 39.

47.Ibid.

48.Ibid.

49.Thompson, Evidence, DIC, VI, in Datta, New Light, I, pp. 65–6.

50.See also Thompson Diary, 9 April 1919.

51.O’Dwyer, Evidence, DIC, VI, in Datta, New Light, I, p. 129.

52.Thompson, ibid., p. 66.

53.Muhammad Abdullah Fauq, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 108.

54.O’Dwyer, Evidence, DIC, VI, in Datta, New Light, I, p. 167.

55.Ibid.

56.Girdhari Lal, CPI, II, no. 1, p. 6.

57.O’Dwyer, Evidence, DIC, VI, in Datta, New Light, I, p. 167.

58.Smith, Evidence, DIC, III, p.192.

59.Kitchlew, CPI, II, no. 550, p. 712, and Satyapal, ibid., pp. 718–19.

60.Hans Raj, ACC, p. 74.

61.Malaviya, Open Rebellion, p. 13.

62.Irving, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 3.

63.Moulvi Gholam Jilani, CPI, II, no. 134, p. 180.

64.Girdhari Lal, ibid., no 1, p. 6.

65.Irving, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 19.

66.Ibid., pp. 3 and 23.

67.Ibid., p. 31

68.Ibid., p. 23.

69.Ibid., p. 3.

70.Morgan to Thompson, 17 May 1919, NAI, Home Political, A, Oct. 1919, nos 421–4, p. 4.

71.See Gandhi, Evidence, DIC, II, p. 110.

72.Gandhi, 10 April 1919, The Collected Works of Mahatma Gandhi, vol. 15, pp. 208–9.

4 Like Wildfire

1.Satyapal, CPI, II, p. 720.

2.Ibid.

3.Hans Raj, ACC, p. 76.

4.Massey, Evidence, DIC, III, pp. 45 and 191.

5.Ibid., p. 191.

6.Irving, ibid., p. 3.

7.Massey, ibid., p. 45.

8.Kitchin, ibid., p. 163

9.Satyapal, CPI, II, p. 720.

10.Hans Raj, ACC, p. 76.

11.Ibid.

12.Ibid.

13.Ibid., p. 32.

14.Ibid., p. 76.

15.Ghulam Muhammad, ACC, p. 61.

16.Girdhari Lal, CPI, II, no. 1, p. 2.

17.H. Yule and A.C. Burnell, Hobson-Jobson: Being a Glossary of Anglo-Indian Colloquial Words and Phrases (London: John Murray, 1903), p. 526.

18.Malaviya, Open Rebellion, p. 14.

19.Mian Feroz Din, CPI, II, no. 2, p. 21.

20.Irving, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 15; and Mian Feroz Din, CPI, II, no. 2, p. 20.

21.Hans Raj, ACC, p. 76.

22.Gandhi, 6 April 1919, The Collected Works of Mahatma Gandhi, vol. 15, p. 186.

23.Obaidullah, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 173. Full text in Annexure A, ibid., p. 34.

24.See also Amin, Event, Memory, Metaphor, pp. 178–80.

25.Fakir, 25 April 1919, PSA, 5315: Home Judicial, C, May 1920, nos 268–322, p. 1; and Ratto, 31 May 1919, PSA, p. 15.

26.Pandit Sarup Narain Rozdan, CPI, II, no. 89, p. 137.

27.Muhammad, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 107.

28.Ibid.

29.Punjab Disturbances: Compiled from the Civil and Military Gazette (Lahore: Civil and Military Gazette Press, 1919), pp. 9–10.

30.Gertrude Lewis, CPI, II, no. 15, p. 51.

31.Saadat Hasan Manto, ‘A Tale of the Year 1919’, in My Name is Radha: The Essential Manto (Gurgaon: Penguin India, 2015), p. 203.

32.Elisabeth Beckett (John Wrake, ed.), The British Raj, vol. II: Decay (Scotts Valley, CA: CreateSpace Independent Publishing Platform, 2011), pp. 192–3.

33.Simeon Shoul, ‘Soldiers, Riot Control, and Aid to the Civil Power in India, Egypt, and Palestine, 1919–1939’ (unpublished PhD thesis, University College London, 2006), p. 19.

34.Irving, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 34.

35.Ibid., p. 12.

36.Ibid., p. 23.

37.Mian Atta Mohamed, CPI, II, no. 7, p. 35, and Lala Gian Chand, ibid., no. 12, p. 40.

38.MWD, p. 174.

39.Beckett, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 42.

40.Lala Gian Chand, CPI, II, no. 12, p. 41.

41.Ratto, 31 May 1919, PSA, 5315: Home Judicial, C, May 1920, nos 268–322, p. 15.

42.Beckett, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 42.

43.Ibid.

44.Ibid.

45.Beckett, The British Raj, vol. II, p. 194.

46.Ibid.

47.Mian Husain Shah, PCI, II, no. 53, p. 98.

48.Lal Atmaram, ibid., no. 4, p. 28.

49.Ibid.

50.Irving, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 4.

51.Khushabi, ibid., pp. 175–6.

52.Massey, ibid., p. 46.

53.Precis of the Case, PSA, 5315: Home Judicial, C, May 1920, nos 268–322, p. 1.

54.Massey, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 46.

55.Ibid.

56.Ibid.

57.Irving, ibid., p. 4.

58.Kushabi, ibid., pp. 175–6.

59.Beckett, ibid., p. 42.

60.Lala Gian Chand, CPI, II, no. 12, p. 41.

61.Kushabi, Evidence, DIC, III, pp. 175–6.

62.Plomer, ibid., p. 38.

63.Connor, ibid., p. 43.

64.Ibid.

65.Ibid.

66.Ibid. See also Lala Kushabi Ram, ibid., pp. 175–6.

67.Plomer, ibid., p. 35.

68.Connor, ibid., p. 43.

69.Plomer, ibid., p. 35.

70.Ibid., p. 38. See also Kushabi, ibid., p. 671

71.Khushabi, ibid., p. 176.

72.Connor, ibid., p. 44.

73.Ibid.

74.Maqbool Mahmood, CPI, II, no. 5, pp. 29–30.

75.Gurdial Singh Salaria, ibid., no. 87, p. 129.

76.Connor, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 44.

77.Maqbool Mahmood, CPI, II, no. 5, pp. 29–30.

78.Malviya, Open Rebellion, p. 28.

79.Maneckji Bhicaji Dhaber, CPI, II, no. 3, p. 25.

80.Girdhari Lal, ibid., no. 1, p. 3.

81.See Donald L. Horowitz, The Deadly Ethnic Riot (Berkeley, CA: University of California Press, 2003), especially pp. 62 and 84.

82.Rogers to Thompson, 24 June 1919, NAI, Home Political, Deposit, July 1919, no. 71.

83.Ibid.

84.See also ‘War Diary, Amritsar’, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 217.

85.Punjab Disturbances: Compiled from the Civil and Military Gazette, p. 9.

86.Burton, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 195.

87.Irving, ibid., p. 180.

88.Fazal Dad, ibid., p. 199.

89.Tara Singh, 7 June 1919, PSA, 5275: Home Judicial, B, June 1919, nos 429–31, p. 3; and Irving, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 10. See also Thompson Diary, 8 August 1919. A number of bamboo sticks were later purchased by the residents of Amritsar, but that was to arm the locally organised neighbourhood watch; see Muhammad Abdullah Fauq, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 109.

90.Kaim, 7 June 1919, PSA, 5275: Home Judicial, B, June 1919, nos 429–31, p. 1; and Jai Kishan, ibid., p. 3.

91.Smith, ibid., p. 1.

92.Punjab Disturbances: Compiled from the Civil and Military Gazette, p. 12; and Craik, ‘List of incidents’, 18 July 1919, NAI, Home Political, Deposit, October 1919, no. 28, p. 6.

93.See Horowitz, Deadly Ethnic Riot, especially pp. 136–9.

94.Ghulam Muhammad, ACC, p. 61.

95.Hans Raj, ACC, p. 76; and Ghulam Hassan, 25 April 1919, PSA, 5315: Home Judicial, C, May 1920, nos 268–322, p. 5.

96.Omar, 26 April 1919, PSA, 5336: Home Judicial, C, April 1920, nos 806–16, p. 11.

97.Hans Raj, ACC, p. 76. See also Fakir, 25 April 1919, PSA, 5315: Home Judicial, C, May 1920, nos 268–322, p. 1.

98.Irving, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 180.

99.Hans Raj, ACC, p. 77.

100.Punjab Disturbances: Compiled from the Civil and Military Gazette, p. 10.

101.Farquhar, Evidence, DIC, III, pp. 197–8.

102.Ahmad Jan, ibid., pp. 142–3.

103.Ashraf Khan, ibid., p. 83.

104.Ahmad Jan, ibid., p. 144.

105.Horowitz, Deadly Ethnic Riot, p. 60.

106.Punjab Disturbances: Compiled from the Civil and Military Gazette, p. 11.

107.Lala Jowahar Lal, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 151.

108.Amrao Singh, 28 May 1919, PSA, 5337: Home Judicial, C, April 1920, nos 1152–61, p. 3.

109.Amin Chand, ibid., p. 4.

110.Smith, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 51.

111.Irving, ibid., p. 5.

112.Smith, ibid., p. 51.

113.Ibid.

114.Easdon, 26 May 1919, PSA, 5259: Home Judicial, B, July 1919, nos 72–85, p. 1.

115.Dina, 1 May 1919, PSA, 5336: Home Judicial, C, April 1920, nos. 806–816, p. 7.

116.Punjab Disturbances: Compiled from the Civil and Military Gazette, p. 11.

117.On the function of rumours during riots, see Horowitz, Deadly Ethnic Riot, pp. 74–86.

118.See also Ranajit Guha, Elementary Aspects of Peasant Insurgency in Colonial India (Delhi: Oxford University Press, 1983), pp. 220–77; and Anand Yang, ‘A Conversation of Rumours: The Language of Popular “Mentalités” in Late Nineteenth-century Colonial India’, Journal of Social History, 20, 3 (spring, 1987), pp. 485–505.

119.Gilbert, Servant of India, p. 90; and Wagner, The Great Fear, pp. xxi–xxii.

120.David Arnold, ‘The Poison Panics of British India’, in Fischer-Tiné (ed.), Anxieties, Fear and Panic, pp. 49–71.

121.Lawrence, Indian Embers, p. 384.

122.See also Horowitz, Deadly Ethnic Riot, p. 155.

123.Easdon, 26 May 1919, PSA, 5259: Home Judicial, B, July 1919, nos 72–85, p. 1. See also Mrs Easdon’s earlier, but much more brief statement in Evidence, DIC, III, pp. 150–1.

124.Kidarnath, CPI, II, no. 13, p. 42.

125.Easdon, 26 May 1919, PSA, 5259: Home Judicial, B, July 1919, nos 72–85, p. 1.

126.Benjamin, CPI, II, no. 16, p. 51.

127.Kidarnath later claimed that Easdon had actually refused to give him dressing materials when he asked; see Kidarnath, ‘Law Report, 27 May 1919: High Court of Justice’, The Times, 28 May 1924.

128.Haji Mohammad Hussain, CPI, II, no. 17, pp. 52–3.

129.Ibid.

130.Easdon, 26 May 1919, PSA, 5259: Home Judicial, B, July 1919, nos 72–85, p. 2.

131.Ibid.

132.Ibid.

133.Hussain Baksh, ibid., p. 4; and Thakri, ibid., p. 6.

134.Lala Nanak Chand, ibid., p. 5.

135.Banshi Ram, ibid., p. 5; Jagan Nath, ibid., p. 6; and Sham Das, ibid., p. 6.

136.Banshi Ram, ibid., p. 5.

137.Benjamin, ibid., p. 4.

138.Ibid., p. 3.

139.Easdon, ibid., p. 2.

140.Ibid., p. 3.

141.Muhammad Sharif, ibid., p. 4.

142.Easdon, ibid., p. 2.

143.‘At the Mercy of an Indian Mob’, Daily Express, 16 Dec. 1919.

144.Lalu, 28 May 1919, PSA, 5268: Home Judicial, B, June 1919, nos 249–70, p. 2.

145.Sherwood, 26 April 1919, ibid., p. 1.

146.Lalu, 28 May, ibid., p. 3.

147.Balwant Singh, 26 April 1919, ibid., p. 1.

148.See also ‘At the Mercy of an Indian Mob’, Daily Express, 16 Dec. 1919.

5 Tokens of Violence

1.MWD, p. 172.

2.Letter by Melicent, quoted in Trevelyan, Golden Oriole, p. 479.

3.Beckett, Evidence, DIC, III, pp. 42–3.

4.MWD, p. 174.

5.Letter by Melicent, quoted in Trevelyan, Golden Oriole, p. 479.

6.Kitchin, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 157.

7.‘Statement of the Government of Punjab’, Evidence, DIC, VI, in Datta, New Light, I, p. 374. See also Irving, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 6.

8.MWD, p. 174.

9.Anon. (Norah Beckett), ‘Amritsar: By an English Woman’, Blackwoods Magazine (April 1920), pp. 441–6; p. 441.

10.Ibid., pp. 441–2.

11.‘Amritsar – April 1919’, Papers of Brigadier F.M. McCallum, CSAS, p. 1.

12.Massey, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 191.

13.Connor, ibid., p. 44.

14.Irving, ibid., p. 15.

15.Ibid., p. 17.

16.Maqbool Mahmood, CPI, II, no. 5, p. 30.

17.Maneckji Bhicaji Dhaber, CPI, II, no. 3, p. 26.

18.Plomer, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 35.

19.Irving, ibid., p. 20.

20.Maqbool Mahmood, CPI, II, no. 5, p. 30.

21.Irving, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 20.

22.Irving, ibid., p. 4.

23.Rajindar, 31 May 1919, PSA, 5315: Home Judicial, C, May 1920, nos 268–322, p. 20.

24.Ratto, ibid., p. 15.

25.Maqbul Hussain, ibid., p. 20.

26.Irving, Evidence, DIC, III, pp. 4 and 20.

27.Irving, ibid., p. 20

28.Massey, ibid., p. 48. A total of 73 shots were fired on 10 April at the bridges, but this includes the earlier shooting by the mounted pickets and reserve under Beckett and Lieutenant Dickie, see ‘War Diary, Amritsar’, ibid., p. 217.

29.Maqbool Mahmood, CPI, II, no. 5, p. 31; and Maqbul Hussain, 31 May 1919, PSA, 5315: Home Judicial, C, May 1920, nos 268–322, p. 20. This is the same person, despite the different names recorded.

30.Ibid.

31.Irving, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 23.

32.Maqbool Mahmood, CPI, II, no. 5, pp. 31–2.

33.Golam Yaseen, ibid., no. 6, p. 32.

34.Ishar Das Bhatia, ibid., no. 10, p. 38.

35.Maqbool Mahmood, ibid., no. 5, p. 31.

36.Irving, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 4.

37.Plomer, ibid., p. 35.

38.Maneckji Bhicaji Dhaber, CPI, II, no. 3, pp. 26–7.

39.Kesho Ram, ACC, p. 63.

40.Girdhari Lal, CPI, II, no. 1, p. 4.

41.Hans Raj, ACC, p. 77; and Bashir, ACC, p. 72.

42.See also Horowitz, Deadly Ethnic Riot, p. 73.

43.Asdulla, 26 April 1919, PSA, 5315: Home Judicial, C, May 1920, nos 268–322, pp. 2–3.

44.Lala Atmaram, CPI, II, no. 4, p. 28.

45.Hans Raj, ACC, p. 78.

46.Fakir, 30 May 1919, PSA, 5315: Home Judicial, C, May 1920, nos 268–322, p. 18.

47.Girdhari Lal, CPI, II, no. 1, p. 5.

48.Pandit Sarup Narain Rozdon, CPI, II, no. 89, p. 137.

49.Hans Raj, ACC, p. 77.

50.Basant Singh, 30 May 1919, PSA, 5315: Home Judicial, C, May 1920, nos 268–322, p. 5.

51.J. Singh, 18 June 1919, PSA, 5340: Home Judicial, C, April 1920, nos 1264–71, p. 2.

52.Wadhawa Singh, 30 May 1919, PSA, 5315: Home Judicial, C, May 1920, nos 268–322, p. 13.

53.Asdulla, 26 April 1919, PSA, 5315: Home Judicial, C, May 1920, nos 268–322, p. 3.

54.Ibid.

55.Ibid.

56.Farquhar, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 78; and Girdhari Lal, CPI, II, no. 1, p. 2.

57.Fakir, 25 April 1919, PSA, 5315: Home Judicial, C, May 1920, nos 268–322, p. 1.

58.Ghulam Hassan, 25 April 1919, PSA, 5315: Home Judicial, C, May 1920, nos 268–322, p. 6.

59.Ibid.

60.Fakir, ibid., p. 3.

61.Hans Raj, ACC, p. 77.

62.Ghulam Muhi-ud-Din, 30 May 1919, PSA, 5315: Home Judicial, C, May 1920, nos 268–322, p. 8.

63.‘Statement of the Government of Punjab’, Evidence, DIC, VI, in Datta, New Light, I, p. 374.

64.Lala Nanak Chand, 26 May 1919, PSA, 5259: Home Judicial, B, July 1919, nos 72–85, p. 5.

65.Ghulam Hassan, 25 April 1919, PSA, 5315: Home Judicial, C, May 1920, nos 268–322, p. 7.

66.Fakir, ibid., p. 2.

67.See also Farquhar, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 79.

68.Ahmad Jan, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 141.

69.Fakir, 25 April 1919, PSA, 5315: Home Judicial, C, May 1920, nos 268–322, p. 1.

70.Ibid., p. 2.

71.Nand Lal Joshi, 2 June 1919, PSA, 5260: Home Judicial, B, July 1919, nos 86–106, p. 1.

72.Hans Raj, ACC, p. 77.

73.Nand Lal Joshi, 2 June 1919, PSA, 5260: Home Judicial, B, July 1919, nos 86–106, p. 1.

74.Asdulla, 26 April 1919, PSA, 5315: Home Judicial, C, May 1920, nos 268–322, p. 3.

75.Omar, 26 April 1919, PSA, 5336: Home Judicial, C, April 1920, nos 806–16, p. 12.

76.Ibid.

77.Nand Lal Joshi, 2 June 1919, PSA, 5260: Home Judicial, B, July 1919, nos 86–106, p. 2.

78.Ghulam Hassan, 25 April 1919, PSA, 5315: Home Judicial, C, May 1920, nos 268–322, p. 7.

79.Nand Lal Joshi, 2 June 1919, PSA, 5260: Home Judicial, B, July 1919, nos 86–106, p. 2. See also Ghulam Hassan, 25 April 1919, PSA, 5315: Home Judicial, C, May 1920, nos 268–322, p. 7.

80.Hans Raj, ACC, p. 77.

81.Hosaina, 30 April 1919, PSA, 5336: Home Judicial, C, April 1920, nos 806–16, p. 13.

82.Nand Lal Joshi, 2 June 1919, PSA, 5260: Home Judicial, B, July 1919, nos 86–106, p. 1.

83.Horowitz, Deadly Ethnic Riot, pp. 70–2 and 117.

84.My reading of the riots and violence draws on S. Tambiah, Levelling Crowds: Ethnonationalist Conflict and Collective Violence in South Asia (Berkeley, CA: University of California Press, 1996); Paul Brass, Theft of an Idol: Text and Context in the Representation of Collective Violence (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1997); and Veena Das, Life and Words: Violence and the Descent into the Ordinary (Berkeley, CA: University of California Press, 2007).

85.Ghulam Hassan, 29 April 1919, PSA, 5315: Home Judicial, C, May 1920, nos 268–322, p. 6. When weapons fell into their hands, such as the bank managers’ pistols, no-one in the crowd attempted to use them; see Asdulla, 26 April 1919, ibid., p. 4.

86.Irving, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 10.

87.Elias Canetti, Crowds and Power (London: Victor Gollancz, 1962), p. 20. See also Horowitz, Deadly Ethnic Riot, pp. 113–14.

88.Ghulam Hassan, 25 April 1919, PSA, 5315: Home Judicial, C, May 1920, nos 268–322, p. 7. See also Peter Stallybrass and Allon White, The Politics and Poetics of Transgression (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1986).

89.Irving, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 6.

90.Amin, Event, Metaphor, Memory, p. 173. See also Tuteja, ‘Jallianwala Bagh and the Indian National Movement’, p. 225.

91.See also Ranajit Guha, ‘The Mahatma and the Mob – “Essays on Gandhian Politics: The Rowlatt Satyagraha of 1919” edited by R. Kumar’, South Asia, 1, 3:1 (1973), pp. 107–11.

92.Ghulam Hassan, 25 April 1919, PSA, 5315: Home Judicial, C, May 1920, nos 268–322, p. 7. See also Horowitz, Deadly Ethnic Riot, p. 130.

93.Ghani, 2 June 1919, PSA, 5260: Home Judicial, B, July 1919, nos 86–106, p. 5.

94.Hans Raj, ACC, p. 77.

95.Ibid., p. 78.

96.MWD, p. 175.

97.Trevelyan, Golden Oriole, p. 479.

98.MWD, p. 175.

99.Ibid. See also Trevelyan, Golden Oriole, pp. 479–80.

100.Anon. (Beckett), ‘Amritsar: By an English Woman’, p. 442.

101.Ibid., pp. 442–3.

102.Massey, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 48.

103.Fazal Dad Khan, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 199.

104.Forster, A Passage to India, p. 170.

105.McCallum, CSAS, p. 2.

106.Anon. (Beckett), ‘Amritsar: By an English Woman’, p. 445.

107.Irving, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 7.

108.War Diary, Amritsar, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 217; and Appendix XIII, ibid., p. 215.

109.Appendix XIII, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 215; and MacDonald to Beynon, 11 April 1919, Evidence, DIC, VI, in Datta, New Light, I, p. 378.

110.See Collett, The Butcher of Amritsar, p. 236.

111.Kitchin, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 172.

112.Ibid., p. 158.

113.Ibid., p. 172.

114.Ibid., p. 157.

115.Ibid.

116.Ibid.; see also ibid., p. 168.

117.Massey, ibid., p. 192; and Plomer, ibid., p. 35.

118.Irving, ibid., p. 6.

119.Punjab Disturbances: Compiled from the Civil and Military Gazette, p. 10.

120.Anon. (Beckett), ‘Amritsar: By an English Woman’, p. 445.

121.Ibid., pp. 444–5.

122.War Diary, Amritsar, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 217; and Beynon, ibid., IV, p. 321.

123.Anon. (Beckett), ‘Amritsar: By an English Woman’, p. 444.

124.MWD, pp. 175–6.

125.Ibid., pp. 176–7. This description was far from accurate, and it was, for instance, not the Gurkhas who actually fired on the crowd at the bridges.

126.Trevelyan, Golden Oriole, p. 480.

6 All Force Necessary

1.Girdhari Lal, CPI, II, no. 1, p. 1.

2.Ibid., p. 2.

3.Irvine, Land of No Regrets, p. 242.

4.Smith, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 52.

5.Ibid., pp. 51 and 56.

6.Irving, ibid., p. 11.

7.Forster, A Passage to India, p. 155.

8.Orwell, Burmese Days, pp. 147–8.

9.Conversation between Thompson and Craik, 11 April, NAI, Home Political, B, May 1919, nos 148–78, p. 4.

10.Kitchin to Thompson, 10 April 1919, Evidence, DIC, VI, in Datta, New Light, I, p. 375.

11.Kitchin, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 172.

12.P. Mohan, An Imaginary Rebellion (Lahore, 1920), I, p. 127. This order differs on some points from the one included in Evidence, DIC, III, p. 212, yet Mohan’s is the original one.

13.Kitchin, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 172.

14.Mahmood, CPI, II, no. 5, p. 32.

15.Kitchin, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 158.

16.MWD, p. 177.

17.Mahmood, CPI, II, no. 5, p. 32.

18.Kitchin, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 158.

19.Mahmood, CPI, II, no. 5, p. 32.

20.Girdhari Lal, ibid., no. 1, p. 6.

21.Mohammad Sadiq, ibid., no. 19, pp. 53–4.

22.MWD, p. 177.

23.Mohammad Sadiq, CPI, II, no. 19, pp. 53.

24.MWD, p. 177.

25.Ibid., p. 178. Hugh Walpole, The Secret City: A Novel in Three Parts (London: Macmillan, 1919).

26.Walpole, Secret City, p. 222.

27.Ibid., p. 298.

28.See also Trevelyan, Golden Oriole, p. 481.

29.Lawrence, Indian Embers, pp. 387–8.

30.Putnam Weale, Indiscreet Letters from Peking (London: G. Bell, 1906).

31.Lawrence, Indian Embers, p. 388. The reference is to Balzac’s Comédie Humaine.

32.Mrs Kenneth Combe, Cecilia Kirkham’s Son (Edinburgh and London: William Blackwood & Sons, 1909), p. 41.

33.Orwell, Burmese Days, p. 142.

34.See also Christine Doran, ‘Gender Matters in the Singapore Mutiny’, Sojourn: Journal of Social Issues in Southeast Asia, 17, 1 (April 2002), pp. 76–93.

35.MWD, p. 178.

36.Ibid., pp. 178–9

37.Hans Raj, ACC, pp. 79–80.

38.Mian Husain Shah, CPI, II, no. 53, p. 98.

39.The threat of bombing was known and talked about among the residents of Amritsar, see Bikram Singh, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 99.

40.Thompson Diary, 11 April 1919.

41.Khawja Muhammad Hasan, 30 May 1919, PSA, 5315: Home Judicial, C, May 1920, nos 268–322, p. 3. No person of status could be seen to eat at a langar, and many women were in purdah and thus unable to avail themselves of the communal kitchens.

42.Hans Raj, ACC, pp. 80–1.

43.See also Muhammad Abdullah Fauq, Evidence, DIC, III, pp. 109–10.

44.Hans Raj, ACC, p. 81.

45.Irving, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 30.

46.MWD, p. 179.

47.Ibid., pp. 179–80.

48.Trevelyan, Golden Oriole, p. 481.

49.MWD, pp. 180–1.

50.Sir John Smyth, The Only Enemy (London: Hutchinson & Co., 1959), p. 99.

51.Bal Mukund, CPI, II, no. 20, p. 56.

52.Kitchin, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 221.

53.Lieutenant-Colonel M.H.L. Morgan, ‘The Truth about Amritsar: By an Eye Witness’, IWM, 72/22/1, p. 3. See also Beynon, Evidence, DIC, IV, p. 321.

54.Dyer, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 114.

55.Ibid., p. 202.

56.Shoul, ‘Soldiers, Riot Control, and Aid to the Civil Power’, p. 67.

57.Colvin, The Life of General Dyer, p. 162.

58.Dyer, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 202.

59.Ibid., p. 114.

60.Ian Colvin, The Life of General Dyer (Edinburgh: William Blackwood & Sons, 1929), p. 162.

61.Command 771 (Disturbances in the Punjab): Statement by Brig.-General R.E. Dyer, C.B. (London, 1920), p. 6. (hereafter: Statement by Dyer, 3 July 1920).

62.Ibid.

63.Dyer, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 114.

64.Appendix I, ibid., p. 212.

65.Beynon, Evidence, DIC, IV, p. 321.

66.Shoul, ‘Soldiers, Riot Control, and Aid to the Civil Power’, pp. 19–20.

67.Dyer, Evidence, DIC, III, pp. 125 and 132.

68.Ibid., p. 122; and O’Dwyer, Evidence, DIC, VI, in Datta, New Light, I, pp. 278–9.

69.Irving, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 9. See also Dyer, ibid., p. 114.

70.Irving, ibid., p. 24.

71.O’Dwyer, Evidence, DIC, VI, in Datta, New Light, I, p. 226. See also O’Dwyer, ‘Law Report, 2 May 1924: High Court of Justice’, The Times, 3 May 1924.

72.Dyer, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 133.

7 A State of Rebellion

1.Dyer, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 115.

2.Ibid., p. 132.

3.Ibid., p. 202.

4.Ibid., p. 115.

5.Ibid., p. 202.

6.Ibid., p. 115.

7.Irving, ibid., p. 30.

8.Malaviya, Open Rebellion, pp. 16–17.

9.McCallum, CSAS, p. 3.

10.Dyer, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 115.

11.Malaviya, Open Rebellion, p. 34.

12.Dyer, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 125.

13.Ibid.

14.McCallum, CSAS, p. 4.

15.Dyer, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 115.

16.Anon. (Beckett), ‘Amritsar: By an English Woman’, p. 445.

17.Dyer, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 115.

18.Appendix V, ibid., p. 212.

19.Dyer, ibid., pp. 115 and 202; and Beynon, ibid., DIC, IV, p. 321.

20.Irving, ibid., DIC, III, p. 30.

21.Ibid., p. 135.

22.Ibid., p. 30.

23.Dyer, ibid., pp. 119, 136 and 204; and Kitchin, ‘Law Report, 19 May 1924: High Court of Justice’, The Times, 20 May 1924.

24.Collett, Butcher of Amritsar, p. 275. See also Thompson, Evidence, DIC, VI, in Datta, New Light, I, p. 43.

25.Dyer, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 202.

26.Bikram Singh, ibid., pp. 97–9.

27.Dyer, ibid., p. 118.

28.Ibid., p. 137.

29.Ibid.

30.Kitchin, ‘Law Report, 19 May 1924: High Court of Justice’, The Times, 20 May 1924.

31.Anon. (Beckett), ‘Amritsar: By an English Woman’, p. 445.

32.Ashford letter, 19 April 1919, in Hill to Saunders, 24 May 1919, BL, AAS, IOR/L/PJ/6/1650, p. 3.

33.Ibid.

34.See Muhammad Abdullah Fauq, Evidence, DIC, III, pp. 109 and 112; Irving, ibid., p. 25; and Appendix IX, ibid., p. 214.

35.Irving, ibid., p. 25.

36.Ibid., pp. 25–6.

37.Kitchin, ibid., pp. 164–5.

38.O’Dwyer, India as I Knew It, p. 280. See also O’Dwyer, ‘Law Report, 7 May 1924: High Court of Justice’, The Times, 8 May 1924.

39.C.E. Callwell, Small Wars: Their Principles and Practice (London, 1896; 3rd edn, 1906), p. 72.

40.Ibid., p. 40.

41.Ibid., pp. 23–4.

42.Ibid., p. 72. The reference was to General Mikhail Skobelev, who commanded the imperial Czarist army during the Russo-Turkish War, 1877–8.

43.Ibid., p. 80.

44.Ibid., p. 42.

45.See Collett, The Butcher of Amritsar, pp. 33–43.

46.See Gavin Rand, ‘From the Black Mountain to Waziristan: Culture and Combat on the North-West Frontier’, in Gavin Rand and Kaushik Roy (eds.), Culture, Conflict and the Military in Colonial South Asia (Delhi: Routledge India, 2016), pp. 189–227; and Mark Condos and Gavin Rand, ‘Coercion and Conciliation at the Edge of Empire: State-building and its Limits in Waziristan, 1849–1914’, The Historical Journal, 61(3) (2018), pp. 695–718.

47.Brigadier-General R.E.H. Dyer, The Raiders of the Sarhad (London: H.F. & G. Witherby, 1921).

48.See also Kim A. Wagner, ‘Savage Warfare: Violence and the Rule of Colonial Difference in Early British Counterinsurgency’, History Workshop Journal, 85, 1 (April, 2018), pp. 217–37.

49.Muhammad Ashraf Khan, ACC, p. 109.

50.Dyer, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 115; and Report of Briggs, in Statement by Dyer, 3 July 1920, Appendix A, p. 25.

8 Baisakhi

1.Saadat Hasan Manto, ‘Tamasha’ (1936). I am indebted to Maryam Sikander for translating this story.

2.Appendix XIII, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 215; and Dyer to Beynon, 13 April 1919, Evidence, DIC, VI, in Datta, New Light, I, p. 379. See also Collett, The Butcher of Amritsar, p. 251.

3.Irving, Evidence, DIC, III, pp. 6–7.

4.Dyer, ibid., p. 203.

5.Malik Fateh Khan, ibid., p. 67.

6.Sardar Atma Singh, CPI, II, no. 30, p. 74. Having handed over Kitchlew and Satyapal to the authorities at Dharamsala, Rehill had only just returned to Amritsar.

7.Khan, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 67; and Plomer, ibid., p. 39. See also Map 2.

8.Khan, ibid., pp. 66–7; and Plomer, ibid., pp. 36 and 39.

9.Appendix I, ibid., p. 212.

10.Khan, ibid., p. 67.

11.Ibid., p. 68.

12.Appendix II, ibid., p. 212.

13.In the original version of the first proclamation, written by Briggs on 12 April, it says ‘Martial Law’, but the version actually proclaimed says ‘Military Law’, see Appendix I, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 212; and Shaikh Abdul Karim, CPI, II, p. 77.

14.Dyer, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 128.

15.Ibid., p. 117.

16.Statement by Dyer, 3 July 1920, p. 15.

17.Dyer, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 117.

18.Malaviya, Open Rebellion, p. 22; and CPI, I, p. 45.

19.Kitchin, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 158; Plomer, ibid., p. 37; and Irving, ibid., p. 16.

20.Sardar Har Bhajan Singh, CPI, II, no. 58, p. 102. See also Appendix C: ‘List of persons killed in the Jallianwala Bagh on 13th April, 1919 (Pb. Govt. Home-Military-Part B – 1921 – No. 139)’, in Ram, The Jallianwala Bagh Massacre, pp. 128–51; List of Statements (persons killed or wounded), nos I–-IV and VIII–XI, in Langley to Montmorency, 22 Dec. 1921, BL, AAS, IOR/L/PJ/6/1650; and Kitchin, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 158.

21.Dyer, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 170; and Irving, ibid., p. 30.

22.Sardar Atmasingh, CPI, II, no. 30, pp. 74–5.

23.Malik Fateh Khan, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 67. For the Naib Tahsildar’s translation of this part of the proclamation see ibid., p. 71.

24.There also appear to have been slightly different versions of the proclamations, see Appendix I–II, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 212; and Shaikh Abdul Karim, CPI, II, pp. 76–80.

25.Girdhari Lal, CPI, II, no. 1, p. 11.

26.Ashraf Khan, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 199; Jowahir Lal, ACC, pp. 42 and 46.

27.Malik Fateh Khan, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 67.

28.Ibid., pp. 67 and 152; and Dyer, ibid., pp. 116 and 152.

29.Irving, ibid., p. 6.

30.Malik Fateh Khan, ibid., pp. 67–8.

31.Dyer, ibid., p. 116.

32.Plomer, ibid., p. 35.

33.Statement by Dyer, 3 July 1920, p. 7.

34.Ibid.

35.Seth Gul Mahammad, CPI, II, no. 21, p. 60.

36.Brij Lal, ACC, pp. 65–6.

37.Ibid., p. 66.

38.See Peter Robb, ‘The Challenge of Gau Mata: British Policy and Religious Change in India, 1880–1916’, Modern Asian Studies, 20, 2 (April 1986), pp. 285–319.

39.Lala Sahab Dayal, CPI, II, no. 73, p. 115

40.Thomson Diary, 8 August 1919, and Plomer, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 189.

41.Girdhari Lal, CPI, II, no. 1, p. 8.

42.Lala Kanhyalal Bhatia, ibid., no. 29, pp. 73–4.

43.Ibid., p. 73.

44.Sardar Har Bhajan Singh, ibid., no. 58, pp. 101–2.

45.Hari Chand, ibid., no. 62, pp. 105–6.

46.Lala Hari Saran, ibid., no. 67, p. 110.

47.Lala Karam Chand, ibid., no. 23, p. 68.

48.Irving, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 7.

49.Swinson, Six Minutes to Sunset, p. 197.

50.Dyer, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 116.

51.Report of Briggs, in Statement by Dyer, 3 July 1920, Appendix A, p. 25.

52.Dyer, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 201.

53.Statement by Dyer, 3 July 1920, p. 7.

54.CPI, I, p. 54.

55.Manto, ‘For Freedom’s Sake’, in My Name is Radha, p. 181.

56.Malaviya, Open Rebellion, p. 5.

57.Ibid.

58.CPI, I, p. 54. Malaviya, Open Rebellion, pp. 4–5.

59.Estimates of the size of the crowd vary, but see Khushal Singh, CPI, II, no. 34, pp. 82–3; and Girdhari Lal, ibid., no. 1 p. 10.

60.Report by Irving, 4 Aug. 1919, NAI, Home Political, Deposit, Oct. 1919, no. 62, p. 2.

61.Lala Parmanand, CPI, II, no. 47, p. 93.

62.Gholam Jilani, ibid., no. 31, p. 76.

63.Mulchand, ibid., no. 33, p. 80.

64.This is based on an analysis of the two separate records of dead and wounded, see Appendix C: ‘List of persons killed in the Jallianwala Bagh on 13th April, 1919 (Pb. Govt. Home-Military-Part B – 1921 – No. 139)’, in Ram, The Jallianwala Bagh Massacre, pp. 128–51; List of Statements (persons killed or wounded), nos I–IV and VIII–XI, in Langley to Montmorency, 22 Dec. 1921, BL, AAS, IOR/L/PJ/6/1650. I am grateful to Amandeep Madra for his help in examining these records.

65.List of Statements (persons killed or wounded), nos I–IV and VIII–XI, in Langley to Montmorency, 22 Dec. 1921, BL, AAS, IOR/L/PJ/6/1650.

66.Lala Karam Chand, CPI, II, no. 23, p. 68.

67.Lala Kishori Lal, ibid., no. 50, p. 95.

68.Swinson, Six Minutes to Sunset, p. 45.

69.Jackie Smyth, ‘The Massacre at Amritsar’, Times Literary Supplement, 20 Feb. 1964.

70.Statement by Dyer, 3 July 1920, p. 11.

71.Morgan, ‘The Truth about Amritsar: By an Eye Witness’, IWM, 72/22/1, p. 4.

72.Dyer, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 123.

73.Appendix XIII, ibid., p. 216.

74.Dyer, ibid., p. 203.

75.54th Sikhs (Frontier Force), The Quarterly Indian Army List, April 1919 (Calcutta, 1919), pp. 1239–42.

76.‘Two of our armoured cars in Rambagh Gardens, 19/4/19’, in Percy Chisnall’s photo album, p. 67 (courtesy of Amanda Stacey): http://www.25thlondon.com/pccalbum/67.html (accessed 30 Aug. 2018). See also Major General N.W. Duncan, AFV #9: Early Armoured Cars (London: Profile Publications, 1970); and https://armoredcars-ww-one.blogspot.co.uk/2012/02/napier-armoured-car-10-amb-10th.html and https://armoredcars-ww-one.blogspot.co.uk/2011/12/jeffery-rusell-armoured-car-india.html (accessed 7 April 2018).

77.McCallum, CSAS, p. 4.

78.Interview with Thomas Josef Laidlaw, 1976, IWM, sound archive 924, reel 4.

79.Dyer, Evidence, DIC, III, pp. 116 and 130.

80.Ibid., p. 117.

81.Ibid., p. 203; and Thompson Diary, 8 August 1919.

82.Dyer, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 122.

83.Girdhari Lal, CPI, II, no. 1, p. 8.

84.Ibid., p. 9. Girdhari Lal uses the blanket-term ‘Baluchis’ for the sepoys of the 54th and 59th.

85.Seth Gul Mahammad, ibid., no. 21, p. 61.

86.Ram Saran Singh, ibid., no. 24, p. 69.

87.Hari Chand, ibid., no. 62, p. 111.

88.Lala Kishori Lal, ibid., no. 50, pp. 95–6; Hans Raj, ACC, p. 36; and Ghulam Gilani, ibid., p. 71.

89.‘The Amritsar Resolution, Law Report, 26 May 1924: High Court of Justice’, The Times, 27 May 1924.

90.Hans Raj, ACC, p. 36.

91.Sardar Har Bhajan Singh, CPI, II, no. 58, p. 102.

92.Khushal Sing, ibid., no. 34, p. 82.

93.Lala Guranditta, ibid., no. 45, p. 91.

94.Lala Hari Saran, ibid., no. 67, p. 110.

95.See for instance Seth Gul Mahammad, ibid., no. 21, p. 61; and Sardar Har Bhajan Singh, ibid., no. 58, p. 102.

96.Lala Hardyal Mal, ibid., no. 36, p. 84.

97.Seth Gul Mahammad, ibid., no. 21, pp. 61–2.

98.Singh, Gandhi Rowlatt Satyagraha, p. 67. See also Rajnarayan Chandavarkar Imperial Power and Popular Politics: Class, Resistance and the State in India, c. 1850–1950 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1998), pp. 180–233.

99.Khushal Singh, CPI, II, no. 34, pp. 82–3.

100.Jowahar Lal, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 152.

101.Ibid., p. 151.

102.See Datta, Jallianwala Bagh, pp. 166–8.

103.Jowahar Lal, ACC, p. 41, and Jowahar Lal, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 152.

104.Jowahar Lal, ACC, p. 41.

105.Khushal Singh, CPI, II, no. 34, p. 82.

106.Dyer, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 116.

107.Plomer, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 37.

108.Report of Briggs, in Statement by Dyer, 3 July 1920, Appendix A, p. 25.

109.Jackie Smyth, ‘The Massacre at Amritsar’, Times Literary Supplement, 20 Feb. 1964.

110.See map in Thompson Diary, 9 Aug. 1919. See also Dyer, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 116; and Plomer, ibid., p. 36.

111.Statement by Dyer, 3 July 1920, p. 19.

112.‘The Amritsar Resolution, Law Report, 26 May 1924: High Court of Justice’, The Times, 27 May 1924.

113.Girdhari Lal, CPI, II, no. 1, p. 9.

114.Ram Saran Singh, CPI, II, no. 24, p. 70. See also Hans Raj, ACC, pp. 36 and 83.

115.Hans Raj, ACC, p. 83.

116.Gandhi, 6 April 1919, The Collected Works of Mahatma Gandhi, vol. 17, p. 187.

9 Massacre

1.Orwell, Shooting an Elephant, p. 239.

2.Dyer, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 203. From his vantage-point, Dyer could not actually see any of the people in the Bagh carrying weapons. ‘I assume numbers had sticks,’ he nevertheless claimed. ‘I knew they were going to be armed with sticks.’ Ibid., p. 117.

3.Statement by Dyer, 3 July 1920, p. 7.

4.Dyer, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 203. Later Dyer later also stated that he ‘did not see a single woman or child’, though in truth he could have made only the most cursory survey of the thousands gathered.

5.Ibid., p. 117.

6.Statement by Dyer, 3 July 1920, p. 13.

7.Surtees, Hansard, HC, Deb. 8 July 1920, vol. 131, col. 1775.

8.Statement by Dyer, 3 July 1920, p. 13.

9.Dyer, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 203.

10.Statement by Dyer, 3 July 1920, p. 15.

11.Dyer, Evidence, DIC, III, p.123.

12.Statement by Dyer, 3 July 1920, p. 15.

13.Rupert Furneaux, ‘The Massacre at Amritsar’, Times Literary Supplement, 9 April 1964.

14.Jackie Smyth, ‘The Massacre at Amritsar’, Times Literary Supplement, 30 April 1964.

15.See Smyth, The Only Enemy, p. 103.

16.Rupert Furneaux, ‘The Massacre at Amritsar’, Times Literary Supplement, 9 April 1964.

17.Dyer, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 126.

18.See Spencer Jones, From Boer War to World War: Tactical Reform of the British Army, 1902–1914 (Norman, OK: University of Oklahoma Press, 2012).

19.Dyer, Evidence, DIC, III, pp. 118 and 203.

20.Ibid., p. 203.

21.Letter of 26 March 1920, S.K. Datta Papers, AAS, BL, Mss Eur F/178/48, BL.

22.Lala Gian Chand, CPI, II, no. 12, p. 41.

23.Lala Karam Chand, ibid., no. 23, p. 68.

24.Abdul Ahad alias Adu, ibid., no. 57, p. 101.

25.Nathi, ibid., no. 65, p. 108.

26.Lala Churanji Lal, ibid., no. 68, p. 111.

27.Moulvi Gholam Jilani, ibid., no. 134, p. 181.

28.Girdhari Lal, ibid., no. 1, pp. 9–10.

29.Statement by Dyer, 3 July 1920, p. 8.

30.Thompson Diary, 14 July 1919.

31.Dyer, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 203.

32.Ibid.

33.Statement by Dyer, 3 July, p. 8. It may be noted that the drawn-out depiction of the massacre in Attenborough’s Gandhi movie lasts for just two minutes. For the length of the shooting see also Partap Singh, CPI, II, no. 74, p. 116.

34.Arthur Swinson personally interviewed Anderson, who was still alive in 1964, see Swinson, Five Minutes to Sunset, p. 210.

35.McCallum, CSAS, p. 5.

36.Rupert Furneaux, ‘The Massacre at Amritsar’, Times Literary Supplement, 9 April 1964.

37.Dyer, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 203.

38.Ibid.; and Statement by Dyer, 3 July 1920, p. 18.

39.Plomer, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 36.

40.Mulchand, CPI, II, no. 33, p. 81; and Pandit Chet Ram, ibid., no. 51, p. 97.

41.Lala Guranditta, ibid., no. 45, p. 91.

42.Sardar Partap Singh, ibid., no. 49, p. 95.

43.Lala Karam Chand, ibid., no. 23 p. 69.

44.Arthur Keith and Hugh M. Rigby, ‘Modern Military Bullets: A Study of their Destructive Effects’, The Lancet, 2 Dec. 1899, pp. 1499–507. The Mark VI was not, technically speaking, an expanding bullet, but see W.F. Stevenson, ‘Note on the Use of “Dum-Dum” and Explosive Bullets in War’, British Medical Journal, 2, 2808 (24 Oct. 1914), pp. 701–2.

45.Pandit Chet Ram, CPI, II, no. 51, p. 97. See also List of Statements (persons killed or wounded), nos I–IV and VIII–XI, in Langley to Montmorency, 22 Dec. 1921, BL, AAS, IOR/L/PJ/6/1650.

46.Wazir Ali, CPI, II, no. 42, p. 89.

47.See photographs of bullet-holes, Report, CPI, I, between pp. 54 and 55; see also Malaviya, Open Rebellion, p. 5; and S. Gopal (ed.), Selected Works of Jawaharlal Nehru (New Delhi: Orient Longman, 1973), vol. I, pp. 130 and 132.

48.Lala Mansa Ram, CPI, II, no. 48, p. 94; Lala Kishori, ibid., no. 50, p. 96; and Lala Durga Das, ibid., no. 52, p. 97.

49.Selected Works of Jawaharlal Nehru, vol. I, p. 133.

50.McCallum, CSAS, p. 5.

51.Report of Briggs, in Statement by Dyer, 3 July 1920, Appendix A, p. 25.

52.McCallum, CSAS, p. 5.

53.John D. Tyson, ‘The Massacre at Amritsar’, Times Literary Supplement, 19 March 1964.

54.Jackie Smyth, ‘The Massacre at Amritsar’, Times Literary Supplement, 20 Feb. 1964.

55.Statement by Dyer, 3 July 1920, p. 22.

56.Lala Nathu Ram, CPI, II, no. 54, p. 100. See also Seth Lakhmi Chand, ibid., no. 43, p. 90.

57.Lala Gian Chand, ibid., no. 12, p. 41.

58.Girdhari Lal, ibid., no. 1, p. 10.

59.Ibid., p. 11.

60.Lala Atmaram, ibid., no. 4, p. 29.

61.Manto, ‘For Freedom’s Sake’, in My Name is Radha, p. 182.

62.Trevelyan, The Golden Oriole, p. 482; and MWD, p. 182.

63.MWD, p. 183.

64.Wathen, ‘Law Report, 26 May 1924: High Court of Justice’, The Times, 27 May 1924.

65.MWD, p. 183.

66.Irving, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 27.

67.Report of Briggs, in Statement by Dyer, 3 July 1920, Appendix A, p. 25.

68.Ashford letter, 19 April 1919, in Hill to Saunders, 24 May 1919, BL, AAS, IOR/L/PJ/6/1650, p. 3.

69.Dyer, Evidence, DIC, III, pp. 118 and 134.

70.Morgan, ‘The Truth about Amritsar: By an Eye Witness’, IWM, 72/22/1, p. 6.

71.‘Mrs Beckett (BBC documentary: http://www.bbc.co.uk/programmes/p0077547): accessed 12 April 2018.

72.Thompson, Evidence, DIC, VI, in Datta, New Light, p. 78.

73.MWD, p. 183.

74.Ibid.

75.O’Dwyer, Evidence, DIC, VI, in Datta, New Light, p. 130.

76.See also Thomson Diary, 13 April 1919.

77.Colvin, Life of General Dyer, pp. 184–5.

78.Wathen, ‘Law Report, 26 May 1924: High Court of Justice’, The Times, 27 May 1924.

79.MWD, p. 184.

80.Thomson Diary, 14 April 1919.

81.MWD, p. 184.

82.Kitchin, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 221.

83.Kitchin, ‘Law Report, 19 May 1924: High Court of Justice’, The Times, 20 May 1924.

84.Ratan Devi, CPI, II, no. 75, pp. 116–17.

85.Ibid., p. 117.

86.Ibid., p. 118.

87.Lala Gian Chand, ibid., no. 12, p. 41.

88.Lala Kishori Lal, ibid., no. 50, p. 96.

89.Girdhari Lal, ibid., no. 1, p. 11.

10 Forces of Terror

1.Report of Dyer, 14 April, in Statement by Dyer, 3 July 1920, Appendix C, pp. 27–8.

2.Thompson to Craik, 14 Aug. 1919, NAI, Home Political, Deposit, Sept. 1919, no. 23, p. 2. See also Dyer, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 118; and Thompson Diary, 8 August 1919.

3.O’Dwyer, Evidence, DIC, VI, in Datta, New Light, I, p. 133.

4.Collett, The Butcher of Amritsar, p. 267.

5.O’Dwyer, India as I Knew It, p. 285.

6.Report of Dyer, 14 April, in Statement by Dyer, 3 July 1920, Appendix C, p. 28.

7.O’Dwyer, Note on Punjab Disorders, Evidence, DIC, VI, in Datta, New Light, I, p. 796.

8.O’Dwyer, India as I Knew It, p. 283.

9.Dyer, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 203.

10.Irving, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 6; Sardha Sukha Singh, ibid., p. 146; and Dr Bal Mukhun, CPI, II, no. 20, p. 56.

11.Dyer, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 203.

12.Dr Ishar Dass Bhatia, D.W. 109, O’Dwyer v. Nair, TNA, J17/634, pp. 381–3.

13.Bal Mukund, D.W. 112, ibid., p. 399.

14.Lala Munshi Ram, CPI, II, no. 66, p. 109.

15.Dr Bal Mukund, ibid., no. 20, p. 57.

16.Lala Dhani Ram, ibid., no. 64, p. 107.

17.Dr Kidar Nath Bhandari, D.W. 110, O’Dwyer v. Nair, TNA, J17/634, p. 386.

18.Dr Devi Dass, CPI, II, no. 70, p. 113.

19.Dr Bal Mukund, ibid., no. 20, p. 57.

20.Ibid. See also Bal Mukund, D.W. 112, O’Dwyer v. Nair, TNA, J17/634, p. 399.

21.Girdhari Lal, CPI, II, no. 1, p. 11.

22.Ibid.

23.Dyer, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 134.

24.‘Defiant Crowd at Amritsar’, The Times, 19 April 1919.

25.See also Chandrika Kaul, Reporting the Raj: The British Press and India, c. 1880–1922 (Manchester: Manchester University Press, 2003), pp. 199–229.

26.NAI, Home Political, A, Feb. 1920, nos 347–58, pp. 23.

27.Wathen, ‘Law Report, 26 May 1924: High Court of Justice’, The Times, 27 May 1924.

28.See for instance Khushal Singh, CPI, II, no. 34, pp. 82–3; Sardar Partap Singh, ibid., no. 49, p. 95; and Girdhari Lal, ibid., no. 1 p. 10.

29.Ashford letter, 19 April 1919, in Hill to Saunders, 24 May 1919, BL, AAS, IOR/L/PJ/6/1650, p. 3.

30.MWD, p. 183. See also Kitchin, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 165.

31.NAI, Home Political, A, Feb. 1920, nos 347–58, p. 23.

32.Colvin, Life of General Dyer, pp. 188–9.

33.Collett, The Butcher of Amritsar, p. 271.

34.Irving, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 7.

35.Pandit Rajendra Misra, CPI, II, no. 94, p. 154.

36.Duni Chand, D.W. 106, O’Dwyer v. Nair, TNA, J17/634, p. 360; and Sardar Bikram Singh, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 100.

37.Lala Vaishno Das, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 103.

38.Girdhari Lal, CPI, II, no. 1, p. 12.

39.Ibid., pp. 12–13.

40.Ibid., p. 13.

41.Appendix IX, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 214.

42.Thompson, Evidence, DIC, VI, in Datta, New Light, I, p. 40.

43.O’Dwyer, Note on Punjab Disorders, Evidence, DIC, VI, ibid., p. 795; and Thompson Diary, 13 April 1919.

44.Kitchin, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 223. See also O’Dwyer, Evidence, DIC, VI, in Datta, New Light, I, p. 228.

45.O’Dwyer, Evidence, DIC, VI, in Datta, New Light, I, pp. 135 and 139.

46.See ‘Martial Law orders issued at Amritsar’, Evidence, DIC, III, pp. 208–11.

47.Dyer, ibid., p. 120; and Kitchin, ibid., p. 164.

48.Girdhari Lal, CPI, II, no. 1, p. 14.

49.See also Irving, Evidence, DIC, III, pp. 8–9.

50.Dyer, ibid., pp. 127 and 132. There exists a photograph of Indians being drilled in salaaming at the Ram Bagh; see Amal Home, ‘Amritsar: The City of the Golden Temple’, The Modern Review (Jan. 1920), pp. 57–71, p. 70.

51.Dyer, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 131.

52.Thompson Diary, 6 April 1919.

53.Sardar Sukha Singh, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 149. See also Malaviya, Open Rebellion, p. 36.

54.Sardar Sukha Singh, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 146.

55.Girdhari Lal, CPI, II, no. 1, pp. 14–15. See also Howell, Evidence, DIC, III, pp. 155–7.

56.Nelly Benjamin, Evidence, DIC, III, no. 16, p. 52.

57.Mohammad Amin, CPI, II, no. 14, p. 50.

58.Moulvi Gholam Jilani, ibid., no. 134, p. 181.

59.Ibid, p. 182.

60.Pir Ahmad Shah, ibid., no. 137, pp. 187–8.

61.Gholam Mohammad, ibid., no. 138, p. 188; and Haji Shomas-ud-din, ibid., no. 135, p. 187.

62.See for instance Anupama Rao, ‘Problems of Violence, States of Terror: Torture in Colonial India’, Economic and Political Weekly, 36, 43 (27 Oct.–2 Nov. 2001), pp. 4125–33; and Derek Elliott, ‘Torture, Taxes and the Colonial State in Madras, c. 1800–1858’ (unpublished PhD thesis, University of Cambridge, 2015).

63.Shirley, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 207.

64.Thompson to Marris, 13 May 1919, NAI, Home Political, Deposit, June 1919, no. 307.

65.Shirley, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 207.

66.Dyer, ibid., p. 132.

67.Girdhari Lal, CPI, II, no. 1, p. 15.

68.Orwell, Burmese Days, p. 251.

69.Dr Bal Mukund, CPI, II, no. 20, p. 57.

70.Ashford letter, 19 April 1919, in Hill to Saunders, 24 May 1919, BL, AAS, IOR/L/PJ/6/1650, p. 3.

71.Panna Lal, CPI, II, no. 103, p. 163; Lala Ishar Das, ibid., no. 104, p. 163; and Lala Data Ram Kurrich, ibid., no. 100, p. 160.

72.Sunder Singh, 28 May 1919, PSA, 5268: Home Judicial, B, June 1919, nos 249–70, p. 3.

73.Mst. Lachman Kour, CPI, II, no. 125, p. 177. Purda nashin – a woman who observes purdah.

74.Labh Chand Seth, ibid., no. 97, pp. 157–8.

75.Rakha Ram, ibid., no. 108, p. 166; and Ralia Ram, ibid., no. 107, p. 165.

76.Colvin, Life of General Dyer, pp. 196–7.

77.O’Dwyer, Evidence, DIC, VI, in Datta, New Light, I, p. 138. See also Ashford letter, 19 April 1919, in Hill to Saunders, 24 May 1919, BL, AAS, IOR/L/PJ/6/1650, pp. 3–4.

78.Dyer, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 205. See also Vinay Lal, ‘The Incident of the “Crawling Lane”: Women in the Punjab Disturbances of 1919’, Genders, 16 (spring 1993), pp. 35–60.

79.Statement by Dyer, 3 July 1920, p. 17.

80.Sebastian Pender, ‘The Commemoration and Memorialisation of the “Indian Mutiny”, 1857–2007’ (unpublished PhD thesis, University of Cambridge, 2015), p. 160.

81.Dyer, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 123.

82.See Andrew Ward, Our Bones Are Scattered: The Cawnpore Massacre and the Mutiny of 1857 (London: John Murray, 1996), pp. 454–6.

83.Statement by Dyer, 3 July 1920, p. 17.

84.Report by Irving, 4 Aug. 1919, NAI, Home Political, Deposit, Oct. 1919, no. 62, p. 1. Dyer told the same to O’Dwyer; see O’Dwyer, Evidence, DIC, VI, in Datta, New Light, p. 137.

85.Colvin, Life of General Dyer, p. 196.

86.McCallum, CSAS, p. 3.

87.Dyer, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 120. See also Thompson Diary, 8 August 1919.

88.Dyer, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 127.

89.Report by Irving, 4 Aug. 1919, NAI, Home Political, Deposit, Oct. 1919, no. 62, pp. 1–2.

90.Dyer, Evidence, DIC, III, pp. 120–1.

91.Hudson, ‘Speeches by Members during Indemnity Act’, Evidence, DIC, VII, in Datta, New Light, II, p. 1104. See also ‘Statement of the Government of the Punjab’, Evidence, DIC, VI, in ibid., I, p. 281.

92.Kanhya Lal, CPI, II, no. 98, p. 159.

93.Ganga Devi, ibid., no. 130, pp. 178–9.

94.Devki, ibid., no. 131, p. 179; Lala Ganpat Rai, ibid., no. 122, p. 174; and Rakha Ram, ibid., no. 108, p. 166.

95.Lala Megha Mal, ibid., no. 114, p. 170.

96.Kahan Chand, ibid., no. 105, p. 164.

97.Richard Ward (ed.), A Global History of Execution and the Criminal Corpse (Basingstoke: Palgrave 2015).

98.Dyer, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 121.

99.O’Dwyer, Evidence, DIC, VI, in Datta, New Light, p. 136.

100.A total of twenty-six whippings were carried out during this period; see Irving, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 10. See also Hugh Tinker, The Ordeal of Love: C.F. Andrews and India (Delhi: Oxford University Press, 1979), pp. 152–3.

101.Dyer, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 124.

102.Dyer, ibid., pp. 123–4. See also Statements of accused, PSA, 5268: Home Judicial, B, June 1919, nos 249–70, p. 5.

103.Pandit Salig Ram, CPI, II, no. 115, p. 171.

104.Lala Dadu Mal, ibid., no. 116, p. 172; and Jamna Devi, ibid., no. 117, p. 172.

105.Khem Kour, ibid., no. 128, p. 178.

106.Dyer, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 124.

107.Orwell, Burmese Days, p. 250. This was actually an ‘unconscious quote’, as Orwell put it, from Dickens’s Bleak House, via Bernard Shaw’s Androcles and the Lion.

108.Appendix XXIII, Evidence, DIC, VI, in Datta, New Light, I, p. 675.

109.O’Dwyer, Evidence, DIC, VI, in ibid., pp. 84 and 134.

110.Manohar Lal, CPI, II, no. 72, p. 114.

111.Howgego Papers, BL, AAS, Mss Eur C340/10.

112.Ibid.

113.Seth Gul Mahammad, CPI, II, no. 21, p. 62.

114.Ibid., p. 64.

115.Sohan Lal, ibid., no. 35, p. 84.

116.Jowahar Lal, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 153.

117.Ibid.; and Hans Raj, ACC, p. 37.

118.Wagner, ‘“In Unrestrained Conversation”’.

119.See Aparna Vaidik, ‘History of a Renegade Revolutionary: Revolutionism and Betrayal in Colonial India’, Postcolonial Studies, 16, 2 (2013), pp. 216–29.

120.Hans Raj, ACC, p. 73.

121.See Shahid Amin, ‘Approver’s Testimony, Judicial Discourse: The Case of Chauri Chaura’, in Subaltern Studies V (Delhi: Oxford University Press India, 1987), pp. 166–202.

122.Brij Lal, CPI, II, no. 22, p. 65.

123.Badr-ul-Islam Alikhan, ibid., no. 88, p. 137.

124.Hans Raj, ACC, p. 31.

125.Satyapal, CPI, II, no. 551, p. 720.

126.Charge sheets, ACC, p. 10.

127.‘Statement of the Government of Punjab’, Evidence, DIC, VI, in Datta, New Light, I, p. 697.

128.Fakir, 30 May 1919, PSA, 5315: Home Judicial, C, May 1920, nos 268–322, p. 18.

129.Manohar Singh, ibid., p. 18.

130.Schedule: Finding, 2 June 1919, PSA, 5315: Home Judicial, C, May 1920, nos 268–322, page 2. See also Judgment, PSA, 5340: Home Judicial, C, April 1920, nos 1264–71, p. 3.

131.‘Statement of the Government of Punjab’, Evidence, DIC, VI, in Datta, New Light, I, pp. 643–97; Mohan, An Imaginary Rebellion, II, pp. 352–74; Report, DIC, p. 131; and Statement showing sentences of death passed by the Martial Law Commissions and orders of His Honour the Lieutenant-Governor in regard to them, NAI, Home Political, A, Oct. 1919, nos 228–50.

132.Kitchlew, CPI, II, no. 550, p. 714.

133.‘A Letter by Dr. Hafiz Mohammad Bashir’, Bombay Chronicle, 17 July 1920.

134.See for instance Datta, Jallianwala Bagh, pp. 166–8. Irving strongly denied these allegations, see Report by Irving, 4 Aug. 1919, NAI, Home Political, Deposit, Oct. 1919, no. 62, p. 2.

135.Jowahar Lal, ACC, p. 42.

136.Candler, Abdication, p. 162.

137.Rup Lal Puri, D.W. 104, O’Dwyer v. Nair, TNA, J17/634, p. 341. See also Mohan, An Imaginary Rebellion, I, pp. 130–9.

138.Dyer, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 205.

139.Colvin, Life of General Dyer, p. 202.

140.Ratto, 31 May 1919, PSA, 5315: Home Judicial, C, May 1920, nos 268–322, pp. 14–15; Bugga, ibid., pp. 15–16; and Kitchlew, CPI, II, no. 550, pp. 709–10.

141.See Mohinder Singh, ‘Jallianwala Bagh and Changing Perceptions of the Sikh Past’, in Datta and Settar (eds), Jallianwala Bagh Massacre, pp. 99–113; and Yong, The Garrison State, p. 127.

142.Tinker, Ordeal of Love, p. 155.

11 Testimony of Blood

1.Ashford letter, 19 April 1919, in Hill to Saunders, 24 May 1919, BL, AAS, IOR/L/PJ/6/1650, p. 5. See also Anon. (Beckett), ‘Amritsar: By an English Woman’, p. 446.

2.MWD, pp. 185–6.

3.P.E. Richards, Indian Dust: Being Letters from the Punjab (London, George Allen & Unwin, 1932), p. 186.

4.O’Dwyer, India as I Knew It, p. 312.

5.L.V.S. Blacker, On Secret Patrol in High Asia (London: John Murray, 1922), p. 275.

6.Satyapal, CPI, II, no. 551, p. 725.

7.B.R. Nanda, The Nehrus: Motilal and Jawaharlal (London: George Allen, 1962), p. 166. See also Collett, The Butcher of Amritsar, p. 275.

8.Thompson Diary, 17 November 1919. See also Thompson, Evidence, DIC, VI, in Datta, New Light, I, pp. 42 and 46.

9.O’Dwyer, India as I Knew It, p. 263. See also G.F. MacMunn, Turmoil and Tragedy in India, 1914 and After (London: Jarrolds Publishers, 1935), chapter XVII, which is called ‘The Indian Rebellion of 1919’.

10.Darling to Forster 11 July 1919, Dewey, Anglo-Indian Attitudes, p. 161. ‘Twink’ meant ‘in an instant’, while ‘zemindars’ referred to villagers.

11.Forster, A Passage to India, pp. 175–8.

12.Dewey, Anglo-Indian Attitudes, p. 162.

13.Forster, A Passage to India, p. 176.

14.Orwell, Burmese Days, p. 198.

15.Trevelyan, Golden Oriole, pp. 482 and 485.

16.Anon. (Beckett), ‘Amritsar: By an English Woman’, p. 446.

17.E.J. Thompson, A Letter from India (London: Faber & Faber, 1932), p. 99.

18.Mian Feroz Din, CPI, II, no. 2, p. 24.

19.Jawaharlal Nehru, Jawaharlal Nehru: An Autobiography (London: Lowe & Brydon, 1936), p. 42.

20.Robb, The Government of India and Reform, pp. 131–2.

21.Brown, Gandhi’s Rise to Power, p. 231.

22.Ibid.

23.Robb, The Government of India and Reform, pp. 193–6.

24.Ibid., p. 210.

25.Gandhi, 18 April 1919, The Collected Works of Mahatma Gandhi, vol. 15, p. 243; and 6 July, ibid., p. 436.

26.‘Rabindranath Tagore’, Globe, 18 June 1919.

27.Andrews to Editor of The Statesman, 18 June 1920, in V.N. Datta and S.C. Mittal, Sources on National Movement, 3 vols (New Delhi: Allied Publishers, 1985), I, p. 126.

28.Robb, The Government of India, p. 189.

29.Brown, Gandhi’s Rise to Power, p. 236.

30.Singh, Gandhi, Rowlatt Satyagraha and British Imperialism, p. 166.

31.Report by Irving, 4 Aug. 1919, Home Political, Deposit, Oct. 1919, no. 62, p. 2. See also Mohan, An Imaginary Rebellion, II, p. 943.

32.Nathi, CPI, II, no. 65, p. 108; and Lala Churanji Lal, ibid., no. 68, p. 111.

33.Malaviya, Open Rebellion in Punjab, p. 60; and Craig to Fagan, 10 Aug. 1919, NAI, Home Political, Deposit, Sept. 1919, no. 23, p. 2.

34.Report by Irving, 4 Aug. 1919, Home Political, Deposit, Oct. 1919, no. 62, p. 2; and Burton to Thompson, 8 Oct. 1919, NAI, Home Political, Deposit, Oct. 1919, no. 31.

35.‘Extract from the “Amrita Bazar Patrika” dated Calcutta, the 7th August 1919’, NAI, Home Political, Deposit, Sept. 1919, no. 23, p. 1.

36.Letter by V.N. Tivary, 21 Sept. 1919, NAI, Home Political, Deposit, Oct. 1919, no. 31.

37.Burton, Evidence, DIC, III, pp. 62–3.

38.Report by Sant Singh, 26 Aug. 1919, NAI, Home Political, Deposit, Sept. 1919, no. 12.

39.Report by Irving, 4 Aug. 1919, NAI Home Political, Deposit, Oct. 1919, no. 62, p. 3.

40.Thompson to Craik, 14 Aug. 1919, NAI, Home Political, Deposit, Sept. 1919, no. 23, p. 2.

41.Puckle to Thompson, 3 Sept. 1919, NAI, Home Political, Deposit, Sept. 1919, no. 23, p. 3. See also Burton, Evidence, DIC, III, pp. 62–3.

42.Selected Works of Jawaharlal Nehru, vol. I, p. 133.

43.Andrews to Editor of The Statesman, 18 June 1920, in Datta and Mittal, Sources on National Movement, I, p. 127.

44.Puckle to Thompson, 3 Sept. 1919, NAI, Home Political, Deposit, Sept. 1919, no. 23, p. 3; and ‘The fourth report’, NAI, Home Political, A, Feb. 1920, nos 347–58, p. 2.

45.Puckle to Thompson, 3 Sept. 1919, NAI, Home Political, Deposit, Sept. 1919, no. 23, p. 3.

46.Selected Works of Jawaharlal Nehru, vol. I, p. 148.

47.See Mohan, Imaginary Rebellion, II, pp. 297–319.

48.Ibid., p. 796.

49.Ibid., pp. 942 and 682–3.

50.Selected Works of Jawaharlal Nehru, vol. I, p. 149.

51.Burton, Evidence, DIC, III, pp. 62–3.

52.The process, and logic, by which Burton made those calculations remains little more than conjecture.

53.Thompson, Evidence, DIC, VI, in Datta, New Light, pp. 78–9; and Thompson Diary, 7 Dec. 1919.

54.See ‘The Amritsar Riots: Statement by Sir M. O’Dwyer’, The Times, 9 Feb. 1920; and Report, DIC, pp. 29 and 112.

55.Appendix C: ‘List of persons killed in the Jallianwala Bagh on 13th April, 1919 (Pb. Govt. Home-Military-Part B – 1921 – No. 139)’, in Raja Ram, The Jallianwala Bagh Massacre, pp. 128–51.

56.There is evidence of at least one infant being killed: one-year-old Abdul Rahim was listed as no. 88 on Statement 1, ‘List of persons killed belonging to Amritsar city’, p. 9, in Langley to Montmorency, 22 Dec. 1921, BL, AAS, IOR/L/PJ/6/1650.

57.Thompson, Evidence, DIC, VI, in Datta, New Light, p. 79; and Burton, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 63.

58.Dyer, Report 14 April 1919, in Statement 3 July 1920, p. 28. Hans Raj, ACC, p. 83. See also Thompson Diary, 29 July and 9 August.

59.Khushal Singh, CPI, II, no. 34, pp. 82–3.

60.Sardar Partap Singh, ibid., no. 49, p. 95.

61.Girdhari Lal, ibid., no. 1 p. 10.

62.Report, CPI, I, p. 57.

63.See photographs of Uttam Chand and Mangal Singh, Report, CPI, I, facing pp. 58 and 59; and List of Statements (persons killed or wounded), nos VIII–XI, in Langley to Montmorency, 22 Dec. 1921, BL, AAS, IOR/L/PJ/6/1650.

64.See Tinker, Ordeal of Love, p. 159; and Nanda, The Nehrus, p. 168.

65.Singh, Gandhi, Rowlatt Satyagraha and British Imperialism, p. 166.

66.Selected Works of Jawaharlal Nehru, vol. I, p. 130.

67.‘Views of Scenes Connected with the Unrest and Massacre at Amritsar’, BL, Photo 39 (44-104).

68.See also Christopher Pinney, The Coming of Photography in India (New Delhi: Oxford University Press, 2008), p. 85.

12 A Piece of Inhumanity

1.Report, DIC, p. iii.

2.Brown, Gandhi’s Rise to Power, p. 236.

3.Robb, The Government of India and Reform, pp. 197–8.

4.MWD, pp. 188–9.

5.Ibid., p. 190.

6.See for instance Swinson, Five Minutes to Sunset, pp. 186–203; and Collett, The Butcher of Amritsar, p. 266.

7.O’Dwyer, Evidence, DIC, VI, in Datta, New Light, I, p. 173; Thompson Diary, 8 Aug. 1919.

8.Furneaux, Massacre at Amritsar, p. 119.

9.Selected Works of Jawaharlal Nehru, vol. I, p. 134; and Report by Irving, 4 Aug. 1919, Home Political, Deposit, Oct. 1919, no. 62, p. 2.

10.Dyer, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 126.

11.E.J. Thompson, Rise and Fulfilment of British Rule in India (London: Macmillan, 1934), p. 611.

12.Candler, Abdication, p. 145.

13.O’Dwyer, ‘Law Report, 2 May 1924: High Court of Justice’, The Times, 3 May 1924.

14.Andrews, 25 Nov. 1919, in The Collected Works of Mahatma Gandhi, vol. 16, p. 313.

15.Robb, The Government of India and Reform, p. 167.

16.Kitchlew, CPI, II, no. 550, p. 715. Not everyone was so fortunate, however, and the amnesty did not extend to Ratto and Bugga, who ended up spending fifteen years under gruelling conditions in the penal colony of the Andaman Islands.

17.See also Sayer, ‘British Reactions’; and Kaul, Reporting the Raj, pp. 199–229.

18.‘An Astonishing Story from India, Manchester Guardian, 13 Dec. 1919. See also ‘2,000 Indians Shot Down’, Daily Express, 13 Dec. 1919.

19.Thompson, Evidence, DIC, VI, in Datta, New Light, I, p. 78.

20.Kaul, Reporting the Raj, pp. 210–11.

21.Sayer, ‘British Reactions’, p. 151.

22.‘The Second Report’, NAI, Home Political, A, Feb. 1920, nos 347–58, p. 2.

23.Amritsar, 11 Oct. 1919, Parliamentary Papers, Command 534 (Disturbances in the Punjab): District Reports on the Punjab Disturbances April 1919 (1920), p. 6.

24.McPherson to Maffey, 22 Dec. 1919, NAI, Home Political, A, Feb. 1920, nos. 347–58, p. 3.

25.Orwell, Shooting an Elephant, p. 236.

26.Wedgwood, Hansard, HC, Deb. 22 Dec. 1919, vol. 123, col. 1232.

27.https://archive.cartoons.ac.uk/Record.aspx?src=CalmView.Catalog&id=LSE6183&pos=1 (accessed 22 Aug. 2019). See also cartoon reproduced in ‘Pictorial Politics’, The Tatler, 31 Dec. 1919.

28.See David Low, Low’s Autobiography (New York: Simon & Schuster, 1957), pp. 96–8.

29.Simplicissimus, 21 Jan. 1920, p. 615.

30.See John Gallagher, ‘Nationalisms and the Crisis of Empire, 1919–1922’, Modern Asian Studies, XV, 3 (1981), pp. 355–68; Jon Lawrence, ‘Forging a Peaceable Kingdom: War, Violence, and Fear of Brutalization in Post-First World War Britain’, Journal of Modern History, 75, 3 (September 2003), pp. 557–89; and Kent, Aftershocks.

31.C.E. Callwell, Field-Marshall Sir Henry Wilson, 2 vols (London: Cassell and Company, 1927), II, pp. 240–1.

32.‘Tributes to General Dyer’, Morning Post, 10 July 1920.

33.See for instance ‘Irish Amritsar Recalled’, Derry Journal, 21 Nov. 1921. See also Katherine E. Davies, ‘British Reactions to Amritsar and Croke Park: Connections and Comparisons’ (unpublished MA thesis, Sheffield Hallam University, 2017); and Shereen Ilahi, Imperial Violence and the Path to Independence: India, Ireland, and the Crisis of Empire (London: I.B. Tauris, 2016).

34.Brown, Gandhi’s Rise to Power, pp. 236–7.

35.Ibid., p. 237; and M.R. Jayakar, The Story of My Life, 2 vols (Bombay: Asia Publishing House, 1958), I, pp. 323–5.

36.Report, CPI, I, pp. 158–9.

37.C.H. Setalvad, Reflections and Recollections: An Autobiography (Bombay: Padma Publications, 1946), p. 311.

38.Report, DIC, p. 31.

39.See also Sayer, ‘British Reactions’, pp. 147–8; and Purnima Bose, Organizing Empire: Individualism, Collective Agency, and India (Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 2003), pp. 29–73.

40.Report, DIC, p. 115.

41.Robb, The Government of India and Reform, p. 206.

42.Ibid.

43.Datta, Jallianwala Bagh, p. 131

44.Colvin, Life of General Dyer, pp. 250–1.

45.Datta, Jallianwala Bagh, pp. 135–6.

46.Swinson, Five Minutes to Sunset, pp. 202–3.

47.Colvin, Life of General Dyer, pp. 255–6.

48.Collett, The Butcher of Amritsar, p. 353.

49.Ibid., p. 321.

50.Testimonial in the possession of the Dyer family.

13 Aftershocks

1.‘General Dyer’, Daily Mail, 5 May 1920. 

2.See Davies, ‘British Reactions to Amritsar and Croke Park’, pp. 87–100.

3.Montagu to Chelmsford, 26 May 1920, Parliamentary Papers, Correspondence between the Government of India and the Secretary of State for India on the Report of Lord Hunter’s Committee (London, 1920), p. 25.

4.Montagu, Hansard, HC, Deb. 8 July 1920, vol. 131, col. 1708.

5.Collett, The Butcher of Amritsar, p. 381.

6.Carson, Hansard, HC, Deb. 8 July 1920, vol. 131, col. 1713.

7.Joynson-Hicks, ibid., col. 1757.

8.Churchill, ibid., col. 1728.

9.Colvin, Life of General Dyer, pp. 303–4.

10.Creedy to Dyer, 14 July 1920, TNA, WO 32/21403. Thanks to Iqbal Husain for his help in getting this letter.

11.Finlay, Hansard, HL, Deb. 19 July 1920, vol. 41, col. 222.

12.Salisbury, ibid., cols 374–5.

13.‘For Gen. Dyer’, Morning Post, 8 July 1919.

14.See Collett, The Butcher of Amritsar, pp. 364–6, 386–92 and 405–6.

15.Ibid., p. 387.

16.‘General Dyer Fund’, Morning Post, 17 July 1920.

17.Ibid., 6 Dec 1920.

18.Tagore to Andrews 22 July 1920, in Rabindranath Tagore, Letters to a Friend (London: George Allen & Unwin, 1926), p. 87.

19.Brown, Gandhi’s Rise to Power, pp. 244–52.

20.Gandhi, 14 July 1920, The Collected Works of Mahatma Gandhi, vol. 18, pp. 45–6. See also Candler, Abdication, pp. 143–4.

21.Robb, The Government of India and Reform, p. 282.

22.Wathen, ‘Law Report, 26 May 1924: High Court of Justice’, The Times, 27 May 1924.

23.MWD, p. 192.

24.Orwell, ‘Shooting an Elephant’, p. 236.

25.Orwell, Burmese Days, p. 30.

26.MWD, p. 195.

27.O’Dwyer, India as I Knew It, pp. 330–68.

28.C.S. Nair, Gandhi and Anarchy (Madras: Tagore & Co., 1922), p. 54.

29.Collett, The Butcher of Amritsar, p. 416.

30.‘Amritsar’, The Times, 6 June 1924.

31.See also Antony Lentin, Mr Justice McCardie (1869–1933): Rebel, Reformer, and Rogue Judge (Newcastle upon Tyne: Cambridge Scholars Publishing, 2016), pp. 54–73.

32.‘Sir M. O’Dwyer Wins’, Nottingham Journal, 6 June 1924; and ‘Dyer Justified’, Sheffield Daily Telegraph, 6 June 1924.

33.Collett, The Butcher of Amritsar, p. 424.

34.Ibid., p. 433.

35.Draper, Amritsar: The Massacre That Ended the Raj, p. 265.

36.‘After Amritsar: Censured Officials’, Edinburgh Evening News, 18 Sept. 1920. See also Robb, The Government of India and Reform, pp. 211–12.

37.Roger Perkins, The Amritsar Legacy: Golden Temple to Caxton Hall, the Story of a Killing (Chippenham: Picton, 1989), p. 187.

38.McCallum, CSAS, p. 5.

39.Girdhari Lal, CPI, II, no. 1, p. 10.

40.Perkins, The Amritsar Legacy, p. 185.

41.Louis E. Fenech, ‘Contested Nationalisms, Negotiated Terrains: The Way Sikhs Remember Udham Singh “Shahid” (1899–1940)’, Modern Asian Studies, 36, 4 (Oct. 2002), pp. 827–70.

42.‘India Office List’, Yorkshire Post and Leeds Intelligencer, 2 Jan. 1922.

43.Wathen, ‘To the Editor of the Times’, The Times, 25 March 1940.

44.Ibid.

45.Mary Lago, Linda K. Hughes and Elizabeth MacLeod Walls (eds), The BBC Talks of E.M. Forster, 1929–1960: A Selected Edition (Columbia, MO: University of Missouri Press, 2008), p. 191.

46.‘Missionary Meeting’, Staffordshire Advertiser, 13 Nov. 1948.

47.‘£56,000 Will of Amritsar Missionary’, Birmingham Daily Post, 22 Aug. 1966.

48.Howgego: To editor of Sunday Express, 25 May 1978, BL, AAS, Mss Eur C340/8.

49.Ibid.

50.Ibid.

51.Interview with Alfred Griffin, 1986, IWM, sound archive 9101, reel 12.

52.Ibid.

Conclusion: An Empire of Fear

1.Amin, Event, Metaphor, Memory, p. 10.

2.‘David Cameron Makes No Apology for Amritsar Massacre’, Independent, 20 Feb. 2013.

3.Churchill, Hansard, HC, Deb. 8 July 1920, vol. 131, col. 1725.

4.Ibid., col. 1729.

5.See Richard Toye, Churchill’s Empire: The World That Made Him and the World That He Made (London: Macmillan, 2015); and Charles Townshend, The British Campaign in Ireland 1919–1921: The Development of Political and Military Policies (London: Oxford University Press, 1975).

6.Lawrence James ‘Nailing the Lie of the Evil Empire’, Sunday Times, 18 June 2006.

7.Niall Ferguson, ‘Home Truths about Famine, War and Genocide’, Independent, 14 June 2006.

8.John Darwin, ‘A Roundtable on John Darwin’s The Empire Project: Reply’, Journal of British Studies, 54, 4 (Oct. 2015), pp. 993–7, p. 994.

9.Guy Adams, ‘How CAN Cambridge Let This Hate-filled Don Pour Out Her Racist Bile?’, Daily Mail, 12 April 2018.

10.Wedgwood, Hansard, HC, Deb. 8 July 1920, vol. 131, col. 1788.

11.Cooper, The Crisis in Punjab, pp. 151–2.

12.Spoor, Hansard, HC, Deb. 8 July 1920, vol. 131, col. 1739.

13.Surtees, ibid., col. 1777.

14.Collett, The Butcher of Amritsar, pp. 390–1.

15.Mohan, An Imaginary Rebellion, II, p. 795.

16.Drake-Brockman, Evidence, DIC, I, p. 172.

17.Collett, The Butcher of Amritsar, p. 285.

18.Partha Chatterjee, The Nation and its Fragments: Colonial and Postcolonial Histories (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1994), pp. 10 and 19.

19.Bailkin, ‘The Boot and the Spleen’.

20.Sherman, State Violence, pp. 1–37.

21.Elisabeth Kolsky, ‘“Fanaticism” and State Violence in British India’, American Historical Review, 120, 4 (Oct. 2015), pp. 1218–46; and Condos, ‘“Fanaticism” and the Politics of Resistance along the North-West Frontier of British India’.

22.See also Michelle Gordon, ‘British Colonial Violence in Perak, Sierra Leone and the Sudan’ (unpublished PhD thesis, Royal Holloway, 2017).

23.See Wagner, ‘Savage Warfare’; and Sven Lindqvist, Exterminate All the Brutes (London: Granta, 2002).

24.Wagner, ‘Calculated to Strike Terror’.

25.See Huw Bennett, ‘The Other Side of the COIN: Minimum and Exemplary Force in British Counterinsurgency in Kenya’, Small Wars & Insurgencies, 18, 4 (2007), 638–64; and David French, ‘Nasty Not Nice: British Counter-insurgency Doctrine and Practice, 1945–1967’, Small Wars & Insurgencies, 23, 4–5 (2012), pp. 744–61.

26.Priya Satia, ‘The Defense of Inhumanity: Air Control in Iraq and the British Idea of Arabia’, American Historical Review, 111 (Feb. 2006), pp. 16–51; and Sven Lindqvist, A History of Bombing (New York: New Press, 2001).

27.See John Newsinger, British Counterinsurgency: From Palestine to Northern Ireland (Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 2001); David French, The British Way in Counterinsurgency, 1945–1967 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2011); Huw Bennett, Fighting the Mau Mau: The British Army and Counter-insurgency in the Kenya Emergency (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2013); and Brian Drohan, Brutality in an Age of Human Rights: Activism and Counterinsurgency at the End of the British Empire (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 2017).

28.Major-General Sir Charles W. Gwynn, Imperial Policing (London: Macmillan, 1934). See also Martin Thomas, Violence and Colonial Order: Police, Workers and Protest in the European Colonial Empires, 1918–1940 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2012).

29.Churchill, Hansard, HC, Deb. 8 July 1920, vol. 131, col. 1728.

30.E.J. Thompson, Other Side of the Medal, p. 97.

31.O’Dwyer, Evidence, DIC, VI, in Datta, New Light, I, p. 140. See also Irving, Evidence, DIC, III, p. 21.

32.I have further developed this argument in Wagner, ‘Calculated to Strike Terror’, but see also Vann ‘Fear and Loathing in French Hanoi’.

33.‘Final Orders of General Governor in Council’, Bayley to Griffin, 30 April 1872, KO, p. 55.

34.Report, DIC, p. 30–1.

35.Wedgwood, Hansard, HC, Deb. 22 Dec. 1919, vol. 123, cols 1231–2.

36.‘India Deserves Apology for Atrocities under Britain’s Colonial Rule, Senior Indian MP says’, The Telegraph, 7 Nov. 2016.

Epilogue: Jallianwala Bagh

1.Adapted by author, with thanks to Adrian Plau. See also Hari Singh, ‘The Jallianwala Bagh Tragedy: Its Prelude and Aftermath’, in Datta and Settar (eds), Jallianwala Bagh Massacre, p. 86.

2.See Madanjit Kaur, ‘Jallianwala Bagh Tragedy: Its Impact and Emergence as National Historical Monument’, in Gursharan Singh (ed.), Jallianwala Bagh Commemoration Volume; and Amritsar and Our Duty to India (Patiala: Publication Bureau, Punjabi University, 1994), pp. 163–9.

3.Gandhi, ‘Jallianwala Bagh’, Young India, 18 Feb. 1920, p. 3.

4.Saadat Hasan Manto, ‘For Freedom’s Sake’, in My Name is Radha, p. 181.

5.Tarini Prasad Sinha, ‘Pussyfoot’ Johnson and His Campaign in Hindustan (Madras: Ganesh & Co., 1922), p. 243.

6.Thompson to Marris, 8 Nov. 1919, NAI, Home Political, Deposit, Dec. 1919, no. 22.

7.Gwynne, 13 Nov. 1919, ibid.

8.Marris, 14 Nov. 1919, ibid. The payment of what was openly referred to as ‘blood money’ later became common, if not official, practice during the brutal wars of decolonisation in Cyprus, Kenya and Malaya (personal communication with David Anderson).

9.Langley to Montmorency, 22 Dec. 1921, BL, AAS, IOR/L/PJ/6/1650.

10.‘Viceroy of India – Amritsar Visited – Payments to Victims’, Argus, 19 April 1921; and H. Montgomery Hyde, Lord Reading (London: Heinemann, 1967), pp. 343–4.

11.Malaviya, Open Rebellion, pp. 62–3.

12.Madan Mohan was listed as no. 65 on Statement 1, ‘List of persons killed belonging to Amritsar city’, p. 7, in Langley to Montmorency, 22 Dec. 1921, BL, AAS, IOR/L/PJ/6/1650.

13.Rup Lal Puri, D.W. 104, O’Dwyer v. Nair, TNA, J17/634, p. 341.

14.Kaur, ‘Jallianwala Bagh Tragedy’, p. 168.

15.Ward, Our Bones are Scattered, p. 439.

16.There is a similar painting in the Sikh Museum in the Golden Temple, showing British troops firing a Lewis machine gun into the crowd.

17.See Fenech, ‘Contested Nationalisms’; and Anita Anand, The Patient Assassin: A True Tale of Massacre, Revenge and the Raj (London: Simon & Schuster, 2019).

18.The names of the 379 known victims are, however, inscribed around the base of a white marble sculpture erected in 2016 in the street outside the memorial.


BIBLIOGRAPHY

Abbreviations








	AAS

	Asian and African Studies, British Library




	BL

	British Library




	CSAS

	Centre for South Asian Studies, Cambridge




	IWM

	Imperial War Museum




	IOR

	India Office Records




	NAI

	National Archives of India, Delhi




	PSA

	Punjab State Archives, Chandigarh




	TNA

	The National Archives of the UK, Kew






Key sources








	ACC

	Amritsar Conspiracy Case, NAI, Acc. No. 1829 (Microfilm)




	CPI

	Congress Punjab Inquiry 1919–1920, vol. I: Report of the Commissioners Appointed by the Punjab Sub-committee of the Indian National Congress; vol. II: Evidence (Lahore: K. Santanam, 1920).




	Evidence, DIC

	Disorders Inquiry Committee 1919–20: Evidence, vols I–VII (Calcutta: His Majesty’s Stationery Office, 1920).




	KO

	Copy of Correspondence, or Extracts from Correspondence, relating to the Kooka Outbreak (1 Aug. 1872), House of Commons Parliamentary Papers.




	MWD

	Diary of Melicent Wathen, ‘India, 1914–1920’, in possession of Roderick Wathen.




	Report, DIC

	Report of the Committee appointed by the Government of India to investigate the disturbances in the Punjab, etc. (Disorders Inquiry Committee 1919–20) (Calcutta: His Majesty’s Stationery Office, 1920).




	SCR

	Sedition Committee Report (Calcutta: Superintendent Government Printing, 1918).






Newspapers and periodicals

Argus

Birmingham Daily Post

Bombay Chronicle

Civil and Military Gazette

Daily Express

Daily News

Edinburgh Evening News

The Englishman

The Examiner

Independent

The Nation and the Athenaeum

New York Times

Pall Mall Gazette

Pioneer

Preston Chronicle

Punjab Gazette

Staffordshire Advertiser

Sunday Times

The Telegraph

The Times

Young India

Parliamentary papers

Command 534 (Disturbances in the Punjab): District Reports on the Punjab Disturbances April 1919 (London, 1920).

Command 771 (Disturbances in the Punjab): Statement by Brig.-General R.E. Dyer, C.B. (London, 1920).

Copy of Correspondence, or Extracts from Correspondence, relating to the Kooka Outbreak (1 Aug. 1872), House of Commons Parliamentary Papers (KO).

Correspondence between the Government of India and the Secretary of State for India on the Report of Lord Hunter’s Committee (London, 1920).

Disorders Inquiry Committee 1919–20, Evidence, vols I–VII (Calcutta: His Majesty’s Stationery Office, 1920) [Evidence, DIC].

Hansard House of Commons/House of Lords Debates

HC, Deb. 14 March 1859, cols 146–60 (Destruction of the 26th Native Infantry).

HC, Deb. 22 Dec. 1919, cols 1230–3 (Amritsar Disturbances).

HC, Deb. 8 July 1920, vol. 131, cols 1705–818 (Army Council and General Dyer).

HL, Deb. 19 July 1920, vol. 41, cols 222–307 (Punjab Disturbances: The Case of General Dyer).

HL, Deb. 20 July 1920, vol. 41, cols 311–77 (Punjab Disturbances: The Case of General Dyer).

Report of the Committee appointed by the Government of India to investigate the disturbances in the Punjab, etc. (Disorders Inquiry Committee 1919–20) (Calcutta: His Majesty’s Stationery Office, 1920) [Evidence, CID].

Sedition Committee Report (Calcutta: Superintendent Government Printing, 1918).

Archival material

The National Archives of the UK, Kew

O’Dwyer v. Nair, Supreme Court of Judicature, Depositions – Exhibits Taken off the File, 16 January 1924, J17/634.

British Library, Asian and African Studies Collections

Howgego papers, Mss Eur C340/8-10.

IOR/L/PJ/6/1650 (Amritsar Riots Compensation).

IOR/L/R/5/200 (Punjab Newspaper Reports 1918).

J.P. Thompson Diary, Mss Eur F/137.

Photo 39 (44-104): Views of Scenes Connected with the Unrest and Massacre at Amritsar.

Centre for South Asian Studies, Cambridge

‘Amritsar – April 1919’, Papers of Brigadier F.M. McCallum, CSAS.

Imperial War Museum

Interview with Alfred Griffin, 1986, IWM, sound archive 9101.

Interview with Thomas Josef Laidlaw, 1976, IWM, sound archive 924.

Lieutenant-Colonel M.H.L. Morgan, ‘The Truth about Amritsar: By an Eye Witness’, 72/22/1.

National Library of Scotland

Minto Papers, MS 12756.

National Archives of India, New Delhi (NAI)

Amritsar Conspiracy Case, NAI, Acc. no. 1829 (Microfilm).

Home Political, Deposit, June 1919, no. 307.

Home Political, Deposit, July 1919, no. 71.

Home Political, Deposit, Sept. 1919, no. 12.

Home Political, Deposit, Sept. 1919, no. 23.

Home Political, Deposit, Oct. 1919, no. 28.

Home Political, Deposit, Oct. 1919, no. 31.

Home Political, Deposit, Oct. 1919, no. 62.

Home Political, Deposit, Dec. 1919, no. 22.

Home Political, A, Oct. 1919, nos 228–50.

Home Political, A, Oct. 1919, nos 421–24.

Home Political, B, May 1919, nos 148–78.

Home Political, A, Feb. 1920, nos 347–58.

Punjab States Archive, Chandigarh (PSA)

5259: Home Judicial, B, July 1919, nos 72–85 (Miss Easdon’s Case).

5260: Home Judicial, B, July 1919, nos 86–106 (Alliance Bank Case).

5268: Home Judicial, B, June 1919, nos 249–70 (Miss Sherwood’s Case).

5275: Home Judicial, B, June 1919, nos 429–31 (Guard Robinson Murder Case).

5315: Home Judicial, C, May 1920, nos 268–322 (National Bank Case).

5336: Home Judicial, C, April 1920, nos 806–16 (Alliance Bank Case).

5337: Home Judicial, C, April 1920, nos 1152–61 (Majith Mandi Post Office Case).

5340: Home Judicial, C, April 1920, nos 1264–71 (National Bank Case).

Primary published material

54th Sikhs (Frontier Force), The Quarterly Indian Army List, April 1919 (Calcutta, 1919).

The Collected Works of Mahatma Gandhi, 98 vols (Ahmedabad: The Publication Division, 1965).

Congress Punjab Inquiry 1919–1920, vol. I: Report of the Commissioners Appointed by the Punjab Sub-committee of the Indian National Congress; vol. II: Evidence (Lahore: K. Santanam, 1920).

Datta, V.N. (ed.), New Light on the Punjab Disturbances in 1919: Volumes VI and VII of Disorders Inquiry Committee Evidence, 2 vols (Simla: Indian Institute for Advanced Studies, 1975).

Gopal, S. (ed.), Selected Works of Jawaharlal Nehru (New Delhi: Orient Longman, 1973).

‘Influenza in India, 1918’, Public Health Reports, 34, 42 (17 Oct. 1919), pp. 2300–2.

Ker, J.C., Political Trouble in India, 1907–1917 (Calcutta: Superintendent Government Printing, 1917).

Mittra, H.N. (ed.), Punjab Unrest: Before & After (Calcutta: Annual Register, 1921).

Punjab Disturbances: Compiled from the Civil and Military Gazette (Lahore: Civil and Military Gazette Press, 1919).

Works published before 1947

Ackerley, J.R., Hindoo Holiday: An Indian Journal (London: Chatto & Windus, 1932).

Anon. (Norah Beckett), ‘Amritsar: By an English Woman’, Blackwoods Magazine (April 1920), pp. 441–6.

Anon., The ‘Rowlatt Act’: Its Origin, Scope and Object (Bombay and Madras: Oxford University Press, 1919).

Bennett, A., ‘Ten Months’ Captivity after the Massacre at Cawnpore’, The Nineteenth Century, LXXIII (January–June 1913), pp. 1212–34.

Beresford, L., The Second Rising: A Romance of India (London: Hurst and Blackett, 1910).

Blacker, L.V.S., On Secret Patrol in High Asia (London: John Murray, 1922).

Buchan, J., Lord Minto: A Memoir (London: Nelson, 1924).

Callwell, C.E., Small Wars: Their Principles and Practice (London, 1896; 3rd edn 1906).

—— Field-Marshall Sir Henry Wilson, 2 vols (London: Cassell and Company, 1927).

Candler, E., The Mantle of the East (Edinburgh: William Blackwood & Sons, 1910).

—— Abdication (London: Constable & Company, 1922).

Chirol, V., Indian Unrest (London: Macmillan, 1910).

Colvin, I., The Life of General Dyer (Edinburgh: William Blackwood & Sons, 1929).

Combe, Mrs K., Cecilia Kirkham’s Son (Edinburgh and London: William Blackwood & Sons, 1909).

Cooper, F., The Crisis in Punjab, from the 10th of May until the Fall of Delhi (London: Smith, Elder and Co., 1858).

Crane, W., India Impressions: With Some Notes of Ceylon during a Winter Tour, 1906–7 (London: Methuen, 1907).

Del Mar, W., India of To-day (London: A. & C. Black, 1905).

Douie, J., The Panjab, North-West Frontier Province and Kashmir (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1916).

Duff, A., The Indian Rebellion: Its Causes and Results – In a Series of Letters (London: s.n., 1858).

Dyer, Brig.-Gen. R.E.H., The Raiders of the Sarhad (London: H.F. & G. Witherby, 1921).

Forster, E.M., ‘Reflections in India, I: Too Late?’, The Nation and the Athenaeum, 21 Jan. 1922, pp. 614–15.

—— A Passage to India (London: Edward Arnold, 1924; new edn, London: Penguin, 2005)

Forsyth, D., Autobiography and Reminiscences of Sir Douglas Forsyth, edited by his daughter (London: Richard Bentley and Son, 1887).

Gwynn, Maj.-Gen. Sir C.W., Imperial Policing (London: Macmillan, 1934).

Home, A., ‘Amritsar: The City of the Golden Temple’, The Modern Review, Jan. 1920, pp. 57–71.

Irvine, A.A., Land of No Regrets (London: Collins, 1938).

Kaye, J.W., A History of the Sepoy War in India 1857–1858, 3 vols (London: W.H. Allen & Co., 1876–80).

Kaye, J.W. and Malleson, G.B., Kaye’s and Malleson’s History of the Indian Mutiny, I–VI (London: W.H. Allen & Co., 1888–9).

Keith, A. and Rigby, H.M., ‘Modern Military Bullets: A Study of their Destructive Effects’, The Lancet, 2 Dec. 1899, pp. 1499–507.

Kipling, R., ‘In the Year ’57’, Civil and Military Gazette, 14 and 23 May 1887.

—— ‘On the City Wall’, In Black and White (Allahabad, 1888).

—— ‘The Enlightenments of Pagett, M.P.’, Pioneer, 11–12 Sept. 1890.

—— Kim (London: Macmillan, 1901, new edn, Norton Critical Edition, New York: Norton, 2002).

Leckey, E., Fictions Connected with the Indian Outbreak of 1857 Exposed (Bombay: Chesson and Woodhall, 1859).

Leggett, S., ‘The Amritsar Hydro-Electric Irrigation Installation’, Minutes of Proceedings of the Institution of Civil Engineers, CCXII (1921).

Leigh, M.S., The Punjab and the War (Lahore: Printed by the Superintendent, Government Printing, Punjab 1922).

Malaviya, K.D., Open Rebellion in Punjab (Allahabad, 1920).

Malleson, G.B., The Indian Mutiny of 1857 (London: Seeley and Co., 1891).

Manto, S.H., My Name is Radha: The Essential Manto (Gurgaon: Penguin India, 2015).

Minto, Countess of, India: Minto and Morley 1905–1910 (London: Macmillan, 1934).

Mohan, P., An Imaginary Rebellion (Lahore, 1920; new edn, The Punjab ‘Rebellion’ of 1919 and How It Was Suppressed: An Account of the Punjab Disorders and the Working of Martial Law (New Delhi: Gyan Pub. House, 1999)).

Nair, C.S., Gandhi and Anarchy (Madras: Tagore & Co., 1922).

Nehru, J., Jawaharlal Nehru: An Autobiography (London: Lowe & Brydon, 1936).

Newell, H.A., Amritsar: The City of the Golden Temple (Bombay, 1913).

O’Dwyer, M., India as I Knew It, 1885–1925 (London: Constable & Company, 1925)

Orwell, G., Burmese Days (London: Victor Gollancz, 1935; new edn, London: Penguin, 2014),

—— ‘Shooting an Elephant’ (New Writing, 1936), in Sonia Orwell and Ian Angus (eds), The Collected Essays, Journalism and Letters of George Orwell, vol. 1: An Age Like This, 1920–1940 (London: Secker & Warburg, 1968).

Rai, L., Young India: An Interpretation and a History of the Nationalist Movement from Within (London: Home Rule for India League, 1917).

Richards, P.E., Indian Dust: Being Letters from the Punjab (London, George Allen & Unwin, 1932).

Roberts, Lord [F.S.], Forty-one Years in India: From Subaltern to Commander-in-Chief (London: Macmillan, 1897).

Savi, E.W., My Own Story (London: Hutchinson & Co., 1947).

Scidmore, E.R., Winter India (New York: The Century Co., 1903).

Setalvad, C. H., Reflections and Recollections: An Autobiography (Bombay: Padma Publications, 1946).

Sinha, T.P., ‘Pussyfoot’ Johnson and His Campaign in Hindustan (Madras: Ganesh & Co., p. 1922).

Steevens, G.W., In India (Edinburgh: William Blackwood & Sons, 1900).

Stevenson, W.F., ‘Note on the Use of “Dum-Dum” and Explosive Bullets in War’, British Medical Journal, 2, 2808 (24 Oct. 1914), pp. 701–2.

Tagore, R., Letters to a Friend (London: George Allen & Unwin, 1926).

Thompson, E.J., The Other Side of the Medal (London: The Hogarth Press, 1925).

—— A Letter from India (London: Faber & Faber, 1932).

—— Rise and Fulfilment of British Rule in India (London: Macmillan, 1934).

Trevelyan, G.O., Competition Wallah (London: Macmillan, 1866).

Walpole, H., The Secret City: A Novel in Three Parts (London: Macmillan, 1919).

Weale, P., Indiscreet Letters from Peking (London: G. Bell, 1906).

Yeats-Brown, F., Bengal Lancer (London: Victor Gollancz, 1930).

Yule, H. and Burnell, A.C., Hobson-Jobson: Being a Glossary of Anglo-Indian Colloquial Words and Phrases (London: John Murray, 1903).

Works published after 1947

Amin, S., ‘Approver’s Testimony, Judicial Discourse: The Case of Chauri Chaura’, in Subaltern Studies V (Delhi: Oxford University Press India, 1987), pp. 166–202.

—— Event, Metaphor, Memory: Chauri Chaura, 1922–1992 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1995).

Anand, A., The Patient Assassin: A True Tale of Massacre, Revenge and the Raj (London: Simon & Schuster, 2019).

Anon., A History of the Khalsa College Amritsar (Amritsar, 1949).

Arnold, D., ‘The Poison Panics of British India’, in Harald Fischer-Tiné (ed.), Anxieties, Fear and Panic in Colonial Settings: Empires on the Verge of a Nervous Breakdown (Basingstoke: Palgrave, 2017), pp. 49–71.

Bailkin, J., ‘The Boot and the Spleen: When Was Murder Possible in British India?’, Comparative Studies in Society and History, 48, 2 (2006), pp. 462–93.

Barrier, N.G., ‘The Arya Samaj and Congress Politics in the Punjab, 1894–1908’, Journal of Asian Studies, 26, 3 (May, 1967), pp. 363–79.

—— ‘The Punjab Disturbances of 1907: The Response of the British Government in India to Agrarian Unrest’, Modern Asian Studies, 1, 4 (1967), pp. 353–83.

Bayly, C.A., Empire and Information: Intelligence Gathering and Social Communication in India, 1780–1870 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996).

Beckett, E. (John Wrake ed.), The British Raj, vol. II: Decay (USA: CreateSpace Independent Publishing Platform, 2011).

Bennett, H., ‘The Other Side of the COIN: Minimum and Exemplary Force in British Counterinsurgency in Kenya’, Small Wars & Insurgencies, 18, 4 (2007), pp. 638–64.

—— Fighting the Mau Mau: The British Army and Counter-insurgency in the Kenya Emergency (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2013).

Bloch, M., The Historian’s Craft (Manchester: Manchester University Press, 1954).

Blunt, A., ‘Embodying War: British Women and Domestic Defilement in the Indian “Mutiny”, 1857–8’, Journal of Historical Geography, 26, 3 (2000), pp. 403–28.

Bose, P., Organizing Empire: Individualism, Collective Agency, and India (Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 2003).

Bose, P. and Lyons, L., ‘Dyer Consequences: The Trope of Amritsar, Ireland, and the Lessons of the “Minimum” Force Debate’, boundary 2, 26, 2 (1999), pp. 199–229.

Bose, S. and Jalal, A., Modern South Asia: History, Culture, and Political Economy (London: Routledge 1998).

Brass, P., Theft of an Idol: Text and Context in the Representation of Collective Violence (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1997).

Brown, J., Gandhi’s Rise to Power: Indian Politics, 1915–22 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1972).

Burton, A., ‘Reterritorializing Empires’, in Emily S. Rosenberg (ed.), A World Connecting, 1870–1945 (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2012), pp. 306–47.

Canetti, E., Crowds and Power (London: Victor Gollancz, 1962), p. 20.

Chakravarty, G., The Indian Mutiny and the British Imagination (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2004).

Chandavarkar, R., Imperial Power and Popular Politics: Class, Resistance and the State in India, c. 1850–1950 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1998).

Chatterjee, P., The Nation and its Fragments: Colonial and Postcolonial Histories (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1994).

Choudhury, D.K.L., ‘Sinews of Panic and the Nerves of Empire: The Imagined State’s Entanglement with Information Panic, India c. 1800–1912’, Modern Asian Studies, 38, 4 (Oct. 2004), pp. 965–1002.

Collett, N., The Butcher of Amritsar: Brigadier-General Reginald Dyer (London: Continuum, 2006).

Condos, M., ‘Licence to Kill: The Murderous Outrages Act and the Rule of Law in Colonial India, 1867–1925’, Modern Asian Studies, 50, 2 (2016), pp. 479–517.

—— ‘“Fanaticism” and the Politics of Resistance along the North-West Frontier of British India’, Comparative Studies in Society and History, 58, 3 (2016), pp. 717–45.

—— The Insecurity State: Punjab and the Making of Colonial Power in British India (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2017).

Condos, M. and Rand, G. (eds), ‘Coercion and Conciliation at the Edge of Empire: State-building and its Limits in Waziristan, 1849–1914’, The Historical Journal, 61, 3 (2018), pp. 695–718.

Darwin, J., ‘A Roundtable on John Darwin’s The Empire Project: Reply’, Journal of British Studies, 54, 4 (Oct. 2015), pp. 993–7.

Das, G.K., E.M. Forster’s India (Totowa, NJ: Rowman and Littlefield, 1977).

Das, V., Life and Words: Violence and the Descent into the Ordinary (Berkeley, CA: University of California Press, 2007).

Datta, V.N., Amritsar: Past and Present (Amritsar: Municipal Committee, 1967).

—— Jallianwala Bagh (Ludhiana: Lyall Book Depot, 1969).

Datta, V.N. and Mittal, S.C., Sources on National Movement, 3 vols (New Delhi: Allied Publishers, 1985).

Datta, V.N. and Settar, S. (eds), Jallianwala Bagh Massacre (Delhi: Pragati Publications: Indian Council of Historical Research, 2000).

Dewey, C., Anglo-Indian Attitudes: The Mind of the Indian Civil Service (London: Hambledon Press, 1993).

Doran, C., ‘Gender Matters in the Singapore Mutiny’, Sojourn: Journal of Social Issues in Southeast Asia, 17, 1 (April 2002), pp. 76–93.

Draper, A., Amritsar: The Massacre That Ended the Raj (London: Cassell, 1981).

Drohan, B., Brutality in an Age of Human Rights: Activism and Counterinsurgency at the End of the British Empire (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 2017).

Duncan, Maj.-Gen. N.W., AFV #9: Early Armoured Cars (London: Profile Publications, 1970).

Fein, H., Imperial Crime and Punishment: The Massacre at Jallianwala Bagh and British Judgment, 1919–1920 (Honolulu: University of Hawaii Press, 1977).

Fenech, L.E., ‘Contested Nationalisms; Negotiated Terrains: The Way Sikhs Remember Udham Singh “Shahid” (1899–1940)’, Modern Asian Studies, 36, 4 (Oct. 2002), pp. 827–70.

Ferrell, D.W., ‘The Rowlatt Satyagraha in Delhi’, in R. Kumar, Essays on Gandhian Politics: The Rowlatt Satyagraha of 1919 (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1971), pp. 189–235.

Fischer-Tiné, H. (ed.), Anxieties, Fear and Panic in Colonial Settings: Empires on the Verge of a Nervous Breakdown (Basingstoke: Palgrave, 2017).

Fisher, A.H., Through India and Burmah with Pen and Brush (London: T. Werner Laurie, 1911).

French, D., The British Way in Counterinsurgency, 1945–1967 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2011)

—— ‘Nasty Not Nice: British Counter-insurgency Doctrine and Practice, 1945–1967’, Small Wars & Insurgencies, 23, 4–5 (2012), pp. 744–61.

Furneaux, R., Massacre at Amritsar (London: George Allen & Unwin, 1963).

Gallagher, J. ‘Nationalisms and the Crisis of Empire, 1919–1922’, Modern Asian Studies, xv, 3 (1981), pp. 355–68;

Gauba, A., Amritsar: A Study in Urban History, 1840–1947 (Jalandhar: ABS Publications 1988).

Ghosh, D., Gentlemanly Terrorists: Political Violence and the Colonial State in India, 1919–1947 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2017).

Gilbert, M. (ed.), Servant of India: A Study of Imperial Rule from 1905 to 1910 as Told through the Correspondence and Diaries of Sir James Dunlop Smith (London: Longmans, 1966).

Gopal, P., Insurgent Empire: Anticolonialism and British Dissent (London: Verso, 2019).

Guha, R., ‘The Mahatma and the Mob – “Essays on Gandhian Politics: The Rowlatt Satyagraha of 1919” edited by R. Kumar’, South Asia, 1, 3 (1973), pp. 107–11.

—— Elementary Aspects of Peasant Insurgency in Colonial India (Delhi: Oxford University Press, 1983).

—— ‘Not at Home in Empire’. Critical Inquiry, 23, 3 (spring 1997), pp. 483–93.

Heehs, P., The Bomb in Bengal: The Rise of Revolutionary Terrorism in India, 1900–1910 (Delhi: Oxford University Press, 1993).

Horowitz, D.L., The Deadly Ethnic Riot (Berkeley, CA: University of California Press, 2003).

Hussain, N., The Jurisprudence of Emergency: Colonialism and the Rule of Law (Ann Arbor, MI: University of Michigan Press, 2003).

Hyde, H.M., Lord Reading (London: Heinemann, 1967).

Ilahi, S., Imperial Violence and the Path to Independence: India, Ireland, and the Crisis of Empire (London: I.B. Tauris, 2016).

Jayakar, M.R., The Story of My Life, 2 vols (Bombay: Asia Publishing House, 1958).

Jones, S., From Boer War to World War: Tactical Reform of the British Army, 1902–1914 (Norman, OK: University of Oklahoma Press, 2012).

Lawrence, Lady, Indian Embers (Oxford: George Ronald, 1949).

Kaul, C., Reporting the Raj: The British Press and India, c. 1880–1922 (Manchester: Manchester University Press, 2003).

Kaur, M., ‘Jallianwala Bagh Tragedy: Its Impact and Emergence as National Historical Monument’, in Gursharan Singh (ed.), Jallianwala Bagh Commemoration Volume; and Amritsar and Our Duty to India (Patiala: Publication Bureau, Punjabi University, 1994), pp. 163–9.

Kent, S.K., Aftershocks: Politics and Trauma in Britain, 1918–1931 (Basingstoke: Palgrave, 2009).

Kolsky, E., Colonial Justice in British India (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2010).

—— ‘“Fanaticism” and State Violence in British India’, American Historical Review, 120, 4 (Oct. 2015), pp. 1218–46.

Kumar, R., ‘The Rowlatt Satyagraha in Lahore’, in R. Kumar, Essays on Gandhian Politics: The Rowlatt Satyagraha of 1919 (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1971), pp. 236–97.

Kuortti, J., ‘“One Thousand Six Hundred and Fifty Rounds”: Colonial Violence in the Representations of the Jallianwala Bagh Massacre’, Indialogs, 1 (2014), pp. 38–50.

Lago, M., Hughes, L.K. and Walls, E.M. (eds), The BBC Talks of E.M. Forster, 1929–1960: A Selected Edition (Columbia, MO: University of Missouri Press, 2008).

Lal, V., ‘The Incident of the “Crawling Lane”: Women in the Punjab Disturbances of 1919’, Genders, 16 (spring 1993), pp. 35–60.

Lawrence, J., ‘Forging a Peaceable Kingdom: War, Violence, and Fear of Brutalization in Post–First World War Britain’, Journal of Modern History, 75, 3 (Sept. 2003), pp. 557–89.

Lentin, A., Mr Justice McCardie (1869–1933): Rebel, Reformer, and Rogue Judge (Newcastle upon Tyne: Cambridge Scholars Publishing, 2016).

Lindqvist, S., A History of Bombing (New York: New Press, 2001).

—— Exterminate All the Brutes (London: Granta, 2002).

Low, D., Low’s Autobiography (New York: Simon & Schuster, 1957).

MacMunn, G.F., Turmoil and Tragedy in India, 1914 and After (London: Jarrolds Publishers, 1935).

Madra, A.S. and Singh, P., The Golden Temple of Amritsar (London: Kashi House, 2011).

Maier, C.S., ‘Leviathan 2.0: Inventing Modern Statehood’, in Emily S. Rosenberg (ed.), A World Connecting, 1870–1945 (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2012).

Manela, E., The Wilsonian Moment: Self-determination and the International Origins of Anticolonial Nationalism (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2007).

McLeod, W.H., ‘The Kukas: A Millenarian Sect of the Punjab’, in G.A. Wood and P.S. O’Connor (eds), W.P. Morrell: A Tribute (Dunedin, 1973), pp. 85–103.

Metcalf, T., The Aftermath of the Revolt: India, 1857–1870 (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1965).

Minault, G., The Khilafat Movement: Religious Symbolism and Political Mobilization in India (New York: Columbia University Press, 1982).

Mohan, K., ‘The Jallianwala Bagh Tragedy: A Catalyst of Indian Consciousness’, in V.N. Datta and S. Settar (eds), Jallianwala Bagh Massacre (Delhi: Pragati Publications: Indian Council of Historical Research, 2000), pp. 52–79.

Mukherjee, R., Awadh in Revolt, 1857–1858: A Study in Popular Resistance (Delhi: Oxford University Press, 1984).

Nanda, B.R., The Nehrus: Motilal and Jawaharlal (London: George Allen, 1962).

Newsinger, J., British Counterinsurgency: From Palestine to Northern Ireland (Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 2001).

Owen, H.F., ‘Organising for the Rowlatt Satyagraha of 1919’, in R. Kumar, Essays on Gandhian Politics: The Rowlatt Satyagraha of 1919 (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1971), pp. 64–92.

Paxton, N.L., Writing Under the Raj: Gender, Race and Rape in the British Colonial Imagination, 1830–1947 (New Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers University Press, 1999).

Peckham, R. (ed.), Empires of Panic: Epidemics and Colonial Anxieties (Hong Kong: Hong Kong University Press, 2015).

Perkins, R., The Amritsar Legacy: Golden Temple to Caxton Hall, the Story of a Killing (Chippenham: Picton, 1989).

Pinney, C., The Coming of Photography in India (New Delhi: Oxford University Press, 2008).

Popplewell, R., Intelligence and Imperial Defence: British Intelligence and the Defence of the Indian Empire, 1904–1924 (London: Frank Cass, 1995).

Rao, A., ‘Problems of Violence, States of Terror: Torture in Colonial India’, Economic and Political Weekly, 36, 43 (27 Oct.–2 Nov. 2001), pp. 4125–33.

Ram, R., The Jallianwala Bagh Massacre: A Premeditated Plan (Chandigarh: Panjab University Publication Bureau, 1969).

Ramnath, M., Haj to Utopia: How the Ghadar Movement Charted Global Radicalism and Attempted to Overthrow the British Empire (Berkeley, CA: University of California Press, 2011).

Rand, G., ‘From the Black Mountain to Waziristan: Culture and Combat on the North-West Frontier’, in Gavin Rand and Kaushik Roy (eds), Culture, Conflict and the Military in Colonial South Asia (Delhi: Routledge India, 2016), pp. 189–227.

Rand, G. and Wagner, K.A., ‘Recruiting the “Martial Races”: Identities and Military Service in Colonial India’, Patterns of Prejudice, 46, 3–4 (2012), pp. 232–54.

Reinkowski, M. and Thum, G. (eds), Helpless Imperialists: Imperial Failure, Fear, and Radicalization (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2013).

Robb, P., The Government of India and Reform: Policies towards Politics and the Constitution, 1916–1921 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1976).

—— ‘The Challenge of Gau Mata: British Policy and Religious Change in India, 1880–1916’, Modern Asian Studies, 20, 2 (April 1986), pp. 285–319.

Roy, T., The Politics of a Popular Uprising: Bundelkhand in 1857 (Delhi: Oxford University Press, 1994).

Rumbold, A., Watershed in India, 1914–1922 (London: Athlone Press, 1979).

Sahlins, M., Apologies to Thucydides: Understanding History as Culture and Vice Versa (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2004).

Satia, P., ‘The Defense of Inhumanity: Air Control in Iraq and the British Idea of Arabia’, American Historical Review, 111 (Feb. 2006), pp. 16–51.

Sayer, D., ‘British Reactions to the Amritsar Massacre, 1919–1920’, Past & Present, 131, 1 (May 1991), pp. 130–64.

Sharpe, J., Allegories of Empire: The Figure of Women in the Colonial Text (Minneapolis, MN: University of Minnesota Press, 1993).

Sherman, T.C., State Violence and Punishment in India (New York: Routledge, 2009).

Silvestri, M., ‘“The Sinn Féin of India”: Irish Nationalism and the Policing of Revolutionary Terrorism in Bengal’, Journal of British Studies, 39 (Oct. 2000), pp. 454–86.

Singh, G., ‘“Finding Those Men with Guts”: The Ascription and Re-ascription of Martial Identities in India after the Uprising’, in Crispin Bates and Gavin Rand (eds), Mutiny at the Margins: New Perspectives on the Indian Uprising of 1857, vol. 4: Military Aspects of the Indian Uprising (London and New Delhi: Sage, 2013), pp. 113–34.

—— ‘India and the Great War: Colonial Fantasies, Anxieties and Discontent’, Studies in Ethnicity and Nationalism, 14, 2 (Oct. 2014), pp. 343–61.

—— ‘Jodh Singh, the Ghadar Movement and the Anti-colonial Deviant in the Anglo-American Imagination’, Past & Present (forthcoming Nov. 2019).

Singh, H., Gandhi, Rowlatt Satyagraha and British Imperialism: Emergence of Mass Movement in Punjab and Delhi (Delhi: Indian Bibliographers Bureau, 1990).

—— ‘The Jallianwala Bagh Tragedy: Its Prelude and Aftermath’, in V.N. Datta and S. Settar (eds), Jallianwala Bagh Massacre (Delhi: Pragati Publications: Indian Council of Historical Research, 2000), pp. 80–90.

Singh, M., The Akali Movement (Delhi: Macmillan, 1978).

—— ‘Jallianwala Bagh and Changing Perceptions of the Sikh Past’, in V.N. Datta and S. Settar (eds), Jallianwala Bagh Massacre (Delhi: Indian Council of Historical Research, 2000), pp. 99–113.

Singh, N., Gooroo Ram Singh and the Kuka Sikhs: Rebels against the British Power in India, 2 vols (New Delhi, 1965).

Singha, R., A Despotism of Law: Crime and Justice in Early Colonial India (New Delhi: Oxford University Press, 1998).

Smyth, Sir J., The Only Enemy (London: Hutchinson Co., 1959).

Sohi, S., Echoes of Mutiny: Race, Surveillance and Indian Anticolonialism in North America (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2014).

Stallybrass, P. and White, A., The Politics and Poetics of Transgression (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1986).

Stokes, E. (C.A. Bayly, ed.), The Peasant Armed: The Indian Revolt of 1857 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1986).

Stoler, A.L., Along the Archival Grain: Thinking through Colonial Ontologies (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2009).

Swinson, A., Six Minutes to Sunset: The Story of General Dyer and the Amritsar Affair (London: Davis 1964).

Tambiah, S., Levelling Crowds: Ethnonationalist Conflict and Collective Violence in South Asia (Berkeley, CA: University of California Press, 1996).

Thomas, M., Violence and Colonial Order: Police, Workers and Protest in the European Colonial Empires, 1918–1940 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2012).

Tinker, H., The Ordeal of Love: C.F. Andrews and India (Delhi: Oxford University Press, 1979).

Townshend, C., The British Campaign in Ireland 1919–1921: The Development of Political and Military Policies (London: Oxford University Press, 1975).

Toye, R., Churchill’s Empire: The World That Made Him and the World That He Made (London: Macmillan, 2015).

Trevelyan, R., The Golden Oriole (London: Secker & Warburg, 1987).

Tuteja, K. L., ‘Jallianwala Bagh: A Critical Juncture in the Indian National Movement’, Social Scientist, xxv, 1/2 (Jan.–Feb. 1997), pp. 25–61.

—— ‘Jallianwala Bagh and the Indian National Movement’, in V.N. Datta and S. Settar (eds), Jallianwala Bagh Massacre (Delhi: Indian Council of Historical Research, 2000).

Vaidik, A., ‘History of a Renegade Revolutionary: Revolutionism and Betrayal in Colonial India’, Postcolonial Studies, 16, 2 (2013), pp. 216–29

Vann, M.G., ‘Fear and Loathing in French Hanoi: Colonial White Images and Imaginings of “Native” Violence’, in M. Thomas (ed.), The French Colonial Mind: Violence, Military Encounters, and Colonialism, 2 vols (Lincoln, NE: University of Nebraska Press, 2011), II, pp. 52–76.

Wagner, K.A., The Great Fear of 1857: Rumours, Conspiracies and the Making of the Indian Uprising (Oxford: Peter Lang, 2010).

—— ‘“In Unrestrained Conversation”: Approvers and the Colonial Ethnography of Crime in nineteenth-century India’, in Kim A. Wagner and Ricardo Roque (eds) Engaging Colonial Knowledge: Reading European Archives in World History (Basingstoke: Palgrave, 2011), pp. 135–62.

—— ‘“Treading Upon Fires”: The “Mutiny”-motif and Colonial Anxieties in British India’, Past & Present, 218, 1 (Feb. 2013), pp. 159–97.

—— ‘Calculated to Strike Terror: The Amritsar Massacre and the Spectacle of Colonial Violence’, Past & Present, 233, 1 (Nov. 2016), pp. 185–225.

—— ‘Seeing Like a Soldier: The Amritsar Massacre and the Politics of Military History’, in Martin Thomas and Gareth Curless (eds), Decolonization and Conflict: Colonial Comparisons and Legacies (London: Bloomsbury, 2017), pp. 23–37.

—— The Skull of Alum Bheg: The Life and Death of a Rebel of 1857 (London: Hurst, 2017).

—— ‘Savage Warfare: Violence and the Rule of Colonial Difference in Early British Counterinsurgency’, History Workshop Journal, 85, 1 (April 2018), pp. 217–37.

—— ‘Fear and Loathing in Amritsar: An Intimate Account of Colonial Crisis’, Itinerario, 42, 1 (2018), pp. 67–84.

Ward, A., Our Bones are Scattered: The Cawnpore Massacre and the Mutiny of 1857 (London: John Murray, 1996).

Ward, R. (ed.), A Global History of Execution and the Criminal Corpse (Basingstoke: Palgrave 2015).

Wathen, M., Banker, Soldier, Farmer, Priest: Personal Memories (Dunkirk: Barnwell Print, 2009).

Wilson, J., India Conquered: Britain’s Raj and the Chaos of Empire (London: Simon & Schuster, 2016).

Yang, A., ‘A Conversation of Rumours: The Language of Popular “Mentalités” in Late Nineteenth-century Colonial India’, Journal of Social History, 20, 3 (spring, 1987), pp. 485–505.

Yong, T.T., The Garrison State: The Military, Government and Society in Colonial Punjab, 1849–1947 (Delhi: Sage, 2005).

Unpublished

Barrier, N., ‘Punjab Politics and the Disturbances of 1907’ (unpublished PhD thesis, Duke University, 1966).

Davies, K.E., ‘British Reactions to Amritsar and Croke Park: Connections and Comparisons’ (unpublished MA thesis, Sheffield Hallam University, 2017).

Elliott, D., ‘Torture, Taxes and the Colonial State in Madras, c. 1800–1858’ (unpublished PhD thesis, University of Cambridge, 2015).

Gordon, M., ‘British Colonial Violence in Perak, Sierra Leone and the Sudan’ (unpublished PhD thesis, Royal Holloway, 2017).

McQuade, J., ‘Terrorism, Law, and Sovereignty in India and the League of Nations, 1897–1945’ (unpublished PhD thesis, University of Cambridge, 2017)

Pender, S., ‘The Commemoration and Memorialisation of the “Indian Mutiny”, 1857–2007’ (unpublished PhD thesis, University of Cambridge, 2015).

Shoul, S., ‘Soldiers, Riot Control, and Aid to the Civil Power in India, Egypt, and Palestine, 1919–1939’ (unpublished PhD thesis, University College London, 2006).



INDEX

Abdul Ahad (i)

Afghanistan

invasion of India (6 May) (i)

Third Afghan War (i), (ii)

Ahmad Jan, Khan Sahib, Deputy Superintendent of Police (i), (ii), (iii)

Ahmedabad, Hunter Committee and (i)

Ajit Singh, activist (i), (ii), (iii)

Akali (Gurdwara) Sikh reform movement (i)

Alliance Bank, attack on (i), (ii)

Amin, Shahid (i)

amnesty, for all prisoners (i)

Amrita Bazar Patrika newspaper (i)

Amritsar

1907 riots (i)

and 1919 Municipal Council elections (i)

administrative offices (i)

Baba Atal tower (i)

city gates (i)

Civil Lines (i), (ii), (iii)

clock tower (i)

community unity (i), (ii)

Golden Temple (Darbar Sahib) (i), (ii)

Katra Ahluwia neighbourhood (i)

Kucha Kaurianwala street (i)

Mall (i)

manufacturing and trade (i)

old walled city (i)

prostitution (i)

public health (i)

railway station (i), (ii), (iii)

Ram Bagh park20, (i)

religious tensions (i)

Sultanwind Gate (i), (ii)

Town Hall (i), (ii)

attack on (i)

see also Govindgarh Fort; riot (10 April)

Amritsar Conspiracy Case, at Lahore (i)

Amritsar Massacre (i)

British apology for (i), (ii)

compensation payments (i)

estimates of size of crowd (i)

in Gandhi film (1982) (i), (ii)

Indian reaction to (i)

later effects on officials (i)

modern interpretations of (i)

reaction in Britain (i)

recovery of bodies (i), (ii)

rounds fired (i), (ii)

wounded casualties (i), (ii)

treatment withheld (i)

see also Jallianwala Bagh; strike force

Anarchical and Revolutionary Crimes Act (1919) see Rowlatt Act

Anderson, Sergeant W.J. (i), (ii)

Andrews, C.F., missionary (i), (ii)

and Gandhi (i)

investigation into massacre (i)

on scale of massacre (i), (ii), (iii)

Anglo-Burmese War, Third (i)

‘approvers’, use of (King’s Evidence) (i)

see also Hans Raj

armoured cars (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi)

Arya Samaj, Hindu organisation (i), (ii), (iii)

Asdulla, weaver (i), (ii), (iii)

Ashford, John, Commanding Officer of Indian Defence Force (i)

Ashford, Mrs (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v)

Ashraf Khan, Muhammad, Inspector of Police (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v)

Ashrafpur Mission Hospital (i)

Attenborough, Richard, Gandhi (1982 film) (i)

Bailkin, Jordanna (i)

Baisakhi festival (13 April) (i), (ii)

Bal Mukund, Dr (i), (ii)

Barrow, General (i)

Bashir, Dr, secretary of Satyagraha Sabha (i), (ii), (iii)

and burial of casualties (i)

and extension of hartal (i)

on prosecutions (i)

released (i)

sentenced for conspiracy (i)

treatment of wounded (10 April) (i), (ii), (iii)

Beckett, Norah (i), (ii), (iii)

and Dyer (i)

on unrest (i), (ii)

view of Dyer (i), (ii)

Beckett, R.B., Assistant Commissioner (i), (ii)

at Hall Bridge (i), (ii), (iii)

and Hunter Committee (i)

Belgian Congo (i), (ii)

Bengal, partition (1905) (i)

Benjamin, Nelly, assistant surgeon (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)

Bennett, Amelia (i)

Bennett, Mr, Station Superintendent (i)

Beresford, Leslie, The Second Rising (1910) (i)

Besant, Annie (i)

Beynon, Major-General William (i), (ii)

Dyer’s report to (i)

Bhagat Singh (i), (ii)

Bhagavad Gita (i), (ii)

Black Act see Rowlatt Act

Blackwood’s Magazine, Norah Beckett’s account in (i)

Bloch, Marc (i)

Bombay

6 April hartal (i)

Hunter Committee and (i)

Bombay Chronicle

accounts of crisis (i)

Bashir’s letter in (i)

Briggs, Captain F.C.C. (i), (ii), (iii)

and Dyer’s strike force (13 April) (i)

initiation as Sikh (i)

proclamation (i)

Brij Lal (i)

Brind, Major James, Indian Uprising (i)

British Empire

alleged exceptionalism of (i), (ii)

anxieties of (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi)

attitudes to and perceptions of (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v)

brutality of (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi)

legacy of (i), (ii)

need to maintain prestige (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi)

place of Amritsar in history of (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)

racialised violence (i), (ii)

and sense of crisis (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v)

use of exemplary punishment (i), (ii)

violence on frontiers (i)

British colonial administration

dependence on local intermediaries (i), (ii)

Indian belief in rational character of (i)

reaction to 10 April riots (i)

view of protests against Rowlatt Act (i)

British Indian Army

1/124th Baluchis (i)

2/6th Royal Sussex Regiment (i), (ii)

2/151st Infantry (i)

9th Gurkhas (i), (ii), (iii)

11th Lancers (i)

25th London Regiment (London Cyclists Battalion) (i), (ii), (iii)

54th Sikh Frontier Force (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)

59th Scinde Rifles (i), (ii), (iii)

and 1907 instability (i)

garrison in Amritsar (i), (ii)

Punjabi soldiers in (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v)

Sikhs in (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)

see also Royal Garrison Artillery; Somerset Light Infantry

Buchan, John, Greenmantle (i)

Bugga (Chaudhri Bugga Mal) (i), (ii)

and aftermath of 10 April (i)

arrest (12 April) (i)

and extension of hartal (i)

and Hall Bridge crowds (i), (ii)

Burma (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v),

see also Orwell, George

Burton, F.H., Deputy Commissioner (i), (ii), (iii)

Callwell, C.E., Small Wars (i), (ii), (iii)

Cameron, David, Prime Minister (i), (ii), (iii)

Candler, Edmund (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi), (vii)

Abdication (1922) (i), (ii)

carpet factories, Amritsar (i)

Carson, Sir Edward, defence of Dyer (i), (ii)

casualties, civilians shot at Amritsar 10–13 April 1919

accepted estimates (i), (ii)

disputes over numbers (i)

Dyer’s estimate of (i), (ii)

at Hall Bridge (i), (ii), (iii)

identification of (i), (ii)

treatment of wounded (i)

Cawnpore, Mutiny memorial (i)

censorship, press (i), (ii)

see also Horniman, Benjaman

Chamberlain, Austen (i)

Chartered Bank, attack on (i)

Chelmsford, Lord, Viceroy (i), (ii), (iii)

and crisis in Punjab (i)

Gandhi’s letter to (i)

and Hunter Committee (i)

reports of casualties (i)

and resignation of Dyer (i)

and Rowlatt Act (i)

see also Montagu–Chelmsford Reforms

Churchill, Winston, speech on Amritsar (i), (ii), (iii)

Clarke, Major F.A.S. (i)

Cleveland, Sir C.R., Director of Central Intelligence (i)

collective punishments

after massacre (i)

crawling order (i), (ii), (iii)

floggings (i), (ii), (iii)

Indian Uprising (1857) (i)

orders to salaam (i)

see also exemplary punishment

communications

with Lahore (i)

telegraph wires cut (i)

compensation (i)

Congress Punjab Inquiry (i), (ii), (iii)

Indian nationalists’ inquiry (i)

report (February 1920) (i)

visit to Jallianwala Bagh (i), (ii)

Connor, F.A., Extra Assistant Commissioner (i), (ii)

and Hall Bridge riot (i)

conspiracy

10 April riots attributed to (i)

dismissal of (i), (ii)

presumption of (i), (ii), (iii)

Cooper, Frederick, Indian Uprising (i), (ii), (iii)

Cowan, J.L., Deputy Commissioner (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)

Craik, H.D., Deputy Secretary, Home Department (i)

Crampton, Captain Gerry (i), (ii), (iii)

Crane, Walter (i)

Criminal Procedure Code, section 144, on public order (i)

Criminal Tribes Act (1871) (i)

curfew

imposition (12 April) (i)

and recovery of wounded (i), (ii)

Curzon, Lord, Viceroy (i), (ii)

Daily Mail, Dyer interview (i)

Daily News, The, cartoon (i)

Danda Fauj (‘Bludgeon Army’, Lahore) (i)

Darling, Malcolm (i)

letter to Forster (i)

Darwin, John (i)

Das Bhati, Dr Ishar (i)

Das, Dr Devi (i)

Datta, S.K., secretary of YMCA (i)

Davies, Sir Robert Henry, Lieutenant-Governor of Punjab (1872) (i)

Daya Ram Suri, Lala (i)

Defence of India Act (1915) (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v)

and Rowlatt Act (i)

Defence of the Realm Act (1915) (i)

Delhi

hartal (i)

Hunter Committee and (i)

unrest (i)

deportations

of Benjamin Horniman (i)

of Kitchlew and Satyapal (i), (ii), (iii)

of Rai and Singh (1907) (i), (ii), (iii)

of Bahadur Shah (1858) (i)

of Ram Singh (1872) (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)

petition (faryad) against (i)

Dhaber, Mr, and Hall Bridge riot (i), (ii)

Dharamsala (i), (ii)

Dickie, Lt, at Hall Bridge (i), (ii)

Din, Mian Feroz (i)

Dina Nath, Satyagraha leader, editor of Waqt (i), (ii)

Draper, Alfred, The Massacre That Ended the Raj (i)

Duni Chand, L. (i)

Durga Das, editor of Waqt newspaper (i)

‘dyarchy’ system (i)

Dyer, General Reginald (i), (ii), (iii)

actions at Jallianwala Bagh (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi), (vii), (viii)

Anglo-Indian support for (i), (ii), (iii)

arrival in Amritsar (i)

British support for (i), (ii), (iii)

and crawling order (i)

and de facto imposition of martial law (i)

decision to take command at Amritsar (i)

evidence to Hunter Committee (i), (ii)

fear of loss of face (i)

fund for (i)

Hunter Committee (Gandhi film) (i), (ii)

Hunter Committee (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)

minority report criticism of (i)

report criticism of (i)

initiation as Sikh (i)

and Irving (i), (ii), (iii)

and July 1920 Commons debate (i), (ii)

and July 1920 Lords debate (i)

and logic of exemplary force (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)

Montagu’s criticism (i)

obituary (i)

official defence of (i), (ii)

order to cease fire (i)

order to open fire (i)

order to open fire (Gandhi film) (i)

permission for burials (i), (ii)

press campaign to clear name (i)

presumption of rebellion (12 April) (i), (ii)

procession into Amritsar (12 April) (i), (ii), (iii)

proclamations (12 April) (i), (ii), (iii)

Punjab Inquiry report on (i)

reports on massacre (i), (ii)

resignation (i), (ii)

return to England (i)

speech at Town Hall (14 April) (i)

strike force (13 April) (i), (ii)

illness and death (i)

tour of countryside (late April) (i)

view of Jalliawala Bagh meeting (i), (ii), (iii)

visit to Miss Sherwood (i)

Dyer, Ivon (i)

Dyer, Mrs (i)

Easdon, Dr Isabel Mary (i)

attack on (i), (ii)

East India Company (i), (ii)

economy, effect of First World War on (i)

Egypt (i)

electricity supplies (i), (ii)

Elizabeth II, Queen (i)

The Englishman newspaper (i), (ii)

European Club, at Amritsar (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi), (vii)

exemplary force (i)

disproportional violence (i)

logic of (i), (ii), (iii)

 see also military doctrine

exemplary punishment (i), (ii)

see also collective punishments

Fateh Khan, Malik, Naib Tahsildar (i), (ii)

Ferguson, Niall (i), (ii)

Finlay, Viscount (i)

First World War (i), (ii), (iii)

and colonial violence (i)

effect on Amritsar (i)

Mesopotamia campaign (i)

Fisher, Alfred Hugh (i)

floggings, punishment after massacre (i), (ii)

Forster, E.M. (i), (ii)

A Passage to India (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi)

‘My Debt to India’ (BBC 1942) (i)

and the Wathens (i), (ii)

Forsyth, T.D., Superintendent (i), (ii)

Fox, Edward (i)

funerals

after 10 April riot (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)

after massacre (i), (ii), (iii)

Gandhi (1982 film) (i)

Gandhi, Mohandas Karamchand (Mahatma) (i), (ii)

and Andrews (i)

arrest (i)

barred from Punjab (i), (ii)

civil disobedience campaign (i), (ii), (iii)

and Congress Punjab Inquiry (i)

Defence of India Act (i)

on Dyer (i), (ii), (iii)

and hartal (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)

invoked in 10 April riot (i), (ii)

and Jallianwala Bagh memorial (i)

and Montagu’s reforms (i)

potential deportation (i), (ii)

and Punjab (i), (ii)

rumours about (i)

and Satyagrapha movement (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi)

and violence in Delhi (i)

withdrawal of loyalty to British Government (i)

George V, King (i)

royal amnesty (i)

Germany (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v)

and anti-colonial revolutionaries (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi)

and Belgium (i), (ii)

British antipathy towards (i)

colonial reputation (i), (ii), (iii)

depiction of massacre (i)

Ghadar party (i), (ii)

conspiracy (1915) (i)

Gholam Jilani, Moulvi (i)

Ghulam Ali (i)

Ghulam Hussain, wrestler (i)

Gian Chand, Lala (i), (ii), (iii)

Girdhari Lal, factory manager (i), (ii)

account of massacre (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v)

and Dyer’s procession (i)

and Jallianwala Bagh meeting (i), (ii), (iii)

on martial law (i)

Golden Temple (Darbar Sahib) (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi), (vii), (viii)

Dyer at (i)

Gopinath (i)

Government of India Act (1919) (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v)

see also Montagu–Chelmsford Reforms

Govindgarh Fort, Amritsar (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi), (vii), (viii)

retreat of Europeans to (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi)

Griffith, Alfred (i)

Gurbaksh Rai, Dr (i)

Gwynne, C.W. (i)

Hans Raj (i), (ii)

and 6 April hartal (i)

as activist (i), (ii)

as ‘approver’ (i)

and attack on banks (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v)

and attack on Town Hall (i)

and deportation of Kitchlew and Satyapal (i)

and evidence for prosecutions (i)

and Jallianwala Bagh meeting (i), (ii), (iii)

as joint secretary of Satyagraha Sabha (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)

and Kitchlew (i), (ii), (iii)

at massacre (i), (ii), (iii)

and Rowlatt protests (i)

Hari Saran, Lala, broker (i)

hartal (strike) (i)

6 April (i)

10 April (i)

30 March (i)

ending (i)

extension to 11 April (i)

Hassan, Sadiq (i)

Hindu Sabha Club (i)

Hindu–Muslim unity (i), (ii)

6 April hartal (i)

and 10 April riot (i)

at funerals (11 April) (i)

Ram Naumi festival (i)

Home Rule Leagues (i), (ii), (iii)

Horniman, Benjamin, editor of Bombay Chronicle (i)

House of Commons

debate on Amritsar (December 1919) (i)

debate (July 1920) (i)

House of Lords, debate (July 1920) (i)

Howgego, Sergeant R.M. (i), (ii), (iii)

Hudson, Lieutenant-General Sir Havelock (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v)

Hukam Chand (i)

Hunter Committee (Disorders Inquiry Committee), Lahore (November 1919) (i)

Anglo-Indian view of (i)

Dyer and (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)

in Gandhi film (i), (ii), (iii)

Indian members (i)

minority report by Indian members (i)

reports (i)

reaches Britain (i)

Hunter, Lord (i), (ii), (iii)

Ibbetson, Denzil, Lieutenant-Governor of Punjab (i)

Ilbert Bill (1880s) (i)

Imperial Legislative Council, September meetings (i)

Indemnity Bill (September 1919) (i)

CID (Criminal Investigation Department)

and informants (i)

presence in Jallianwala Bagh (i)

and protest meetings (i)

Indian Uprising (1857) (i), (ii), (iii)

fiftieth anniversary (i)

influence on colonial policy (i)

memories of (i)

punishments (i)

reaction to (i)

retribution at Cawnpore (i)

see also ‘Mutiny’

Indian National Congress (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)

Indian National Congress Punjab Sub-committee see Congress Punjab Inquiry

Indian nationalism

British view of (i)

rise of (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v)

influenza pandemic (i)

Ireland

crisis (i), (ii)

Easter Rising (i), (ii)

Irving, Miles, Deputy Commissioner (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)

account of massacre (i), (ii), (iii)

and Congress investigations (i), (ii)

and crawling order (i)

and defence of Civil Lines (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi)

and deportation of Kitchlew and Satyapal (i)

and Dyer (i), (ii), (iii)

and faryad (i), (ii), (iii)

fears of unrest (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)

and Hunter Committee (i)

letter to Lahore (i), (ii)

and massacre (i), (ii), (iii)

and O’Dwyer (i)

official warnings of use of force (i), (ii), (iii)

and Ram Naumi festival (i)

surveillance of Kitchlew and Satyapal (i)

return to Fort (i), (ii)

on rumours about Rowlatt Act (i)

Irving, Mrs (i)

Jai Ram Singh, Satyagraha volunteer (i)

Jallianwala Bagh (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi),

accounts of massacre and aftermath (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi), (vii)

bodies in well (i), (ii)

bullet-holes in walls (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)

call for meeting, 13 April (i), (ii)

David Cameron visit (i)

Dyer’s actions (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi), (vii), (viii)

legacy (i)

‘Martyrs’ Gallery’ (i)

‘Martyrs’ Well’ (i)

meetings

30 March (i), (ii)

6 April (i)

10 April (i), (ii)

memorial park (i)

numbers dead (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v)

plaque (i)

post-massacre photographs (i), (ii), (iii)

Queen Elizabeth II visit (i)

reaction to arrival of Dyer’s force (i)

resolutions against Rowlatt Act (i), (ii)

riots, 10 April (i)

samadhi (temple) (i)

shrine (i)

tourists at (i), (ii)

James, Lawrence (i)

Jarman, P.E., Municipal Engineer (i), (ii), (iii)

Jayakat, M.R., and Punjab Inquiry report (i)

Jilani, Moulvi Gholam, imam (i)

Jowahar Lal, CID detective (i)

interrogations (i), (ii)

see also CID

Joynson-Hicks, Sir William (i)

Jubilee Hospital (i)

Jullundur (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi)

Kahan Chand, blind beggar (i)

Kanhyalal, High Court pleader (i), (ii)

Karam Chand, Lala (i), (ii), (iii)

Kasur, bombing of rioters (i)

see also Royal Air Force

Kaye, John W. (i)

Kenya, Mau Mau (i), (ii)

Khair Din (i)

Khalsa College (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi), (vii), (viii), (ix), (x), (xi), (xii)

Khan, Sadiq, Mayor of London (i)

Khan, Sultan Ahmed, Hunter Committee minority report (i)

Khem Singh (character in Kipling’s ‘On the City Wall’) (i)

Khilafat movement (Muslim) (i)

see also Muslims

Khushal Singh (i), (ii)

Kidar Nath, Dr (i), (ii), (iii)

King’s Evidence, use of (i)

see also ‘approvers’

Kipling, Rudyard (i), (ii)

and Dyer (i), (ii)

‘The Enlightenment of Pagett, M.P.’ 9Kim (i)

‘On the City Wall’ (i)

Kitchener, Lord (i)

Kitchin, A.J.W., Commissioner of Lahore (i), (ii)

arrival at Amritsar (10 April) (i), (ii)

and Dyer (i), (ii)

and martial law (i)

and military response to unrest (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)

on rumours about Rowlatt Act (i)

and rumours of rebellion (i)

Kitchlew, Dr Saifuddin (i)

and Congress Punjab Inquiry (i)

deportation order on (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)

and hartal (i)

and local grievances (i)

order to refrain from political activity (i)

on prosecutions (i)

released (i)

and Rowlatt protests (i), (ii)

sentenced for conspiracy (i)

surveillance of (i)

Kuka outbreak(1872) (i), (ii)

Kotu Mal, Pandit (i), (ii)

kotwali (central police station, Amritsar) (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi), (vii), (viii), (ix), (x), (xi), (xii)

arrests (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi)

and attack on Town Hall (i)

Kucha Kaurianwala street, Amritsar (i)

flogging post (i), (ii)

order to crawl along (i), (ii), (iii)

Kumari Chauhan, Subhadra (i)

Lab Chand Seth (i), (ii), (iii)

Lachman Kour (i)

Lahore

1907 riots (i)

Hunter Committee and (i)

Melicent Wathen at (i)

protesters killed (i)

Lajpat Rai, activist (i), (ii), (iii)

langar (free kitchen) (i), (ii), (iii)

Langley, A. (i)

Lassef, Russian spy (i)

Lawrence, General Sir Herbert, on Dyer (i)

Lawrence, Rosamond (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)

Legend of Bhagat Singh, The (2002 film) (i)

Lewis, Gertrude, headmistress (i)

Lewis, Mr, (i), (ii), (iii)

Lloyd George, David, Prime Minister (i)

Low, David, cartoon in The Daily News (i)

Lucknow Pact (1916) (i)

MacDonald, Major (i), (ii), (iii)

replacement of (i), (ii)

machineguns (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi), (vii), (viii), (ix), (x), (xi), (xii), (xiii)

Maclagan, E.D. (i)

Mahammad, Seth Gul (i)

mahants, Sikh priests (i), (ii)

Mahmood, Maqbool, lawyer (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v)

Maier, Charles S., A World Connecting (i)

Malaviya, Kapil Deva (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)

Malaviya, Pandit Madan Mohan, Indian nationalist (i), (ii), (iii)

Malaya (i)

Malerkotla, Kuka affair at (i)

Malleson, George (i)

Manchester Guardian, on scale of massacre (i)

Manela, Erez (i)

Mani Ram, Dr (i)

Mani Ram (father of Satyapal) (i)

Manohar Singh (i)

Manto, Saadat Hasan, poet (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)

Manual of Military Law (i)

Marris, William (i)

martial law

arrests (i)

backdating (i)

de facto (i), (ii)

declaration (15 April) (i)

formal imposition (i)

house searches (i)

lifted (9 June) (i)

order to salaam (i)

reaction to conditions under (i)

Martial Law Commission (i)

Hans Raj’s testimony (i)

Massey, Captain J.W. (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v)

and Gurkha reinforcements (10 April) (i)

at Hall Bridge (i), (ii)

and Hunter Committee (i)

Mathri, Massammat, dispensary compounder (i), (ii)

see also Municipal Female Hospital, and attack on Mrs Easdon

McCallum, Lieutenant F. (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)

on crawling order (i)

at kotwali (12 April) (i), (ii)

McCardie, H.A., Judge (i)

Meerut (i), (ii)

Mian Husain Shah (i)

military doctrine, on ‘savage warfare’140–1, (i)

Minto, Lord, Viceroy (i), (ii), (iii)

Mohammed Amin, accused of attack on Mrs Easdon (i)

Monro, Sir Charles (i)

Montagu, Edwin Samuel, Secretary of State for India (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi), (vii)

and crisis in Punjab (i)

despatch to Chelmsford (i)

and Hunter Committee (i)

and July 1920 Commons debate (i)

and press reports (i)

and reconciliation (i)

and resignation of Dyer (i), (ii)

see also Montagu–Chelmsford reforms

Montagu–Chelmsford reforms (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi), (vii)

see also Chelmsford, Lord; Montagu, Edwin Samuel

Morgan, Lieutenant-Colonel H. (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)

Morning Post

and Dyer benefit fund (i), (ii), (iii)

obituary of Dyer (i)

Morris, Jan, Pax Britannica (i)

Mukund, Bal, assistant surgeon (i), (ii), (iii)

Mulchand (i)

Municipal Council (i), (ii)

elections (January 1919) (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v)

Municipal Female Hospital

and attack on Mrs Easdon (i)

enquiry into attack (i)

sacked (i)

Muslim League (i)

Muslims, and end of Ottoman Empire (i)

see also Khilafat movement

‘Mutiny’, the (i), (ii)

Anglo-Indian fears (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi), (vii)

Anglo-Indian memories (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi)

comparisons with 1919 (i), (ii), (iii)

justification for force (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi)

legacies (i), (ii)

and Kuka Outbreak (i)

see also Indian Uprising (1857)

Naib Tahsildar (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)

see also Fateh Khan, Malik

Nair, Sir Sankaran

Gandhi and Anarchy (1922) (i)

sued for libel by O’Dwyer (i)

Nana Sahib (i)

Napier, Lord, Governor-General (i)

Narayan, J., Hunter Committee minority report (i)

Nath Bekal, Brij Gopi (i)

Nathi, survivor (i)

National Bank (i), (ii), (iii)

attack on (i)

National Bank Case (i)

Nehru, Jarwaharlal

on censorship (i)

investigation into massacre (i), (ii)

on Thompson (i)

Nehru, Motilal, Congress leader (i), (ii), (iii)

New York Times, on 1907 instability in India (i)

Nicholson, General John, and Indian Uprising (i), (ii), (iii)

North-West Frontier (i), (ii)

novels, read by Anglo-Indian women (i)

Obadullah, Babu, CID (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v)

O’Dwyer, Michael, Lieutenant-Governor of Punjab (i), (ii)

and Afghan war (i)

assassination (i)

criticism of (i)

and defence legislation (i), (ii), (iii)

and Dyer’s report on massacre (i), (ii)

fear of unrest (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)

and Gandhi (i), (ii), (iii)

Hunter Committee report on (i)

India as I Knew It (1925) (i)

and July 1920 Commons debate (i)

and Kitchlew and Satyapal (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v)

libel suit against Nair (i), (ii)

and martial law (i)

minimises massacre (i)

and Montagu (i)

and news of massacre (i)

and public floggings and crawling order (i), (ii)

Punjab Inquiry criticism of (i)

and Rowlatt Act opposition (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)

support for Dyer (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi)

Orwell, George (i)

Burmese Days (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi), (vii)

‘Shooting an Elephant’ (short story) (i), (ii)

Ottoman Empire, collapse of (i)

see also Khilafat movement

Palestine (i)

Partap Singh, Sardar (i)

petition (faryad), against deportations (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi)

photographs (i), (ii), (iii),

of crawling punishment (i), (ii)

of flogging post (i), (ii)

of Jallianwala Bagh (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)

in Punjab Inquiry report (i)

of riots (i)

Pinto, Telegraph Master (i), (ii)

Pioneer, Anglo-Indian newspaper (i), (ii)

Plomer, R, Deputy Superintendent of Police (i), (ii), (iii)

and attack on Town Hall (i)

and enquiry into attack on Miss Sherwood (i)

at Hall Bridge (i)

and Hunter Committee (i)

police, Indian (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi), (vii), (viii)

and 10 April attacks (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi), (vii), (viii), (ix)

arrests (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v)

corruption (i), (ii)

and crowds (i), (ii), (iii)

dislike of (i)

Hans Raj (i), (ii)

increased powers (i)

information gathering (i), (ii), (iii)

and Kucha Kaurianwala (i), (ii), (iii)

role at Jallianwala Bagh (i), (ii), (iii)

rumours of cow-slaughter (i)

use of torture (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)

see also sexual violence, against men

poverty (i)

Pratap Singh (i)
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18. A panoramic view of the south-eastern parts of Jallianwala Bagh. The well is to the left, beneath the
smallest of the three trees, and the biggest exit, which was locked on 13 April, is just to the left of the
largest tree. The shrine is on the far-right of the image.
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