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in Hindi, Urdu and other Indian vernaculars are written in their

western form. Place names in India are mainly given in their
Anglicised, nineteenth-century format, accompanied by the modern-
day version where appropriate, for example Calcutta (Kolkata).
Names of Indian persons have generally not been modernised, so
Duleep Singh and not Dalip Singh, Jamsetjee Jejeebhoy not
Jamshedji Jijibhai, etc., except when the modern form is in more
common usage.

The Indian currency in this period was the rupee, subdivided into
smaller denominations of annas and pice. One rupee was worth
about 1s 4d, so there were fifteen rupees to the British pound, and
the pound in 1877 (the year that Queen Victoria became Empress of
India) was equivalent to £40 in today’s value.
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1. Dwarkanath Tagore (1794–1846), Bengali landowner and merchant, grandfather of the
artist and poet Rabindranath Tagore. Dwarkanath Tagore was the first Indian whom the
queen met. She sketched him on 24 June 1842, commenting in her journal: ‘He was in his
Native Dress, all of beautiful shawls with trousers in gold & red tissue, & a tartan as in this
little sketch.’ Tagore died in London in 1846 during a later trip and is buried in Kensal Green
cemetery.



2. One of the first ever Indian army medals to feature the monarch, Victoria is depicted here
as a warrior queen by William Wyon to mark the defeat of the Sikh armies during the Sutlej
campaign of 1846. Queen Victoria saw and approved the designs.

3. A ‘historical emblem of conquest’, the Koh-i-Noor was taken by the British from Lahore
after the overthrow of the Sikh dynasty in 1849 and sent to the queen by Dalhousie, the
governor-general of India. She treasured the acquisition and refused to hand it over to the
East India Company, allowing it out of her grasp for the Crystal Palace exhibition of 1851
but coveting it as her own. Prince Albert had the diamond cut, polished and made into a



brooch, here featured in Winterhalter’s portrait, for which Victoria sat in May 1856.
Unusually, Winterhalter presented the queen in a formal pose, crowned and without any
background or additions, the brooch signalling her Indian empire.

4. Queen Victoria visited the Indian court of the Crystal Palace exhibition on 16 July 1851,
and was shown around by Dr J. Forbes Royle. The centrepiece of the court was the
ornamental canopied seat, the howdah, given as a gift to the queen by the Nawab Nizam of
Bengal for the exhibition. In fact, when Victoria saw the display, the howdah was not
complete: there was no elephant. Throughout May and June the exhibition organisers
hunted for one. They deemed borrowing a live animal from the Zoological Gardens in
Regent’s Park too risky, and rejected an offer from a basket-maker to fashion one out of
wicker for £4 as too ‘make-do’. Finally, a stuffed elephant, late of a menagerie in Essex, was
tracked down, joining the exhibition at the end of July.



5. Duleep Singh (1838–93) photographed at Osborne House, Isle of Wight, the queen’s
summer residence, shortly after he arrived at court in the summer of 1854. The queen met
him for the first time on 1 July, noting in her journal that ‘He has been carefully brought up,
chiefly in the hills, & was baptised last year, so that he is a Christian. He is 16 & extremely
handsome, speaks English perfectly, & has a pretty, graceful & dignified manner. He was
beautifully dressed & covered with diamonds.’ Kitted out in ill-fitting English court clothes
over a short kurta, Duleep Singh here looks less than dignified compared to the magnificent
full-length oil portrait completed later that month by Franz Winterhalter.



6. Prince Arthur (1850–1942, and from 1874 known as the Duke of Connaught and
Strathearn) and Prince Alfred (1844–1900, and from 1866 known as the Duke of Edinburgh)
in specially tailored Indian costume, photographed at Osborne House in 1854. A Kashmir
shawl – an annual tribute to the queen from the Maharaja of Jammu, with its distinctive
‘teardrop’ motif – is draped over the bench for effect. Both princes went on to see India for
themselves, Alfred as part of his world tour of 1867–70, and Arthur in military command in
the 1880s, and later on various official visits.



7. Queen Victoria sketched Duleep Singh at Buckingham Palace in the middle of July 1854,
as he sat for a portrait being painted by Franz Winterhalter. As she sketched, Prince Albert
and the queen chatted with John Login, Duleep’s guardian. Login told them that ‘the Sikhs
are a far superior race to the other Indians, & that the founder of their religion had evidently
been a man anxiously seeking for the truth; – that the women kept up superstition, as we
both observed they did in many countries. They were very ill educated & schools for girls
were much needed. If they could be started, it would make an immense change.’ (QVJl., 13
July 1854).



8. Charlotte Canning (1817–61), former Lady of the Bedchamber to Queen Victoria,
accompanied her husband Charles to India in 1856 when he took up his post as governor-
general. She became the queen’s eyes and ears on India around the time of the rebellion,
sending commentary on the unfolding revolt. Then in 1858 she joined her husband, now
viceroy, on his journeys around the country, painting, sketching and photographing as she
went, and sharing some of her works with the queen. This watercolour, made at the end of
1858 looking out over the rooftops of the old city of Delhi from the tower of the Lahore gate
of the Red Fort towards Jama Masjid (Friday mosque), shows the precise spot of the hauz
(bathing tank) in front of the Fort where European prisoners were executed on 16 May
1857.

9. Barker’s painting, The Relief of Lucknow, which Queen Victoria and Prince Albert viewed
on 9 May 1860, used drawings supplied by Egron Lundgren, a court painter, who had been
commissioned by the queen to travel to India and record what he saw. The picture shows
British army generals James Outram, Henry Havelock and Colin Campbell meeting after
having broken down the rebel hold on Lucknow, the battlefield smoke still drifting over the
city’s landmarks.



10. Nabha, a princely state in the Punjab, issued its own postage stamps, choosing a
common image of Queen Victoria with added features to make her more familiar in an
Indian setting: an embroidered headband, an elongated nose and enlarged eyes. Coinage
and paper currency of the period included similar images, all of which were seen and
approved by Queen Victoria.

11. More of a head-dress, this crown was used by the King of Delhi on formal occasions
during the 1840s and 1850s, then assumed new significance during his short-lived
reinstatement as emperor in 1857. An old man, and in poor health, Bahadur Shah Zafar
paid dearly for his disloyalty. Two of his sons and a grandson were executed by the British
following the recapture of Delhi, their severed heads presented to the king. Found guilty
following a long trial, Bahadur Shah Zafar was exiled to Rangoon where he died in 1862.
His crown, looted by the British, was purchased at auction by Prince Albert for the queen.



12. Paid for by an Indian prince, the Gaekwar of Baroda, this statue of Queen Victoria, the
first in India, signified Bombay’s special relationship with the Crown. The city’s
philanthropists were conspicuous in their loyalty, naming many new public buildings after
members of the royal family. The statue joined another in the city of Prince Albert (1869) –
the work of the same sculptor, Matthew Noble – and in 1876 there arrived from Britain an
equestrian statue of the Prince of Wales, completed by Joseph Boehm. Times changed.
The queen’s statue was tarred in protest during the 1897 jubilee. And in 1965 it was
removed (without the canopy) to the Bhau Daji Lad Museum, where it now stands, wearing
away, in the garden.



13. During the Prince of Wales’s tour of India in 1875–6, the Indian princes competed
fiercely to stage the best show. Ram Singh II, the Maharaja of Jaipur, had the city painted
pink to welcome the prince. Vasily Vereshchagin, a Russian artist, captured on canvas the
prince’s entry into the city, exercising some artistic license in doing so for the procession
actually took place at night, whereas he shows it during the daytime. Later, Lord Curzon
purchased the vast canvas for the Victoria Memorial Hall where it hangs to this day.



14. Not until 1889 did British royal diplomacy reach the Nizam of Hyderabad, the most
powerful of India’s Muslim princes. Earlier attempts in 1870 and 1875 had failed, then in
1889 Prince Arthur, the Duke of Connaught, visited twice, on the second occasion
accompanying Prince Albert Victor. Here, on the first visit in January 1889, Prince Arthur
takes breakfast after reviewing the nizam’s troops. The photographer only managed to
catch the prince’s pith-helmet (centre-right of the table) as he sat alongside the Duke of
Oldenburg (also pith-helmeted and obscured).

15. Prince Albert Victor (1864–92, the Duke of Clarence and Avondale, and the eldest son
of the Prince of Wales, seated front and centre with the maharana in white to his left) visited
India during the winter of 1889, his trip arranged partly to get him out of London, where
rumours were rife that he was caught up in the Cleveland Street male brothel scandal. Here
he meets with the Maharaja of Udaipur, having unveiled a statue of his grandmother the
queen in the city. The photograph is a rare example of the maharaja and his own son and



heir (the little boy seated facing the prince) together in public, a display of the dynasty’s
durability, in much the same manner as the prince, as son of the heir to the imperial throne,
signified continuity in the British royal family – except that he died two years later.

16. Struck to mark the pronouncement in India of her new title of queen-empress, gold and
silver medals were presented to the invited dignitaries at the Imperial Assemblage in Delhi
on 1 January 1877, as well as to other Indian and European officials across the country. The
medal, approved by the queen, depicted her wearing an imperial crown, and featured her
title as ‘Kaiser-i-Hind’ on the reverse. Lord Lytton, the viceroy who masterminded the event,
managed to lose his medal in the mud. Extravagant in every detail of the occasion, Lytton
ordered too many medals. Years later, the Calcutta Mint melted down the unused stock.



17. The Imperial Assemblage of 1 January 1877 took place on the outskirts of the city of
Delhi, the old Mughal capital. The same site was used later for the durbar of 1903 to mark
the accession of King Edward VII, and for the coronation durbar of King George V in 1911.
This photograph, taken by the Calcutta firm of Bourne and Shepherd, shows the main
amphitheatre for the Indian princes, with their banners designed by Lockwood Kipling, as
well as the dais from which the proclamation of the new title of queen-empress was made.



18. Queen Victoria’s new title of empress was celebrated by events and memorials across
India. In Nagpur in the Bombay presidency, Jamsetji Tata named his new cotton factory
‘Empress Mills’. It was a bad omen, for later that year the mill was badly damaged by fire. In
1886, Tata built new premises in Bombay, this time opting for ‘Swadeshi Mills’, a name that
reflected resentment at the stranglehold exerted by Britain on Indian domestic industry,
ringed in as it was by tariffs and British monopoly of trade.



19. William Downey photographed the queen on the occasion of the pronouncement of her
new title of queen-empress. The portrait was produced for the English market, so no
imperial crown was on show. Instead, Queen Victoria sits on the ivory throne presented to
her by the Raja of Travancore in 1850 and wears the sash of the Order of Neshan Aftab,
presented to her by the Shah of Persia in 1873.

20. A popular subject for Indian biographers and writers of didactic literature, Queen Victoria
was depicted in a variety of ways. Illustrators often took an English image and adapted it for
an Indian audience. Here in a Bengali work of 1895, Thomas Sully’s portrait of the queen on
her accession in 1837 is reworked to show a young Indian royal.

21. In the same work, Prince Albert’s deathbed scene, the subject of a composite
photograph by Leopold Manley (1863), shows Queen Victoria as devoted companion,



anticipating the status she went on to enjoy in India as a widow.

22. Shah Jahan (1838–1901), the Begum of Bhopal, one of three women from the same
dynasty who ruled the Muslim state during the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries.
Shah Jahan corresponded directly with Queen Victoria, and was sent copies of her
Highland journals and the authorised biography of Prince Albert.

23. Suniti Devi (1864–1932), Maharani of Cooch Behar, visited Queen Victoria’s court with
her husband during the jubilee year of 1887, later modelling herself on the queen as a
matriarchal princess.



24. Chimnabai II (1872–1958), wife of the Gaekwar of Baroda (also pictured), attended
Queen Victoria’s court with her husband on two occasions. She looked on the queen as a
role model for modern women in Indian public life.

25. Lady Hariot Dufferin (1843–1936), wife of the viceroy, led a campaign to establish
women’s hospitals and nursing education across India, using the queen’s 1887 jubilee to
raise funds. She was aided by this collection card designed by Lockwood Kipling.



26. The queen-empress together with some of the principal princes of India in a
photographic montage produced for the golden jubilee of 1887.

27. A typically regal portrait of the queen-empress, imperial crown aloft, at the time of the
1887 jubilee. This was the frontispiece illustration to a Hindi account of the jubilee
celebrations in London, published in Lahore.



28. Twenty-two Indian cavalry formed an escort for the queen’s carriage during the
procession through the City of London on the occasion of her diamond jubilee in 1897, and
also attended her during other events in the jubilee calendar. Here they are shown entering
Buckingham Palace at the end of the route, leading in the royal carriage.

29. Abdul Karim (1863– 1909), the queen’s munshi. The son of a Muslim clerk, he joined
the royal household shortly after the 1887 jubilee, one of a number of Indian servants taken



on by the queen and other members of her family. Soon the munshi was teaching her
Hindustani. ‘I am so very fond of him,’ declared the queen, to the dismay of the rest of her
household.

30. Rafiuddin Ahmad (1865– 1954), a Muslim lawyer from Poona, scooped two interviews
with the queen in 1891–2, breaking the news that she was learning Hindustani. She
described him as a ‘staunch but liberal-minded Mahomedan’ and passed on his opinions on
a range of topics to her Indian officials.

31. Jagatjit Singh (1872–1949), the Maharaja of Kapurthala, a princely state in the Punjab.
He met with the queen at Balmoral in October 1900, the last Indian visitor of her reign.
Ironically, his grandfather Randhir Singh had died in 1870 en route to London, attempting to
become the first Indian prince to have an audience with Queen Victoria.



32. The Victoria Memorial Hall, Calcutta, Lord Curzon’s tribute to the queen, nearing
completion at the end of 1920, in a race to be ready for the visit of the Prince of Wales (the
future Edward VIII).



S

INTRODUCTION

hortly before she became Empress of India in 1876, Queen
Victoria asked her courtiers to find out whether she was
already known by that title. She thought so. She herself had

used it on occasion, for example in June 1872. On being told that
three envoys from Burma would not prostrate themselves before her
on being received at court, the queen declared, ‘[A]s Empress of
India, I must insist on this.’ The following year, she inquired of the
Liberal government ‘how it was that the title of Empress of India,
which is frequently used in reference to her Majesty has never been
officially adopted’. At the time the Duke of Argyll, then secretary of
state for India, suggested that the title had been used in the text of
the 1858 proclamation that had transferred the Government of India
from the East India Company to the Crown. Experts scrutinised the
proclamation in all its different vernaculars, from Persian, Urdu and
Hindi through to Gujarati, Malayalam and Tamil, but to no avail: there
was no trace of the word ‘empress’ in any version.1 So in 1876 the
search resumed. Lord Carnarvon, secretary of state for the Colonies
was sure that the title was in use in Australia. The queen’s resident
churchman, the dean of Windsor, chipped in with some historical
corroboration, showing that Athelstan had worn an imperial crown. A
schoolgirl wrote in to point out that, according to her geography
schoolbook, the queen was indeed ‘Empress of India’. Semi-official
proof was found too. The India Office unearthed a telegram to the
Emir of Kabul in which the queen was referred to as ‘Empress of
India’.2 It was too little and too late to change anything. Benjamin



Disraeli’s government went ahead with the Royal Titles legislation.
For the first and only time in British history, a reigning queen became
an empress as well.

Queen Victoria’s ministers may have suffered from mild amnesia
over her imperial title. By the time the history of her reign came to be
written total memory loss had set in. There has never been a full
study of the British monarchy and India. Queen Victoria personified
British rule in India for almost half a century, formally from 1858,
when the Crown took over from the East India Company, and by
statute from 1876, when she assumed the title of Empress of India.
After her death in 1901, her son (Edward VII), grandson (George V)
and two great-grandsons (Edward VIII and George VI) all went on to
be Emperors of India. Another great-grandson, Louis Mountbatten,
was there in 1947 as the last British viceroy when the curtain came
down on the Raj. This long relationship between the British royal
family and the Indian subcontinent has eluded full analysis. As her
reign came to an end there were some attempts both in India and in
Britain to put Queen Victoria’s rule in India into historical perspective,
but the queen herself barely merited a mention in the chronological
sweep.3 Later, the prospect of devolution of power to India produced
some potted constitutional histories of the status of the Crown in
India. Written as British authority in India was waning, these dry
tomes were prescriptive as much as descriptive, and hardly bothered
to distinguish one monarch from the next.4 The Crown and not its
wearer was the point at issue.

Since Britain withdrew from Empire, the political temperament
has been set against telling a story of modern India with the
monarchy as part of the plot. Postcolonial anger, embarrassment
and indifference keep the topic off the agenda. Proud of their
republican present, contemporary India and Pakistan remain
sensitive about reminders of the colonial past. Disputed treasures,
such as the Koh-i-Noor diamond, now part of the crown jewels in the
Tower of London, or colonial atrocities such as the Amritsar
massacre of 1919, still pop up in diplomatic crossfire. Symbols of
empire have been renamed; for example, in Mumbai the main



railway station, the Victoria Terminus (1887), changed its name to
the Chhatrapati Shivaji Terminus in 1996. Or they have been
replaced. In Udaipur a statue of Mohandas Gandhi now sits on the
plinth once occupied by one of the queen-empress. Many imperial
relics have simply been removed altogether from prominent public
display.5 In modern India the past is a foreign country, and its name
is imperial Britain. Its emblems are no longer welcome; they speak of
conquest, not of consent.

Yet on her death in 1901 Queen Victoria’s imprint on India was
everywhere, indelible and undeniable. There were statues large and
small, starting with the first that went up in Bombay in 1872 and the
last in Ayodhya in 1908. There was, and still is, the Victoria Memorial
Hall in Calcutta, Lord Curzon’s ostentatious tribute to the queen-
empress.6 After her death gazetteers and other topographical
surveys listed hundreds of public buildings – hospitals, schools,
colleges, clock towers, parks, bathing tanks, gardens, libraries and
factories – that had been erected by public subscription in honour of
the queen.7 All this might be read as an exercise in official patriotism.
Foreign regimes tend to encourage cults through such monuments.
Except that only the Victoria Memorial Hall was a project conceived
by officialdom, and even that relied on voluntary contributions as
well. Elsewhere, the public iconography of the queen was the
product of civic organisations. Some of this was princely patronage,
but there were plenty of examples of less grandiose projects,
supported by a wide range of Indians.

Set in stone, and set in type too, Queen Victoria was a literary
phenomenon of nineteenth-century India. By 1901, around 200
biographies, verse collections and eulogies had been published
since 1858 about Queen Victoria and the rest of her family.8 In
addition, her own diary – Leaves from the Journal of Our Life in the
Highlands – was translated into several Indian languages. Queen
Victoria’s reign coincided with the flourishing of vernacular print
culture across India, as printing press technology, improved
communications and greater literacy expanded the reading public.9
An empire of information gave way to an empire of education and



entertainment, over which the Government of India kept a watchful
eye through its surveillance of the publishing industry as well as its
monitoring of the native newspaper press, in the process leaving
behind a rich record of demotic text.10 Biography and history were
popular subjects, and within that genre Queen Victoria received
plenty of attention, the texts sometimes accompanied by portraits of
the queen. She was eulogised in poetry and song as well,
particularly in Bengali: Sourindro Mohun Tagore was a one-man
industry of celebratory verses devoted to the queen and her family.
Queen Victoria also featured in the ghazals of Urdu poets, notably
those who were exiled from the King of Delhi’s court after 1857, and
who found refuge in Jammu, Lahore and Rampur, sometimes writing
under commission from their princely patrons, on other occasions
independently.11 Many of these writers and poets, who cut their teeth
on Queen Victoria, are today revered as part of a literary
renaissance in colonial India that paved the way for political
nationalism in the late nineteenth and twentieth centuries.12 During
her reign there was less of a contradiction between nationalist
poetics and loyalism than might be supposed.

The queen was also the object of much attention from India.
Tokens of loyalty and esteem poured into the British court from the
princes of India. Their generosity fuelled the success of the famous
1851 exhibition at the Crystal Palace in London’s Hyde Park, and
they bankrolled two major late Victorian institutions, the Imperial and
Colonial Institute in Kensington and the Indian Institute in Oxford.
Indian professions of loyalty also came in the shape of addresses,
presents and memorials, usually sent on formal occasions such as
her accession to the throne, the transfer of power in 1858 and during
her two jubilees in 1887 and 1897, but also at times of celebration
and bereavement in the royal family.13 The Indian princes led the
way in this form of direct contact with the monarch, but with the
mushrooming of literary societies, schools and colleges, trade and
municipal associations, and sabha and anjuman organisations from
the 1860s onwards, memorials came from a larger cross section of
Indian society. Indeed, so persistent were Indian memorialists that



the Government of India frequently changed the rules on direct
communication with the queen so as to limit the traffic. At times it
seemed as though effusions of Indian loyalty did not require
encouragement so much as containment.

Such a culture of loyalism is easier to measure than to interpret.
Undoubtedly, the colonial state played its part in the fabrication of
Queen Victoria, managing the monarchy in India in ways that are
similar to the cults of the emperor that emerged at the same time in
Tsarist Russia, the France of Louis Napoleon, Meiji Japan after
1868, and the Austria-Hungary of Franz-Josef.14 However, British
rule was always spread thinly on the ground in India. With fewer than
1,000 officials and around 160,000 European settlers at most, it is
hard to conceive how some 250 million Indians could be dragooned
into silent adoration of the queen. More nuanced explanations of
loyalism are required. Indian reverence for the queen might be seen
as ‘clientelism’ or collaboration; that is to say, loyalism was a device
by which concessions might be extracted from the colonial power.15

There is mileage in this, particularly when it comes to examining
parts of Indian society such as the Indian princes, the mercantile
communities of Bombay, Calcutta and Madras, and the zamindars of
Bengal, all amongst the most vocal cheerleaders for the Crown
throughout the queen’s reign. But the popularity of the queen spread
well beyond Indians who made their living out of the Raj.

There are other explanations on offer. Indian loyalism, especially
of the type that permeated the rhetoric of the early years of the
Indian National Congress, formed in 1885, has been written off as
typifying the timid outlook of the pre-Gandhian generations of
intellectuals and activists. Traditional and conservative in their social
views, they were cautious in their demands for political change, their
faith in European liberalism a symptom of their colonial captivity.
Patriarchy in private and imperial patriotism in public went hand-in-
hand.16 It is perhaps inevitable that Indian nationalism of Queen
Victoria’s reign should be so judged as supine and conformist.
Looking backwards to India before Gandhi in this way emphasises
the immense distance travelled by later generations of Indian patriots



and freedom fighters, whose opposition to the Raj was so
uncompromising. Except that Gandhi was also a loyalist, prominent
in the support he gave to the Crown whilst a lawyer and newspaper
editor in the British colony of Natal in southern Africa.17 Loyalty to
Queen Victoria was not just incidental to nineteenth-century Indian
nationalism, a polite addition for the sake of form – it was central to
its ideology. This points to other possible interpretations of Indian
loyalism. One argument, advanced by the late Christopher Bayly, is
that the institution of the British Crown in India after 1858 sanctioned
older forms of Indian indigenous patriotism, as traditional ideas about
‘good counsel’, virtuous rule and dharma were turned against
officials. In this way, opposition to British rule developed within what
Bayly termed the ‘cocoon of loyalism’.18 Similarly, another recent
historiographical intervention suggests that Crown rule helped to
create the space for ‘imperial citizenship’, the means by which
Indians could forge a hybrid identity as the queen’s subjects, aspiring
through empire to gain the status and rights that were denied them
because of their race. Entry into imperial institutions both in India
and in Britain – the civil service, the universities, associational life,
ultimately the Westminster Parliament itself – was successfully
contested by Indians, behaving as both subjects and citizens of the
Crown.19 Such reformulations of loyalty in the age of Empire as
these might be applied more generally to India under Queen Victoria.
The monarchy authorised ways of belonging to a wider imperial
identity that transcended class, religion, nation and ethnicity.

Empress is a study of the impact of India upon Queen Victoria,
and at the same time the influence of the queen over Indian political
and cultural life. Victoria never visited India. Although she received a
variety of Indians at court, for much of her reign India was lived in
her imagination, stimulated by sources at home and on the
subcontinent. She started out with the martial and evangelical
prejudices of her age, wanting to conquer and convert India. That did
not last. The Indian rebellion of 1857–8 changed her views
completely, as it did for many Victorians – only that Queen Victoria
moved in the opposite direction, becoming more sympathetic to India



and its people, not less, and growing more tolerant and less
instinctively racist than her fellow-Britons. By the 1880s, many of her
courtiers at home and senior officials in India thought she had gone
too far that way, instinctively taking the side of Indians in various
disputes with the viceroys’ rule. In India, the queen was made known
through different means. Now and then, the lead was taken by the
Government of India, for example in the official visits to the Indian
subcontinent by members of the queen’s own family. Missionaries
did their best to inculcate the image of a Christian monarch. Mostly,
however, the queen existed in the Indian imaginary in all its literary,
religious, political and cultural forms. Indian people took hold of
Queen Victoria and made her their own. By the end of her life she
was as much an Indian maharani as a British monarch.

Three themes are interwoven throughout the chronological
narrative of the book. Firstly, I emphasise the agency of the queen. I
argue that when it comes to India Queen Victoria needs to be seen
less as a constitutional monarch hedged in by protocol of the sort
with which we are familiar nowadays, and more as a dynastic
imperial ruler of the long eighteenth century. Historians have
overemphasised the quiescence of Queen Victoria, unduly
preoccupied with the symbolic role she played in the ‘propaganda of
Empire’ that emerged in Britain from the 1870s. The actual voice of
the queen is seldom heard in these studies of the ‘democratic
royalism’ of the era.20 Queen Victoria has been silenced for too long.
After all this was the Europe of her age and not ours. By the time the
Government of India transferred from the East India Company to the
Crown in 1858, most of Europe was ruled over by dynastic monarchs
in ever-enlarging empires: the Romanovs in Russia, Louis Napoleon
in France, Franz-Josef in Austria-Hungary, followed not long after by
the Wilhelmine imperial monarchy of Germany. To these Continental
empires were added overseas annexes: the Portuguese in Brazil,
the French in Mexico (albeit briefly) and the Dutch in Indonesia. Only
the Spanish colonial empire was in retreat. This was the heyday of
viceregal rule; that is to say, a system of government in which the
apparatus of European monarchy was applied to remote colonies



and dependencies.21 Queen Victoria was an important part of this
new more global monarchy of the nineteenth century. With her
marriage to Prince Albert, alongside the existing Hanoverian
connections of her own family, she became connected to many of
the smaller Protestant courts of Europe, a sphere that widened down
to her death as her own children and grandchildren were married
into Continental royalty. Some of this dynastic influence is touched
upon in older studies of the queen and foreign policy. In two cases –
Ireland and Canada – the place of the Crown in colonial governance
has been examined at length.22 In India her prerogative powers were
even more extensive, the norms of parliamentary government
applied less. As head of the Anglican church overseas, as titular
head of the armed forces in India, and eventually as sovereign, in
theory the queen had greater powers of patronage and control over
India than anywhere else. India became an extension of her court.
Men who began their careers as part of the royal entourage at home
– for example, the 1st Marquess of Dalhousie, Charles Canning and
Lord Dufferin – went on to assume command in India, taking their
habits of intimate correspondence with the queen with them. A
constant stream of traffic from the Raj also passed through the
queen’s court: military officers, churchmen, civil servants, travellers,
philanthropists and Indian royalty, bringing to the queen information
and stories from India. It is not fashionable to suggest that there was
a ‘court’ interest in nineteenth-century British politics.23 At times,
however, in Indian affairs the queen behaved like a monarch of old,
exploiting her own back-channels of communication, pushing for the
promotion of her favourites, and leaning on politicians sympathetic to
her views. Denied a political role at home, she found it instead in her
Indian dominion.

Secondly, the book considers the uses to which the Government
of India put the name and fame of the queen. In the aftermath of the
Indian rebellion of 1857–8, the full apparatus of the Crown was rolled
out as a means of pacification and reassurance. At the heart of this
exercise lay a text: the queen’s proclamation of 1858. With its
promises of clemency, toleration and equality, the proclamation was



immediately dubbed the ‘Magna Carta’ of India, and went on to
achieve a status almost as potent as that of the queen.24 That was
not all. The name of the queen underpinned the law, finance and
currency, the new Indian Civil Service and the newly amalgamated
army. Here lay the roots of the ‘ideology of the Raj’, normally
dissected by historians without any reference to the Crown. A
notable exception is Bernard Cohn’s brilliant examination of the
Imperial Assemblage of 1877.25 Cohn’s work apart, British royalty in
India is seen as incidental, or ornamental to imperial authority, the
gloss and not the substance of the Raj. This is only half the story.
For instance, much has been written about how colonial rule in India
after mid-century was Janus-faced: liberal and inclusive in theory,
but authoritarian and racist in practice.26 Queen Victoria stood for
this duality. Formally, she constituted colonial authority in India,
giving sovereignty and legitimacy to the state, sanctioning the
policies carried out in her name. At the same time, as a female
monarch, she represented justice and charity. She was a beacon of
beneficence in ways in which British bureaucracy in India could
never be, either before 1858 or after. Abstract and remote, the fictive
power of the queen both buttressed and softened the rule of colonial
difference. There was no masterplan. Sometimes Indian officials and
commentators spoke as though there was: how they had discovered
the mystery of the lure of kingship in the east, an orientalised
understanding of status and symbolism. For the most part, however,
the usage of the queen by her officials was banal. Once the East
India Company yielded power, sovereignty passed automatically to
the Crown. The Government of India accordingly attached the queen
to the nomenclature and motifs of the new regime. Little did they
know what a runaway success she would be. In time it turned out
that they had created a Frankenstein of the proclamation and the
benevolent image of the queen that went with it. By the end of her
reign officials dared not invoke the queen’s words of 1858, for fear of
the expanded notions of liberty and citizenship that it set out. After
her death, the Government of India went on putting out fires using



the monarchy, but with diminishing returns, and with less reliance on
the proclamation.

Thirdly, the book charts the diffusion of representations of Queen
Victoria in Indian political culture. Not least because of the 1858
proclamation, the queen developed iconic status in India. Direct
criticism of her was extremely rare. She largely escaped the satirical
cartoonists’ pen, appearing only on occasion as a benign Britannia.27

There was no one version of the queen that dominated. Hindus
might associate her with deliverance from Mughal rule, Muslims
might see her as the champion of minority rights. She was seen to
be on the side of economic modernity and liberal reform. After 1858
she represented the idea of the beneficent state, alert to the cries of
the peasants and victims of famine. She was looked up to by the
principal movements of religious reform in nineteenth-century India,
amongst them the Brahmo Sumaj. But she also was a guiding light
to Muslim educational reform for men such as Syed Ahmed Khan.
Over time she came to be seen as the ally of Indian nationalism.
Indeed, for the Indian National Congress, the monarch was their
greatest weapon, not their fiercest foe. Above all, Queen Victoria’s
identity as a woman, and particularly after 1861 as a widow,
stimulated the idea of her as an exemplary female. Some of the
ways in which the queen was drawn into the sexual politics of
Empire are hinted at in classic scholarship on gender and the nation
in colonial India, but they remain undeveloped.28 She was invoked in
discussions about female education, widow status and marriage
reform, about the zenana (the Indian convention of female
seclusion), and in the campaigns for the caring professions. In all
these ways, by the 1880s, the epithet of ‘mother of India’ began to
be applied to Queen Victoria, around the same time that ‘mother
India’ entered common parlance.29 She occupied an imaginary
space, helping to define a national community, at no time more so
than during her two jubilee years of 1887 and 1897, events that
spanned the first decade or so of the Indian National Congress. After
her death in 1901, it was as though India awoke from a ‘strange
hypnotism’, as the nationalist Bipin Chandra Pal described colonial



rule.30 Her successors never had the same reputation in India as
model monarchs. The Crown came to be seen as inseparable from
the Government of India, and the wider system of British imperialism.
By 1930 a rhetoric of republicanism had taken over: secular and
socialist, with an Islamic counterpart. By the time of the last royal
proclamation of June 1948, announcing the abolition of the imperial
title, there was nothing left in India of the royal appeal or appeals to
royalty. So nervous and tense were the British that India and
Pakistan were almost the very last new members of the
Commonwealth to host a royal visit. The mood had swung the other
way.

The passage of time is a distorting mirror. India may now be the
largest democratic republic in the world, but for ninety years it was
the most extensive monarchical empire ever known, less populous
than the India of today, but greater in its girth (including modern-day
Pakistan, Bangladesh and from 1886 Burma). At the apex of the Raj
for much of this time presided a diminutive white woman, ensconced
in a retro-Gothic castle some 4,000 miles away. How Indian people,
princes and queen first encountered each other, how they drew
together and how they were forced apart, is recounted in the book
that follows. It is a history of modern monarchy with the monarch
restored to life. It is a case study of the imperial dimension to British
politics and culture during the nineteenth century. Most of all it is a
missing chapter in the story of the making of modern India.



‘H

CHAPTER 1

CROWN AND COMPANY

er Majesty seems to take a deep interest in Indian Affairs
and . . . is not ill-informed on the subject.’ So wrote John
Hobhouse, president of the Board of Control to Lord

Elphinstone, governor of Madras, shortly after Victoria came to the
throne in 1837. The news was double edged. It was rumoured that
Elphinstone, a courtier to William IV, had been exiled to India as the
young princess had grown too fond of him.1 It was about as close a
connection that Victoria had to India in the early years of her reign.
For Victoria was a ‘Whig’ queen, tutored in the realities of
constitutional monarchy by Lord Melbourne, the prime minister, and
his Whig colleagues. They managed the choice of her husband, they
supplied the staff of the royal household, and Lord Melbourne
himself guided the eighteen-year-old queen through her first
meetings of the Privy Council, initiating her in her new
responsibilities in domestic and foreign policy.2 Not that there were
too many of these. For Queen Victoria was also a ‘Whig’ queen in
that she was the first new monarch of the era ushered in by the
Whigs’ 1832 reform act, her crown prerogative substantially limited
by the powers of Parliament and an expanded electorate keen to
root out the excesses of royal rule which had dominated the later
years of her Hanoverian predecessors.



Nowhere in the new queen’s realm were the reins on her power
held tighter than in India. Since the late eighteenth century Britain
had governed the presidencies of Bengal, Bombay and Madras
through the East India Company.3 The Company also administered
British relations across the rest of the Indian subcontinent. The
Company did not hold power without responsibility. The governors
were accountable to the British Parliament via the president of the
Board of Control who sat in the Cabinet. Successive renewals of the
East India Company’s charter in 1813 and 1833 loosened the grip of
the Company, opening up India to missionaries, ending the
Company’s monopoly over trade in and out of India, and removing
the influence of Company stockholders from any say in Company
policy. Most important of all, the 1833 charter renewal invested the
Board of Control with full authority over the Company and centred
that authority in Bengal, with the governor there becoming governor-
general of all of British India. For the first time, British policy in India
was made as much in London as in Calcutta. The modernising
instincts of the era began to take over. Free trade, state education
and legal codification were all experimented with in India in the late
1820s and 1830s, despite not yet being established practice back
home.4 In this so-called ‘dual government’ by Company and
Parliament there was no room for anyone else. Certainly not for an
ageing monarchy whose track record at managing overseas
conquests was poor. Much ambiguity and potential confusion
remained, however. In theory the British Crown retained patronage
over one part of the armed forces in India – the royal troops – and
also had the final say over the selection of the three governors, as
well as senior judicial and ecclesiastical appointments. The monarch
was the head of the Church of England in India, and, since 1813, the
Crown had been the nominal sovereign over all Indian territories.
Who exactly was in charge?

This chapter explores how the role of the Crown in the
Government of India was understood at the outset of Queen
Victoria’s reign. For many, it was Whig business as usual in India.
But not everyone saw it this way. For some, Victoria symbolised



national regeneration and a fresh start. Indian rulers responded to
her accession by welcoming her imperial authority. Victoria’s
accession also coincided with the expansion of the evangelical
mission to India – new bishoprics were established at Madras in
1835 and Bombay in 1837 – and the new queen became a focal
point for various Christian campaigns. With her marriage to Prince
Albert in 1840 and the change of government in Britain from Whig to
Tory under Sir Robert Peel the following year, Victoria severed her
dependence on the Whigs, and began to see India through different
eyes.

Empire by Treaty
By 1837, there were over forty separate treaties formalising relations
between Britain and India. Not one of them mentioned the British
monarch. From the Treaty of Allahabad in 1765 through to the
contentious agreement with the King of Awadh concluded by the
governor-general, Lord Auckland, shortly after Victoria came to the
throne, the details of British government in India were set out in an
assortment of official documents, negotiated between agents of the
East India Company and the ruling houses of the various Indian
kingdoms and territories.5 These treaties confirmed financial and
military arrangements, and specified the extent to which the British
government could interfere in the internal administration of each
state. Many had been concluded amidst the dying embers of battle,
as Britain consolidated its hold over India during the later eighteenth
and early nineteenth centuries with Mughal authority waning in the
north and centre of India, and Maratha chiefs and their French allies
being swept aside in the south. These treaties also covered trading
concessions, and by the 1830s were being used by the British
government in India to regulate sati (widow-burning) and female
infanticide. Their remit was not confined to the Indian subcontinent.
Nepal (1816), Burma (1826) and (as a temporary protectorate) Java
(1811) were all brought under British control through the mechanism
of the Company treaty. The same formula was extended across the
Indian Ocean to Arab states and to eastern Africa, mainly to enforce



compliance with the abolition of the slave trade.6 Taken together, the
treaties provide a compendium of British supremacy in India. Oddly,
no one saw fit to list them until the early 1830s, and a full
assessment was not provided until the mid-1860s.7

Without exception, the East India Company and not the Crown
signed off these treaties. Since the revolution of 1688–9, the
Company had distanced itself from royal patronage, and operated
with considerable autonomy, virtually a sovereign state in its own
right.8 Company men on the spot were the treaty signatories along
with the Indian ruler. In this way the Treaty of Allahabad of 1765,
which at the stroke of a pen placed millions of Indian peasant
cultivators under Company rule, was a gentleman’s agreement
between Shah Alam II, the Mughal emperor, Robert Clive, the
commander of the East India Company forces, and John Carnac,
commander of the Bengal forces. In theory, Company officials could
make treaties like this in India on a whim. Only from 1784 was it
required that all treaties had to be ratified by the governor-general in
Council, who in turn reported to London. By then the British
Parliament was still reeling from the scandals surrounding the
Nawabs of Arcot, the rulers of the Carnatic region of eastern India.
Allied by Company treaty to the British forces in their fight against
French and Maratha armies, the Nawabs ran up huge debts to
finance their troops, and many of their creditors were English and
Scottish MPs. The ‘Arcot interest’ in the House of Commons proved
at the time an irresistible lobby, and the Nawabs in turn appealed for
support by writing to George III (and to Queen Charlotte), amplifying
their complaint with diamond jewels.9 Sorting out the debts of the
Nawabs took decades. The incident served as an enduring reminder
of the need to keep the English constitution out of Indian politics.
Some of the most important treaty settlements of the period – such
as the Treaty of Seringapatam – were stamped with the military
imprimatur of the ‘Commander-in-Chief of the Force of His Britannic
Majesty’, but even these documents made it clear that the legal
authority on the British side was the Company. All of this made
perfect sense within the context of trade and rule overseas by a



chartered company. Introducing the person of the sovereign to the
treaty might present problems. It elevated the Indian signatory to a
status that the Company was reluctant to recognise, and it created
the possibility of Indian rulers considering themselves lieges or allies
of the British Crown, with the right to approach the monarch directly,
as had the Nawab of Arcot. Controlling the Crown at home meant
distancing it from sources of venality in India.

Inevitably, in the absence of the monarch in person, the
Company itself came to play the role of de facto sovereign. This was
partly by design. Victorious over Tipu Sultan in Mysore, and over the
Mughal stronghold of Delhi, Richard Wellesley, the governor-general,
set about turning the Company seat of Calcutta into the capital of
British India. The new headquarters was a palace. Government
House was completed by 1803, and included a throne room, where
the governor-general’s throne dwarfed a jewelled stool captured from
Tipu. Government House became the focal point of Calcutta society,
and also the venue for delegations of Indian rulers.10 It was as much
Irish as English. There were obvious parallels between Dublin
Castle, the seat of the Lord Lieutenant of Ireland, and Government
House. Dublin Castle had got its own throne room or ‘presence
chamber’ in the 1780s, where Irish lords swore allegiance to the
British Crown, and the Lord Lieutenants of Ireland enjoyed viceregal
powers not unlike those developing in India. Both Wellesley and his
successor Cornwallis swapped the top post in India for its equivalent
in Ireland.11 In other respects, Wellesley and his successors
fashioned a more improvised style of kingly rule without the king.
They began the convention of approving dynastic succession in
Indian states. In 1803 Wellesley’s brother Arthur attended in person
the installation of Krishnaraja Wadiyar III, the new Maharaja of
Mysore, and in 1819 the Marquess of Hastings went to Lucknow to
authorise the enthronement of the King of Awadh, Ghazi-ud-Din
Haider Shah.12 Governors-general at Calcutta also started the
practice of firing royal salutes to mark the accession of new rulers in
the Indian princely states. In use from 1803, the gun salute was a
significant step in applying royal protocol by proxy to India.13



As was the durbar tour. Dating from the years of Mughal rule,
durbars were ritual meetings of rulers with their dependents from
whom they were owed homage. Durbars involved the exchange of
visits and gifts – nuzzer – the form of the visit, and the value of the
gift depending precisely on the status of the two parties involved.
Beginning in 1814 with Lord Moira (governor-general 1813–23 and
known as the Marquess of Hastings from 1816), the Company
incorporated the ritual of the durbar into a new routine of regular
tours of Indian treaty territories allied to or indirectly controlled by the
British. Travelling by river in a golden barge with a regiment of
soldiers, and making encampments along the route, Moira held
durbars at Benares (Varanasi), Lucknow and Bareilly, and met the
sons of the Emperor of Delhi at Allahabad. He evidently disliked the
fawning ceremonial involved, believing it only served to keep up the
appearance and not the reality of Indian princely power. Company
officials were not supposed to take gifts from Indians, so anything of
value presented at the durbar was immediately sent back to the
toshakhana (treasury) in Calcutta and sold off.14 Hastings’s
successors Amherst and Bentinck followed suit with durbar tours of
their own. By the 1830s, governors-general were spending as much
time ‘up-country’ on the road, river and in the saddle as at their desk
in Calcutta.15 For the Company, the durbar tour was the means of
keeping tabs on the extent of lands and loyalty under British control.
Some Company officials favoured cosying up to the courts. From
Rajputana James Tod envisaged a new romanticised feudalism,
calling for William IV to lead local rulers under the ‘banner of that
chivalry of which your Majesty is head’.16

Ultimately, the Company legitimated royalty in India by leaving
intact the Mughal emperor. Although defeated at the battle of Delhi in
1803, the Emperor Akbar II was allowed to maintain his court inside
the Red Fort in Delhi.17 One explanation for this state of affairs was
that the Company was authorised by an imperial farman to
administer former liege states of the empire. For its part the
Company was content to leave Akbar II inside his gated enclave with
his poets and painters. But it was an awkward stalemate. Hastings



refused to show deference to the imperial title, whilst Akbar II did not
recognize the Company as the paramount power. Over the years
that followed the formal powers of the Delhi emperor were reduced
by the British. The Nizam of Hyderabad and the Nawab of Awadh
were encouraged to become royal rulers in their own right, and so
end their obeisance to the emperor at Delhi. The nizam refused, but
a king of Awadh was proclaimed, as we have seen, at Lucknow in
1819. This only served to cause confusion. Frustrated by the
Company, Akbar II turned to the British monarchy for redress,
sending his portrait to the dying George IV, a gift that was accepted
by his successor, William IV. In 1832, Akbar II followed up by
sending a delegation to Britain, headed by the Bengali reformer (and
former Company servant) Ram Mohan Roy, who quickly became the
toast of Unitarian and liberal activists in London and around the
country. Although lionised for his efforts to end sati, Ram Mohan
Roy’s mission was not an official success. He only got as far as
meeting the king’s brother, the Duke of Sussex, and tragically died
before making the return trip to Calcutta. Furthermore, the squeeze
on Akbar II was tightened. In 1835 the residual title of ‘emperor’ was
downsized to ‘king’, and the emperor’s image was removed from
coinage in India.18 When his son Bahadur Shah Zafar succeeded
him in 1837, a few months after Victoria became queen, there was
thus little left of the imperial reach of the Mughal throne. The new
kings of Awadh were in no better state. In an era when new
monarchies were being invented across Europe and Latin America,
the court at Lucknow was neither puppet nor master. The Awadhi
court also looked to the British court for recognition. In 1835, the new
King of Awadh sent over gifts to William IV, and his ‘ambassador’
was received at St James’s Palace by William IV and Queen
Adelaide.19 The pattern was becoming clear. The retention by the
Company of the forms of royal rule in India left the lines between
Company and Crown blurred, and when the Company paid no heed
to Indian royalty, the British Crown was expected to respond. So
much for undivided sovereignty.



A Whig Queen
The death of William IV and accession of Victoria was announced on
20 June 1837 in London and at the beginning of September in
Calcutta. In London there was no reference to India or indeed any
other part of the Empire in the proclamation of the new monarch, nor
at her coronation a year later. Her official title was ‘Queen of Great
Britain and Ireland, and Defender of the Faith’ and although the
shorthand ‘Queen of these realms’ was also used, there was nothing
to indicate that Queen Victoria’s dominion stretched beyond the
British Isles. In India a more expansive view was taken. The circular
of the governor-general informed the princely houses of India of the
accession of Victoria to the ‘imperial throne’. In a sermon marking
the event in Calcutta, an exuberant chaplain described how the new
queen ‘can look east and west and north and south, and view in
every quarter, dominions that own her sway’.20

Sway, however, was not the same as rule. In Britain and in India
it was taken for granted that Victoria would abide by the
constitutional norms of the day limiting her power. For example, the
East India Company Court of Directors were quick to send her an
address of congratulations. At their July meeting, leading lights of the
Company were all effusive in their admiration for the new queen, but
could not avoid lacing their laudations with a hint that she might let
them get on with matters their own way: they prayed ‘that the welfare
of the millions of subjects in your Majesty’s Indian territories intrusted
to Parliament by our charge, may be preserved and advanced under
your Majesty’s mild and beneficent sway’.21 The same line was
taken in India. When the Raja of Alwar attempted to a send a nuzzur
of gold directly to Victoria on the occasion of her succession, he was
told that this was not possible, as ‘the Governor-General is the
representative of the British nation and power’, and ‘he is willing to
receive in Her Majesty’s name the expression of the good will of her
Indian allies and the homage of her Indian subjects and
dependents’.22 Lord Auckland, the governor-general, saw no special
reason to mark Victoria’s accession officially. The townspeople of
Calcutta sent an address of congratulations to the queen, but the



absence of any government representation at the public meeting
convened to agree the address was noted.23 In India there was also
some incredulity at the news of the accession of a female ruler. From
Rajahmundry (Rajamamaherdravaram) in Madras it was reported
that one local raja found it beyond his comprehension ‘how she was
to contrive to reign, and how men were to agree to obey her’. Back
in Calcutta, Emily Eden, sister of the governor-general, Lord
Auckland, recorded the remark of James Prinsep, the man at the
mint charged with stamping rupees with Victoria’s head: ‘I wish we
had never changed the stamp; I should not wonder if the natives
were to mistrust a coin with nothing but a woman’s head on it.’24

Only the princely states of India responded to the accession of
the new British monarch with a sense of decorum. The governor-
general’s September circular was despatched to forty-one royal
houses. Over the next four months, more than half of them sent back
their formal replies to Calcutta, enclosing kharitas (formal letters) of
congratulation to the queen, via the governor-general. Some were
ornate ornamental addresses, some came with separate accounts of
the ceremonial firing of cannon, drumrolls and elephant fights
organised to accompany the pronouncement. The Maharana of
Udaipur went into silent seclusion for the day.25 From Lahore in the
Punjab came perhaps the most eloquent of all the addresses, from
Maharaja Ranjit Singh, the ‘lion of the Punjab’. The ‘letter of
felicitation’ undoubtedly lost something in its translation from Persian
into English, but the sentiment was clear, invoking a sacred garden
paradise. Tidings of the new queen, the letter declared, meant that
‘the gardens of dominion received fresh attraction and the bowers of
imperial sway assumed throughout a verdant aspect. It has caused
the Salsabil26 of joy to permeate from all sides and opened the
channels of felicity in every direction’.27 Without waiting for approval
from Calcutta, Ranjit Singh entrusted the letter to the safe keeping of
his military aide, General Jean-Baptiste Ventura, to take to London
and deliver in person to the queen.

Ranjit Singh’s personal epistle was timely diplomacy. The letter
came just at the moment when the armed forces of Ranjit Singh’s



Sikh kingdom were joining with the British in overthrowing the
Afghan king, Dost Mohammad Khan, and replacing him with Shah
Shuja Durrani.28 Queen Victoria was drawn further into this pact
when Lord Auckland finally met Ranjit Singh one year later on the
banks of the Sutlej river at the end of November 1838, ahead of the
invasion of Afghanistan. In front of their large entourages, Auckland
and Ranjit Singh exchanged gifts, and, as Auckland later described,
‘one of them, I was sure, he would receive with more than ordinary
satisfaction’: a portrait of the queen, drawn by his sister, Emily Eden,
and ‘framed at Delhi in Gold & Jewels’.29 This presentation was not
only most probably the earliest unveiling of the likeness of Queen
Victoria in India, it was also the first instance of the British authorities
using the image and name of the queen to ease their way through
the complexities of imperial rule. Lord Auckland may have been
reluctant to proclaim the new sovereign with pomp and circumstance
in Calcutta, but he had no hesitation at all in presenting her portrait
to Britain’s most valuable ally of the era. It suggests a neat irony, to
which this book will return frequently. Constitutional propriety both in
Britain and in India relegated Queen Victoria to a minor role in Indian
statecraft; power relations on the ground demanded she show her
face whenever possible.

Defender of the Faith
If politicians were keen to dampen down expectations about the new
queen in India, there was one section of British society for whom
Victoria was the rising star: the evangelical church. As Charles
Blomfield, the Bishop of London, described her at her coronation,
she was ‘called to the seat of imperial power in all the freshness and
fulness of youthful hope and promise’. For Sydney Smith, canon at
St Paul’s, she was a ‘patriot queen’, albeit a Whig one – for religious
toleration at home and peace abroad.30 Some of the first acts of
Victoria’s reign signalled her status as Defender of the Faith in the
Empire. On the eve of their departure, she met with India’s two new
bishops: George Spencer (Madras) and Thomas Carr (Bombay), and
issued a ‘Letters Patent’ authorising the expansion of the activities of



the Society for the Propagation of the Gospel in Foreign Parts, one
of the Church of England’s leading missionary organisations.31

There was more than dry formality to this. Victoria was at her most
evangelical in these years. The Bishop of London, responsible for
the overseas dioceses of the Anglican church and a keen supporter
of Christian conversion of subject peoples, was Victoria’s bishop,
especially when she was resident at Buckingham Palace. He
preached her coronation sermon. Her journals record him frequently
in attendance at court, and also her enjoyment of his sermons. There
were other early signals of her evangelicalism. Never a great reader,
she spent a good part of the autumn of 1838 working her way
through the biography of William Wilberforce, the hero of the
campaign against the slave trade, but also the leading light of the
Clapham Sect, which did so much to expand the Anglican mission
overseas, including to India.32

In India the missionary churches of Britain had made great
strides in the quarter century since they were allowed into the
Company’s territories. The see of Calcutta (1813), was subdivided in
the mid-1830s to create Anglican bishops for Madras and Bombay.
By then Protestant missions had been particularly successful in
establishing stations and churches in southern India, the joint Church
Missionary Society/Society for the Propagation of the Gospel
community at Tinnevelly (Tirunelveli) at the southernmost tip of India
being the flagship. The Wesleyans had a foothold in Madras. Further
north, the churches were moving steadily beyond their original
settlements in Bengal. The pioneering Baptist mission, led by William
Carey, was in Serampore (Svirampore), where they had established
a college, and then in Calcutta, Delhi and Allahabad.33 From the see
of Calcutta, new zeal was added to the Anglican enterprise by the
fifth bishop, Daniel Wilson, appointed in 1832, and made the
metropolitan bishop for all of India in 1835. He claimed to have
established nineteen new churches in his first four years, as far
afield as Agra and Lucknow.34 The Church of Scotland was not far
behind its English brethren. Led by Alexander Duff, an overseas
mission and later a college were founded in Calcutta.35 Catholic



missionaries were also supported, with the Company subsidising in
fits and starts Portuguese and French missionaries in Madras and in
western India, and providing for Catholic chaplains in the army.36

Historical opinion differs on the extent to which Christian missions in
India in these years were united in their drive towards conversion,37

but they were certainly effective at rousing public opinion both in
Britain and in India, and the accession of a new monarch provided
an opportunity to intensify their campaigns.

Evangelicals were alarmed by British policy in India at the time of
Victoria’s accession. First, there was the British government in
India’s support for non-Christian religions – the observances of
Muslims and Hindus in India. Public pressure, especially from
women at home in Britain, had pushed the Indian government of
Lord Bentinck into banning sati in 1829, but the ban only applied to
the presidencies, and opponents of sati continued their campaigns,
invoking Victoria along the way. One writer hoped that ‘the
beneficent rule of the young Island Queen of the West’ be
remembered for ending these ‘wretched sacrifices’.38 Moreover, in
the name of toleration, religious festivals, temples and other forms of
worship were supported by the state, most controversially in the
shape of the pilgrim tax (levied on everyone so as to provide public
funds for Hindu and Muslim pilgrimages). Both the tax and the
Jagannath temple at Puri, the principal destination for Hindu pilgrims,
were condemned by evangelical churchmen, who mobilised their
congregations into a frenzied campaign. Over 400 public petitions
calling for the suppression of ‘idolatry’ in India poured into Parliament
in Victoria’s first year.39 Their supporters were quick to point out the
contradiction between the advent of a new Christian queen and the
persistence of state support for what was deemed an idolatrous
religion. ‘Shall the British government continue its patronage of this
system, when by it the enthronement of our Queen is disgraced,’
thundered John Eley, a Leeds reverend, just days before Victoria’s
coronation, whilst a few days later a Unitarian minister in Newcastle
hoped that ‘under her sway’ the ‘debasing power of idolatry’ would
be destroyed.40



However, it was another issue – the expansion of the Church of
England in the Indian subcontinent – on which evangelical
expectations of the new queen focused over the longer term.
Spurred by the success of the new bishops in Madras and Bombay,
the Church of England pushed for additional sees elsewhere in the
Indian subcontinent. In 1841 the Bishop of London co-ordinated the
new Colonial Bishoprics Fund, an initiative of the Society for the
Propagation of the Gospel, supported at its inaugural public meeting
by William Gladstone, then an opposition Tory MP.41 Much of the
work of the Fund was focused elsewhere in the Empire. But its
efforts were felt in India and its surrounding territory too. Encouraged
by his superior in London, the Bishop of Calcutta, Daniel Wilson, was
instrumental in establishing a new diocese at Colombo in Ceylon (Sri
Lanka) in 1845, and a decade later laid the foundations for the first
English church in Rangoon (Yangon) after the East India Company
forces invaded Burma (Myanmar). In India Wilson pressed ahead
with plans to increase his establishment in Calcutta, so as to be able
to send out more missionary clergy to the north-west and south to
Madras, and to create a new subdivision of the diocese at Agra, in
the heart of the old Mughal empire.42 In 1845 he returned to Britain
to muster support. He found none from the Court of Directors of the
East India Company, and at the Board of Control Lord Ripon proved
reluctant to intervene. However, Wilson secured an audience with
the queen in March 1846, and returned to Calcutta with her personal
gift of ten pieces of gold communion plate for the new cathedral in
the city, duly consecrated two years later. A small token, perhaps,
but much was made by Wilson of this royal contribution, and
churchgoers in Calcutta seldom missed a chance thereafter to show
their affection for their queen.43

Queen Victoria was an unwitting accomplice of the evangelical
mission in India in the late 1830s and 1840s. Missionary publications
detailing the onward march of the Christian church in India were sent
to her and to Prince Albert.44 Her regular dealings with the Bishop of
London at a moment when the Anglican episcopate was going global
undoubtedly reminded her of her duties as a Protestant monarch in a



burgeoning empire. But in matters ecclesiastical, as in affairs of the
state, she remained a Whig queen, and the Whigs in government
were as indifferent to missionary creep in India as the East India
Company was firmly opposed. Not for the first time in her life,
Victoria became the focus of religious reform movements in India
without getting involved herself. For her views about India to take
shape, there needed to be a change of scene and of male company.
That came with her marriage in 1840 to Albert, and the exit of the
Whigs from government a year later.

East India Men
Until the change of government from Whig to Conservative in the
late summer of 1841, Victoria was kept away from Indian affairs. The
Whig prime minister, Lord Melbourne fed her snippets of information,
especially as Lord Auckland’s ill-advised invasion of Afghanistan
unfolded, alarming her with news of Ranjit Singh’s death in
September 1839 and the self-immolation of some of the women at
his court which accompanied his demise.45 Otherwise, her lines of
communication were poor. Hobhouse, the president of the Board of
Control, was frequently at the Palace in his ministerial capacity and
as a dinner guest, but he revealed little of official business to the
queen, even when prompted by Melbourne.46 All began to change
however with Victoria’s marriage to her cousin Prince Albert of Saxe-
Coburg and Gotha in February 1840, an important turning point in
her life as monarch, not least in relation to India. A married queen,
and the prospect of a dynasty to follow, augured well for the survival
and security of her reign. Breaking with the protocol followed at her
accession, Government House in Calcutta led the way in announcing
the marriage with fireworks and illuminations.47 Effusive addresses
of congratulation were sent from the citizens of Madras and Bombay,
first for the marriage, and then over the next two years to welcome
the first babies of the next generation of royals: Princess Victoria
(born November 1840) and Albert Edward, the Prince of Wales (born
just under a year later). Inevitably, the Prince of Wales, as future
king, attracted more excitement than his elder sister.48 These were



not exclusively European celebrations. In Bombay, one of the
principal Parsi businessmen of the city, Jamsetjee Jejeebhoy, played
a conspicuous role in helping to organise the addresses.49 Princely
states – in the Carnatic, Gwalior, Sindh and Indore – sent addresses
or celebrated with durbars and fireworks.50

That Victoria’s marriage and her motherhood generated more
headlines in India than her accession and coronation is not
surprising. Crowning a monarch was one thing, finding a mate and
producing a male heir was another, as anyone familiar with the
House of Hanover in Britain, or with the princely houses of India,
could attest. Her union with Albert, and the progeny it produced at a
rapid rate (nine children in seventeen years), firmly established
Victoria’s as a monarchy built to last. Escaping the first two
assassination attempts of her reign in 1840 and 1842 – both widely
reported in India – helped too.51 The story of Albert’s role here, as
family patriarch, has been told many times. But just as important was
the way in which he bolstered Victoria’s political presence. Lord
Melbourne and his ministers now had her consort to engage with as
well as Victoria, and, although Albert was as youthful as the queen,
he was not naïve on constitutional matters. Until his death in 1861,
Albert contributed to a double-headed monarchy, undertaking public
roles that Victoria could not, and developing expertise and interests
that lay beyond her reach.52

One of these was the Anti-Slavery Society, a large meeting of
which Prince Albert presided over in June 1840. It was the first
occasion on which he spoke publicly, most probably pushed into
participating by the queen, deeply impressed as she was by the
example of William Wilberforce.53 By the 1840s, the work of the
Society had moved away from slavery in the British West Indies
(abolished in 1833), and was focused instead on curbing slavery in
America, on ending the slave traffic in coastal Africa and persuading
the remaining slave powers such as Brazil to end the transatlantic
trade. Additionally, at the moment when Albert guested at its
convention, the Society was campaigning to outlaw the remaining
pockets of slavery in India, and also pressing Parliament to monitor



more closely an invidious new form of slavery: forced migration of
poor Indian labourers to plantation economies in the West Indies and
elsewhere – the so-called ‘coolie’ system.54 Albert did not reappear
at another Anti-Slavery Society meeting, but two years later the new
prime minister, Sir Robert Peel, did pass on to him a lengthy
memorandum dealing with slavery in India.55

From the Anti-Slavery Society, it was a natural step for Albert to
become involved in another evangelical cause: the Society for the
Propagation of the Gospel overseas, the oldest and most influential
of all the Christian missionary organisations in Britain. He became its
president in 1851, and delivered an address at its 150th anniversary
celebration of that year. It was an unmemorable oration, being a
short review of the Society’s achievements, save for the prince’s
observation that the Society had helped to ‘carry Christianity to the
vast territories of India and Australia, which are at last again to be
peopled by the Anglo-Saxon race’.56 This was a curious statement.
Given the occasion and his audience, it is likely that he was echoing
some of the rhetoric of the Society and the evangelical churchmen
they supported overseas. In endorsing the missionary enterprise in
such unequivocal language, Albert was firmly attaching the
monarchy to the export of Christianity to India. Where Victoria had
been no more than a silent talisman for evangelical aspirations,
Albert was turning out to be a more vocal champion.

Albert’s greater role in public affairs coincided with the return of
the Conservatives to government in 1841. As the administration of
the country changed, so too did the personnel of the Court. For the
first time India became more embedded in Queen Victoria’s
immediate world. Two changes in the royal household were to prove
of long-term significance. In 1842 Lady Charlotte Canning and Lady
Susan Ramsay were made ladies of the bedchamber. Their
husbands joined Peel’s government (Charles Canning as under-
secretary of state at the Foreign Office in 1841, James Ramsay as
vice-president at the Board of Trade in 1843).57 Both men went on to
fill the top post in India: Ramsay (better known as the Marquess of
Dalhousie) was governor-general from 1848 until 1856, when he was



succeeded by Canning, who became the first viceroy after the
transfer of the Government of India from the East India Company to
the Crown. Both men took their wives with them to India. By the time
he went to India in 1848 the Marquess of Dalhousie was already a
trusted servant of the court. In 1842 he organised the queen’s first
major visit outside London and the Home Counties – to Edinburgh –
ensuring the greater visibility of the young monarch.58 Slowly but
surely, the links in a chain which would connect Victoria to India
across her long reign were emerging. Peel’s ministry also kept the
queen up to date with news from India. Lord Fitzgerald, president of
the Board of Control from 1841 to 1843, was especially assiduous. It
was Fitzgerald who brought to court her first Indian visitor –
Dwarkanath Tagore, the Bengali businessman and philanthropist –
whom she sketched.59

Peel’s government also introduced two Indian political
heavyweights into Victoria and Albert’s world: the Duke of Wellington
and Lord Ellenborough. Both had a decisive impact on the royal view
of India during the 1840s. Arthur Wellesley, Duke of Wellington,
returned to his old post of commander in chief of the Army in 1842.
In that role he struck up a friendship with Albert, and, indeed, took
the young royal family under his wing more generally. Soon after his
appointment, the duke hosted the royal visit to the naval docks at
Portsmouth, and, later in the year, Victoria and Albert visited Walmer
Castle, one of the duke’s residences, perched on the edge of the
Kent coast.60 He carried the sword of state at the christening of the
Prince of Wales in 1842 and later became godparent to their third
child, Arthur, born in 1850 and destined for a military career, the
latter event captured in Franz Winterhalter’s 1851 group portrait of
the royal couple with their infant son, receiving a gold casket from
the duke, who might easily be taken for one of the adoring Magi. The
Duke of Wellington was a key influence on Victoria and Albert’s
understanding of Indian affairs in the 1840s. Unlike his predecessor
as titular head of the armed forces, Lord Hill, Wellington was a
veteran of warfare in India. His reputation had been forged in the
wars against Tipu in the south of India forty years previously, and he



remained attached to the strategy of keeping India lightly governed
but heavily fortified. Now in his seventies, Wellington was something
of a handicap to civil government at home – his jitters over the
Chartists in 1842 and 1848 brought much ridicule. However, he
retained his renown as a military strategist. Successive volumes of
his despatches from the era of the French and Napoleonic wars –
including those from his Indian campaigns – were published to
critical acclaim in the late 1830s. As Britain’s invasion of Afghanistan
went from bad to worse in the early 1840s his public
pronouncements on Indian affairs carried weight.61 The duke also
encouraged Prince Albert in his military career, and in his side
interest in army reform. Albert had received military training as part
of his schooling, and shortly after his marriage to Victoria he was
given command of a cavalry regiment of the British army, the 11th
Hussars, their cherry-coloured trousers matching the livery of the
Saxe-Coburg and Gotha house. From this point on Albert took a
keen interest in the British way of warfare, and by the end of the
decade was regularly writing memoranda on recruitment and the
size of the military establishment, on training and practice in
peacetime, and British campaigns in India. So impressed was the
duke by Albert’s military acumen that he suggested in 1849 that
Albert might succeed him as commander-in-chief.62

Peel’s administration contained one other senior politician who
now came to influence royal views about India. The new president of
the Board of Control was Edward Law, Lord Ellenborough, and within
a year he had moved closer to the action in India, going out to
succeed Auckland as governor-general, thereby beginning an almost
uninterrupted Conservative party monopoly on the head of the Indian
government throughout the rest of Victoria’s reign. Seldom can a
change of office have produced such a turnaround in policy. A
veteran of the Duke of Wellington’s Cabinet of 1828–30,
Ellenborough had been a cocksure and strident critic of the Whigs at
home and in India during the ensuing decade. He disliked the close
relationship that the Whigs enjoyed with the bankers and
stockholders of the East India Company. He opposed the Anglicising



policies of Bentinck and Auckland, and on arrival in India
dramatically set about bringing the Afghan war to an end, before
embarking on even more decisive intervention in Sindh and across
the seas in China.63 Victoria and Albert, as the next chapter
narrates, looked on in wonder.

Once in Calcutta Ellenborough lost no time in taking the unusual
step of writing to Victoria separately on all matters connected to
Indian affairs. This was unprecedented. Previously, governors-
general had sent their official despatches and confidential
correspondence to the East India Company Court of Directors and to
the president of the Board of Control, who then used his discretion in
passing on information to the monarch. Ellenborough broke with that
protocol, sending a monthly résumé of the latest news in India
directly to the queen.64 In so doing, he started up a convention that
was followed by nearly all of his successors. For Ellenborough, this
was more than a simple courtesy. He envisioned a special position
for the British monarch in India. As he explained to Victoria, during
his first durbar tour in 1843: ‘were your Majesty to become the
nominal Head of the Empire . . . [t]he princes and chiefs would be
proud of their position as the Feudatories of an Empress’. He went
on, explaining that if the princes were given reason to feel
‘confidence in the intentions of their Sovereign’, they would co-
operate in the improvement of their dominions and the lives of their
subjects. Finishing with a flourish, he told Victoria that he could ‘see
no limit to the future Prosperity of India’ if it were governed with
careful regard for the ‘interests of the People . . . and not the
pecuniary advantages of the Nation of Strangers to which
Providence has committed the rule of this distant Empire’.65 This
was a truly remarkable letter. Ellenborough put the idea of ‘empress’
into the young queen’s mind, over thirty years before it became her
official title. Such audacity. For the direct assumption of power over
India by the Crown ran counter in every respect to the past eighty
years of British intervention in India. How far could Ellenborough
take the queen and her ministers with him on this new course?
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CHAPTER 2

WARRIOR QUEEN

he first vessel anywhere in the world to bear the new queen’s
name was the wooden sloop steamship Victoria, which slipped
out of the Bombay dockyard in 1839. For the next fourteen

years it plied an unspectacular passage back and forth to Aden and
Suez, shuttling passengers, as well as the mail.1 The main action lay
not in the Indian Ocean but to the north and east. Between 1842 and
1853 the British Empire in Asia grew like never before – into Sindh
and the Punjab (part of what is modern-day Pakistan), into coastal
China and down into Lower Burma (nowadays the Irrawaddy delta
region of Myanmar). It was probably the bloodiest decade of small
colonial wars of Queen Victoria’s reign, and the armed forces of the
East India Company, both navy and troops, led the way.2

HMS Victoria escaped the fray, but the queen did not. From being
a mere cipher in Indian affairs under the Whigs, Victoria became
more directly associated with the burgeoning Empire from the early
1840s onwards. As Walter Arnstein has argued, her role as a ‘warrior
queen’ was at least as important as her public identity as a young
mother and wife. Now treaties were signed off in her name – most
famously, the Treaty of Waitangi, establishing the new Crown colony
of New Zealand, but also others in Asia and the Arabian Gulf. Her
signature replaced that of the East India Company in treaties such
as those with Muscat (1839) and Aden (1843), and the Treaty of



Nanking (1842) which opened up Chinese ports to British traders
and annexed the territory of Hong Kong island.3

Such changes did not simply reflect a difference of legal
nomenclature, they also demonstrated increasing interest in the
affairs of Empire, on the part of Victoria and Albert. With her
domestic ministers reluctant to endorse a more martial monarchy –
Sir Robert Peel quashed the proposal for a new military order to
celebrate the birth of the Prince of Wales4 – the queen turned to
India. Here the influence of Lord Ellenborough was decisive. In his
short governor-generalship of 1842–4, Ellenborough did more to
upset the East India Company than anyone in his position before or
after. Victoria took Ellenborough’s side, and her views on the
paramountcy of the Crown over the Company began to harden.
Limited by convention as to what she could say publicly, her resolve
took shape over the issue of campaign medals for all the victories in
India and China during this period, as she insisted they be struck
and awarded in her name. It was the beginning of a new royal style
in India. As the Punjab kingdom fell, the symbols of rule transferred
to her, as the story of the famous Koh-i-Noor diamond describes. By
the time the charter of the Company was renewed for what turned
out to be the final time in 1853, pressures in India and in Britain had
moved control further in the direction of the Crown.

The Runaway Elephant
Vain and headstrong were just two of the more polite comments
made about Lord Ellenborough, who left London at the end of
October 1841 for Calcutta to replace Lord Auckland as governor-
general. He departed bragging to the queen that ‘we shall be in
possession of the Emperor of China’s Palace’ by her birthday, and
within a few months he was able to boast of reversing the
unremitting bad news of the campaign in Afghanistan.5 Victory at
Jellalabad in April 1842 meant that British forces could retreat from
Afghanistan with hostages saved and some dignity preserved, after
both sides of the conflict suffered great losses. The British forces
exacted heavy retribution as they looted and burnt their way back



over the border.6 Further east it was clear by the spring that the
combined forces of the Royal Navy and the East India Company
navy were winning out in China. Captured Chinese flags were sent
by the War Office to Buckingham Palace, to the evident pleasure of
the queen.7

In his first year in India Ellenborough thus brought to an end two
campaigns: the wars in Afghanistan and China. The pressure to
open up the Chinese trade was an Indian as much as a Chinese
question, insofar as the ending of the Company’s monopoly in 1833
led to the growth of an overseas trading community in China. The
opium trade, a legal enterprise, was spearheaded by merchant
houses operating out of the ports of Gujarat and Bombay. Some of
the most vocal agitators for free trade with China were the
merchants of Bombay, who had also been effusive in their
congratulations at the accession and marriage of the new queen.8
For their part, Victoria and Albert identified with their new Chinese
acquisition. Albert suggested their eldest child be known as Princess
Victoria of Hong Kong. At the end of November, delighted at the
news of the Treaty of Nanking, Victoria cut out from the newspaper
its formal announcement, including the clause that Hong Kong was
to be ‘perpetually ceded to her Britannic Majesty’, and placed it in
her private journal.9

Ellenborough was not simply tying up loose ends. He was
determined to leave his stamp on India.10 He took personal
command of the final stages of the exit from Afghanistan, and then
proceeded to rule by proclamation. In the first of these official
pronouncements, confirming the end of hostilities in Afghanistan,
Ellenborough made public his criticism of Lord Auckland, upholding
the principle of non-interference in neighbouring sovereign states.
This was supplemented by a circular sent to the rulers of Nepal,
Hyderabad, Nagpur, Awadh and elsewhere, describing the recapture
of Ghazni and Kabul in Afghanistan, and the treaty with China
‘dictated by the queen’, and warning them to preserve tranquillity in
their own states.11 At the end of 1842 he held a durbar at
Ferezepore, on the banks of the Sutlej, so that Dost Mohammad



Khan, the Afghan Emir held prisoner by the British since 1839, could
pay homage to him before returning to Kabul.12 Ellenborough also
sent in the Bombay army to mop up lingering rebel activity amongst
the Emirs of Sindh, who remained defiant of the truce in Afghanistan.
In Sindh, ignoring expert advice, Ellenborough gave Charles Napier
carte blanche to turn a mission of control into one of conquest. By
the following March, the Emirs had been defeated in decisive battles
at Miani (Meeanee) and at Hyderabad, and the province was
subjugated. The region bounded by the Indus river was added to
British control, a territorial gain to which Ellenborough added a
showy flourish of free trade by proclaiming the abolition of all the
riverine custom duties and tolls. Napier made sure that the queen’s
birthday in this newest acquisition of the colonial Empire was marked
with full military salutes.13

To cap it all, in an extraordinary act of theatre, Ellenborough
authorised the removal of the sacred sandalwood gates of the
mausoleum of Sultan Mahmud at Ghazni and their restoration to the
temple at Somanath in Gujarat. In his proclamation of 16 November
he set out the route that the escort of the gates would take across
the Punjab. Justified as restitution due to the Hindus of India, whose
shrine had been looted eight centuries previously, Ellenborough
made what turned out to be his biggest mistake. The gates were
known to be replicas. Muslims in India protested, whilst the English-
language press in Calcutta and Bombay launched into the governor-
general for interfering in religion, and appearing to support idolatry.14

Back in Britain Ellenborough opened himself up for criticism and
ridicule all round. The pre-eminent cartoonist of the day, ‘H.B.’ (John
Doyle) cast him as an elephant running mad.15 Old India hands
castigated him for his ungentlemanly attack on Lord Auckland, and
for not leaving military leadership to the generals. The Times
accused him of an ‘apish affectation of Orientalism’.16 Early in 1843,
Parliament reassembled, as news of the Somanath and Sindh
proclamations was being reported. Ellenborough was quickly
exposed as the government’s Achilles heel, his governing style
roundly condemned. Zealous Anglican MPs, led by Robert Harry



Inglis, laid into his decision to use the forces and resources of the
British government in India to support Hindu ‘idol-worship’. Peel
defended his errant governor-general as best he could, whilst
expressing in private his own misgivings.17 Over the annexation of
Sindh the opposition proved more resilient, and it took a careful
doctoring of the blue books to turn Napier’s aggressive invasion into
an act of necessity caused by the warring Emirs.18 Sindh turned out
to be the trap into which the elephantine Ellenborough finally fell.
Within a year, the East India Company had successfully sought his
recall, and his successor – his brother-in-law Sir Henry Hardinge,
secretary at war in Peel’s Cabinet – was sent out to undo the
damage.

One person stood by Ellenborough throughout these turbulent
two years: Queen Victoria. She had become close to Lord
Auckland’s successor in India. Apart from a six-month gap in 1843,
Ellenborough wrote directly to the queen every month, enclosing
copies of each of his infamous proclamations. During the same
period she heard first-hand from Peel as soon as news came in from
India. From the Board of Control Lord Fitzgerald furnished further
private information, for example sending extracts from Lady Sale’s
journal of captivity in Kabul long before the book became available
publicly. And Lord Stanley corresponded regularly from the War
Office about the China campaign.19 Where the Whigs had let Indian
news only drip through to the palace, with the Conservatives it was
in full flow. Some of it was dirty water. Plenty of politicians, including
Peel and his foreign secretary, Lord Aberdeen, pointed out to her
Ellenborough’s faults. However, she warmed to his policies in
several ways. When he issued medals in her name for the victorious
troops of the Afghan and Chinese campaigns, she recorded her
support, only wishing that she had herself sent the order. In the
summer of 1843 she asked Peel to include in the upcoming queen’s
speech, which would open the new session of Parliament,
‘something relative to the new Possession of Sindh’. Peel deflected
her, reminding her that the Court of Directors of the East India
Company believed the annexation of Sindh to be ‘untenable’.



Victoria persisted nonetheless, stating her intention to send public
letters of support to both Ellenborough and Napier. Out came the
rule book. Peel reiterated that ‘the regular and constitutional channel
for conveying the opinion of your Majesty . . . would be through your
Majesty’s servants’. Still the queen did not desist. When it became
clear that Ellenborough was to be recalled, she expressed her view
that this was ‘very unwise’ and also a ‘very ungrateful return for the
eminent services Lord Ellenborough has rendered to the Company in
India’. She concluded ominously, ‘[t]he Queen would not be sorry if
these gentlemen knew that this is her opinion.’20

Queen Victoria’s admiration for Ellenborough had limits. On the
one hand, as she confided to her journal as Parliament tore his
policies apart, ‘I must say that with the exception of the Samnauth
Proclamation, & an occasional want of judgement [he] has done a
great deal.’ Equally, when she and Albert finally spent time with
Ellenborough on his return from India, he ‘did not impress either of
us very favourably’, coming over for all his intelligence as conceited
and contemptuous of others.21 It was the principle that Ellenborough
stood for in India that attracted Victoria. The manner of his fall from
power led her to talk with Peel ‘of the very bad system, on which the
whole of the Indian possessions are managed. The East India C.
have a negative Power, which is quite absurd, & prevents everything
going on well.’ Peel agreed, suggesting that the present
arrangements could not survive, and that it would all end ‘in the
Crown having the management of the whole’. Just over two weeks
later, Peel proposed a solution which would mean that the Company
‘should not appear to triumph over the Crown by naming their own
Governor’. Henry Hardinge would go out as both governor-general
and commander-in-chief of the Army, an act which, Peel explained,
would be ‘recognised as my appointment by sending out one of my
own Ministers’, and moreover one who had sanctioned
Ellenborough’s policies.22 The triumph of Peel over the Company did
not spell the end of the dual government. The fundamental
difference between wielding the power of the Crown and yielding
power to the Crown remained. However, an important line had been



crossed. Peel was the first minister to put into Victoria’s head the
idea of direct rule by the Crown over the Indian subcontinent.
Hardinge, Ellenborough’s successor, now became the first governor-
general to put the queen’s head on the medals and awards
symbolising the new British presence in the north-west of India.

The Queen’s Army
Issuing victory medals to East India Company forces in the queen’s
name was one of Lord Ellenborough’s more impulsive
pronouncements. Ellenborough’s order broke with protocol in several
ways, as members of Peel’s Cabinet observed on hearing the
news.23 Such an award, it was argued, should have been issued by
the queen, campaign medals in India were not generally given to
both Company and royal troops, and there was a reluctance to single
out some regiments for distinction from the swathe of forces who
fought without special honour. However, Ellenborough wanted to
cover the Crown in the laurels of victory. He had already suggested
that the cavalry regiment which led the line earlier in the year at
Jellalabad – the 15th Hussars – be renamed Prince Albert’s Own.24

Now he wanted to draw in the queen as well. She was supportive,
naturally enough, and the Duke of Wellington stepped in to reassure
his colleagues in early December.25 So William Wyon at the Royal
Mint was instructed to come up with an appropriate medal.

Wyon faced a challenge. Not in depicting Victoria, whom he had
been drawing since she was fifteen, and whose bust he had already
engraved for the first coinage in domestic circulation of her reign; the
dilemma was that monarchs did not normally feature on British war
medals. There was one famous exception proving the rule, and that
was the prince regent (admittedly a monarch-in-waiting) wearing a
laurel on the ‘Waterloo medal’, given to all soldiers – officers and
men – who served on the victorious battlefield in June 1815.26

Otherwise, monarchs were invoked at times of conciliation or peace,
as George III had been on the ‘peace medal’ distributed amongst
Native American tribes during the war of 1812.27 In India, until 1842,
monarchs never appeared at all. Between 1778 and 1839, eleven



different campaign medals were struck for the native and European
regiments in India, as tokens of their success in battles on the Indian
subcontinent from Gujarat to Mysore, but also further afield in Egypt
(1801), Java (1811), Mauritius (1811), Nepal (1814) and Burma
(1824). Initially, Britannia and the British flag were depicted, before a
more settled image emerged of the sepoy soldier, his foot holding
down an enemy troop. Inscriptions detailing the battle were in
English and Persian. Sometimes, a little more imagination was
applied. The Burma medal of 1824–6, for instance, depicted an
elephant crouching before the British lion. But there was not much in
the pattern book for Wyon to go on. Ellenborough clearly could not
wait and a simple medal was approved from Simla for the soldiers
who served under General Nott in the retreat, showing the mural of a
crown, with the date of the battle of Jellalabad added.28

Wyon’s Afghan medal was sent out in 1843. It used the standard
bust of the queen already in circulation on domestic coin, added the
motto ‘Victoria Vindex’ and left room on the obverse for the name
and date of the battle, to which Kandahar, Kabul and Ghazni were
added.29 In September 1843, a similar medal was struck for those
who served in the Sindh campaign. This marked a true turning point
– ‘the first opportunity’, cooed the Bombay Times, ‘on which special
permission has been given to the Company’s troops to wear, in any
portion of Her Majesty’s dominions, decorations won in India’.30

Wyon’s China medal took another year to complete. His original
design pulled no punches, depicting the British lion pinning down the
Chinese dragon, an image that particularly pleased Prince Albert,
who preferred it to the alternative of ‘a composition representing the
signature of the treaty’. Albert noted drily, ‘modern acts of Diplomacy
are rarely happy subjects for artistical representation’. In the end
diplomatic etiquette won the day – lions and dragons were rejected
as too provocative, and the royal coat of arms with a faux palm tree
in the background was chosen for the medal instead. Something of
the martial was retained: the motto read ‘Armis Exoposcere Pacem’
(‘they demanded peace by force of arms’).31



At the same time as Victoria was becoming modelled at home as
the epitome of genteel femininity, in India and China a completely
different image – that of a warrior queen – was being stamped out
with each military conquest. No British monarch before or since has
been so indelibly linked to the representation of war in the colonial
theatre. Ellenborough started something that proved impossible to
stop. The two Sikh campaigns produced more medals. Now Wyon
was in his stride, depicting not only Victoria (as ‘Regina’, rather than
‘Vindex’), but also the angel of victory in the first Sutlej medal, and,
when that opportunity for peace with dignity had been missed, in the
second Punjab medal, three years later, a mounted British officer
was shown receiving the weaponry of the surrendering Sikh
leaders.32 All of these medals were seen and approved by the
queen. She also took the unusual step in 1848 of insisting that the
official notice of the award of the Companion of the Bath to Major
Herbert Edwardes, Company agent and hero of the siege of Multan
in the second Sikh war, was announced before the Company gave
their own medal to Edwardes.33 Nor were these new medals just a
passing fancy. In 1851, a retrospective ‘Army of India’ medal was
issued, its recipients the veterans of East India Company military
and navy campaigns from 1799 to 1826.34 The past was being
rewritten. Battles fought in India before Victoria was even born were
now being commemorated in her name. How times had changed. On
their return to government in 1846, the Whigs resented the chalice
that had been passed on by Peel and Wellington. The 3rd Earl Grey,
at the Colonial Office, complained to Hobhouse about awarding
medals in the queen’s name, when the number of royal troops
involved was relatively small.35 It was to no avail. In 1854 the ‘India
General Service Medal’, with Victoria on one side and ‘Victory’ on the
other, was established to cover all manner of minor campaigns in
India.

Loot from Lahore
Medals were one thing, prizes of war another. Under Ellenborough’s
successors as governor-general – Sir Henry Hardinge (1844–7) and



Lord Dalhousie (1848–56) – Queen Victoria became more involved
in Indian conquest. It started with the exchange of gifts and ended
with the taking of war booty. In all this Hardinge and Dalhousie acted
as her cheerleaders. Although not a man of the court, Hardinge grew
close to the queen shortly after his appointment in 1844. She
encouraged him to write to her often – which he did – and he sent on
to her sketches drawn by his son Charles of events and personalities
from the time, most of them recording the fall of the Sikh dynasty.36

Dalhousie was similarly attentive, enclosing private letters marked
for the queen with his formal despatches, in particular sharing her
confidence over the failures of his commander-in-chief, Hugh
Gough.37 Queen Victoria pushed for honours for both governor-
generals as swiftly as possible: Hardinge was made a knight
commander of the Order of the Bath on going out to India, and
elevated to the peerage within a few weeks of the conclusion of the
war in the spring of 1846. Dalhousie arrived in India as a knight
companion of the Order of the Thistle, and became a marquess
within weeks of his military triumph in the early summer of 1849. In
both cases, the queen was prominent in supporting her favourites.38

In turn Hardinge and Dalhousie brought the queen around to their
way of thinking about India’s northern frontiers. Across the
nineteenth century there were few military minds more devoted than
these two men to the doctrine of making India impregnable from the
mouth of the Indus (modern-day Karachi) to the Malay peninsula.
Hardinge used the two treaties which concluded the first Sikh war to
leave the Sikh royal family intact (the boy-heir Duleep Singh on the
throne, with his mother, the Maharani Jind Kaur acting as regent),
but took over key forts and defences along the river borders with
Afghanistan, and also turned Kashmir into a buffer state in the north-
west ruled over by the Maharaja of Jammu. In July 1847 Hardinge
boasted to the queen that ‘Your majesty’s Eastern Empire has this
remarkable feature of unity & strength which renders it almost
impenetrable against any external aggression,’ a cordon stretching,
effectively, he stated, from Karachi to Singapore.39 Hardinge’s peace
did not hold. The resistance of the Hindu ruler of Multan, the Dewan



Mulraj Chopra, turned into a drawn-out second Sikh war, with the
Afghanistan forces of Dost Mohammad Khan pitching in, and the
British suffering heavy losses at the battle of Chillianwala in January
1849. A month later, the British won out at the battle of Gujrat.
Without awaiting instruction from London, Dalhousie accepted
Duleep Singh’s surrender, packed the boy maharaja and his mother
off to exile and promptly annexed the whole of the Punjab. It was
now, he told the queen, ‘a portion of your Majesty’s Empire in
India’.40

On the map next to Kashmir and the Punjab nestled the kingdom
of Nepal. There were no fights to pick with the Nepalese. War
between the Company and the Gurkha forces back in 1816 had left
the two sides in accord. Besides, the Nepalese were busy bickering
amongst themselves. In 1846 most of the court and government
were slain in a coup, from which Jung Bahadur emerged as chief
minister. He exiled the incumbent royals and placed the king’s son,
Surendra Bikram Shah, on the throne. In 1850, Jung Bahadur
decided to visit Europe. Despite widespread reports of blood on his
hands, Dalhousie encouraged Queen Victoria to meet with him,
arguing that it would be good for the fractious Nepalese to be shown
the military might of Britain. Dalhousie provided an escort for the trip
from Calcutta – Captain Orfeur Cavenagh.41 Jung Bahadur arrived in
London via Paris, and, once doubts were allayed over whether he
was who he said he was, he was given an audience with the queen,
effectively her first official meeting with anyone from the Indian
subcontinent. Jung Bahadur brought with him fifteen boxes of furs
and armour, and, once the visit was concluded, elaborate
arrangements were made for an exchange of portraits of the
Nepalese royal family (or what was left of them), with those of
Victoria and Albert.42

Treasures and booty flowed most freely from the Punjab.
Dalhousie sent back captured armoury, and the contents of the
Lahore treasury, including its most lustrous jewel of all, the Koh-i-
Noor diamond. The toing and froing of gifts with the Punjab had
already begun under Ellenborough’s guidance in 1843, when silver



plate was sent out from the queen to Sher Singh, who had thrust
aside his nephew to become Maharaja of Lahore in 1841, only to be
assassinated two years later. Inconveniently, the plate was already
en route when Sher Singh died. In a spirit of economy, Lord Ripon
suggested that the gift might be diverted to Mehmet Ali, the self-
proclaimed Khedive of Egypt, and the queen approved.43 Soon, the
traffic became one way. As part of the Treaty of Amritsar that settled
the first Sikh war, the Maharaja of Jammu was required to send a
quantity of Kashmir shawls over to the queen each year as a tribute.
The East India Company intervened in this practice, stopped the
transmission of shawls and changed the tribute to a simple cash
remission. When Dalhousie found out, he reinstated the original
practice, and so for the rest of the reign a parcel of shawls from
Kashmir arrived every year at Windsor Castle.44 Booty from battle
first arrived in 1847. Hardinge sent on to Windsor a battle-axe taken
from the Emirs of Sindh, which was reputed to be the weapon of
Nader Shah, the conqueror of Delhi in 1739. Doubts were cast over
its authenticity. Its inscription was deemed by the orientalist scholar
Horace Hayman Wilson to be Hindi not Persian. Nonetheless it still
found its way into the royal residence – albeit in the toilet at
Windsor.45

More than anyone else, Dalhousie nurtured the queen’s appetite
for trophies of war from the Sikh campaigns. In June 1848, the
queen requested that Sikh cannon taken in 1846 at Aliwal and the
Sutlej be sent to England, so that she might place them on the
terrace at Windsor. To this consignment were added fourteen six-
pounder guns. A year later she requested more. Additional cannon
and guns – this time howitzers – were relatively straightforward, but
the chain mail asked for from the battlefield proved harder to obtain.
Eventually, suits of armour previously worn by Sher Singh and Dhian
Singh (younger brother of the Maharaja of Jammu, assassinated in
1843 at the same time as Sher Singh) were sent, and in 1850
Duleep Singh gave a suit of armour to the queen as well.46 Then, on
his own initiative, Dalhousie decided to make a present to the queen
of Sikh regalia from the Lahore palace. There were two particularly



choice items: the golden throne of Ranjit Singh, and the Koh-i-Noor
diamond. The Koh-i-Noor had been wrung from the hands of one
Indian dynasty after another since the fourteenth century, passing
from Hindu rulers to Turkics to the Mughals, who fitted it into their
peacock throne, and then on to Persian and Afghan raiders, finally
coming into Sikh possession in 1830. Ranjit Singh’s throne was
deemed too bulky to send immediately (it eventually arrived in
London via Calcutta in 1853).47 The Koh-i-Noor was more portable,
and Dalhousie took personal charge of it, transporting it all the way
from Lahore to Bombay. Sewn into a small leather bag by his wife,
and strapped around his midriff in a cashmere belt, the precious
stone never left his body, even when he took his bath, as he dangled
it over the rim to keep it dry. Duly delivered to the docks, the
diamond then lay awaiting shipment for two months, finally reaching
the queen at the beginning of July 1850. Her delight was evident. In
1849 she copied out into her journal Dalhousie’s letter announcing
that the jewel, ‘a historical emblem of conquest’, was now hers, and
on 3 July 1850 she took delivery of the gem in person at
Buckingham Palace.48

Having survived the passage from east to west, the Koh-i-Noor
and the rest of the Lahore treasury faced a greater struggle through
the choppy waters of protocol. The East India Company were aghast
that the sovereign could receive such a large haul of war booty. This
defied every rule developed over the years in dealings with Indian
states and rulers. If the Koh-i-Noor was a gift exchanged on the
termination of hostilities, then it had to be treated as though it was
the accompaniment to a treaty. The diamond was therefore the
property of the Company not the Crown, and it was the Company’s
right to present it to the queen, which was precisely what Sir
Archibald Galloway, chair of the East India Company, proposed.
Hobhouse recognised the logic, for it was a classic Whig formulation,
but on this occasion he out-manoeuvred Galloway and took the side
of his governor-general and the queen. Hobhouse pointed out that
the queen had never been a signatory in any treaty, and so the Koh-
i-Noor could only be considered as war booty. Under international



law, as war booty, its rightful destination was the sovereign head of
state.49 And so the matter remained stalled as the spoils of war
made their long journey west.

Meanwhile a solution to this impasse came with the
arrangements being made for the Exhibition of all Nations two years
hence. A deal was struck between the Company and the Board of
Control, with the consent of the queen, that the items from the
Lahore treasury would be lent to the Exhibition by the Company – in
whose possession they currently lay – before a selection of them
was sold to the queen at the end of the Exhibition. They would be
submitted as examples of the manufactured wares of India. The
Company also promised to underwrite the costs of the Exhibition to
the tune of £10,000, not an inconsequential sum.50 As we shall see,
the Koh-i-Noor became the centrepiece of the 1851 exhibition; its
appearance there was entirely fortuitous. It provided a short-term
solution to the problem of who owned the booty from the Sikh wars.
Later in 1851, a delegation from the Company visited the queen to
hand over in person more than 100 items from the exhibition,
including the heist from Lahore. Items of less value were purchased
by the Crown and set on one side for the School of Design that was
intended as a permanent legacy of the exhibition.51 In the end
everyone was happy. The exhibition secured its main attraction, the
Company kept face and gifted back to the Crown most of the
disputed items of war booty, and the queen kept the Koh-i-Noor.
Prince Albert sent it off to Amsterdam to be cut and polished, and in
1856 Franz Winterhalter depicted the queen wearing the gem in a
brooch.52 The queen of diamonds had found its way onto the state
robes of the Queen of India. To this day there is perhaps no more
visible sign of the centrality of India to the British imperial imagination
than the Koh-i-Noor, yet it did not end up on the royal breast by
accident. From first to last, the queen herself sought out and made
sure she hung onto the most symbolic trappings of conquest from
her eastern dominion, from cannons to armour to jewels. The tables
had been turned. The sovereignty over Indian civil and military affairs
that for so long had been informally vested in the East India



Company was now moving to the monarch. Ellenborough, Hardinge
and Dalhousie – all were loyal Tories and one a devoted courtier. Yet
throughout the Indian campaigns of the 1840s, in the background, it
was the queen herself who proved the most covetous trophy hunter
of all.

Double Trouble
By the time the loot from Lahore was handed over to the queen,
pressure was growing for the Government of India to follow as well.
Not to her in person, but to the Crown, that is to say the ministers
acting on her behalf. In 1852, as the clock ticked down on the East
India Company’s charter (it was subject to renewal every twenty
years), a series of parliamentary select committees opened up
British government in India to an unprecedented degree of inquiry
and speculation.53 And, as Parliament gathered evidence about the
operations of the Company in India over the previous two decades,
some thoughtless gunboat diplomacy in Burma led to full-scale war
there, and placed Lord Dalhousie’s policies under even more
scrutiny. Lord Derby’s short-lived ministry set up the review of the
Company’s work in India in April 1852. The double Government of
India, which had survived almost seventy years, was now found
wanting in so many ways. The parliamentary inquiry was both a
review of what the Company had been charged to do since 1834,
and an investigation of the viability of dual power. As an investigation
of the dual authority, witness testimony showed again and again the
confusion caused by the co-existence of crown and company.
Questions were raised about the efficiency of having two distinct
navies: the Royal Navy and the Company marine, about the very
different cultures of command, discipline, promotion and reward in
the royal European regiments and in the army of the Company.54

Concerns were expressed about to whom soldiers owed loyalty – the
Company or the Crown?55 Finally, the existence of two jurisdictions
of civil and criminal law in India – the queen’s courts and the sudder,
or Company courts – baffled many in Parliament and angered
petitioners from Calcutta and Bombay in particular.56



War in Burma added to the troubles of those trying to defend the
Company. By 1852 Dalhousie had earned a reputation that was
increasingly for adding territory to British India and asking questions
afterwards. The incident that triggered the war was a reprisal action
by Commodore Lambert of the Royal Navy, who blockaded Rangoon
in defence of ‘Her Britannic Majesty’s subjects’ when their property
was seized. Company ships and troops were sent in to assist in the
stand-off, which stepped up to full-scale war when the King of Ava
refused to yield to British demands.57 Once victorious, Dalhousie
took the decision to annex a portion of Burma – Pegu (Bago) – into
British Indian territories. Back in Parliament the sequence of events
in Burma raised a fundamental question: who had the power of
recall? Namely, that if the Company had not wanted to support the
governor-general in his annexation of Pegu, whose authority would
have prevailed?58 It turned out to be a hypothetical question, for, as
the Aberdeen coalition took up office, the annexation of Pegu was
announced from Calcutta as a fait accompli, without any treaty
negotiation, and in the name of the governor-general.

Throughout the debates on the future Government of India, the
queen was frequently invoked. Defenders of the Company admitted
that a simple way to resolve the jurisdictional problems in the Indian
courts would be to pool the judges from both systems and call them
all the queen’s courts. The authority of the Company might be
strengthened, argued George Campbell, by moving the seat of
government to Agra, and by making all Indian people the subjects of
the queen. The Company had become the focus of so much odium,
argued another loyal servant, Marshman, that it would be as well to
transfer the name of government to the Crown and improve
reverence for authority that way. In terms of military morale, the
discrediting of Company authority was having the same effect – let
fidelity be declared to the queen instead, argued Henry Maddock.59

Other commentators went further and argued that authority should
be exercised in the person of the monarch. For the first time in her
reign, there were calls in public for Victoria to become the sovereign
of India. John Sullivan, former Company official, suggested to



Parliament that she be made in name what she was in reality, ‘the
Queen of Hindostan or India’, and one of her sons be made
viceroy.60 A fuller case was put a year later by James Silk
Buckingham, sometime Indian newspaper editor and MP. No friend
of the Company, which had thrown him out of India, he now returned
the favour. In his Plan for the Government of India, he called for the
queen to be proclaimed as sovereign of India, for the Crown to take
over the debts of the Company, and for her rule in India to be
characterised by acts of peace and improvements to public works.61

The germ of an idea that had been suggested in private by Lord
Ellenborough back in 1843 now began to grow.

In the end, Lord Aberdeen’s ministry avoided dealing with many
of the issues brought up by the select committees. When Sir Charles
Wood, the president of the Board of Control announced the new bill
for the Government of India at the beginning of June 1853, there was
no question of delay, as the Company’s charter only had eight
months to run, and the session of Parliament only three. The queen
made her own anxiety lest the bill be postponed known to
Aberdeen.62 The bill left to one side reform of the courts, of
administrative recruitment in India, and of the armed forces.
Amongst other changes, the queen gained new powers over the
choice of directors of the East India Company. Not only were they no
longer allowed to canvass for election, but three of the eighteen
directors were to be appointed directly by the queen. The queen also
retained oversight over appointments in India, with new members of
the Council there subject to her ‘approbation’. Whilst only a small
shift of power, the 1853 legislation moved the Government of India
further down the road towards the Crown. Some of the most doughty
defenders of the Company realised its days were numbered.63

In the diplomatic relations with the kingdoms that surrounded
India, and across the seas to imperial China, Queen Victoria thus
became the fixed image of Britain as a colonial power around mid-
century, displacing the Company Raj. In the Punjab, as the tussle
over loot and medals shows, the emergence of the new royal
symbolism was dramatic and publicly contested by Whig politicians



back in Britain. Elsewhere, change was more subtle. When a British
envoy was sent from Calcutta to Rangoon in 1855 to ratify the terms
of the annexation of Pegu, the reclusive King of Ava, wanting to
know who had sent him, asked him about the welfare of the ‘English
ruler’. The king’s mouth was full of paan,64 so it was difficult for the
envoy to follow exactly the words used, but he noted that the king
chose an expression that could refer to either the queen or to the
governor-general.65 Within a few years there would no longer be any
ambiguity over who was really in charge.
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CHAPTER 3

EXHIBITING INDIA

aharaja Duleep Singh, the deposed heir to the Sikh
kingdom, spent the summer of 1854 with the royal family,
first at Buckingham Palace and then at Osborne House. A

series of portraits survive as a record of these visits. In London
Duleep Singh sat for Franz Winterhalter, with Queen Victoria looking
on appreciatively, as a majestic full-length study in oils took shape.
At Osborne, where Victoria and Albert enjoyed drawing and
experimenting with the new medium of photography, he was
sketched by the queen and he also posed for the camera for Ernst
Becker, one of the children’s tutors. The royal family liked to dress
up, and, during the maharaja’s stay, photographs were taken of
Alfred and Arthur, the two younger princes, attired in Indian costume
made specially for the occasion: a turban each, embroidered velvet
kurta, pajama, slippers and pearls.1 Duleep Singh was an exhibit as
much as he was a guest. These portraits carry all the hallmarks of
orientalism – the distorting lens through which the western
imagination has viewed Asian civilisation, romanticising its antiquity
whilst at the same time asserting its backwardness in the face of
European progress. It is tempting to explain away the royal family’s
infatuation with Duleep Singh, and their interest in India more
generally, as a facet of nineteenth-century orientalism, but there was
both more and less to it than that. Victoria and Albert enjoyed a



uniquely privileged vantage point from which to view Indian culture.
They were surrounded at court by scholars, travellers and soldiers
whose tales and researches helped form their knowledge of Britain’s
eastern empire. The royal couple lent their patronage to museums
and exhibitions that featured the arts and industry of India. Moreover,
the court of Albert and Victoria increasingly became the destination
for Indian princes and maharajas, and their agents, seeking redress
from the Government of India. From such materials as these,
Victoria and Albert developed their understanding of India and its
history.

In the early 1850s, for the first time in Queen Victoria’s reign, the
Indian subcontinent came home to Britain. One manifestation of this
was the princely exiles. Duleep Singh was not the only Indian royal
adopted at court. From the tiny southern Indian state of Coorg
(Kodagu) came Princess Gouramma, and Queen Victoria also took
up the cause of the last of Tipu Sultan’s sons, Prince Ghulam
Mohammed. By far the biggest exposition of India, however, came in
the 1851 Exhibition of All Nations at the Crystal Palace in Hyde Park.
The ‘Indian court’ was one of the most memorable features of the
show, so successful that it was repeated at a Dublin exhibition two
years later, again at the 1862 International Exhibition of All Nations in
Kensington and also inspired a wave of new museums in India. The
presiding genius behind the 1851 exhibition was Prince Albert. This
chapter begins by looking at India through Prince Albert’s gaze,
before turning to the 1851 exhibition, and then finally the story of the
royal family’s encounter with Duleep Singh and Princess Gouramma.

Prince Albert and India
Prince Albert’s knowledge of India was rooted in a German, as much
as an English, tradition. With the encouragement of Baron Bunsen,
the Prussian ambassador to London, German scholars steered
Albert’s interest in art and architecture.2 This was no less true of his
Indian studies. At university in Bonn he encountered leading
Indologists, particularly August Wilhelm Schlegel, whose work on the
common origin of western and eastern languages inspired a



generation. Albert went on to give support to German Sanskrit
scholars who came to England, notably Bunsen’s protégé, Max
Müller, and later in the 1850s Georg Bühler and Theodor
Goldstrücker, both of whom who advised him on his book collecting
and on the organisation of his library.3 Albert’s personal library
reveals much about the German flavour of his understanding of
Indian culture. Some eighty titles relating to India, published between
the 1830s and late 1850s, are collected there. German scholarship
and travel literature are conspicuous. German, especially Prussian,
military acumen was in demand amongst Indian states for help with
training native armies, and the dynastic connections of the smaller
German duchies via the house of Coburg with the queen meant that
restrictions on their travel in India were usually lifted. A series of
military officers and curious aristocratic and royal travellers created a
genre of German language expertise on India in the 1830s and
1840s. Leading the way was Charles von Hügel, a Bavarian who
served in the Austrian army and wrote a bestseller about his travels
to the Punjab and Kashmir in the early 1830s. He passed through
London in 1845, dining with the royal couple on several occasions.4
Another chronicler of the Sikhs was Leopold von Orlich, whose
memoir was also published in 1845, as was Henry Steinbach’s (an
English officer of Prussian origin) account of the Punjab. Orlich
settled in London after 1848, where he worked on a large history of
British India, unfinished on his death in 1860.5 Finally, and closest to
the royal family, there was Prince Waldemar, the second son of the
Crown Prince of Prussia, who witnessed the first Sikh war, and
whose sketches and narratives of his travels were published in
German in the mid-1850s. Waldemar visited the court in July 1847,
and joined the royal entourage (including Baron Bunsen) that visited
Cambridge that month for the installation of Albert as Chancellor of
the university.6

German scholarship on India, such as this, differed from its
English equivalent in a number of ways. It was less interested in the
history of the East India Company, and it was not as preoccupied as
the English evangelicals with conversion to Christianity. There was a



fascination with and respect for the martial traditions of the Sikhs.
There was sympathy for their religion, dating as it did from around
the same time as the European reformation. German scholars saw
Sikhism as fusing together the Hindu and Islamic traditions. Like
Protestant Christianity, Sikhism was based on a single book – the
Granth – and on worship of one god. German commentators saw
Guru Nanak, the founder of Sikhism, as a man who had renounced
worldly goods, and committed himself to a life of contemplation and
pilgrimage. Nanak’s descendants were respected for taking up arms
to defend their religion. It was a narrative history that was shaped not
least by the eye of the beholder: small German Protestant princely
houses, hedged in by more powerful states and rubbing against the
southern Catholic underbelly of Germany.

Albert also took an interest in another branch of German
scholarship on India, one that was not confined to German scholars,
but in which they led the way. This was Aryanism, not the twentieth-
century variety made infamous by Nazi ideology, but a set of
philological studies emergent around the 1830s that identified a
common point of origin for the languages of both east and west, and
in particular looked to the Sanskrit texts of ancient Hindu culture for
evidence. The principal Sanskrit practitioner in England was Horace
Wilson, holder of the Boden chair of Sanskrit at Oxford University.
His patronage and that of Baron Bunsen and Albert helped introduce
a range of German Sanskrit scholars into Britain. Foremost amongst
them was Max Müller, who came for a brief visit in 1846, sponsored
by the East India Company, and ended up staying for a lifetime,
securing an academic post in Oxford.7 Most of his early years in
Britain were spent translating into German the Rig Veda, one of the
four books of the Hindu Vedas. In the 1850s Müller became more of
a public figure, advocating the introduction of Sanskrit and other
oriental languages to the curricula of the East India Company
colleges, so that Company men could better understand the peoples
of northern India. In 1857 Müller became a candidate for the Boden
chair at Oxford as Wilson’s successor, an appointment that required
the holder of the post to be an Anglican. The election to the chair



was dominated by the evangelical desire to link Sanskrit study to the
work of missionaries in India. Müller’s rival Monier Monier-Williams
saw Sanskrit as the means to undermine the oral culture of popular
Hinduism. His strident arguments, likening the influence of Indian
Brahmins to the Catholic priesthood, and his campaigning methods
ended up defeating Müller’s bid for the professorship.8 Whilst there
is no evidence that Albert took any interest in the election – it was
not his university after all – two of his pronouncements in the decade
suggest he subscribed to Müller’s gentler brand of Aryanism. His
comments at the jubilee meeting of the Society for the Propagation
of the Gospel in 1850, discussed in chapter one, and later in the
decade his design for the insignia for the new ‘Star of India’ order of
chivalry (described in the next chapter), indicate that he believed in a
common origin for Indo-European civilisation. For her part Victoria
did not catch up with Müller until the 1860s. In 1864 he gave a
lecture on the languages of India at Windsor Castle, and she noted
down his argument about the linguistic links between east and west.
More poignantly, she observed how his voice reminded her of
Albert’s. Whilst Monier-Williams enjoyed the patronage of the Prince
of Wales in the 1880s, Müller kept in regular correspondence with
the queen, sending each successive volume of the translation of the
Vedas, unperturbed by the royal reply that she was unlikely to read
them. In 1887, as part of the queen’s jubilee celebrations, he did
provide the Sanskrit inscription for the memorial to Albert erected in
Windsor Park in 1887.9

Albert viewed India as a prince as well as an armchair scholar.
He took pride in his small royal house, the Coburgs, that could date
its existence back to the Holy Roman Empire, and enjoyed a
remarkable network of connections through marriage to the principal
monarchies of Europe.10 At Bonn, his history and law teachers were
disciples of Friedrich Karl von Savigny, the historical jurist who had
shown the links between the customary laws of the smaller states of
the later Holy Roman Empire and the original Roman law, a marked
difference of emphasis from those who rooted the origin of modern
sovereignty in the changing map of Europe after 1648: that is to say



the growth of the centralised Bourbon monarchy and its modern
descendant, revolutionary and Napoleonic France.11 During the
German revolution of 1848–9 Albert fell in behind his brother Ernst in
supporting the Prussian king’s plan for a confederation of princely
states operating under the leadership of the Prussian monarchy, as a
middle way alternative to the status quo of the Austrian-led Bund,
and a republic of nationalities advocated by the Frankfurt
parliament.12 In Germany, the chamber of princes ideal came to
nothing, but the seed of an idea was sown. By the end of the
decade, Albert was turning closer to home, to the British Empire, as
a theatre for princely influence. In 1860 he spoke proudly of two
colonial tours being taken simultaneously by his two eldest sons, of
the:

curious coincidence, that nearly at the same time . . . though
almost at the opposite poles, the Prince of Wales will
inaugurate, in the Queen’s name, that stupendous work the
great bridge over the St Lawrence in Canada, while Prince
Alfred will lay the foundation stone of the breakwater for the
harbour of Cape Town.13

The colonies, and later India, might provide a vocation for his sons.
In other words, Albert’s understanding of India was not an adjunct to
Victoria’s. He shared some of her instinctive evangelicalism and was
as covetous of military success in the 1840s as she was. He also
encouraged her to think of the Indian empire – and the colonies
more generally – as a family enterprise. But Albert’s views were also
rooted in German scholarship of the period and in the revival of
orientalist studies in Britain, a body of work that drew affinities
between European and Indian culture.

India on Display
As president of the Royal Society of Arts, Prince Albert was the
genius behind the most extensive display of Indian culture ever seen
in Britain: the Indian court at the 1851 ‘Exhibition of All Nations’ at



the Crystal Palace in Hyde Park. The Indian exhibits ranged from
priceless ornaments such as the Koh-i-Noor diamond of Lahore and
the ivory state chair from Travancore to machinery, metal, ceramic
and textile handicrafts, weaponry and raw produce. Prince Albert
played his part. He encouraged the Royal Society of Arts in 1849 to
include works from the colonies in its annual exhibitions. He also
tried to secure expert Indian knowledge to assist, inviting the veteran
Indian administrator and historian, Mountstuart Elphinstone onto the
Exhibition Commission, but they had to make do instead with the
chairman of the East India Company.14

The Indian court was one of the stars of the show in 1851. Three
weeks after its opening The Times observed that ‘the tide of
spectators sets eastward [towards the Indian and foreign sections]
with a far stronger current than towards the rest’, and as the
exhibition entered its final month, the paper concluded that ‘the
Indian collection is not only the most attractive, but the most
instructive display’ of all.15 India took up more space at the Crystal
Palace than all the other British colonies combined. Only the United
Kingdom, Austria, Belgium, France, the states of the German
Zollverein and the USA had a larger exhibition footprint than India,
and only the UK and France displayed wares that were more
valuable. There were so many consignments of exhibits from India
that the East India Company had to clear two floors in its warehouse
to store them all.16 The centre of attention was the Koh-i-Noor
diamond, its lustre only outshone by the glass of the Palace itself.
Case after case featured other jewellery (some misleadingly
classified under mining and minerals), carpets, shawls and furniture,
machinery and tools, musical instruments, and weaponry, both
ornamental and practical (the latter included in the ‘naval
architecture and military engineering’ section).17 The Indian court
was a triumph over expectation. Early previews of the Indian exhibits
had drawn a distinction between India’s glorious past as represented
in its gems and guns, and a lethargic present comprising a land
fecund with raw materials and resources but without the industrial
know-how to develop them. By the close of the exhibition, the



ingenuity and vibrancy of Indian crafts and design had won over
many commentators.18

Indian princes and chiefs played a significant part in gathering
goods for despatch to the Exhibition. Without their participation many
of the exhibits that grabbed the headlines would not have featured at
all. The ivory state chair from Travancore, the howdah from the
Nawab Nizam of Bengal, shawls, scarves and carpets from Kashmir,
a model of one of the largest diamonds in the world from Hyderabad,
bedsteads from Benares, silks from Nagpur, leather from Cutch,
cloths from Lucknow, ivory from Jodhpur and Nepal, and swords,
daggers, axes and pistols from almost everywhere – all of these
were ordered specially for the exhibition by the princes, not the
Company resident.19 Commissioned from local handicraft workers
deploying traditional skills and styles, and using local materials,
these manufactures all satisfied the exhibition’s requirement for
examples of industrial arts peculiar to the region. However, they
were luxury goods, fashioned for the princely courts. Indeed, they
were fit for a queen. Several of the princes made it clear that these
were gifts for Queen Victoria. The Raja of Travancore sent the ivory
state chair overland to Madras and thence to London, stipulating that
it was a contribution to the exhibition, but also a ‘slight token of my
profound respect for your Majesty’s exalted person’, a ‘friendly but
humble tribute’ from a faithful ally and dependent.20 Similarly, the
Nawab Nizam of Bengal insisted that the howdah was a present for
the queen. Somewhat reluctantly, the President of the Board of
Control and the East India Company relaxed the rules on this
occasion and allowed the Nawab’s present through, and agreed that
letters of acknowledgment should be signed by the queen and sent
directly to the two Indian princes.21 The examples might be
multiplied. Despite the superior quality of much of this finery, the
Indian princes’ submissions were not considered for exhibition
awards by the prize juries. However, twenty-five Indian princes were
singled out and given Exhibition medals (nine of them received a
presentation catalogue from the Company as well), in recognition of
their contributions.22



Victoria, Albert and their children made many visits to the
exhibition after its official opening on 1 May. On 16 July, they were
guided around the Indian court by Dr J. Forbes Royle, one of the
men responsible for assembling the wares on show there. Victoria
wrote it up in her journal afterwards: ‘[the Indian section] is of
immense interest, & quite something new for the generality of
people, these . . . articles having hitherto, only come over as
presents to the Sovereign’.23 This observation suggests that Queen
Victoria was sharing her India with the nation. The exhibition
exposed to the public a version of Indian civilisation and culture
confined until then to the private view of the monarch. Moreover, her
comments imply that she was lifting the lid on royalty, inviting the
public in to gaze upon the instruments and tokens of high diplomacy,
of which they normally knew nothing. Displayed to show the variety
of Indian products, arts and manufactures, there was no disguising
their original provenance as gifts: symbols of homage intended for
the queen.

So successful was the Indian court in 1851 that the Royal Society
of Arts combined forces with the East India Company to plan a much
larger ‘Exhibition of the Arts and Manufactures of India’ to be held in
London in the spring of 1853. The follow-up event was intended in
particular to furnish information about the prices of Indian wares, and
their costs of production, details that had been missing from the
Crystal Palace show. The East India Company promised to supply
illustrations of suitable items for the new exhibition and instructions
were again sent out to India for the collection of exhibits. However,
the project floundered. No one could be found to back the exhibition,
nor could a large enough venue be secured. Little support was
forthcoming from India either. Alexander Hunter, from the Madras
School of Art, spoke for many when he pointed out that too few
inducements were being offered to exhibitors from India, with none
of their transport costs covered. Finally, in the autumn of 1852, plans
for the London exhibition were dropped, and, with the approval of
Prince Albert, who helped select a few items from Windsor, it was
diverted to Dublin, where a meagre 100 square feet was found within



the ‘Great Industrial Exhibition’ of May 1853. The Society halted the
call for produce from India, hastily brought in Japanese exhibits from
the royal collections in The Hague – Queen Sophie of the
Netherlands was Victoria’s cousin – and relied on the East India
Company, Buckingham Palace and the Royal Asiatic Society for the
rest. Consequently, Indian produce again ran second best to gems
and guns, with ornamental weaponry dominating the show, including
the ‘Gough compartment’, a miscellany of loot taken by the former
commander in China and India. A hint of India’s economic future was
displayed: a relief map showing the subcontinent’s principal rivers
and railways.24 Albert and Victoria dutifully made their way to Dublin
to view the exhibition, but made no comment on the Indian artefacts
on display, which their intervention had helped to salvage.

Not until the 1860s did India begin to get exhibition coverage that
fully focused on its produce as opposed to its arms and ornaments,
and by then the Indian sections enjoyed less space and received
less attention than those devoted to other countries. At the
successor exhibition to Crystal Palace, opened by the Duke of
Cambridge, the queen’s cousin, in London in Brompton in 1862,
India was only given the same amount of area for its displays as
Egypt. But organised by Royle’s successor at the India Museum of
the East India Company, J. Forbes Watson, the smaller space was
given over mainly to raw produce and handicrafts, with scarcely a
gun in view.25 Likewise, three years later, in the Dublin exhibition,
there was once again weaponry and gems from the royal collection,
but this time there were also raw materials direct from India, supplied
by the Lahore museum, under the superintendence of Baden-
Powell.26 Then in May 1886 India returned to South Kensington, in
the shape of the ‘Imperial and Colonial Exhibition’, a pet project of
the Prince of Wales, opened by the queen in a glitzy ceremony,
which included a rendition of the national anthem in Sanskrit, and
anticipated the jubilee festivities of the following year. By then some
things had changed when it came to putting India on show. Not just
products, but prisoners from the jail in Agra and other artisans were
sent over as examples of traditional craftsmen. Intrigued, the queen



commissioned their portraits. Moreover, the Indian sections of the
exhibition were laid out according to the different presidencies, in
such a way as to emphasise the diverse commodities, both natural
and man-made, of the modern ‘Indian empire’. Even so, the old
prejudices remained. A few months later, the Indian exhibits were
sold off by auction, the catalogue advertising the array of ‘ancient
and modern war implements’ and ‘quaint musical instruments’.27

One further legacy of the 1851 exhibition and its royal patronage
was the increase in demand for particular Indian fabrics and textiles.
Shawls from Kashmir displayed at the Crystal Palace had excited
interest in 1851, and the queen’s annual receipt of examples of the
finest specimens was widely known. Soon after the exhibition she
lent one of her shawls to a textile factory in Scotland and
unknowingly triggered a new consumer industry, the distinctive
Paisley design, based on the Kashmiri teardrop motif. For two
decades the Paisley version of the Kashmir shawl dominated the
market.28 The queen also lent her name to the entrepreneurial
project conceived by Forbes Watson in the mid-1860s to market
Indian fabrics by circulating through provincial England pattern books
of motifs, designs and colour schemes, which might be put to a
variety of uses in clothing and the domestic interior.29 In these ways,
the roots of the influence of Indian arts on English design reached all
the way back to royal patronage of the 1851 exhibition. When the
Indian empire came home to Britain, so often its first port of call was
the court. Royalty was the filter through which the eastern exotic
became ordinary.

Indian Exiles
Away from the Crystal Palace, Victoria and Albert collected Indian
exhibits of their own in the early 1850s, in the form of adopted royal
children. There were two: Princess Gouramma, daughter of Chikka
Virarajendra, the Raja of Coorg (Kodagu), and the Maharaja Duleep
Singh, who been taken into custody by the British in 1849. Queen
Victoria was godmother to many infants, including the African
American Sara Bonetta in 1851, and, from New Zealand, the son of



a Maori chief, who was baptised Albert Victor Pomare at
Buckingham Palace in 1863.30 Her Indian adopted children received
special treatment. Both were welcomed almost as new siblings, their
acceptance into the royal home marked by rituals of conversion and
depiction.

Princess Gouramma arrived at the court via the Basel mission in
Mysore. Persuaded by the mission, the Raja of Coorg negotiated
with the East India Company to have his daughter, then aged eleven,
brought up in England, under the guardianship of the queen. In
exchange he hoped for the return of his wealth, seized by the British
in 1834. He had already used his children as bargaining chips.
Another daughter had married Jung Bahadur, the chief minister of
Nepal in 1850. Gouramma was brought over from India by Mrs
Drummond, the wife of a retired major in the Bengal cavalry, and
came to Buckingham Palace at the beginning of June.31 As the
terms were agreed about her adoption, the queen showed off
Gouramma to her own children, and commissioned Franz
Winterhalter to paint her portrait. The queen watched the sitting and
made her own sketches of the Indian princess. Gouramma also
played with the royal children. At the end of the month she was
christened in the chapel of Buckingham Palace. The Archbishop of
Canterbury performed the service, Lord Hardinge and James Hogg
(of the East India Company) were Gouramma’s sponsors and, with
all the royal family in attendance, the queen led Gouramma to the
font, naming her Victoria.32 Controversy flared after the baptism,
when her father objected that Gouramma’s guardian, Mrs
Drummond, was not of sufficiently high social standing and claimed
that he had been misled into the wardship of his daughter. As a
compromise Gouramma remained looked after by Mrs Drummond
but at the homes of various families with connections to the
Government of India, such as the Hoggs, the Hardinges and the
Woods.33 Her father’s grudge against his treatment by the Company
continued until his death in 1859, whilst Gouramma eventually
married a lieutenant colonel, John Campbell, and with him she had a
daughter of her own, Edith.34 Queen Victoria celebrated the little



princess Gouramma as a Christian convert from the east.
Winterhalter’s portrait shows Gouramma in her Indian clothes: a
fitted blouse, pleated sari with a wide embroidered pallu, gathered by
a gold belt. She is heavily jewelled with an elaborate headpiece. In
her hand she holds a small Bible. The queen also commissioned the
sculptor Carlo Marochetti to capture the moment of Gouramma
receiving her crucifix, executed in pale marble. The queen then had
the bust painted to enhance Gouramma’s facial features.35

An almost identical pattern was repeated with Duleep Singh. He
arrived at Buckingham Palace two years after Gouramma, in the
summer of 1854. As an eight-year-old boy, Duleep Singh had been
taken into the care of the British forces under Henry Hardinge, who
pitied the plight of the ‘beautiful boy’. Dalhousie was far less
sympathetic to Duleep Singh, ‘a brat begotten of a bhistu36 – and no
more the son of old Ranjeet than Queen Victoria’. Nonetheless after
the surrender of the Punjab in 1849 Dalhousie authorised the boy to
be placed into the guardianship of Sir John Login, former surgeon at
the British residency in Lucknow, and his wife, Lena. As temporary
governor of the citadel at Lahore, Login was in charge of the
dispersal of the Lahore treasury. Duleep Singh proved one piece of
booty over which he was especially careful. Whilst his mother was
exiled to Kathmandu, the young maharaja was taken to Fatehgarh
for his safety, and there began his western education with the
Logins, converting to Christianity in 1853. The switch of faith
surprised many, including Dalhousie. In the meantime, arrangements
were made for what portion of the Lahore treasury would be kept for
the prince, for the costs of his maintenance in England, with some
set aside for the construction of a tomb for Ranjit Singh at Amritsar.37

By the time Duleep Singh arrived in London, he was a well-
groomed fifteen-year-old, with good English and refined manners, as
the queen noted. Just as she had with Gouramma, she sat and
watched Winterhalter paint Duleep on successive days, as well as
sketching him when he joined the family at Osborne. Winterhalter’s
portrait is a grandiose full-length study, depicting Duleep as a proud
Sikh ruler, richly dressed, adorned with pearls, a sheathed sword in



his right hand, and a temple in the background. One small detail
hints at his conversion. Around his neck is a miniature portrait of
Queen Victoria, the very same one that had been given to Ranjit
Singh by Lord Auckland in 1839. Two years later, as she had done
with Gouramma, Queen Victoria commissioned a bust from
Marochetti of Duleep, and had it coloured, although was
disappointed with the result.38 As well as sketching Duleep Singh,
the queen kept a record of their conversations that summer. She
went over the details of the narrative of his life, getting him to confirm
some of the awful events – in particular, the murder of his uncle,
Sher Singh, astride an elephant while Duleep was his passenger –
and she questioned him about his conversion to Christianity and the
ostracisation he had suffered from his family as a result. In an ironic
twist she revealed to Duleep Singh some of her own souvenirs of the
Punjab. She showed him Charles Hardinge’s sketches of him as a
small boy, and let him see the Koh-i-Noor, which he was allowed to
stroke. But she ensured that he did not view the captured Sikh arms
on the terrace. Her fondness for Duleep was clear, but there was
also a certain wallowing in his submissiveness. Passing on her
congratulations for his sixteenth birthday she noted he ‘would have
come of age, had we not been obliged to take the Punjab’.39

Duleep Singh returned to stay with the royal family at Windsor
and Osborne again over the next two years, and on each occasion
the queen was able to observe the progress of his education under
the guidance of the Logins. Some of this took a conventional form.
There was a lot of hunting and shooting in the Scottish Highlands,
and a tour to Europe at the end of 1858. Other episodes in the
grooming of the maharaja reflected Prince Albert’s enthusiasms. He
was taken on a tour of the sites of Staffordshire in March 1856,
including a descent down a pit-shaft, and later that year attended the
Birmingham cattle show and helped set up a refuge home for Indian
lascars. He joined a volunteers regiment in 1859, and once he left
London in 1859 to live at Mulgrave House, near Whitby, he
represented the queen at various local functions.40 By the time he
was a young adult, Duleep Singh was pining for the Punjab. To the



consternation of Queen Victoria, he remained close to his mother.
Duleep yearned to return to India, and finally travelled there in 1861,
bringing his mother back with him to England, only for her to die two
years later. He made another trip to India to scatter her ashes, and
passing through Cairo on his return he met and married Bamba
Müller, a young woman of German and Abyssinian descent who
lived in the American mission there. They settled down to country life
on a Norfolk estate, raising a family of six children, the first of whom,
Victor Albert Duleep Singh, born in 1866, became the queen’s latest
godson.41 Duleep Singh’s frustrations in forced exile in England
radicalised him, and by the 1880s he was planning to renounce his
Christianity, return to India and claim his succession as Sikh leader.
He sought allies for his restitution as far as Cairo and Moscow, and
finally died in Paris in 1893, separated from his homeland and from
his family. For much of his life Duleep Singh proved a headache for
the British government at home and in India, and on occasion he
was a major strategic risk. Despite his reputation as a pampered
prince, he remained a credible focal point for Sikh nationalism
throughout his lifetime.42

For all his justifiable resentment against the British, Duleep Singh
was considered an intimate member of the queen’s extended royal
family until his death. From the marriage of Princess Vicky in 1858
through to the funeral of Prince Leopold in 1884, he attended every
major royal ceremony, including the funeral of Prince Albert in 1861
and the thanksgiving for the recovery of the health of the Prince of
Wales in 1871. On each occasion he sat on one side of the queen
(her own children were on the other) along with the other foreign
princes, mostly those from the smaller German states who were
related to Victoria and Albert.43 Queen Victoria’s own dedication to
Duleep rarely wavered. She defended him from suspicion that his
loyalties lay elsewhere during the Indian rebellion of 1857–8.44 In
1868 she pressed Disraeli’s government to make further provision
for Duleep Singh’s growing family, although that had not been part of
the original terms under which he was included in the civil list (the
public funds used to finance the royal family).45 Even in 1886, once



his machinations with Russia were known, and she conceded that he
was ‘off his head’, she still insisted that the government look after his
family properly, in the event of his not returning to Britain. There was
a final meeting between the queen and the maharaja in Grasse in
the south-east of France in March 1891, two years before he died.46

Queen Victoria’s obsession with these two young exiles in the
mid-1850s defies simple explanation. She undoubtedly had a
genuine sympathy for the Indian royals whom her own government
had done so much to displace. It extended to the old as well as the
young. The same year that Duleep Singh came to the court, she had
an audience with Prince Ghulam Mohammed, the last living son of
Tipu Sultan, who had come to London to argue the case for ongoing
support for his own sons and any descendants they might have.47 To
support his claims Prince Ghulam republished the history of Tipu,
already reasonably well known. The queen noted in her journal her
respect for Prince Ghulam’s quiet dignity as he went about his
appeals, whilst observing that had Tipu survived then all might have
turned out very differently. Her magnanimity always came from
belonging to the winning side. There was also a strong element of
mothering. Tipu was widely depicted as a neglectful father.48

Queen Victoria’s wrath against Duleep’s mother and also her
contempt for the Raja of Coorg betrayed the same indignation over
poor parenting, the very reversal of the patriarchal household that
she and Albert had developed around their own children. Her own
maternal instinct was more than matched by Prince Albert’s vision of
a princely confederation that might include his own sons, as well as
the minor German princes and Duleep Singh. They were of royal
blood after all. After his death, Victoria remained loyal to Albert’s
dynastic aspirations, with her inclusion of all the princes in all the
family ceremonies thereafter. Particularly in the case of Duleep,
there was also a heavily romanticised appreciation of Sikhs and
Sikhism, fuelled by the first-hand accounts from the battlefield and
also by travel literature popularised by various German and English
writers in the 1840s. As a war-like but conquered people, there was
not a little vanity and conceit contained in the way in which the royal



family not only captured Duleep in his Sikh finery, but also
appropriated it for themselves.

Most telling of all, the addition of these young India royals to the
court represented the high-water mark of Queen Victoria’s
evangelical aspirations for India. This can be seen in the rituals
around conversion, that is to say, Gouramma’s baptism at the
Palace, and Duleep being made to recount the trials he suffered
surrounding his own conversion. It is also evidenced in the portraits
and busts that the queen commissioned of the two, depictions
emphasising their racial difference, whilst at the same time detailing
the tokens of their new allegiance to a western monarch and to a
Christian god. Here was Christianity in India making rapid strides at
her very feet. Three days after she introduced Gouramma and
Duleep Singh to each other for the first time, she wrote to Lord
Dalhousie, saying how she approved of their future marriage (it
never happened), and also how she hoped that the growing network
of railways in India would ‘facilitate the spread of Christianity which
has hitherto made very slow progress’.49 The Bible and the steam
engine – religion and industry: for all their curiosity about the east,
Victoria and Albert understood India from a largely western
perspective. The year of rebellion, 1857–8, changed all that.
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CHAPTER 4

‘THIS BLOODY CIVIL WAR’

ews of the revolt in India reached London in July 1857 just as
Queen Victoria met with members of the royal family of
Awadh, whose court at Lucknow was at the centre of the

uprising against British rule in 1857–8. Few noted the coincidence at
the time, or since. Malika Kishwar, the mother of the deposed King of
Awadh, along with the king’s brother Mirza Sikandar Hashmat, her
grandson and heir-apparent, Mirza Hamid Ali, and a retinue of more
than 100 had arrived at Southampton the previous summer. Leaving
the deposed king in Calcutta, the royal party was accompanied in its
mission by an English agent, Major Robert Wilberforce Bird, and, it
was claimed, immense sums of money to help make the case for
reversing Lord Dalhousie’s annexation. Despite losing £50,000 worth
of jewels overboard en route through the Red Sea, the Awadhi
delegation remained in Britain for almost a year.1 To the amusement
of the newspapers, the ‘Queen Mother’, as Malika Kishwar was
dubbed, was in purdah throughout.2 Queen Victoria also wanted ‘to
get a sight of her Royal Sister’. The Board of Control found itself
caught between the wishes of ‘our own Majesty who sometimes
patronises these deposed despots’ and a determination to avoid
political intrigue back in India.3 A promise having been extracted that
the Awadhis had booked their passage home, an audience at
Buckingham Palace was arranged for the beginning of July 1857.



The occasion – the only time when Victoria met face to face with a
Muslim woman from India – was carefully staged. The malika was
secluded from the vision of Prince Albert and the visiting princes in
the closet in the White Drawing Room of the Palace. Malika Kishwar
presented an address from her son, in which he described the
friendly relations between his court and George IV and William IV,
refuted the allegations made against him and appealed to Queen
Victoria’s ‘responsibility of distributing justice to all the inhabitants of
the British territories’.4 To no avail. By the time the Awadhis got to
the queen in London, army mutinies were sweeping across northern
India, from Bengal through the North-West Provinces, into the
Punjab, and down into the region around Gwalior and Bhopal. An
emperor had been reinstated at Delhi, the ex-King of Awadh was
locked up in Fort William, the British Residency at Lucknow lay
under siege and the king’s estranged wife, Hasrat Mahal, had taken
control of the court.

This encounter with the Awadhi court at the outset of the Indian
rebellion of 1857 tells us a great deal about the wider role of Queen
Victoria in the Indian revolt, and, conversely, about the changing
place of India in Victoria’s own statecraft. As the unsuccessful
Awadhi mission demonstrates, the queen was perceived as a court
of final appeal – the last resort for Indian rulers at odds with the East
India Company. The Awadhis were only the latest in a succession of
rulers of states annexed by Dalhousie who brought their grievances
to London with the hope of redress from the monarch. The episode
also emphasises how Victoria was a Christian queen within a
European culture infused with a heightened sense of religious
difference and superiority. By the mid-1850s she had come to stand
for much of the evangelical Protestant ideology of British India. Her
support for the expanding Anglican church in India and her adoption
of princely converts to Christianity, such as Duleep Singh and
Gouramma of Coorg, had cemented the idea that she was not
neutral when it came to the Christian religion. In the 1840s, this had
aroused little comment at home or in India. By 1857, the situation
was very different. Britain’s intervention with France in the Crimea in



defence of Christian minorities, together with the war against the
Shi’a Shah of Persia in 1856, demonstrated Britain’s willingness to
fight in the name of religion. Inevitably, as the revolt in India came to
turn on a clash of religious cultures, so Queen Victoria became
invoked not for her tolerance but for her Protestant zeal. In this way,
Victoria, far removed from the scene of battle, symbolised many of
the tensions over which the rebels were battling.

The rebellion also proved a turning point for Victoria herself.
Throughout 1857 and 1858 India consumed the energies of the
queen. With Albert and her cousin George, the Duke of Cambridge
and recently appointed commander-in-chief of the Forces, she
pressed the Cabinet of Lord Palmerston for a faster and more
resolute military response from Britain. She sought her own channels
of information about the unfolding events. Once the rebellion was
suppressed, Victoria and Albert turned their attention to the post-war
settlement – the transfer of the Government of India from the East
India Company to the Crown. The royal couple intervened to ensure
that royal prerogative was upheld. Then, when Lord Derby and his
ministers drafted the proclamation announcing the transfer of power
to the peoples of India, it was the queen and her consort who
changed fundamentally the tone of the document in ways that
ensured it would become known as the ‘Magna Carta’ of Indian
liberties.

The Infidel Victoria
The Indian rebellion of 1857–8 had many causes and a variety of
effects. Social change, modernised communications, religion, new
taxes and old grievances, all combined to turn a fairly regular
occurrence in British India – a mutiny amongst the Indian regiments
of the army – into widespread, organised revolt.5 The mutiny spread
like wildfire. One by one across the army garrison towns of northern
India during May and June 1857, ordinary Indian soldiers – ‘sepoys’
– took up arms against their commanding officers. The outbreak was
triggered by the mutinies of the 3rd Light Cavalry at Meerut and
various infantry regiments at Delhi on the 10 and 11 May. In both



cases the troops had been incensed by the practice of greasing rifle
cartridges using animal fat. Across the Bengal presidency, sixty-four
regiments mutinied (over half the total army). The old Mughal capital
of Delhi became the epicentre of the revolt. The former King of Delhi,
Bahadur Shah Zafar, was returned to the city and proclaimed
emperor at the end of May. Rebel governments were also
established at Jhansi, Kanpur, Lucknow, Malwa and Moradabad, all
of which swore allegiance to the restored court of Delhi.

The rebels singled out Queen Victoria as the enemy. On 6 June
1857 Nana Sahib was proclaimed peshwa at Kanpur. In announcing
his assumption of power, he accused Queen Victoria of being behind
a plan to Christianise forcibly the sepoys in the Indian army. A similar
rumour, claiming that the queen had personally approved of a
decision by the governor-general in Council to convert all sepoys
was expressed at Lucknow. Then, in early July 1857, a pamphlet
invoking a holy war against Britain – entitled Fateh-i-Islam – argued
that servitude under a Muslim king would be better for Indian rajas
than ‘under the infidel Victoria and the English’.6 Unprecedented
levels of violence on both sides now followed, although losses were
disproportionate. British fatalities numbered around 11,000, three-
quarters of these from disease, whilst rebel deaths exceeded
100,000. Sepoy killings of European officers and civilian residents
were countered by British forces slowly but steadily annihilating the
rebel armies and the communities from which they were drawn, as
well as undertaking bloody reprisals for months after the revolt had
subsided, including ritual executions by cannon and public hangings.
Initially caught unawares, Britain poured European and colonial
troops into India from west and east – from the recent war in Persia,
together with several regiments from the Cape and from Ceylon, and
diverted troops en route to China7 – all to contain the revolt, and
drew on every ounce of loyalty to be found in India itself. A force of
British and European volunteers was offered from Calcutta but
rejected by Viscount Canning, the governor-general, but otherwise
military support from the states ringed around the North-West
Provinces proved crucial. Gurkha troops were provided from Nepal



by Jung Bahadur, whilst to the south-west the armies of the
Maharaja of Gwalior and Tukoj Rao Holkar of Indore rallied and
cordoned off routes to the Rajput states and to the coast. To the
north-west of the rebel areas, the Punjab held back from taking up
arms against the British, despite serious early outbreaks of mutiny in
regiments at Ambala, Lahore, Peshawar and elsewhere.8
Undoubtedly a risky strategy at the time, the steps taken by Sir John
Lawrence to pacify and then mobilise Sikh forces from the Punjab
allowed the British to protect the vulnerable north-west frontier from
the threat of Afghan and Russian incursion, and to retake Delhi by
September 1857. Bahadur Shah was captured, his two sons and a
grandson were executed in his presence and he went on trial the
following January. Still the revolt continued as the Rani of Jhansi, the
most potent female icon of the rebellion, held out and joined other
leaders such as Nana Sahib converging on Gwalior, where they
were eventually defeated in June 1858. By the end of 1858 Awadh
returned to British control, and lingering pockets of resistance in
Bengal and Bihar had been suppressed as well.

Although confined to northern India, the revolt was so much more
than a series of isolated military uprisings. Mutiny in the Indian army
revealed Britain’s garrison state at breaking point. As the boundaries
of British India expanded in a north-westerly direction, the army had
become ever more reliant on Indian troops serving on declining rates
of pay far from their home villages. European regiments had been
siphoned off to serve in the wars in the Crimea and in Persia, and
then towards the end of 1856 several units were despatched to
China.9 With the advent of the telegraph, news of disaffection in the
army travelled more speedily than in previous decades, and where
accurate information could not be conveyed rumour did its own
work.10 Since the Registration of the Press Act of 1835, newspapers
in India had been relatively lightly regulated, and by 1857 there were
many vernacular weeklies and newsletters. Curbs on printing
presses were introduced through emergency legislation in June
1857, and censorship rolled out to include the English language
press, but with limited effects.11 Economic modernisation was also at



work in rural northern India, as local markets opened up to the free
trade competition of British goods, and, unprotected by the law,
landowners sold off struggling estates and farms.12 Western-style
liberalisation of the economy thus created an unstable mix of
winners and losers, some ripe for revolt, others primed to show
loyalty in return for concession and benefit.

Above all, at the heart of the revolt lay religion and political
power. The spark which ignited the flames of mutiny – the greasing
with animal fat of soldiers’ cartridges – signified colonial arrogance
towards Islam and Hinduism, stoking the fear that sepoys would be
subjected to Christian conversion. The restoration of the Mughal
emperor at Delhi gave legitimacy to traditional forms of dynastic rule
in India, which decades of Company administration had done much
to undermine. Although modern scholarship has proved kinder, much
of the blame at the time for the religious and political disaffection that
lay behind the revolt was laid at the door of the Marquess of
Dalhousie, the governor-general of India.13 In the Dalhousie era
evangelical Protestantism had certainly been spurred on.
Restrictions on the remarriage of Hindu widows had been lifted,
greater protection provided for the property rights of native Christian
converts, and encouragement given to missionary work in schools
and in villages in Bengal and the North-West Provinces. In April
1857, the Society for the Propagation of the Gospel revised its plans
for the expansion of the Anglican church in India, calling for three
new sees: two in the north – Agra and Lahore – and one in the
south, at Palamcotta (Palayankottai) in Madras. There was also
evidence of growing evangelicalism in the army in 1857, through the
work of so-called ‘missionary colonels’, such as Lieutenant-Colonel
William Mitchell and Colonel Stephen Wheeler of the 34th
Cumberland foot regiment, stationed at Kanpur.14 British opinion at
the time was adamant that the rebel movement was ‘primarily of
Mahomedan origin’ to such an extent than Bahadur Shah Zafar was
tried in January 1858 for leading an international Muslim
conspiracy.15 More recently, historians have identified the jihadi and
Wahabi elements in the rebel movement, but also emphasised how



the revolt united Hindus and Muslims against a common Christian
enemy.16 Religious differences focused enmities like nothing else.
The first mutiny at Meerut, it was rumoured, was planned around an
attack on Christian civilians and soldiers worshipping on a Sunday.17

During his time in India Dalhousie had also pushed through the
most extensive annexation of territory to Britain in the Indian
subcontinent since the end of the Maratha wars.18 The subjugation
of the Punjab in 1849 was accompanied by the imposition of direct
rule across India: from Satara and Sindh in the west, to Rajputana
and the North-West Provinces, to Tanjore and Arcot in Madras,
Nagpur and Jhansi in central India, as far south as the Berars in the
kingdom of Hyderabad, to the north-east in Sikkim, and all the way
round to Pegu in Burma. Dalhousie did not invent the infamous
doctrine of lapse, whereby Britain took control of states in which a
ruler had died and where there was no natural replacement heir, but
he certainly applied it with vigour. Moreover, Dalhousie aspired to
expel Muslim rule in northern India. In 1851 he undertook an
extensive tour of the conquered north-west frontier, conducting
durbars at which a series of Sikh rajas swore personal fealty to him
in the same way that they had previously honoured the Mughal
emperor. At Peshawar Dalhousie noted how Britain had stopped ‘the
tide of Mahometan conquest’ after over eight centuries and
subjugated the ‘fanatical & furious barbarians, whose faith is a cloak
for every crime’. At Pinjore Dalhousie sat on the golden throne of
Ranjit Singh to receive the Maharajas of Patiala and other Sutlej
chiefs. These tours continued into the North-West Provinces. At
Rampur singers assembled by the Nawab sang ‘Rule Britannia’.19

Dalhousie’s critics accused him of assuming the powers of a ‘deity’,
whilst he defended the expense and the long absences from
Calcutta that his durbars entailed, pointing out that they were not
‘mere gaudy show’, but critical to the stability of British power.20

Under Dalhousie the Government of India also ensured that northern
India was made aware of British prowess beyond the north-west
frontier, for example translating into Urdu news of allied success at
the battle of Alma in the Crimea.21 Finally, in 1856, Dalhousie moved



ahead with the annexation of the Muslim kingdom of Awadh. He
shrugged off his own colleagues’ concerns about the legitimacy of
the move and delayed his departure from India until it was
completed. With pathos he described for Queen Victoria the moment
of submission when the King of Awadh handed over his turban to the
British resident: ‘the deepest mark of humiliation and helplessness
which a native of the East can exhibit . . . when the head thus bared
in supplication was one that had worn a royal Crown’.22

For Dalhousie annexation was much more than another chapter
in the piecemeal expansion of British India. In absorbing territory
Dalhousie was displacing ancient Muslim and Hindu kingdoms and
princely states, and their religious and ceremonial infrastructure.
Through his durbar tours he appropriated older forms of Mughal
royal style in order to enforce allegiance to Christian Britain and its
queen. His administration encouraged depictions of native rule as
decadent, corrupt and immoral, for example William Knighton’s
salacious account of the court at Awadh,23 and choked off official
and unofficial communications amongst Indian royal houses and
between their rulers and London. It took its toll. Exhausted and
bereaved (his wife, the queen’s former lady-in-waiting, died in India
in 1853), Dalhousie returned home in 1856. He was so ill on
reaching England that his chair had to be hoisted on deck so he
could wave to Queen Victoria and Prince Albert as they sailed past
on the royal yacht down the Solent. But he had left a tinderbox
behind, with the queen perched on its lid.

News from India
Queen Victoria was oblivious to how the leaders of the Indian revolt
denounced her personally, but she quickly discerned the root cause
of the mutinies. Writing to Charlotte Canning, the governor-general’s
wife, the day after she had received the Awadhi delegation, she
asserted that ‘a fear of their religion being tampered with is at the
bottom of it’.24 Her immediate concern, however, lay with the
inadequacy of Britain’s military reactions to the uprising. Throughout
the summer months of 1857 she kept in close contact with the news



reported from India, communicated directly from the War Office and
Horse Guards to Buckingham Palace whilst she was in London, and
then by telegraph straight into Osborne House during the summer
months. Queen Victoria blamed the spread of the mutiny on
reductions in the European army in India, and on the dual fighting
force (crown and Company troops) that created a divided
command.25 En route to Osborne House on 16 July she met with
Palmerston and his Cabinet colleagues and ‘spoke to them most
strongly about the necessity of recruiting the whole army, of taking
energetic measures at once, & not miserable half measures’. But the
‘dilatoriness and senselessness’ of Palmerston’s government in the
face of the revolt continued to alarm Victoria. On arrival at Osborne
she and Albert wrote a long memorandum on the army in India,
calling for the integration of the European and native soldiers. The
following weekend they took the steamer over to Portsmouth to
watch the departure of Albert’s brigade, the 3rd Rifles, as part of the
troop reinforcements going east.26 Over the next two months Queen
Victoria repeatedly called on Palmerston to increase the supply of
extra troops, not just from other parts of Asia but from Canada and
the Mediterranean as well. Gradually, helped by the intercession of
Lord Clarendon, the foreign secretary, Palmerston’s Cabinet heeded
her advice and the urgency of the situation, agreeing to call up the
militia and send out extra battalions from home as well as from Malta
and Canada.27 As in the 1840s, Queen Victoria’s instinctive
reactions to events in India were those of a warrior queen. True, she
sanctioned Lord Palmerston’s proposal to hold a day of state
prayer.28 Mostly, however, it was her voice of military command that
prevailed. She saw Sir Colin Campbell, appointed by Palmerston to
lead the British forces in India, before he left for India in July 1857,
and once back in London and Windsor during the first half of 1858
she met and spoke with many returning officers and army wives,
getting first-hand information about the battle scenes and their
experiences.29

In this way the queen stood apart from much of the response to
the Indian rebellion that so captured the British literary imagination.



Contemporary magazines, newspapers and so-called eyewitness
accounts rendered the violence and bloodshed of the mutiny as the
‘rape’ of British India, dwelling particularly on the ferocity with which
the sepoy rebels attacked European women and children.30 Queen
Victoria was certainly aware of the atrocities, sharing in the wave of
emotional indignation that broke over Britain from late August. ‘If only
they had been shot down,’ she wrote in her journal of the European
women and children murdered and dumped in a well at Kanpur, ‘it
would not be so ghastly but everything that can outrage feelings, –
every torture that can be conceived, has been perpetrated’.31

However, the sensational reportage did not hold her attention. Plenty
of contemporary officer accounts of the British campaign against the
rebels in India survive in the Royal Library at Windsor, but only
Adelaide Case’s Day by Day at Lucknow (1858) is there to represent
the more popular genre of female non-combatant memoirs.32 By
November 1857 Queen Victoria was telling Canning that she thought
the ‘unChristian spirit shown by the public’ would not last and she
was asking for evidence of the ill treatment of women.

For this Queen Victoria turned to Charlotte Canning. Of all the
nineteenth-century vicereines, Charlotte was the closest to the
queen, having served at court for thirteen years as a Lady of the
Bedchamber. She kept a diary and was a prolific watercolourist and
photographer.33 From Charlotte Canning Queen Victoria received
the most detailed accounts of the rebellion and the British counter-
offensive, from the early scares over the greased cartridges through
the major incidents of the rebellion as it spread north-west, and on to
her husband’s post-revolt tour of northern India in 1859–60, which
she carefully documented with brush, pen and camera. Charlotte
Canning’s letters supplied Queen Victoria with a corrective to the
lurid narratives of the events, particularly at Kanpur and Lucknow.
She pointed out to Queen Victoria that most of the stories of the
sepoy horrors arose from the mutilations that were carried out upon
the bodies of the dead, but there was no credible evidence that
violent sexual assault had occurred whilst they were alive.
Concerned that she seemed to ‘talk of “poor dear sepoys”’ and to



have ‘softness or tenderness towards them’, Charlotte Canning
assured the queen that she only wanted to test some of the stories.
It seemed to work. Other visitors to Buckingham Palace confirmed
that there had been ‘dreadful exaggeration of the cruelties’. In fact by
May 1858 Charlotte Canning herself feared that there had been ‘too
great a reaction’ the other way, and that in accepting the evidence
against mutilation, all the ‘treachery and cruelty’ should not be
forgotten.34

Charlotte Canning also encouraged Victoria to seek visual
representations of India. She passed on news of the work in India of
two photographers, Dr John Murray and Felice Beato, who were
amongst the first to record the aftermath of the fighting. Editions of
both photographers’ work were later purchased for the queen, but it
was Charlotte who initially brought them to her attention, describing
in particular detail Beato’s views of Lucknow.35 Victoria took her own
initiative as well. At the beginning of February 1858 she
commissioned the Swedish court painter Egron Lundgren to go to
India to depict the battle scenes. Lundgren reached India in time to
witness the final stages of the British campaign. Amongst other
works, he recreated the relief of Lucknow, providing rough sketches
which were then turned into book illustrations and an oil painting by
Thomas Jones Barker.36 In 1859, Charlotte Canning added to
Victoria’s Indian portfolio by sending on her own watercolours and
ink drawings. Many of these were of picturesque scenes – ancient
buildings and landscape views – but battlefields were included as
well, notably depictions of Farrukhabad, Kanpur and Lucknow.37

Such sources as these suggest that Victoria was more familiar than
most with the topography of the Indian rebellion. Taken together, the
work of Murray, Beato and Charlotte Canning presented to Queen
Victoria an eastern sublime ravaged by war – beautifully ornate
mosques and palaces stockpiled with armoury, disempowered
colonial buildings pockmarked with cannon-fire and bullet holes,
loyal over-dressed sepoy regiments resting battle-weary in arid
settings. These were dissonant images, neither glorifying nor



sentimentalising the aftermath of the revolt, but displaying the chaos
and disorder wrought by war.

The Transfer of Power
By October 1857 it was becoming clear that the future Government
of India would not lie in the dual authority of the East India Company
and the queen’s ministers. Or, as Lord Palmerston informed Queen
Victoria in his own colourful way, there would be an end to:

the inconvenience of administering the Govt of a vast country
on the other side of the Globe by means of two Cabinets, the
one responsible to your Majesty & to Parliament, the other
only responsible to a mob of Holders of Indian stock,
assembled for 3 or 4 hours, 3 or 4 times a year.38

Palmerston’s government began the work of drafting a bill which
would transfer power to the Crown, or rather to the ministers of the
Crown, who would be subject to the usual constitutional checks and
balances provided by Parliament. Opinion in the press and amongst
Indian experts was divided.39 A growing crescendo of voices called
for the Crown to displace the Company and become the sole
authority in India. ‘The veil which has hitherto concealed the Crown
from the eyes of the people of India’, declared John Henry
Treemenheere, ‘must now be rent asunder.’ A ‘virtual sovereign’, the
Crown would drive forward the moral reform of India, some writers
argued, as they called for European colonisation and conversion of
the subcontinent under the queen as empress.40 Here lay a simple
logic. What better way to Anglicise India in the aftermath of the
rebellion than to invest power in the queen?

Curiously, the Crown and its powers remained imprecisely
defined as Indian constitutional reform was considered during the
winter of 1857–8. Both government and opposition understood the
‘Crown’ to imply greater ministerial control over the Government of
India, or simply over the Company itself. Palmerston’s Cabinet got
as far as drafting a bill that would have substituted the Company and



the Board of Control with a small council in Britain chosen by
nomination. Palmerston was also advised to move the seat of British
government from Calcutta to Agra, and to take steps to put an end
‘to the prevailing indifference of our rulers to Christian truth’. All of
this, Palmerston explained to the queen, would mean more power
exercised in her name.41 She was uncertain. Reading over the
clauses set out in Palmerston’s initial bill at the end of January, 1858,
Queen Victoria enquired, ‘Is this absolute power?’ Her own take was
unequivocal. She expected to be given more direct responsibility for
India, including sight of all despatches to and from India, just as she
was entitled to see all Foreign Office despatches. She sought a
unified command under the Crown of the Indian army. She also
wished to retain complete control of the patronage and appointments
within the Indian civil service as well as the Indian military.42

Absolutely.
Palmerston and his colleagues resigned in February 1858. To

Lord Derby’s Cabinet now fell the task of reforming the Government
of India. Charged with transferring power in India from Company to
Crown, Derby and his ministers also wanted to hang on to power at
Westminster. Derby’s was an unstable majority. Having defeated one
ministry, a headstrong House of Commons was capable of
despatching its successor, and it was anticipated that the new
government’s India bill would provide the earliest opportunity for a
showdown. Hence the Conservative bill conceded an elective
element to the new Council, doubling its size and giving some of
Britain’s largest urban constituencies the right to choose Council
members, much to the queen’s consternation. An early version of
this bill also pandered to other popular demands, including
evangelical pressure. The executive remit of the governor-general
was extended, and a new bishopric at Agra was promised. A clause
contributed by Prince Albert committed the new Government of India
to other ‘public works’ in addition to railways. The new elective
element pacified the Commons (just as it enraged Victoria).43

Nonetheless, the Conservatives managed to embroil themselves in a
crisis six weeks later. A despatch from Lord Ellenborough,



Conservative president of the Board of Control, had carried garbled
versions of Governor-General Canning’s Awadh proclamation of
March 1858, itself designed to penalise landholders who were still
holding out against the British. The despatch was leaked to
politicians outside the Cabinet and then exploited by both sides of
the debate, namely those MPs who felt that Canning was not harsh
enough on the rebels, and those who felt the Awadhis had some
cause to complain.44

Almost no reputation emerged untarnished from the furore over
this infamous ‘Oude proclamation’. Ellenborough resigned, Canning
– ‘too “civil” by half’ as Punch caricatured him – felt misunderstood
and Derby limped through the next few weeks fearing that his
government would fall. No reputation, that is, save that of Queen
Victoria. For it was the queen who refused to allow Derby to dissolve
Parliament and so bring on the fourth change of government in three
years. She chided her prime minister for not having shown her the
offending despatch before it was sent to India. When Derby, having
reshuffled his son, Lord Stanley, to be president of the Board of
Control for the last two months of that office, chose the novelist
Edward Bulwer-Lytton as Stanley’s replacement, Queen Victoria
objected.45 Whilst Parliament continued to work out what elements
of the royal prerogative might be entered into the new India bill, here
was the queen acting out some of its principal features: the right in
future to see all despatches to India, and the right to be consulted on
Cabinet appointments. Moreover, with the confusion over Canning’s
policy in India and the political disarray at home, Queen Victoria
began to emerge as a solution to the problem of authority in the
aftermath of the Indian revolt. As the Conservatives’ India bill neared
the end of its long journey through the Commons with its seventy-
one clauses more or less agreed – the Company’s powers to be
transferred to a secretary of state, advised by a Council comprising
fifteen members, with a viceroy appointed by the Crown – MPs
began to talk up a new role for Queen Victoria in giving moral force
to the change of government. Leading the cheers as ever was
Disraeli, who suggested to the queen that the bill was ‘only the ante-



chamber of an imperial palace’ and that her name should now be
impressed upon Indian native life. But radicals joined in as well. John
Bright called for a proclamation to be made in the name of Victoria
and to include an amnesty, the upholding of native property titles and
adopted heirs, and a statement on religious toleration.46

Still Queen Victoria was not satisfied. In the bill that left the
Commons at the beginning of July she was ‘shocked to find that in
several important respects the Govt have surrendered the
Prerogatives of the Crown’. Without her agreement alterations had
been made to key clauses. Competitive examination was now
proposed for the Indian civil service, and Parliament was to be given
the final say in the raising of the Indian army. The queen conveyed
her horror to Derby, for it was ‘to him as the Head of the Govt that
she looks for the protection of those Prerogatives which form an
integral part of the Constitution’. Somewhat conciliated by Derby’s
promise to uphold Crown influence in the Indian army, the queen
relented, and the bill passed through the Lords.47 There it survived a
late rally by the Archbishop of Canterbury, who, whilst respecting
that there could be no more proselytism or interference with Indian
religion, insisted that the Government of India should not be
indifferent to the question of conversion to Christianity. It should
declare against caste, make the Bible compulsory in schools, end
state support for Hindu and Muslim festivals and stop discrimination
against native converts. Derby offered some reassurance but not
much. A cleric proved easier to brush aside than a queen. One final
royal touch was required to the second clause of the act: all previous
powers of the East India Company would now be exercised not ‘on
behalf’ as in the draft but instead ‘by and in the Name of Her
Majesty’ and it was duly promulgated on 2 August.48

Queen Victoria pulled off a remarkable achievement with the
Government of India Act. Since her accession, politicians had
clipped her constitutional wings on virtually all domestic matters. By
the 1850s the idea that the royal prerogative was no more than a
useful fiction had become a commonplace to the extent that when
Walter Bagehot described the monarchy a few years later as the



‘theatrical’ element in the English constitution, few disagreed.49

Victoria’s influence over the bills transferring power from the
Company to the Crown belies her reputation as a constitutional
monarch with limited powers. Throughout the discussions in Cabinet
and the debates in Parliament she sought clarification on every point
that touched on her role. She also kept the politicians to the task in
hand, not letting either the change of government in February or the
crisis over the ‘Oude’ proclamation in May slow the momentum
behind Indian reform. Victoria’s stance on several key components of
the clauses proved of crucial significance. Her insistence that any
elective element in the new Council be balanced with a nominated
equivalent, her requirement that she see all Indian despatches, and
her refusal to relinquish all military patronage indicate a fuller
interpretation of royal prerogative than is usually understood; but
these key clauses also reveal her distrust of parliamentary
management of India, especially over troop numbers – a factor she
believed lay behind the vulnerability of the army in 1857. They
pointed to a future in which the monarch played more and not less of
a role in Indian affairs. The Government of India Act passed,
despatches began to arrive at Windsor by the cartload, and Victoria
and Albert immediately returned to their obsession with reforming the
Indian army. Her work done, the royal couple left for Potsdam in
Prussia, to join Princess Victoria, newly pregnant with their first
grandchild, the baby who would become the ill-fated heir to the
Prussian empire (Wilhelm, the future Kaiser). From Potsdam Victoria
applied the finishing touches to the transfer of power in her own
dominion. As time would tell, the last strokes were by far the most
important.

The Indian Magna Carta
The new Government of India was made in England, but needed to
be proclaimed in India. Lord Derby and his Cabinet colleagues now
turned to draft a proclamation. Derby recognised that it was
important that it should be said in the words of the queen. Insofar as
the proclamation reiterated what had been agreed in Parliament, it



was reasonably straightforward. The Crown was to assume direct
authority from the East India Company, the governor-general was to
become a viceroy, all existing treaties with native rulers were to be
accepted, employment in the public service was to be open to
Europeans and natives alike, equal and impartial protection was to
be given to all subjects in the exercise of religion and in the
maintenance of property rights, and there would be an amnesty. The
principle of religious neutrality continued to present problems. The
queen’s official title included the phrase ‘Defender of the Faith’ and
Derby’s Cabinet colleagues wanted to retain this wording. At the
same time, explicit recognition of the monarch’s Christian religion sat
awkwardly in a document which promised not to ‘undermine any
native credo or customs, or to propagate any form of religious
beliefs’. As one minister observed, this phrasing ‘if it speaks the
Queen’s mind, it represents her to India as indifferent to Religious
truth, whereas all that is required is that she should be impartial’. He
went on:

[s]he subscribes to the S.P.G. the very object of which is here
condemned, and is, and cannot but be a Christian Queen . . .
We had agreed to found a bishopric at Agra, and we must
either do that, or permit others to do it, & from time to time
found other Bishoprics; but the language . . . would seem to
preclude the Queen from that exercise of her Prerogative.50

A way around this obstacle was to emphasise how the queen’s
devotion to Christianity made her tolerant of other religions.

Thus far had Lord Derby reached when he met with the queen on
9 August to update her on the eve of her departure for Germany.51

At the same time a new crisis began to brew over the references to
religion in the proclamation. Whilst Derby was carefully consulting on
how to encompass both Christianity and the religions of India in the
same text, Lord Stanley received a deputation of British missionary
societies, stated to them that religious neutrality would guide future
policy in India, and that no steps would be taken in India to give to
‘the opinions of Europe in apparent preference to those which were



found existing in the country’. Disraeli reported to Stanley that these
words – relayed as Stanley referring to Christianity as ‘the religion of
Europe’ – had caused considerable dissatisfaction, and one that was
not confined to ‘the ultra-religious circles’. Disraeli went on: ‘[No]
Government can stand that is supposed to slight the religious
feelings of the country. It is as important to touch the feelings and
sympathies of the religious classes in England as to conciliate the
Natives of India.’52 Lord Derby and his Cabinet faced an obvious
dilemma: how to appease evangelical opinion at home and at the
same time offer meaningful words of pacification in India. They were
also obliged to give voice to the queen throughout the proclamation.
As Spencer Walpole reminded Stanley just before the draft was sent
on to Prussia, ‘the Indian proclamation is likely to be one of the most
important State Papers ever issued by the Ministers of the Crown’,
its tone needed to be high, and throughout references to the British
government should be replaced with the queen, ‘partly for the
purpose of acting, as it were, upon an oriental imagination, – and
partly for the purpose of convincing the people that the transfer was
something real and complete’. Not so important as all that: Derby
carelessly left his copy of the draft behind in London when he left
town.53 Fortunately, Lord Malmesbury, the foreign secretary, was
more careful, and, as part of the royal party in Potsdam, he was
deputed to show the draft proclamation to the queen. She did not like
what she read.

Anticipating Queen Victoria’s reactions was never easy, as many
nineteenth-century prime ministers found to their cost. She told
Malmesbury immediately that the proclamation ‘must be almost
entirely remodelled’. It was a question of substance and one of tone.
She wished all references to the British government to be substituted
by the royal ‘we’. She suggested (as Derby had assumed she would)
that the way around the religious neutrality issue was to say that the
deep attachment she felt for her own religion meant she would not
interfere with the religion of the Indian people. She wanted a greater
commitment stated to ‘future prosperity and general welfare’ than the
vague reference in the draft to the ‘relief of poverty’, and she wanted



something said about the privileges of subjects of the British Crown
whilst at the same time making a guarantee to preserve ancient laws
and usages. Above all Queen Victoria wanted the proclamation to
rise to the occasion of what she called ‘the commencement of her
new reign’.54 Or, as Malmesbury told Derby, ‘[T]here is not half
bellows enough in it for the personal address of a Great Queen to an
Oriental Hemisphere’ – in its present form it was ‘too much like a
respectable magistrate’s notice after a parochial [meeting]’.
Malmesbury, who found Victoria ‘the most fidgety person I ever saw
within the reach of a Minister’, then conveyed her instructions for the
proclamation to Lord Derby:

The Queen would be very glad if Lord Derby would write it
himself in his excellent language, bearing in mind that it is a
female Sovereign who speaks to more than 100 millions of
Eastern People on assuming the direct Government over
them after a bloody civil war giving them pledges which her
future reign is to redeem & explaining the principles of her
Govt. Such a document should breathe feelings of
Generosity, Benevolence, and Religious feeling, pointing out
the privileges which the Indians will receive in being placed
on an equality with the subjects of the British Crown & the
prosperity following in the train of civilisation.55

Two things then happened, or rather did not happen. First, Lord
Derby replied to acknowledge receipt of the queen’s revisions, but
revealed that the draft had already gone to the printers so he could
not check it against the suggested changes from Potsdam, although
he assured Malmesbury that he had avoided all the points to which
Victoria had taken exception. He and Stanley, as well as George
Clerk (now the new permanent under-secretary), had moved on to
another thorny topic: how the proclamation, and in particular the
phrase ‘Defender of the Faith’, would translate into the Indian
vernacular. Derby hoped, somewhat unrealistically, that it might
come out benignly as ‘Protectress of Religion’.56 Secondly, learning
no doubt from Stanley’s candour on meeting the missionary



delegation earlier in the month, the Cabinet went quiet on the final
text contained in the proclamation. Until news reached London at the
beginning of December that the transfer of power had been
proclaimed throughout India on 1 November, no one was any the
wiser outside of the Cabinet and the court as to what it actually said.
Those in the know gave little away. In a speech at the Mansion
House in early November, Derby stated that a ‘message of peace
and mercy’ had been sent out from the queen to her Indian empire,
whilst the Duke of Argyll told a meeting of the India Christian
Association in London later that month that the proclamation was
limited in its scope, and simply removed the ‘screen’ between the
Company and the Crown.57 Evangelical natures clearly abhorred the
vacuum. As late as October the missionary lobby assumed that the
assumption of power by the queen would accelerate not diminish the
spread of Christianity. For example, Lord Shaftesbury claimed in a
speech at Leeds in October that even without government aid
‘clouds upon clouds’ of Bibles could descend on India.58 Seldom can
a document of such magnitude have been kept under wraps for so
long and caused such speculation.

When it eventually appeared the final version of the proclamation
clarified the new British position of religious neutrality in India and set
off a series of evangelical criticisms.59 The proclamation did
incorporate most of the concerns expressed by Victoria and Albert.
The omissions were significant, however. Two stand out. Despite
what passed down into folk memory in India, there was no reference
in the proclamation to Indians enjoying the same equality as other
subjects of the British Crown. The nearest the proclamation comes
to this is in the seventh paragraph, where the queen declares to
‘hold Ourselves bound to the Natives of Our Indian Territories by the
same obligations of Duty which bind Us to all our other Subjects’.
This did not go as far as Victoria wished, when she called for Indian
subjects to be ‘placed on an equality with the subjects of the British
Crown’. Nor did the proclamation refer, as she had wanted, to ‘the
commencement of her new reign’, a point of less importance



perhaps, but the sentiment denoted the fresh start she hoped for her
Indian realm.

One final instalment of the transfer of power remained. Back in
December 1857, Lord Palmerston had suggested to the queen that
an Indian order of knighthood be established as a means of
rewarding and strengthening the personal bonds of loyalty between
Queen Victoria and the loyal Indian princes. Eighteen months later,
the queen returned to the idea, recommending it to Lord Canning.
Canning assumed that the queen wanted to keep the new order
exclusively for Indians. He made enquiries around British India about
how it might work, only to be told that it would not get very far unless
both Europeans and Indians were eligible to join. Indian elites,
Canning was informed, would not look favourably at an honour set
aside just for them.60 So, instead, a new order of chivalry, the ‘Star of
India’ was established for senior Indians and Europeans. Prince
Albert took up the project with great energy, designing its ribands
and mottoes, in consultation with the new Liberal secretary of state
for India, Sir Charles Wood. Albert’s stance on India – somewhere
between evangelism and toleration, antiquity and modernity – is
captured by his ideas for the new Indian order. His preferred title was
the ‘Eastern’ or ‘Morning Star’. As he explained to Wood, ‘[t]he
Eastern Star preceded the three Kings, or wise men when they did
homage to the infant Christ & maybe taken as the emblem of
dawning Christianity, as such it would have a memorable meaning
which may remain concealed from the Indians, & yet be one day
recognised in history.’ At the same time, Albert pointed out, ‘[a]s the
light of the world came from the east (like the Sun) & the human
races are supposed to have spread from the East, the emblem might
be eligible on that account & not uncomplimentary to the Indians’.
Albert also enthusiastically drafted a list of Latin mottoes that might
accompany the order, eventually settling on ‘lux caeli dux noster’
(heaven’s light our command).61 Albert’s blueprints did not impress
either Wood or Canning. Between them the two statesmen pointed
out that Latin mottoes were fine for British orders such as the Garter,
but not for ‘Princes whose ancestors were sitting on their Thrones



four or five centuries before the Garter . . . [was] dreamt of’. It was
explained to Albert too that as far as Indians were concerned their
country was not in the east, but in the west, for example Muslims in
India faced west to pray to Mecca. ‘Indians do not think of . . .
themselves as Orientals’, Canning helpfully reminded the court. For
good measure Canning also pointed out that ‘star’ in Hindi was
‘satara’, the family name of the Maratha dynasty that the British had
defeated in 1804. And so these discussions rambled on for the best
part of nine months. Further names for the order were canvassed:
the ‘Imperial Star’ (rejected as the British Crown was a royal one),
the ‘Celestial Star’ (a tautology), the Star of Peace (no good, as the
Hindi equivalent of peace was ‘agreement after war’ or ‘sleep’). At
one stage an exasperated Albert suggested it should be known as
the ‘golden impossibility’ since no one could agree, and eventually
the Star of India was settled on.62

From a distance the Star of India looks like an attempt to impose
western ideas of status and hierarchy on princely India, cloaked in
the kind of medieval mystique beloved by the Victorians. In some
respects, the new honour did just that. It was modelled on the Order
of St Patrick, the Irish equivalent of the Order of the Bath, and over
time its membership came to read like a who’s who of British Indian
society. In the aftermath of the Indian rebellion, however, the Star of
India was more a roll call of loyalty, with particular emphasis given to
those chiefs who had supported the British in 1857–8. Canning was
insistent that the awards be made for service more than in
recognition of blood ties or ‘ancient dignity’. From a long list the initial
Indian recipients were whittled down to eight: five Hindu princes (the
Maharajas of Gwalior, Kashmir, Indore and Patiala and the Gaekwar
of Baroda) and three Muslim rulers (the Nizam of Hyderabad, the
Begum of Bhopal and the Nawab of Rampur). This was a very
different cadre from before 1857, when the Company’s table of gun
salutes had begun with the kings of Delhi and Awadh, and included
many of the smaller rulers of northern India.63 The Order was also
established to mark the queen’s ‘new reign’. The first investitures in
1861 were organised to fall on the anniversary of the proclamation.



The new Order of the Star of India was launched on 1 November
1861, simultaneously in Allahabad and London. Four Indian rulers
made the trip to Allahabad: the Maharajas of Gwalior (extra blue
ribbon was ordered to suit his extravagant tastes), Patiala and
Kashmir, and the Begum of Bhopal (who declined the special title of
‘Lady Knight’), whilst the other Indian recipients were admitted at
investiture ceremonies in their own courts. To Canning’s amazement
and anger, the Nizam of Hyderabad initially refused, explaining that
such awards ran counter to his religious beliefs.64 In London, the first
knights were Albert, the Prince of Wales and Duleep Singh. Sadly,
the Buckingham Palace ceremony was one of the last such public
occasions for Albert. He fell ill later that month with a typhoid attack
and died on 15 December. The Star claimed a victim in India too, for
Charlotte Canning succumbed to a fatal bout of malaria on her return
to Calcutta. Charles Canning’s spirits sank immediately. He followed
his wife to the grave seven months later, with barely time to organise
her memorial stone at Barrackpore. Time stood still for Queen
Victoria too. Already in mourning for her mother, the Duchess of
Kent, who had passed away earlier in the year, she now became the
most famous widow in the world, disappearing from public view for
the best part of a decade.65 In India, by contrast, she was
everywhere, as the Government of India, anxious to secure the new
Raj, circulated her name, and her image, far and wide.



‘A

CHAPTER 5

VICTORIA BEATRIX

new era has dawned upon India; the reign of Victoria
Beatrix has commenced’, declared veteran Indian expert
John Kaye, as reports of the publication of the queen’s

proclamation in India on 1 November 1858 reached London a few
weeks later.1 No expense was spared in spreading the news
throughout the Indian subcontinent. Overseen by Charles Canning’s
private secretary and linguist extraordinaire Lewin Bowring, the
proclamation was translated into the principal vernacular languages
of India, and read out in full at formal ceremonies in the major towns
and cantonments of the three Presidencies (Bengal, Bombay,
Madras), in the princely states and across the seas to Singapore,
Malacca and the Straits Settlements. Everywhere, the trappings of
the East India Company were removed, and the royal standard
substituted in their place, most poignantly in Bombay harbour, where
with one hoist of the ensign the ships of the East India Company
navy became the fleets of the Royal Indian Navy. Lithograph presses
went into overdrive as thousands of copies of the proclamation were
printed. In the Punjab, for example, every village was given one.
Public celebrations – fireworks, illuminations, feeding of the poor and
nautch-dancing – marked the event, from Peshawar to Mysore, from
Calcutta to Bombay, from Gujarat to Travancore.2 Addresses – some
ornate, some handwritten, in some cases containing signatures than



ran into the thousands – were sent onto the queen, many of the
memorialists pledging their loyalty as the queen’s subjects at the
start of her ‘direct sovereignty’ and her ‘royal supremacy’ in India.3

All happened in haste. Canning only received the final text of the
proclamation from London in the middle of October, and many local
officials reported getting their copy and translation as late as 27
October. Not everywhere made the day of destiny on time, and even
those that did slipped up. The Bombay Custom House flew the
Union Jack upside down, a bad omen some thought. In Madras, only
the troops were present at the ceremony, as there had been no time
to advertise the event: ‘all was solemn, gloomy and dull’. Victoria’s
new title also proved difficult to translate, there being no obvious
female equivalent in Hindustani: was she a begum, or a maharani, or
padishah? Fortunately, a simpler title suggested itself. One
illumination at the Auckland Hotel in Calcutta proclaimed Victoria as
‘Empress of India’.4 Despite the rush, the diffusion of the queen’s
proclamation throughout India was of huge significance. Never
before had there been so conspicuous an identification of the British
monarchy with the Indian empire. Rarely had so much resource
been put into translating and disseminating an official announcement
across the whole of the Indian subcontinent and beyond. The
proclamation was the manifesto of a monarch. It made a series of
pledges to the people of India: to respect their religions and laws, to
treat them in the same manner as the queen’s subjects elsewhere,
to open up the administration of the country to Indians, to modernise
public utilities, to end the policy of annexation, and to offer clemency
to those who had taken up arms against British rule. In short, as the
Christian socialist J. M. Ludlow put it, the proclamation was ‘British
India’s Magna Charta’. In future India’s governors would be judged
against the words of the queen. ‘They may violate every one of its
promises,’ Ludlow declared prophetically, ‘but every promise will
survive its own violation – and avenge it.’ An irreversible step had
been taken in India. Sidelined from power by the English constitution
at home, the queen now constituted English authority in India. As the



8th Duke of Argyll observed, ‘the personal authority of the Sovereign’
was now in India brought ‘within the circle of political contention’.5

This chapter explores the immediate consequences of the
transfer of power from Company to Crown: how it was implemented,
and how it was interpreted. The queen’s proclamation was
paternalist and Tory in tone. Carrying out its pledges became the
task of liberals. Empowered by the Indian Councils Act of 1861,
Charles Canning, the new viceroy, gathered a reforming executive
around him, its legal and financial members drawn from the bright
lights of liberalism back in Britain. James Wilson, editor of the
London free-trade tribune The Economist, arrived to take up the
finance post, and Henry Maine, a precocious professor of law at
Cambridge, accepted, at the second asking, the law portfolio. Indian
expertise was not considered important. Neither Maine nor any of
the legal members of the Executive Council down to 1877 had
experience of India. Instead, they all signed up to the principles of
liberal governance: freedom of trade, freedom of contract under the
law and freedom of opinion. These ideas worked well enough at
home, even if they sometimes required the strong arm of the state to
enforce and regulate them. Early Victorian Britain had gone through
a revolution in government; now it was India’s turn for a dose of what
James Fitzjames Stephen, Maine’s successor in 1869, called
‘benevolent despotism’.6 After 1858 the Government of India set
about turning the Company state into a liberal state. The currency
and the post were overhauled, the legal system codified, the civil
service and the army reorganised. When all that was done, the
Government turned its attention to reform in the princely states. This
Indian revolution in government was far more extensive than its
British equivalent, and historians have given it due attention.7 What
they have overlooked completely is the extent to which the queen’s
proclamation loomed large in both the projection of British power in
India after 1858, and the ways in which it was debated and
contested. To re-establish control after the rebellion, the queen’s
status, and the queen’s image, were played out by the Government
of India in an unprecedented fashion. At the same time, the



guarantees of equality given in the queen’s proclamation created a
discursive space within which Indian claims for inclusion within the
imperial polity could be made. One way or another, the queen
proved central, and not merely ornamental, to this new phase of the
Raj.

Sovereigns
The Government of India did not stop at the proclamation in directly
associating the name of Queen Victoria with British dominion over
India after 1858. Words were one thing. Amongst a population with
low levels of literacy, images were another. The reorganisation of the
Indian coinage and the paper currency, as well as the expansion and
centralisation of the postal system, offered the opportunity of
establishing a more fixed image of the queen’s sovereignty amongst
her new subjects. In 1862 the famous ‘Company rupee’ was
withdrawn. In its place came the queen, her head and shoulders
engraved into the new coinage issued from 1862 onwards. She
featured on all denominations, from the gold mohur ‘sovereign’ to the
tiny copper anna. She also adorned the new banknotes, made legal
tender by the Paper Currency Act of 1861.8 Outside of British India,
creating a uniform coinage posed difficulties. Many of the princely
states maintained their own mints, and, although they obediently
removed the image of the Emperor of Delhi, they were mostly
reluctant to add the queen. They either preferred an image of their
own chief, or no image at all (particularly so in Muslim states such as
Bhopal and Hyderabad). Closing down the mints of the native states
became a government priority. Separate currencies placed obstacles
in the way of trade and encouraged forgery. But, economic utility
aside, it was the symbolism of the indivisible sovereignty of the
queen’s rule that lay behind the drive to a uniform coinage across
the whole of India. In 1871, Mayo, the viceroy, spelled out what was
at stake. ‘I cannot help thinking’, he wrote to the Duke of Argyll, the
secretary of state for India:



that it would be extremely desirable, that on coins which will
pass from hand to hand among the people of India that
recognition of suzerainty, which was thought necessary and
insisted upon by the Mahomedan Emperors, would be
suggested by a Power which exercises an influence in
Hindoostan which was unknown to the rulers of Delhi.

In other words, Queen Victoria. Mayo’s successor, Northbrook,
agreed, and in 1876 the Native Coinage At was passed, requiring
princely states to give up their mints and hand over the manufacture
of coinage to Calcutta.9 Few complied, but the passage of time and
the free flow of the new Indian rupee did its work in marginalising the
smaller currencies.

The new rupee fabricated Queen Victoria across India, and
beyond, into the currencies of Ceylon and British territory in east
Africa.10 Admittedly, some of her own officials doubted its potency at
first. How could the effigy of a woman displace the Company coin,
especially amongst Hindus and Muslims, who were not used to
depictions of female power?11 Yet considerable effort went into
designing the new coin so that it had Indian appeal. Queen Victoria
had featured on the old Company rupee in the last two decades of its
issue, her bust taken from the same designs used on British coinage
at home. Now, in 1862, an Indian version of the queen was
substituted. Her nose was straightened and made more prominent,
her hair was plaited, a crown was added to her head, and a string of
pearls draped around her neck and over an elaborately embroidered
blouse. An additional enhancement featured in the banknotes of the
1862 issue: her eyes were darkened. To both the coins and the
notes the queen gave her approval, on the recommendation of her
secretary of state Sir Charles Wood. They would, he assured her,
bear ‘the unmistakeable sign of being issued by the Sovereign,
namely the representation of the Sovereign, with same ornaments
and accessories on both’.12 Thus she remained in the currency of
British India for the rest of her reign, cast permanently as a young
woman, orientalised in her appearance.



Queen Victoria’s image, tailored for Indian use, also featured on
postage stamps throughout the subcontinent after 1860. The first
stamps, designed by Henry Thuillier, the Surveyor-General of India,
used the standard depiction of the queen from the British ‘penny
black’. However, in the early 1860s the Indian Mint commissioned a
fresh portrait from Thomas De La Rue, the London printer. He
depicted the queen’s bust in an oval vignette; she wore a simple
laureate crown with her hair tied back. This was a less regal image
than the 1862 currency issue, but, like the coinage and banknotes,
the postage stamps caught Queen Victoria as a youthful woman.
This remained the standard Indian postal stamp for almost all of the
reign. Not until the 1890s did age catch up with the queen on the
stamps, when a completely new portrait of the queen as empress,
wearing a small crown, partially covered by a shawl, was produced,
her eyebrows darkened, with exposed ear and ear jewellery.13 As
with the currency in India, postage was not standardised across
India, except insofar as mail needed official stamps to be sent
outside native states. Six states did opt to become ‘convention’
states, permitting them to counter-stamp the Government of India
stamp with the name of their own state. Some of them applied the
airbrush to the image of Queen Victoria. Compare for example, the
standard Government of India 1866 stamp with the counter-stamped
version of the same portrait for the states of Nabha, Chamba or
Faridkot, just ten years later. The queen’s eyes are larger and
darker, her nose and mouth much fuller than in the original.14 As
likenesses these images on coin, banknote and postage stamp
rendered the queen almost unrecognisable; as representations of
female monarchy in an eastern setting they served an important
purpose.

Subjects
Equality before the law was the great promise of the queen’s
proclamation of 1858. As we have seen in the previous chapter,
Queen Victoria’s personal insistence that Indians be treated on an
equal footing to all her other subjects was actually watered down in



the text of the proclamation. Instead of ‘equality’, it was stated that
the queen was bound to do her duty to Indians in the same way as
she was obliged to all her other subjects. In principle, the new
Government of India accepted this definition of a common imperial
subjectivity. Within weeks of the proclamation, Canning confirmed
that, as far as the amnesty clause was concerned, no distinction was
to be made between Europeans and Indians, when cases of
clemency for murderous acts during the rebellion were judged. ‘To
give a more restricted sense to the term’ – that is, to limit the
amnesty to Europeans – ‘would be to make the spirit of the
proclamation more exclusive, and to exhibit the Crown as less
considerate of the lives of Indian subjects than the literal and legal
meaning of the words used’.15 However, this noble sentiment was
quickly spirited away in the legal reforms that took place in India in
the early 1860s, as well as in some of the key decisions of the
courts.

Three major pieces of legislation defined the new liberal India:
the Code of Civil Procedure (1859), the Penal Code (1860) and the
Code of Criminal Procedure (1861). Although already on the statute
book when they arrived, these laws were shaped by Henry Maine
and James Fitzjames Stephen, the first two legal members of the
Viceroy’s Council. Both men came to India wearing their liberalism
on their sleeves, untainted by the world-weariness so endemic to
Indian administration.16 As it turned out, their advanced views did not
survive the long journey east. The rebellion of 1857–8 had altered
many men’s minds, the Indian legal fraternity more so than most,
and a hardening of attitudes was apparent immediately.17 Immunity
from prosecution for Europeans in the district courts was effectively
upheld by the new Code, and by the Indian High Courts Act of 1861.
There would be no return to the ‘Black Acts’ of the 1830s, whereby
native judges had been allowed jurisdiction over all cases,
irrespective of race. In the new legislation, only a Justice of the
Peace (JP), and not an ordinary magistrate, could refer accused
Europeans to the higher courts, and JPs tended to be white men.
This flew in the face of the queen’s proclamation, or so it seemed to



the British Indian Association, the mouthpiece of Bengali
landowners, which protested to Canning, reminding him of the ‘spirit’
of the queen’s words.18 In theory, anyone who had risen through the
Indian Civil Service could be a JP. In 1872 Stephen closed that
particular loophole, amending the Criminal Procedure Act so that
only JPs who were British subjects could judge in such cases. For
the purposes of the Act, ‘British subjects’ meant those who were
‘born, naturalised or domiciled’ in any of Britain’s European,
American, Australasian or African possessions, but not in India. A
Maltese merchant, or a khoikhoi tribesman from southern Africa, or a
New South Wales sheep farmer could be a JP in India, but not an
Indian. The queen’s proclamation proved of little use in this regard.
As Henry Maine advised in January 1866, the term ‘subject’ in all
statutes relating to India ‘expressly contrasted’ the British subject
and the native Indians.19

There was no such ambiguity about the status of the queen’s
proclamation when it came to matters penal, however. Loyalty to the
Crown was written directly into India’s new Penal Code, in operation
from 1862. Originally drafted by Thomas Babington Macaulay and
others back in the 1830s, the Penal Code was finally published in
1860. On the face of it, as with other aspects of the law, the new
version of the Penal Code was simply an update registering the new
nomenclature of the Crown instead of the Company.20 However, a
new section was inserted in the chapter of the Code covering
offences against the state. Here it was proposed that the full weight
of the English law of treason be applied to India. Canning and his
Council extended to India the British statute, introduced at the height
of the last Chartist risings in 1848, which made collecting arms to
levy war against the queen an offence punishable by transportation.
In India the law would be stretched further to include the government
alongside the queen.21 The Code cited the proclamation as defining
the relationship of ‘allegiance’ between the queen and her subjects.
In return for her protection, her subjects should give a ‘true and
faithful obedience’. If they did not, if they chose to ‘wage war against
the Queen’, and, by extension, the Government of India, then they



would be prosecuted.22 In later versions of the Penal Code, the
reference to the 1858 proclamation was dropped, but the sections
relating to the penalties for ‘waging war’ against the queen
remained, and in 1870 a new crime of conspiracy to overthrow the
queen was added.23 Between 1858 and 1901, four men were tried
for ‘waging war against the Queen’, that is attempting to overthrow
the Government of India. They were Vasude Balwant Phadke in
Poona in 1879; Shivaji IV, the Maharaja of Kolhapur, in 1881; the
King of Ava in Burma in 1886; and the Senapati of Manipur in 1891.
The law actually proved blunt and ineffective. Only in Phadke’s case
was there an implicit reference to the queen’s rule, insofar as he was
reported to desire a republic, and he was duly tried, convicted and
transported, dying in captivity in Aden in 1883.24 Only in Manipur
was there a successful capital conviction, as we shall see in a later
chapter. Nonetheless, the insertion of treason into the new Indian
Penal Code showed the determination of the Government of India to
wield the might of the monarch when crime against the state reared
its head. Strikingly, it was the only mention of the proclamation in any
of the new legal codification for India introduced after 1858. Not so
much Victoria Beatrix as Victoria the Punitive.

Any Magna Carta worth its name would surely respect the
principle of habeas corpus, or no detention without trial, a
fundamental right of the English since their own Magna Carta in
1215. Yet, when tested, that extension of liberty to India also proved
elusive. In 1870, two Bengali Muslims – Amir Khan and Hashmadad
Khan – were arrested on suspicion of belonging to the jihadist wing
of the Wahabi sect.25 They were imprisoned and, when no date was
set for their trial or even arraignment, an appeal was made to the
Calcutta High Court. It was by no means straightforward. Under
Company rule habeas corpus had been routinely set on one side. So
the barrister who brought the appeal, Thomas Chisholm Anstey,
threw in the queen’s proclamation and its guarantee of equality, to
help his plea. All fell flat. Not only did the court reiterate that habeas
corpus did not apply in the mofussil (that is, outside Calcutta, where
the Khans had been arrested), but in any event the viceroy had the



right to take suspects into custody without trial.26 The case caused
controversy, as Indian Muslims were accused of not recognising
English law, as Wahabis believed India lay within the domain of
Islam. That put the matter back to front. For it was actually English
law – in this case habeas corpus – that refused to recognise Indians.
This 1870 ruling was occasionally tested but never overturned, and
habeas corpus remained precarious in India thereafter. Once more,
the queen’s proclamation seemed undone by the work of British
officialdom.

The fiction of the queen as the fount of justice for India was
perpetuated insofar as she was the court of final appeal in both civil
and criminal cases. In civil matters, the Judicial Committee of the
Privy Council in London had since 1833 embodied the sovereign’s
role as supreme arbiter, albeit without requiring her physical
attendance at its hearings. Appeals for redress from both Europeans
and Indians in India took up an increasing amount of Privy Council
time during Victoria’s reign. Before 1858 there was an annual
average of seven appeals from India. From the 1860s, the rate
climbed exponentially. By the early 1870s some two-thirds of
appeals to the Privy Council in civil matters were of Indian origin.27

Not that taking a case from India to London was straightforward.
There was the cost of arranging transcripts and organising witness
depositions. In 1863 further hurdles were erected. Only appeals
involving disputes over 10,000 rupees were permitted, and financial
securities had to be provided upfront in the event of all the costs
being awarded against the appellant. Still the tide was not stemmed,
despite two successive legal members of the Viceroy’s Executive
Council – Stephen and Arthur Hobhouse – arguing in 1872 that final
appeals should rest with the Indian higher courts. Then, in 1874,
another condition was added: the appeal must also involve a
‘substantial question’ of law.28 The number of cases levelled off in
the 1880s, but India kept the Privy Council busy well into the
twentieth century, and so kept alive the queen’s reputation as judge
in the last resort, ‘a star chamber’ whose proceedings were
transparent and trusted compared to the viceregal machinery in



India.29 Not so in criminal cases. Although the queen also retained
the prerogative of appeal for these, by 1876 it was noted that this
was exercised very rarely. Similarly the governor-general and then
the viceroy acted as gatekeeper in matters of pardon and
commutation. After 1858, there was no change to the 1855
enactment that commutation of sentences such as death and
transportation remained the final decision of the governor-general,
although the royal prerogative to pardon was retained. As late as
1890 this ruling still presented some confusion, the practical solution
being that the hangman’s noose usually intervened before any
appeal for royal clemency could reach London.30

So, as quickly as new legal channels between the queen and her
subjects appeared to open in 1858, judicial reform and practical
administration in the years that followed sealed them shut, or at best
put in place powerful disincentives. Maine and Stephen had
embedded racial difference in the law. They left behind them a legal
code that bore little relation to the paternal rhetoric of the queen’s
proclamation of 1858. The imperial jurisdiction of the Privy Council
over civil matters aside, most legal routes to the Crown proved dead
ends. In 1882, in the case of Empress v. Tegha Singh, the Calcutta
High Court even went so far as to rule that the acts of the Indian
legislature took precedence over the queen’s proclamation.31

Effectively, the queen’s words had no binding legal status. And, by
the mid-1870s, the principle that the local courts and the supreme
court of India (that is, the Viceroy in Council) had the final say on
whether anything should be appealed to London was well
established. But it was not well known. The spirit of the proclamation
lived on. In 1872, in an unusual breach of convention, twenty-two
memorials addressed to the queen slipped through the net at
Bombay and made it all the way to Buckingham Palace, where they
were diverted and returned to India by Colonel Thomas Biddulph, the
watchful keeper of the Privy Purse.32 Written in Marathi and Persian
as well as in English, they were the stuff of the lower courts of the
Bombay presidency – mostly inheritance and property disputes –
hardly fit business for a queen, however encompassing her rule was



supposed to be. But they point to an abiding belief after 1858
amongst Indian litigants in the remote justice offered by the Crown,
no matter how much the Government of India confuscated the
procedures, nor how extensively men like Henry Maine attempted to
modernise Indian law.

Servants
In 1858 Queen Victoria took over formal control of thousands of civil
servants and soldiers from the East India Company. The switch of
employer – from Company to Crown – came a long way down the list
of clauses within the Government of India Act. In fact, the alteration
was almost forgotten until a hastily drawn-up supplement was bolted
on to the proclamation of 1 November 1858. New legislation was
required to transfer the Company army into the regular Queen’s
army, and that only came two years later. The Indian Civil Service
(ICS), by contrast, had already been reformed in 1853. Indeed, India
was the guinea pig for the new principle of competitive entry to
administrative positions, gradually applied in Britain following the
Northcote–Trevelyan report of 1854. Yet both for the army and for
the civil service, the transfer of power in India had more immediate
and direct effect than many of the other changes made in 1858, and
not all of it met with approval. Designed to quell and control the
mutinous Indian rebels of 1857, the new terms of service for soldiers
and civilians as employees of the Crown in turn provoked backlash
amongst Company hands in India.

A new broom had swept through the Indian Civil Service following
the renewal of the Company’s charter in 1853. A new competitive
exam was introduced.33 Anxious that they would miss out on
promotion and pensions, and wary of ‘competition wallahs’
overtaking worthy plodders, existing Company servants protested
against the new system, demanding compensation.34 But the new
service, formalised by the Indian Civil Service Act of 1861, quickly
established itself. There were now calls to make the Indian Civil
Service explicitly a royal cadre, with its own uniform, and a new
Royal India College to be specially created in either Oxford or



Cambridge for the preparation of candidates for the examinations.35

No pressure came from the Palace to follow this through. Queen
Victoria remained ambivalent about the Indian Civil Service. As late
as 1890 she lamented the inferior quality of its recruits, regretting
that ‘gentlemen’ no longer entered the administration, implying that
she preferred patronage to merit.36

In India there was no such hesitation about the benefits of the
new Indian Civil Service. The promise to throw open administrative
positions to qualified Indians, already made in the 1833 East India
Company Charter, and now amplified in the queen’s proclamation,
became a beacon of hope to the educated elite of India. It was a
chance to assert loyalty, an incentive for public service, and a means
of influencing the colonial power. But there were stumbling blocks.
Entry examinations had to be taken in England. Hindus broke caste
if they travelled overseas. Not surprisingly, Indian admission to its
own civil service remained limited. By 1878 there had only been ten
successful Indian candidates; by 1884 there was only one more.
Through the years Indian candidates had presented themselves, for
example eight in 1867 and seven in 1872, but were rarely
successful. Demands for equal treatment in the ICS came from both
Britain and India with increasing regularity from the late 1860s. In
Bombay, led by a Parsi merchant, Dadabhai Naoroji, the local
branch of the East India Association took up ICS reform. In 1868
Naoroji and the Bombay Association submitted a petition to Stafford
Northcote, the secretary of state for India. Henry Fawcett, the radical
MP for Brighton, took up the Bombay petition, debuting in his role as
unofficial ‘member of Parliament for India’. Fawcett referred to the
queen’s proclamation of 1858, explaining to the House of Commons
that Indians believed it to be ‘the charter of their liberties’, and hence
the basis for demanding easier access to the ICS. Fawcett
supported the plan for ICS examinations to be held simultaneously in
Bombay, Calcutta and Madras. Fawcett’s intervention went nowhere.
Changes to the system of ICS entry were made slowly, but hardly in
the spirit of the queen’s proclamation. An Indian statute of 1870
allowed the various branches of the Government of India to



nominate Indians to join the minor branches of the ICS. In 1878,
Lord Lytton as viceroy proposed that a section of this ‘statutory’
service, based on the hybrid maxim of ‘selection by merit’, should be
closed and reserved for Indian appointments made this way without
examination. Critics called it ‘the re-establishment of jobbery’. The
new system added forty-eight new Indian civil servants by 1886,
hardly boosting the meagre proportion of native civil servants (5½
per cent of 950 officials overall).37 Thirty years after the
proclamation, the ICS had indeed been transformed, but not quite as
planned. By design, Indians were being kept in their place in the ICS.

For Indian nationalists of Naoroji’s era, and indeed for the
generation that followed, the sclerotic pace at which the ICS was
opened up proved the largest breach of faith in the principle of
equality affirmed in the queen’s proclamation of 1858. Naoroji aired
his disappointment – in his speeches to the first few meetings of the
Indian National Congress (est. 1885) and once he was an MP in the
British Parliament (1892–5). In 1893 he denounced the ‘Anglo-Indian
system’ for using ‘every subterfuge’ to defeat the spirit of the
‘proclamations of the Sovereign’, comparing the British in India
unfavourably with their Mughal predecessors, who had populated
their administrations with the very same Indians that they had
vanquished.38 Native admission to the ICS was seen as an instant
panacea for many of the ills that beset the Raj in the second half of
the nineteenth century: famine and unpopular taxation especially.
Within an Indian polity in which there was little realistic chance of
representative government any time soon, improved entry to the
corridors of power was the next best thing. An ICS run by Indians as
well as for Indians was never ruled out by the British, but it was
never made easy. Jawaharlal Nehru’s later verdict on the ICS in
1934 – ‘neither Indian, nor civil, nor service’ – points to a missed
opportunity. From a truly Indian ICS a loyal creole bureaucracy might
have been forged, as happened elsewhere in the British Empire, for
example French Canada. Instead, Indians were relegated to
positions of petty power, trained to pen-push, but never trusted to
take control.



In the other main portion of the queen’s Indian service, loyalty
carried a higher premium. The army constituted the largest element
of Her Majesty’s servants in India after 1858. Victoria and Albert,
together with her cousin, the Duke of Cambridge, had long coveted a
more direct control of the army in India. The experience of divided
command in the suppression of the rebellion of 1857–8 had only
strengthened their resolve. Clauses 56 and 57 of the Government of
India Act of 1858 transferred the armed forces of the East India
Company to the Crown, and the Crown lost no time in taking up the
command.39 Within weeks of the Act being passed the Duke of
Cambridge was instructing Jonathan Peel, the secretary of state for
war, with his future intentions. Albert was soon ready with his own
plans. He envisaged an army of India, still split across the three
presidencies as far as native regiments were concerned, but led by
one all-India corps of officers, which would rotate around the
different divisions. In his scheme, all the European regiments – both
the soldiers of the Company and the royal troops – would be
incorporated into the regular army of the line, that is, under the
command of the Crown. That was essentially what the queen
desired too, her domain to be secured by her own army. With the
queen anxious for complete control, and the Duke of Cambridge, as
commander-in-chief of the Armed Forces, keen to take precedence
immediately over the India Office, Albert counselled patience.
Amalgamate the two armies of India into the regular army, and the
rest would follow.40

However, that was not the view of Parliament, in the first instance
at any rate. In March 1859, a commission, chaired by Peel, reported
on the way forward. On merging the two armies, its views were split:
the majority favoured retaining the local army, raised exclusively for
service in India and under the command of the viceregal authorities
and the secretary of state for India. A minority report gave the case
for the Crown, calling for the maintenance of the separate armies of
each presidency, and the combining of native and European
regiments under a single command.41 Learning of the outcome of
the Commission in February, ahead of publication, the queen was



furious. She spelled out to Lord Derby her preferred course of action:
the abolition of the local army, the transfer of command and
recruiting to the head of the regular royal army, a reduction in the
number of native regiments, and the introduction of Crown patronage
over the appointment of senior European officers and military
cadetships. Prince Albert joined in, writing directly to Peel, and, to
complete the royal battery, the Duke of Cambridge (a member of the
Commission) pitched in as well to lobby Lord Derby. Wincing at the
‘great pain’ the queen’s remonstrations caused him, but mindful of
likely parliamentary opposition to any attempt to enhance the
authority of the Crown over the army, Derby did his best to dodge the
bombardment from the Palace and the Horse Guards (the Duke of
Cambridge’s HQ) that continued unabated through March and
April.42 Relief only came for the embattled prime minister when the
Liberals under Palmerston returned to power. An old Whig now filled
the new office of secretary of state for India: Sir Charles Wood. The
prospects for amalgamating the army in India looked even dimmer.
The Whigs believed in government by Parliament, and Parliament
liked to think it controlled the army, wherever its operations. Fearing
the worst, the queen made an early move on her new minister,
pressing Wood to implement the changes required by the Palace.
Wood deflected her ultimatum, saying that he needed to get his feet
under the table of his new ministry, and also await the return of
Parliament. Frustrated and fuming, the queen threatened Wood that
she would not approve any new commissions in the existing Indian
army until he made a decision about its reform.43 Royal
brinkmanship once more.

Then something happened to prevent a stand-off between
Crown, Cabinet and Parliament – another ‘mutiny’ in India, but this
time of British troops. Throughout the debates around Indian army
reform in the immediate aftermath of the rebellion of 1857–8, no one
had thought to consult the European soldiers themselves. In May
1859, almost two years to the day after the start of the sepoy mutiny,
a regiment of European troops at Meerut began a protest – or a
‘strike’, as they called it – objecting to serving the Crown.44 Graffiti



suggested it was personal. ‘John Company is dead, we will not
soldier for the Queen’ was scrawled on the washhouse walls at
Meerut. The protests spread: to Allahabad, Baharampur in Bengal,
and to the hill cantonment of Dagshai. At issue was the question of
whether the soldiers were obliged to switch service, or whether they
might be discharged and re-enlist, or be paid a bounty to move from
one regiment to a new one, as was the convention. Company troops
were limited to service in India; soldiering for the queen might take
them anywhere in the world. Many believed they had been offered
the right to a discharge from comments made by Lord Palmerston
during the debates on the Government of India bill in 1858. Fearful of
having to turn European soldiers on fellow Europeans, the
Government of India moved swiftly to quell the outbreak. Three
ringleaders at Meerut were identified. Special hearings were
conducted at several of the principal army towns to find out how
widespread was the mood of resistance. In their statements, many
soldiers claimed they were loyal subjects of the queen, but not her
servants. Having sworn an oath of attestation when they joined the
Company army, and with the Company now disbanded, they felt no
obligation to the Crown, unless incentivised by the bounty payment.
Of the 837 soldiers interviewed at Lahore, 73 per cent stated they
were dissatisfied with the way their transfer had been handled. Extra
troop ships were quickly laid on for those who wished to be
discharged, and by the summer of 1860 some 10,000 troops had
been shipped out.45 As a statement of disloyalty amongst the rank
and file, the 1859 mutiny was a powerful one. The authorities in India
and in Britain subsequently recognised that European soldiers’
‘rights had been overlooked’ in the transfer of government from
Company to Crown. One commentator went so far as to suggest
that, instead of the change of employer being made by the ‘stroke of
a pen’, a general order should have been issued, in which the queen
offered all Company troops a bounty to re-enlist in the regular army,
referring in ‘stirring language’ to their recent brilliant exploits.46

Preoccupied with securing Indian loyalty after the rebellion, the



British government had taken for granted the patriotism of its own
forces.

The ‘white mutiny’ of troops in 1859 quickly undid the work of
Peel’s Commission. From India it was reported that Lord Clyde
(commander-in-chief of the Indian army) and General William
Mansfield (commander of the Bombay army) were not only
sympathetic to the discontented troops, but also felt that the incident
proved the days of the local army were numbered. Clyde also had
the ear of the queen and the Duke of Cambridge. Wood, the new
secretary of state, who on taking office had been minded to deliver
the Commission’s recommendations, changed tack completely.47

The following summer he brought forward legislation which did away
with the local army altogether. European company troops were
absorbed into the regular army, and three native armies were
maintained in the Presidencies, together with the Hyderabad
contingent and the Punjab frontier force. The East India Company’s
military college at Addiscombe was closed. A new officer corps was
brought in, over the course of time picked from the regular army and
directly from the army staff college at Sandhurst. The sepoy
regiments were disbanded, and ‘irregular’ Indian infantry and artillery
established, with their own native officers.

The court had got its way. India now felt the force of only one
army, and it was the queen’s. As Wood’s Indian army bill left the
House of Commons en route for its final reading, Lord Clyde stayed
over at Osborne House, his table talk ‘very strong about
amalgamation of the Army’.48 This was a royal army in India in every
sense. Its overall command lay with the queen’s cousin, the Duke of
Cambridge. The queen herself ensured that going forward her views
on senior military appointments in India were made known. Army
institutions over which she enjoyed patronage – Sandhurst, the
Royal Artillery and the Royal Engineers – now staffed the officer
corps in the Indian army. The new Indian irregulars fought in the
name of the queen, the buttons on their tunics embossed with the
crown of England.49 By the mid-1860s the reorganisation was
complete. The new Indian army comprised 62,000 British officers



and rank-and-file, and 125,000 Indians. The native regiments were
unlike the old sepoy units. They were drawn deliberately from the
‘martial’ peoples of India: Punjabi Sikhs and Muslims, Gurkhas, Jats,
Santhals, Balochis and Pathuns. They were recruited into clannish
regiments, serving alongside their neighbours, kith and kin.50 They
were expected to fight anywhere, not just in their immediate vicinity
as in the old days. The last campaign fought by the dual army was in
Sikkim in 1860, the first of the new era was in Bhutan in 1864–5.
Then, in 1867, 13,000 British and Indian troops sailed from Bombay
to fight in Abyssinia, setting a pattern for overseas deployment
during the rest of Queen Victoria’s reign51 – 40,000 troops went to
Egypt in 1882, 8,500 to the Sudan in 1885, and 9,000 to Burma
between 1885 and 1887. This reformed and streamlined,
multipurpose and amphibious Indian army soon became the model
for a projected inter-colonial army, first mooted in 1867. Less than a
decade after worried military men thought African troops might be
required to suppress the rebellion in India, Indian regiments were
being proposed as a new cheap fighting force for Africa.52 For years
the native regiments had been the Achilles heel of the Indian empire.
Now pockets of loyalism that were to last through to 1947 emerged
in the principal recruiting areas of the Indian army such as the
Punjab. Waging war for the queen and later for the emperor, and by
1914–18 suffering great casualties in doing so, became the hallmark
of Indian imperial patriotism, however much it was taken for granted
by the British, who never allowed recruitment to extend beyond the
homelands of the ‘martial’ races, and who dismissed out of hand
Indian enthusiasm for establishing their own volunteer forces.

Sannads
The queen’s proclamation applied not only to British India, but to all
the native or princely states as well. Numbering some 560
altogether, the princely states comprised just under 40 per cent of
the Indian subcontinent, and around 20 per cent of its population.53

There were so many, because they were mostly very small,
concentrated in a strip that swept westwards from Bengal and Orissa



(Odisha) through Bhopal and Gwalior, fanning north up into
Rajputana and the northern and eastern parts of the Punjab, to
Kashmir, and up against the frontier with Afghanistan, and south-
west into Gujarat. There were also many small independent states
dotted about the Deccan plateau within the British presidency of
Bombay. To the south lay the three largest princely states of all:
Hyderabad, Mysore and Travancore. Victoria became queen of them
all, assuming the paramount power that had previously been held by
the King of Delhi. His crown and throne came to Windsor in the new
year of 1861. They were not in good shape. Charles Wood told
Prince Albert that the ‘head-dress’ could not really be called a crown;
it was more of a skullcap. And the throne was in fact two ‘old and
worn’ chairs, remarkable only because the king had used them.54 As
symbols of sovereignty the personal effects of Bahadur Shah II were
not at all impressive. Fortunately, the words of the queen set out in
the 1858 proclamation were, and had as much influence over the
princely states as they did over British India. Letters of congratulation
from several prominent Indian maharajas – Benares, Bikaner, Jind,
Mysore, Nabha, Patiala and Udaipur – joined the many similar
civilian addresses received by the queen upon the transfer of power
in 1858. In Hyderabad, the nizam held a special durbar to mark the
occasion.55 Princely India was thus cemented into the fabric of
British India, and so it remained for the next ninety years. The British
Raj could not exist without the strategic security and revenue
provided by the Indian states; the royal families of the princely states
required the Raj to shore up dynastic rule. There was something for
all in the queen’s proclamation.

As far as the princely states of India were concerned, the key
phrases of the proclamation were the queen’s assertion that Britain
had no desire to extend ‘Our present territorial Possessions’ and that
the ‘Rights, Dignity and Honour’ of native princes would be
respected ‘as Our own’. No one needed to read too much between
the lines to know that this meant an end to Dalhousie’s doctrine of
lapse, whereby Indian states without a legitimate direct family heir
were annexed to Britain. It also implied acceptance of the right of



adoption, that is to say, the succession passing to someone chosen
specially for the role even if not related to the incumbent ruler. During
the remainder of the queen’s reign the promise of the proclamation
to respect the integrity of these states was kept, more or less. Only
one new territory was added to British India – Upper Burma in 1886
– and technically it was outside British Indian territory. Native rulers
were replaced by temporary British administrations in a handful of
cases: Karauli (1882), Rajpipla (1884–7), Cambay (1890–92) and
Makrai (1890–93). Ruling dynasties were ousted and new chiefs
chosen by the Government of India in several other instances: Tonk
(1871), Suket (1878), Bharatpur (1900), Jhalawar (1896) and, most
dramatically of all, following conspiracies against the British
representatives, in Baroda (1875) and Manipur (1891).56 These,
however, were exceptions. Somehow, the queen’s words worked
wonders. As Lewin Bowring later put it, the minds of the Indian
princes were ‘tranquilised’ by the proclamation.57 Calmed, certainly,
but were they sedated as well?

Queen Victoria’s first crop of viceroys did not take the deference
of the Indian princes for granted. Canning, Lord Elgin and Mayo all
undertook extensive durbar tours in order to bind the princely states
into union with the British. The long journeys in the saddle endured
by both Canning and Elgin destroyed their health, whilst Mayo was
assassinated as one of his expeditions neared it conclusion. Lord
Lawrence travelled less and lived longer, but his durbars were by far
the largest. It is tempting to see these durbar tours as early versions
of the famous Delhi durbars of 1877, 1903 and 1911, when the
Indian princes swore fealty in acts of collective submission to their
British rulers who had superseded the Mughals. That would be
misleading. These earlier durbars were more like diplomatic
summits, in which the terms of Indian princely allegiance to the
British Raj were negotiated and settled. As formal occasions, they
were inevitably accompanied by ritual pomp and ceremony, but the
business they transacted suggested that the viceroys of the 1860s,
as they laid down the foundations of the new Raj, did not rely on the
habits of deference and obeisance routinely attributed to eastern



potentates. Canning set the tone early on. At the time of the transfer
of power in 1858 he told Lord Stanley that ‘ostentatious’ ceremonies
of homage to mark the occasion were inappropriate. Better that he
set out to meet the native chiefs on their own territory. During his
second durbar tour in 1860, Canning declared to Charles Wood that
Indian princes did not need cajoling into showing ‘loyalty and
reverence for the Queen’s name’.58 Just over two years later,
Canning’s successor Elgin made the same point, albeit in a slightly
different way. He told Charles Wood that:

I know that it is customary with certain people whose opinions
are entitled to respect to act on the assumption that all
Orientals are children, amused and gratified by external
trappings and ceremonies and titles, and ready to put up with
the loss of real dignity and power if they are only permitted to
enjoy the semblance of it.

On the contrary, Elgin argued, ‘the Eastern imagination is singularly
prone to invest outward things with a symbolic character, and that
relations on points of form are valued by them because they are held
necessarily to imply connections of substantial matters’.59 In other
words, subjection to the Raj involved both heart and head. The
authority of the queen, articulated by the proclamation, underpinned
the terms of the union between the native states and the Raj. The
proclamation was a covenant between the queen and the princes,
mediated by the viceroys.

Someone who understood these maxims well was Scotsman
Charles Umpherston Aitchison, an Indian civil servant across whose
desk most of the significant diplomatic dealings with the Indian
princes passed. First as under-secretary from 1859 and then as
secretary from 1868 he worked in the foreign department of the
Government of India for almost twenty years (except for three years
when he was posted to Lahore). Aitchison compiled what proved to
be the definitive listing of all the treaties and agreements that bound
the states of India, surrounding territories and dependencies in the
Persian Gulf. What started life in 1862 as a snapshot of princely



northern India became by the time of its fifth edition in 1929 a
fourteen-volume guide to the architecture of British rule in India.60

For his insights into the principles of Crown paramountcy after 1858
Aitchison is an invaluable guide, both as draughtsman and as
commentator, yet rarely have historians consulted him.

Aitchison had little time for the argument that British authority
over the princely states was derived from the power originally
enjoyed by the Mughals. Rather, he argued that de facto supremacy
had been built up over many years, and was underwritten by
successive treaties and charters. In this respect the importance of
the queen’s proclamation was that it promised to uphold all the
original agreements made by the East India Company, and not to
transgress any single treaty with a native state. Aitchison described
a mutual relationship between the British government and the Indian
states. The latter did not enjoy the principle of nationality, but they
did have sovereignty. They could expect Britain not to advance its
own interests at their expense, but equally they needed to show
‘active co-operation’ in furthering imperial interests. Their nationality
was vested in the British government, with whom they had a unity of
interest, which the queen personally expected them to fulfil.61 In
support of his argument, Aitchison turned to Henry Maine for
confirmation of the type of sovereignty applicable to the princely
states. Maine had argued in a series of minutes while legal member
of the Viceroy’s Council that the princely states enjoyed what he
described as ‘demi-sovereignty’, similar to the situation that had
prevailed in the eighteenth-century Prussian empire, or more
recently in the Confederation of the Rhine, or German Bund. The
Indian states were under the protection of the British sovereign in
their internal affairs, but obliged to conform to external obligations
laid down by the paramount power. Maine, who like Aitchison
disregarded any precedents set by the Mughals, stated that this kind
of ‘demi-sovereignty’ was in fact a standard model in modern
international law. It was not so much a throwback to the era of Akbar
as an eastern variation of the European state system recalibrated by
the great powers after 1815. Aitchison’s doctrine thus bore a striking



resemblance to the late Prince Albert’s vision of princely
independence within an imperial framework. Aitchison later singled
out Lord Lawrence for applying this modern version of the ‘feudatory
principle’ during his term as viceroy, but its genesis can be found in
the durbar tours of Canning a few years earlier.62

In the late autumn of 1859 Canning set out on a series of circuits
of northern India. Taking an 18,000-strong retinue of Indian soldiers
with him, he met face to face with the Indian princes in order to
explain the transfer of power. Canning kept Queen Victoria in the
picture throughout. Over the next fifteen months there were twenty-
five durbars, starting with a meeting with the royal family of Awadh in
Lucknow in October, and ending with the first Indian investiture of the
Star of India at Allahabad in November 1861. All told, the
ceremonies involved some 1,300 native chiefs. The durbars mixed
private visits and public meetings, thereby avoiding any hierarchy,
either of Europeans over Indians or amongst rival Indian chiefs.
Charlotte Canning accompanied her husband, photographing and
sketching as they travelled, and William Simpson, the famed artist of
the Crimean war, went along too. Both sent back these durbar snaps
to the queen, some of the first likenesses she had seen of princes in
India.63 Canning used these durbars to deliver individually tailored
messages from the queen, telling of her gratitude for the loyal
support of the chiefs, reiterating the pledges of the proclamation and
summoning civic spirit. For example, at Lahore in February 1859, he
told the Punjab chiefs that they were needed – not only to fight. The
‘Government of the Queen also claims your service’, Canning
declared, in times of peace, and they should expect to be appointed
as magistrates and revenue officials, not for their own private gain,
but for the public good. At Lucknow in November 1859, he spoke to
the Taluqdars of Awadh, ‘in the name of the Queen your sovereign’,
saying that now that their estates had been restored, they might be
improved. By May 1860, Canning felt able to report back to the
queen of what he had found across northern India: ‘a deeply founded
disposition to loyalty in these Princes and Chiefs which needs only to
be evoked by a steady, generous and considerate, but at the same



time firm treatment, in order to become a main bulwark of Your
Majesty’s authority throughout India’.64

More than 150 sannads – treaty agreements – were issued
following Canning’s durbar tours of 1859–61, formalising the
promises contained in the queen’s proclamation, namely that native
titles, properties and succession would henceforth be honoured by
the Government of India. Virtually all of the sannads stated that Her
Majesty was ‘desirous that the governments of the several Princes of
Chiefs of India who now govern their own territories should be
perpetuated’ and promising that on failure of natural heirs the British
government would confirm the adoption of a successor ‘in
accordance with religion and race’.65 The sannads re-established the
Raj as an empire held together by treaty, only this time in the name
of the Crown, not the East India Company.

Reforming princes now joined the Viceroy’s Legislative Council,
established by the Indian Councils Act of 1861. A consultative body,
lacking the teeth of the Viceroy’s Executive Council, the Legislative
Council was nonetheless a sign of changing times. Starting with the
appointment of Ishwari Prasad Narayan Singh, the Maharaja of
Benares, at the beginning of 1862, seven maharajas joined the
Legislative Council as ‘non-official’ members in the 1860s.
Distinguished not only for their support during the rebellion of 1857–
8, they were also princes whose territories were considered models
of enlightened administration. Some, for example Metab Chand, the
Maharaja of Burdwan (Bardhaman), and Ram Singh II, the Maharaja
of Jaipur, had turned over their state revenues to famine relief. Yusef
Ali Khan, the Nawab of Rampur, whom Canning met at Fatehgarh in
November 1859, modernised banking in his state. Vijayarama
Gajapati Raju III, the Maharaja of Vizianagaram, and the Maharaja of
Benares were both patrons of education. Membership of the
Legislative Council brought them regularly to Calcutta, creating the
opportunity to forge new friendships, for example between the
Maharajas of Jaipur and Vizianagaram.66 These princes were
conspicuous in their public displays of affection to the queen and
loyalty to Britain. The Maharaja of Benares translated her Highland



journals into Hindi, the Maharaja of Burdwan paid for a statue of the
queen in Calcutta. From a land where drought killed millions, they
sent their support for the parched people of England. The Maharaja
of Benares funded a well in a Cotswold village in 1864, and in 1867
the Maharaja of Vizianagaram commissioned a drinking fountain in
Hyde Park, London.67 Perhaps they were only a decorative element
to the viceroy’s government – apart from the Maharaja of
Vizianagaram, they rarely intervened in legislative council debates in
the 1860s – but the queen welcomed ‘the attempt to introduce a
native element to the government’.68

One prince who was not sent a sannad nor invited onto the
Viceroy’s Council was the Maharaja of Mysore. Since 1831 the
kingdom of Mysore had lain under the direct rule of the British.
Krishnaraja Wadiyar III was effectively a puppet king, subject to the
watchful eye of the Commissioner Lieutenant-General, later Sir Mark
Cubbon. There being no treaty to uphold, the threat of annexation in
the event of a lapse of rule still hung over the Wadiyar dynasty.69

The ageing Wadiyar saw the queen’s proclamation of 1858 as his
chance to resolve the situation. Celebrations in Mysore to mark the
transfer of power were more effusive than those that took place in
other courts. The maharaja wrote directly to the queen, expressing
his gratitude for how his country had been restored to him when a
child. Passing over the years of direct British control, he told the
queen of how much he valued her respect for ancient rights, usages
and customs, as well as for the freedom of religion, and for the
promise of clemency: ‘so merciful and humane an act could only
emanate from the heart of a British Queen’. With Cubbon departed –
the octogenarian Commissioner left Mysore in 1860, dying at Suez
en route home – Wadiyar III also let it be known that he had no
intention of letting the state lapse. He wanted to see his own
monarchy fully restored, and he turned to the queen, or the ‘Empress
of Hindostan’ as he called her, for assistance. Presents were sent –
horses, cattle, jewellery – and later, come the first opportunity, the
wedding of the Prince of Wales, followed by the birth of a grandson,
Prince Albert Victor – more congratulatory addresses came from the



Wadiyar to Windsor.70 Canning and Wood quickly twigged what was
going on, bemoaning the behaviour of ‘these pensioner princes’, but
also aware that Queen Victoria and Prince Albert ‘think that we have
been very shabby indeed’ towards the maharaja.71 A kharita from
the queen, acknowledging the presents, was delivered to Wadiyar. It
only encouraged him more. Agents came to London to make his
case. They appealed to the queen’s proclamation of 1858 – ‘a
document worth more than the 70,000 British bayonets now in India’
– and the liberal press of London chimed its approval.72 For a couple
of years the fate of Mysore hung in the balance, annexation always a
possibility. Then in 1867 the Government of India decided to
recognise the adopted heir to the throne. Wadiyar III would not be
restored, but his grandson, Chamarajendra, born in 1863, would be
groomed under British tutelage and become maharaja on turning
eighteen. Moreover, he would be allowed to name his successor, so
the Wadiyar dynasty effectively was reinstated in Mysore. Explaining
the decision to the House of Commons, Stafford Northcote, the
secretary of state for India, likened the new policy to ‘the great
Emperor Akbar and his successors availing themselves of Hindoo
talent and assistance’. For Indian ears, Northcote gave the
announcement a royal tweak: ‘Her Majesty desires to maintain that
family on the throne in the person of His Highness’ adopted son.’73

In fact, the queen made no pronouncements on Mysore, either
privately or publicly, yet both the maharaja and the Government of
India played her as a bargaining tool.

The Mysore case proved instructive. Other Indian princes were
now encouraged to reach out to Queen Victoria and press their own
claims, for example Tukoji Rao II, the Maharaja Holkar of Indore.
Aggrieved over being forced to cede territory to the British after the
rebellion of 1857–8, following a question mark over his loyalty,
Holkar took on John Dickinson, veteran Indian lobbyist, to make
representations on his behalf in London. Dickinson encouraged
Holkar to ingratiate himself with the royal family in England, to make
himself ‘personally known to the Queen’. As he explained, ‘if your
Highness would show yourself in our imperial Court and take your



place there as one of the first of the Indian princes, and the
recognised head of the Maratha Power, you would gratify our royal
family, and make valuable acquaintances among our aristocracy.’74

Another example was the Nawab of Tonk, removed from his
Rajputana state for allegedly ordering the murder of a political rival
and his family. He too petitioned the queen directly, he too found an
agent, a retired army officer, Iltudus Thomas Prichard, to make his
case in London. There were plenty more where these wronged
princes came from. In 1872, Frederick Chesson, long-time secretary
to the ‘Aborigines Protection Society’, bundled together Tonk, the
Nawab of Surat, the Ranis of Tanjore and others into a collective
appeal for public attention, invoking the queen’s proclamation.75 It
was an odd development, this alliance of radicals, legal guns-for-
hire, ex-army officers and Indian royalty, seeking protection from the
queen, but it speaks volumes about the momentum gathered by the
1858 proclamation within a few years of its pronouncement.

Lobbying also began to be carried out in person. In 1876 Sir
Salar Jung, the wily prime minister of Hyderabad, came all the way
to Windsor. Assured by his agent, the banker Thomas Palmer, that
the 1858 proclamation meant that Hyderabad’s debts to the East
India Company might be renegotiated, Salar Jung sought out a
private audience with Queen Victoria. Salar Jung’s visit to Europe
had several purposes, not least to seek finance for the railway being
projected for the state. From the queen, however, he wanted
restitution of the Berars, the lucrative cotton districts of the state that
had been annexed to British India in 1853.76 Lytton, the viceroy, had
hoped to hold back Salar Jung at Calcutta. Salar Jung could not be
restrained, however, despite suffering a fall in Paris. Wheelchair-
bound, he met with the queen at the end of June 1876.77 The
encounter left both parties unsatisfied. It was reported to Queen
Victoria that the Hyderabadi minister had not been allowed to
discuss anything ‘but the heat of the weather’, and she wondered
whether he might be offered another visit. This was ruled out. For
good measure Lytton warned the queen that Salar Jung had brought
with him enough cash and jewellery to bribe Parliament several



times over. Her door remained open nonetheless. At the end of
August she complained to Disraeli that it was ‘unfortunate’ that Salar
Jung had not been permitted to state his own case, which every one
of her subjects had the privilege of doing.78

The most controversial test of princely power in India in the first
two decades of Crown rule came in Baroda, a princely state
dispersed across several small tracts of territory to the north of
Bombay presidency. Its ruler, the Gaekwar, Khanderao, was a
moderniser and conspicuous supporter of the queen. In 1866 he
funded a statue of her that was erected in Bombay. However, in
1870 he died suddenly and was succeeded by Malhar Rao, his less
favoured brother. Soon the new Gaekwar and the British resident
Colonel Robert Phayre were at loggerheads, the Gaekwar accused
of corruption in his administration, to which he responded with
charges of overzealous interference by Phayre. In 1874, as a sign of
good intentions, the Gaekwar brought in Dadabhai Naoroji from
Bombay as his dewan, and the Government of India, for its part,
made plans to replace Phayre.79 Then chaos ensued. An attempt
was made to poison Phayre, and the Gaekwar was implicated in the
plot. A commission of inquiry was appointed, its membership equally
divided between three Europeans and three Indians (Jayajirao, the
Maharaja of Gwalior, Ram Singh, the Maharaja of Jaipur, and Dinkar
Rao, the former Dewan of Gwalior). Despite trial by media, in which
the new Gaekwar was depicted as an uncivilised savage, the Indian
commissioners concluded that his alleged role in the assassination
attempt was unproven. Still, the viceroy was advised to remove the
Gaekwar from power, on the grounds that he had not administered
his state properly. It was a weak charge, a clumsy compromise, and
the English press quickly pounced on the manoeuvre.80

A royal solution was found. Queen Victoria had been kept
informed of the trial, and she knew there were misgivings amongst
British officials over the extent of the Gaekwar’s guilt. She expressed
her concern over this first ever removal of an Indian prince under her
rule, observing that the act should not happen without her public
sanction. Whilst she could not be mentioned in the sentence passed



on the Gaekwar, she requested that she be referred to in some other
way, not least to register her gratitude to the three Indians on the
commission.81 So she was. Back in Calcutta, Charles Aitchison drew
up a ‘proclamation’ announcing the removal of the Gaekwar, and
introducing Queen Victoria as the peacemaker. Wanting to mark the
services of the previous Gaekwar, the proclamation explained, the
queen was re-establishing a native administration in Baroda, and in
so doing was pleased to accede to the request of the previous
Gaekwar’s widow, Jamnabai, that she adopt a suitable person from
the family line as the new ruler.82 To help tidy up matters, Holkar of
Indore’s dewan, Madhava Rao, was sent to Baroda to assume
ministerial duties there. Furthermore, the education of the adopted
heir, Gopalrao, now renamed Sayajirao, was entrusted to an English
tutor. Not one maharani, but two – the former Gaekwar’s widow and
the queen – were credited with mopping up the mess of their
menfolk. The whole episode closed out with a visit from the Prince of
Wales to Baroda at the end of 1875, diverted from Bombay by the
Government of India, to give the new occupant of the throne the
royal seal of approval. It was a telling moment; a precedent had
been set. When Indian affairs became critical, the monarchy was
mobilised into action.

With varying degrees of success, the native chiefs of India were
thus drawn into the Raj of the queen after 1858. Through sannads,
durbars and courtly diplomacy, the Government of India used the
name and the authority of the queen to ease its passage through
princely India. The queen was deployed as an instrument of colonial
rule in a manner that was hardly appreciated or even known about
back in Britain. Yet it was a policy that created its own dilemma. The
more that royalty was dangled before the princes, the closer contact
many of them desired with their queen. Whilst only a handful ever
travelled to the English court, many others chanced their arm
through agents, or through sending presents and memorials. Such
traffic proved hard to control, but the Government of India did its
best. In 1861, following the flurry of presents sent to the queen in the
wake of the transfer of power from Company to Crown, an initial



attempt was made to control gift diplomacy in particular, and direct
contact with the queen more generally. Henceforth, presents and
memorials had to be approved first by either the local government
(the presidency and the provinces) or by the Government of India at
Calcutta. Charles Wood drew up a template letter that might be sent
to any Indian prince considering an unsolicited offering to the queen.
Having sorted out the new order of the ‘Star of India’, Wood was now
accomplished at such tasks, knowing his sovereign and her
sensitivities all too well. ‘Beautiful as are the gifts which your
Highness has presented to the queen and interesting as they are in
her eyes,’ the pro-forma reply to princes stated, ‘Her Majesty
commands me to say that the most acceptable part of the offering is
your Highness’ very friendly letter.’ He signed off with an intimate
touch worthy of a manual on etiquette: ‘Kind words from a distant
friend are the most precious of all gifts.’83

But the gifts – and the words – continued to come. Exceptions to
the new rules were easily found: a silver couch from Munger in Bihar,
jewellery from the Maharaja of Patalia. So in 1867, it was ruled that
all correspondence addressed to the queen must be transmitted via
the Government of India. Still there was no ebbing of the flow. The
following year, the viceroy, Lord Lawrence, complained that more
needed to be done to prevent Indian princes and ‘noblemen’ using
presents to the queen as the means of making a ‘request for
indulgence or favour’. Part of the problem was that the queen proved
willing to accept such presents. ‘It is a rather troublesome business
altogether,’ observed Northcote, the secretary of state for India, ‘as
there is no saying where this sort of thing is to stop.’ The
Government of India tried to stop direct contact from the queen’s
side. In 1873, as the Palace was deluged with memorials from India
congratulating the Prince of Wales on his recovery from serious
illness, the 1867 rules were reiterated, this time with the stipulation
that the queen would reply to Indian addresses only on special
occasions.84 Five years later the screw tightened further, with a new
protocol that the Government of India would use its discretion to
decide which memorials would go to the queen, and whether a reply



from the viceroy would suffice. In 1881 a further obstacle was
introduced. All vernacular addresses must be accompanied by an
English translation and be checked for legibility and spelling. Finally,
in 1906, it was ruled that the Government of India would consider
correspondence to be sent on to the king-emperor only in cases in
which the Indian memorialist had already addressed the local
government or the authorities in Calcutta.85 In the half-century since
the queen’s proclamation the Government of India had been
transformed from postman to the sovereign to censor of the royal
mail.

For the princes, as for the people of India, there was real
meaning to the transfer of government from the East India Company
to the queen after 1858. Sovereignty had been an elusive element in
Company rule. By the 1840s there was much confusion in Britain
and India about the dual power of the Company and Crown within
the territories under direct British administration, and diminishing
clarity about the status of independent and ceded states. After the
rebellion of 1857–8, Britain needed a quick fix in India to reassert
control and to dismantle rival claims to power. Legitimacy was found
in the shape of the queen, a distant monarch who symbolised
clemency, justice and fairness. She was written into everything that
the Government of India did after 1858; her name and status lay at
the centre of the new architecture of imperial rule. Lest she appear
only to be a symbol, or cypher, successive viceroys encouraged a
style of governance in which the queen appeared to be present, as
interested in the workings of the Indian empire as were her officials.
The queen was a genie let out of the lamp, to magic away the terror
and strife of the rebellion. As with all genies, it was hard to predict
what her effect might be. The Government of India underestimated
the influence that the queen’s proclamation of 1858 would have over
the political culture of the Raj, certainly in her lifetime. The queen’s
words, which the Government of India had itself done so much to
publicise, were turned to over and again as the means not to resist
British rule, but to make it more accountable. British officialdom
underestimated something else too. No one anticipated that the



queen would herself abide to the letter by the new powers of
prerogative granted to her by the legislation of Lord Derby’s
government in 1858. She and Prince Albert plunged into Indian
affairs with a passion that surprised and alarmed her political
advisers. Queen Victoria took seriously her responsibility to fellow
rulers in India, with whom she expected to be in direct
communication, whatever conventions were invented to prevent that
happening. She proved proprietorial over her formal powers of
command, especially in the army, less so in the Indian Civil Service,
an institution to which she never really warmed. For the next forty
years the queen hardly ever missed an Indian despatch. The Raj
radiated royal rule and she was its centre. She personified power in
India much as the tsar did in imperial Russia, or the kaiser in
Germany. She was an empress in practice as well as in name.



‘I

CHAPTER 6

QUEEN OF PUBLIC WORKS

t is Our earnest Desire’, declared the queen’s proclamation of
1858, ‘to stimulate the peaceful Industry of India’ and ‘to
promote Works of Public Utility and Improvement’. Just as the

transfer of power from Company to Crown signalled the advent of a
new style of government in India under a just monarch, so too were
expectations raised about the material progress of the Indian people
under a beneficent queen. Enlightened rule would produce economic
advancement, or, as the tireless colonial statistician Robert
Montgomery Martin put it in 1862, capturing the heady optimism in
London of the immediate aftermath of the proclamation, ‘[e]very year
of tranquillity and good government in India . . . [gives] . . . scope to
unfettered enterprise and capital’.1 In the 1860s and 1870s, Queen
Victoria came to symbolise British intervention in the Indian
economy. She was seen as the agent of modernity as India’s railway
network expanded, its major waterways became canalised and its
communications revolutionised by telegraph and by rapid steamship
travel. She adorned the entrance to one of the country’s first cotton
mills in Nagpur – Jamsetji Tata’s ‘Empress Mills’ – and she was
written into the stonework of the new Gothic-style buildings of India’s
boom city of the period, Bombay.

Inevitably, by the time of her diamond jubilee almost forty years
later, the state of the Indian economy under Crown rule gave little



cause for self-congratulation. The resources of India had been
exploited by the British much as they were previously in the days of
the East India Company, only now on a grander scale. Government-
backed investment in the railways drove Indian capital out of the
country and into the London stock exchange. Native Indian industry
was strangled at birth by the lack of protective tariffs. The oft-
repeated promise that the financial burdens of India would never be
visited on the English taxpayer left Indians paying for British ‘foreign
policy’ in India (wars against Afghanistan (1878–80), Burma (1885–
6) and other territories on the Indian frontier, the invasion of
Abyssinia (1868) and the occupation of Egypt (1882)), as well as the
costs of viceregal government in India itself. After 1858 there were
new taxes imposed on the urban middling classes – principally the
income and stamp taxes – and old taxes hiked up for the poor
peasant cultivator – most onerously, the salt tax. Above all, British
administration of the Indian economy proved helpless at best and
directly culpable at worst during successive famines in the Punjab, in
Bihar and Orissa, and Rajputana in the 1860s through to the central
and southern Indian catastrophe of 1876–7 and on to the nationwide
famine of 1897. Between them these famines resulted in around 15
million deaths. This British ‘drain’ on the Indian economy – of lives
and incomes – became a standard weapon in the armoury of Indian
nationalists from the 1880s onwards, and remains a compelling
indictment of the policies of the Raj down to this day.2

Curiously, Queen Victoria escaped censure in this damning
critique. She remained associated with all the trappings of
‘civilisation’ brought by the British to India after 1858, and none of
the curses. Economic nationalists such as the Bombay Parsi,
Dadabhai Naoroji, who coined the ‘drain’ theory and who was one of
the first Indian MPs in the British Parliament, and Romesh Chandra
Dutt, the Bengali civil servant, translator and historian, both excluded
her from their catalogue of complaints. Likewise, one of the principal
British opponents of the policies of the Raj, William Wedderburn MP,
could write in 1897 of the ‘skeleton at the jubilee feast’ – juxtaposing
famine and the royal celebrations – without even mentioning the



queen.3 How was this possible? This chapter opens by describing
the ways in which Queen Victoria became synonymous with the
application of British and indigenous capital and enterprise to India
after 1858, before turning to examine how her reputation for
sympathy for the plight of the Indian people developed during the
famines down to the end of her reign. Finally, the analysis turns to
look at how the queen emerged as a symbol of paternalism amidst
economic protest in India, a rhetoric driven not least by evangelical
reformers and missionaries.

The Age of Improvement
God and the queen were essential elements in the British rhetoric of
economic progress in India after 1858. The older providential
language of military subjugation and religious conversion was recast
as a new mission to modernise the country’s infrastructure. Iron,
steel and brick would go where the Bible could not and without
recourse to the sword. Railways were rolled out – just under 5,000
miles of track by 1871 – and the great rivers of northern India
adapted for transport and irrigation.4 Viceroys enthused over the
transformation. Looking out at the worshippers on the river Ganges
at Haridwar in 1863, Lord Elgin (Viceroy of India, 1862–3) noted that
it was ‘curious to see the old Faith, washing itself in the sacred
waters of the Ganges, and the new faith, symbolised in the
magnificent works of the Ganges canal’. Seven years later, Lord
Mayo (viceroy, 1869–72) described to the Rajputana chiefs
assembled at Ajmer how:

[h]ourly is this great empire brought nearer and nearer to the
throne of our Queen. The steam-vessel and the railroad
enable England, year by year, to enfold India in a closer
embrace. But the coils she seeks to entwine around her are
no iron fetters [for] [t]he days of conquest are past; the age of
improvement has begun.5



Officials invoked Queen Victoria in this technological
transformation of the Indian empire, especially in the expanding web
of railways. From its commencement in the 1840s, railway
development in India had been promoted as the arm of Christian
evangelism, a ‘true religion’ combining the arts and sciences, with
improved locomotion the key to spreading the ‘truth of God’s word’.
The official opening of the first major line between Burdwan
(Bardhaman) and Calcutta in 1855 was preceded by a long religious
service conducted by the Bishop of Calcutta, with illustrative
readings taken from the Old Testament and blessings offered to the
East India Company and to the governor-general.6 After 1858, this
same Anglican ceremony recurred as more lines were unveiled, only
this time with the queen rather than the Company being blessed. At
Lahore in 1858, before a gathering of 200 Punjabi chiefs at the
opening of the Punjab railway, the Government of India held a
Christian service to mark the event, where the queen was toasted as
the ‘Empress of Hindustan’.7 During the years of rebellion and its
aftermath, the railways were turned over to military requirements and
later in the 1870s and 1880s to famine-relief projects. Only later in
the century did they become predominantly passenger railways.8
But, whatever their purpose, the opening of each new line and
junction was the occasion for either or both church and monarch to
grace the proceedings, albeit in name only, and give it their seal of
approval. Elgin held a durbar for local maharajahs, alluding to the
queen, at the commencement of the Benares–Jabalpur line in
February 1863. Sir John Lawrence (viceroy 1864–9) organised a
similar gathering as the Calcutta line connected to Lahore via
Amritsar in October 1864. He also sent on photographs of the new
railway station at Lahore to the queen as well.9 As late as 1878,
when the novelty of the railways had begun to wear off, the same
sacred service with the same invocations of the queen was
performed by the Bishop of Lahore at the opening of the ‘Empress
Bridge’ across the Sutlej at Bahawalpur.10

Railways were not the only new technology associated with the
queen’s name. For a time during the 1840s and 1850s rivers and



canals vied with the railway as the best choice for India’s economic
future. Projects such as the Ganges canal, opened at Roorkee in
1854, received the same Anglican baptism as their railway
counterparts. As the canal was extended in the later 1850s and
1860s, its new features received the royal appellation: the ‘Queen’s
channel’ at the Solani aqueduct, the structure guarded by four stone
lions, and the ‘Victoria feeder’, a channel cut to link the Ganges
canal to the Yamuna river at Allahabad.11 Similarly, the queen was
an unwitting champion of advances in steamship links to the west
and east of the Indian subcontinent. The East India Company had
been reluctant to develop steamship navigation. So promoters and
commercial companies looked instead to the monarch for
endorsement, as they pursued lucrative mail contracts and
passenger lines. A royal charter was given to the Peninsular and
Oriental Company in 1840 and to the India and Australian Mail
Steam Packet Company in 1847.12 The greatest fillip of all was given
to steamship connections between Britain and India when the Suez
Canal opened in 1869, and it too came with royal approval. The
Prince and Princess of Wales visited the completed project in March
1870, shortly after it was officially inaugurated, opening the sluices of
one of the feeder canals.13 The first steamship India-bound to use
the new route followed in 1872. Once Benjamin Disraeli had
flamboyantly bought the Egyptian Khedive’s shares in the canal in
the queen’s name in 1875, the canal was incorporated into the
imperial Indian mindscape. Queen Victoria was delighted: it ‘gives us
complete security for India’, she confided to her journal.14 Steamship
business to and from India – passengers, mail, troops and goods –
multiplied, and the shipping companies branded their vessels
accordingly. The P&O, for example, launched the Kaisar-i-Hind in
1878, and the Victoria in 1887, both Bombay-bound through the
Suez Canal on their maiden voyages.15 Although she never travelled
so far east, the queen was there in spirit in the passage to India.

New technologies also brought Queen Victoria’s own words
closer to her Indian dominion. The expansion of the telegraph
system within India was initially slow, confined as it was to the main



railway routes. But as the means of instant communication across
seas and land between Calcutta or Simla (increasingly, from the
1860s, the summer retreat for the viceroy and his government) and
London, it was irreplaceable.16 The first formal address made by the
queen to the people of India via telegram followed the recovery of
the Prince of Wales from illness in January 1872, and it was followed
almost immediately by another address lamenting the assassination
of Lord Mayo. Further telegraphic messages from the queen to the
viceroy were promptly published in the newspapers during the
second Afghan war.17 Whilst the telegram format did not allow much
to be said, it did mean it could be said quickly. During the queen’s
jubilees of 1887 and 1897, as hundreds of loyal telegrams came in
from India, the Palace responded speedily with almost instant
messages of gratitude sent back telegraphically by way of the
viceroy.

Railways, steamships, the telegraph and above all the Suez
Canal shifted the axis of British India from east to west, from
Calcutta to Bombay. Bombay grew exponentially after 1850, perhaps
the first example of an ‘Asian tiger’ metropolis, the largest city of
Britain’s overseas territories.18 Bombay’s commercial development
coincided with the transfer of power from Company to Crown. The
city famously became the site for an ambitious rebuilding of its civic
centre in Victorian Gothic style, then in vogue back in Britain,
especially in church design. No other city in India proved such an
attractive playground for English architects and civil engineers of the
Gothic revival. The story of the distinctive architecture of nineteenth-
century Bombay is well documented, especially from the British side:
the dirigisme of Henry Bartle Frere, the governor, the elastic
budgeting of Arthur Crawford, the municipal commissioner, and the
pattern books of English designers such as Henry Conybeare and
George Gilbert Scott.19 Invariably, however, accounts of Bombay’s
Victorian Gothic leave out the eponymous queen. Closer inspection
reveals how Queen Victoria herself shaped from afar the style that
bore her name.



The physical redevelopment of Bombay owed much to the loyalty
to the British Crown of the predominantly Parsi, Jewish and Brahmin
mercantile community of the city. They owned or bought up land in
Colaba, in Back Bay and around the old harbour and fort and
donated it to the city for public purposes. Two generations of the
Parsi merchant house of the Jejeebhoys – Jamsetjee (1783–1859)
and Cursetjee (1811–77) – along with other Parsi businessmen such
as the Framji Cowasji (1761–1851), Cowasji Jehangir Readymoney
(1812–78) and Dinshaw Petit (1823–1901), poured money into the
city. They funded schools, hospitals, housing for the poor, drinking
fountains, waterworks, veterinary care and the new University of
Bombay.20 This was classic philanthropy, turning private gain into
public virtue, opium into opulence. It was also conspicuous
patriotism. Jamsetjee Jejeebhoy was an attentive admirer of the
British royal family. With the Brahmin magnate, Jaganath
Shunkerseth, he put up the capital for the Victoria Museum and
Gardens, which opened in 1862, a monument to the new Crown
government. One of the museum’s supporters was Bhau Daji Lad, a
local doctor and educationist, who stated that there was ‘no fitter
monument, no better nuzzar’ than the museum; it was a ‘permanent
monument of the devotion of the people’ to the queen. Jejeebhoy’s
patriotism was rewarded. He was made a baronet a year before he
died, having been the first Indian to be knighted in 1841.21 His son,
Cursetjee, along with Shunkerseth, led the city’s celebrations of the
transfer of power in 1858.22 Framji Cowasji’s loyalty was more
entrepreneurial. A keen horticulturist, in 1838 he sent the first
mangoes to Britain via steamship, as a gift to the queen.23 In
Bombay, Cowasji Jehangir Readymoney, living up to his name,
invested in the Back Bay reclamation, Elphinstone College and the
Crawford Market, whilst back in Britain he funded a drinking fountain
in Regent’s Park and contributed to the ‘Albert Orphan Asylum’ in
Bagshot, near Windsor.24 And Dinshaw Petit endowed the Victoria
Jubilee Technical Institute in 1887.25

Another loyal Victorian and Bombay philanthropist was David
Sassoon, a Jewish merchant from Baghdad, who came to Bombay



in the early 1830s, fleeing persecution. Like his Parsi neighbours he
gave over land to the city’s development, especially around the
docks that to this day bear his name. He also founded various
institutions, most notably the Mechanics Institute and the Industrial
and Reformatory Institution. He paid for the clock tower in the
Victoria Gardens. When Prince Albert died, and the new museum
became the Victoria and Albert Museum, it was David Sassoon who
in 1864 dedicated the pedestal for a statue of the Prince Consort in
the museum. His son Albert Sassoon then commissioned the full
statue of Prince Albert for the Museum (unveiled in 1869) and gave
two further lump sums to the Reformatory Institution. One donation
commemorated the visit by the Duke of Edinburgh to the city; the
other marked the recovery of the Prince of Wales from illness. Albert
Sassoon also commissioned an equestrian statue of the Prince of
Wales, after his visit to the city, eventually erected in 1879.26

With the statue of Queen Victoria (unveiled in 1872) at one end of
the Esplanade Road and the Prince of Wales at the other, the royal
family framed the new city centre. Perhaps this imperial loyalty of the
Parsis and Jews of Bombay was sui generis. It might be wrong to
extrapolate from it a more widespread enthusiasm for the British
monarchy. As religious minorities and ethnic outsiders under the
nominal protection of the Crown, families like the Jejeebhoys and
Sassoons had more reason than most to be faithful. At the same
time, there were plenty of other philanthropists in Bombay, such as
the Brahmins Shunkherseth and Bhau Daji Lad, whose patriotism
was just as enthusiastic. However their allegiance is interpreted, the
magnitude of their gratitude in the built environment of Bombay is
striking, and was made known to the queen, not least through a
volume presented to her in 1886.27

Gothic may not have looked very modern, but it was emphatically
monarchical. In an age of industry and republican democracy the
Gothic style was a romantic return to the late middle ages when
kings and clerics ran the show. For the first industrial city of the
empire, Gothic was an entirely appropriate form for Bombay. Ornate
steeples and campanili softened the effect of factory chimneys,



churchlike public buildings imposed solemnity on municipal
gatherings. So, once the loyal businessmen of Bombay had sown
the seeds for the redevelopment of the city, incurring risk where
other capitalists were reluctant to go, the government took over.
Steered by Bartle Frere and benefiting from one of the largest public
share issues ever known outside Britain, the rest of the new city
centre took shape in the 1860s and 1870s. The old ramparts around
the Fort were cleared and, in the space created across from the
Esplanade, a series of government buildings went up: the High
Court, the Mint, the Secretariat, the Telegraph Office and the
University. The Port Trust took over further reclamation schemes,
and new docks were added in the 1870s and 1880s: the ‘Prince’s
Dock’ and ‘Victoria Dock’. The queen featured prominently in the
new buildings. The letters ‘V. R.’were inlaid in the entrance to the
High Court and the University’s clock tower chimed out ‘God save
the Queen’ on weekdays.28 Then in 1878 work began on perhaps
the most grandiose building to be named after Queen Victoria during
her lifetime – the Victoria Central Terminus, the new home of the
Great Indian Peninsular Railway. Designed by Frederick William
Stevens and opened ten years later, the ‘VCT’ symbolised both the
predominance of Bombay as a railway hub and the modernity of the
monarch. With its stained glass, glazed tiles, multiple spires, arched
window openings and doorways, and central dome, the ‘VCT’ might
have been mistaken for an overgrown basilica. Yet it was state of the
art in its own way. The vaulted dome was a marvel of modern
engineering, the train platforms and sheds amongst the longest in
the world at that time. Electric light ran throughout the building.
There was a restaurant too, although the owner stuck to his
temperance principles for the first two years of business. The ‘VCT’
was, according to the newspapers, one of the ‘best modern buildings
in India’. The queen was there too. The dome was topped with a
female colossus symbolising ‘progress’. Beneath the dome was a
smaller statue of the queen.29 Starting with the tour of Prince Albert
Victor in 1889 and through until the opening of the Gateway to India
in 1924, the ‘VCT’ now became the ceremonial starting point for all



royal and viceregal arrivals. Thus, Bombay modern, in its late
nineteenth-century version, ‘belonged unmistakeably to Queen
Victoria’s world’, as Asa Briggs observed in his classic Victorian
Cities.30 Likewise Queen Victoria belonged to Bombay, not simply as
a required feature of the city’s colonial iconography, but as a
celebration of its social and economic progress.

Except that she had a rival: her own son. To boast of its rapid
success and transformation, the city Corporation planned a major
international exhibition for 1885. Jules Joubert, a French Australian
who had masterminded the Calcutta Exhibition of 1883, offered to
manage the spectacle, and the governor of Bombay, Sir James
Fergusson, gave his approval. Then fate, or rather, the Prince of
Wales, stepped in, announcing his own plans to emulate his father
and act as patron of an ‘Imperial and Colonial Exhibition’ to be held
in London in 1886. Bombay might seek to trump Calcutta, but there
was no way the city could rival a royal project in London, especially
when it was rumoured that the prince was ‘put out’ by the prospect of
a similar event in Bombay. Plans for the city’s own extravaganza
were shelved, and many of the exhibits intended for showcasing
Bombay in India were appropriated instead for an English audience
at home.31 It was a snub, and a right royal one too.

Famine Queen
Poverty sat alongside ‘progress’. The first two decades of the
queen’s direct rule saw some of the worst recorded outbreaks ever
of famine in India. In the 1860s there were three major famines: in
the Doab region of the Punjab, spilling over into Awadh and
Rajputana in 1860, in Orissa and Bihar in 1865–6, and in the
Rajputana states in 1868–70. Drought and crop failure were
compounded by British refusal to interfere in the market, allowing
exports out of the affected areas to continue, and providing little in
the way of relief until it was too late. Despite the recent ‘great famine’
in Ireland and, moreover, the Irish experience of some Indian
administrators, lessons had not been learned.32 For some Indian
experts, this hands-off policy amounted to a missed opportunity to



effect some good for the people of India. There were precedents,
after all. Responding to the Orissa famine, retired Madras army
colonel George Thomas Haly noted how the Mughal government
had dealt with such catastrophes in its day by improving systems of
irrigation and communication to head off further calamity. Arthur
Cotton, champion of the canalisation of India, told the Social Science
Congress meeting in Manchester that the Orissa famine was the
moment for a ‘wise, sympathising, capable Government’ to show
itself to the Indian people: ‘If, when this harvest failed, Her Majesty
had issued a proclamation, assuring the people that the Government
were caring for them . . . it would never have been forgotten.’33 The
queen had been deployed on famine duty before. The Whig
government of the late 1840s had sent her to Ireland to smooth over
the discontent rife there following the famine. When famine
conditions temporarily hit Lancashire in the early 1860s, Queen
Victoria made a very public contribution of £2,000 as Duchess of
Lancaster to the relief fund set up in London to ameliorate the
condition of the cotton-factory workers.34 Might the same gestures
work for India? The Raja of Travancore had reached into his own
pocket to support the starving in Lancashire in 1863.35 A reciprocal
act was overdue. In March 1868, at her private secretary’s
suggestion, Queen Victoria asked Stafford Northcote, the secretary
of state for India, whether it might be made known to ‘these poor
People, how her heart bleeds for them, & how deeply she
sympathises with them under such unparalleled sufferings’.
Northcote welcomed the idea, but considered it too late in the day,
some two years after the famine had hit.36 However, when famine
conditions returned six years later, this time in Bengal, the queen’s
intervention was better timed.

In 1874 the second major famine within a decade to strike Bihar,
in the north-western corner of Bengal, was dealt with very differently
from almost all of the other famines in British India in this period.
When the first reports of crop failure were circulated, pre-emptive
plans were made by Lord Northbrook, the viceroy, and Sir Richard
Temple, lieutenant-governor of Bengal, both to buy in sufficient grain



from Burma and also to employ thousands of relief workers to help
with distribution.37 Back in Britain, Disraeli, the new prime minister,
singled out in the queen’s speech on the opening of Parliament
dealing with the Indian famine as a priority of his government. A
relief fund was launched by the Lord Mayor of London, with the
queen as patron, around the same time as one was organised in
Calcutta. It was to this latter fund that the queen contributed 10,000
rupees (around £1,000) in January 1874, a donation that was
publicised in the newspapers the following month. In all the relief
subscriptions totalled £131,000 in India, and £146,000 in London,
with the Government of India matching the combined sum. They
were applauded as model schemes of intervention in food crises.
The combination of foresight, extraordinary expenditure and
voluntary aid from near and far helped to avert a second Bengal
disaster in 1874. Later in the year, as the British Parliament was
prorogued, Lord George Hamilton, the under-secretary of state for
India, lauded the work of Northbrook and Temple, who had defied
‘Political Economy’ and saved ‘Her Majesty’s subjects’ from death by
starvation.38

Small though it was, the queen’s donation to the Calcutta relief
fund at the beginning of 1874 enhanced her reputation for
generosity, amongst Bengalis in particular. Later in the year a
deputation from the British India Association of Calcutta – the
principal lobby for the presidency’s landowners – thanked
Northbrook and Temple for their actions: ‘the first time in the history
of British rule in the East that the State recognised its duty to
maintain its suffering subjects at a time of general scarcity’ they
declared, going on to say that it is ‘observable that this policy of Your
Excellency’s Government has been in conformity not only with Indian
notions of a Sovereign’s duty to his subjects, transmitted from
historic times both Hindu and Mahomedan, but with the highest
teaching of modern political economy’. The largest landowner of all
in the state, Metab Chand, the Maharaja of Burdwan, turned his
appreciation into raising funds for a statue of the queen, the first in
Bengal, eventually unveiled in Calcutta in 1878. And, from Mithila in



the north of Bihar, Northbrook sent on a translation of a song for the
‘Great Queen of London’, praising her resolution that ‘no ryot should
be allowed to die for want of grain’.39 The actual amount of royal
support mattered less than the spirit in which it was given.

Catastrophic hunger and death returned to India within a few
years, and this time in the fuller glare of the European media. The
famine of 1876–8 began on the Deccan plateau of south-central
India and spread to most of the south of the subcontinent, with
outbreaks in pockets of the north as well. Disraeli’s government
again promised to do all in its power to help, pledging in the queen’s
speech that ‘every resource will be employed not merely in arrest of
this present famine, but in obtaining fresh experience for the
prevention or mitigation of such visitations for the future’. Not quite
every resource. In the new year of 1877, Lord Lytton, presiding over
the Imperial Assemblage at Delhi, held an emergency council that
decided to send Sir Richard Temple south to Madras to oversee the
relief operation. On this occasion Temple’s watchword was
parsimony. Rigorous tests were brought in to determine and limit
who was to be given relief, daily supplements were reduced from
previous levels, and there were no attempts to bring in emergency
supplies of grain. Strikes amongst relief workers ensued in Bombay
and Temple’s own colleagues protested against the severity of the
measures being taken.40 From London Queen Victoria watched on,
no longer simply reliant on despatches from India for news of
conditions there. This latest famine was better covered in the press
than any previous. Temple’s critics disseminated their dissent in
lectures, pamphlets and magazines. Florence Nightingale joined the
fray. The illustrated Graphic newspaper, which specialised in realist
depiction of poverty in Britain, now found a subject of equal
challenge in India. The Pall Mall Gazette, a pioneer of investigative
journalism, despatched Henry Hyndman to cover the crisis. For
Hyndman the famine brought into sharp focus the flurry of new
British interest in India brought on by the Bengal famine, the tour of
the Prince of Wales and the imperial title taken by Queen Victoria.41

Punch made the same point, albeit more dramatically, in a cartoon



titled ‘Disputed empire!’, which depicted the queen seated on her
throne, wearing her imperial crown with her mace in one hand, trying
to ward off the grim reaper (also crowned) with her free hand.42

Noticeably different, too, was the queen’s own interest in this new
famine, which she described as ‘fearful’, ‘terrible’, frightful’ and
‘distressing’, as she became more aware of its spread and scale
across the year. Although she expressed confidence in Temple’s
handling of the crisis, she urged Lytton to travel south to take over
personally the management of the famine in the summer of 1877,
and welcomed the slight change of policy that the viceroy’s
appearance brought about. Lytton tried to work some royal balm into
the misery, using the occasion of the queen’s birthday to issue a
special ‘famine’ Gazette, listing honours for those involved in the
famine operations.43

The next instance of widespread famine came in 1896, lasting
through to the summer of 1897, the year of the queen’s diamond
jubilee. It commenced in Bundelkhand, and spread eastwards to
Bengal and south to Madras and Bombay, combining in Bombay with
an outbreak of bubonic plague. Relief measures followed the
guidelines laid down in the new famine code of 1880, but no one
bothered with the cautionary advice on charitable aid. The globe
shrank in response to the crisis. Volunteers went out from Britain to
assist in the relief operations, and contributions came in from
Canada and Australia.44 Over £500,000 was raised in Britain by the
Lord Mayor’s ‘Mansion House Fund’, and just under £1 million given
in India. The royal family chipped in. The queen led off the donations
from the court with £500 and the Duke of Connaught spoke at the
launch of the Lord Mayor’s fund.45 In India, the queen was once
again directly associated with the charitable efforts under way. This
was partly a case of the government taking advantage of the queen’s
good reputation. In the North-West Provinces, for example, in June
1897, almost a million people on relief work were given three days’
wages in advance of the diamond jubilee holiday to honour ‘the great
Maharani under whose gracious auspices the abundant relief and
charity of the preceding months had been dispensed to them’.



Elsewhere, villagers spoke of the protective instincts of the queen:
‘the talk around the humble firesides and in the homes of the people
is that it is the Great Queen who could have so successfully dealt
with such a vast and unbounded calamity’ reported a famine official
from Bengal. Another official in Bombay reported that the ‘motto’ of
the relief workers was ‘the kind and humane message of the Mother
Queen Empress to do everything possible and spend anything to
save every life of her subjects from starvation’.46

Never mind that British famine policy in India remained
committed to non-interference in the market, and became
increasingly bureaucratised. Famine recurred once more during
Queen Victoria’s reign, in 1899–1900, affecting many of the regions
hit hardest three years earlier, especially in Bombay, but there was
no change in the government’s parsimonious response. Never mind,
as some noted, that once in India charitable aid was quickly diverted
into public works rather than food distribution. Then as now the act of
giving was more significant than the fact of receiving. One thing
remained constant across the famine years in India, however: in the
midst of suffering and death, Queen Victoria was believed to be on
the side of paternalism and state intervention, for saving lives, not
simply alleviating misery.

Immoral Economies
Queen of charity, queen of industry – but there was one Victorian
value with which Queen Victoria was seldom associated in India
after 1858: free trade. Liberalisation of the economy was the leitmotif
of the new regime. Retrenchment in public expenditure,
commercialisation of the rural economy and the abolition of taxes on
trade and consumption were all principles that had been fought for
and won in Britain in the 1840s and 1850s. Now they might be
exported to India. The appointment of James Wilson, the proprietor
and editor of the London Economist, to the finance portfolio in
Charles Canning’s first viceregal council heralded the change. The
Economist had led the charge towards free trade in Britain from its
first issue in 1843.47 Wilson brought with him to Calcutta two policies



close to his heart: the income tax and, as we have seen in the last
chapter, a paper currency, adorned with the image of the queen and
intended to modernise and monetise Indian commerce. Liberals liked
the income tax, if only as a necessary evil. Direct taxation did its
work of raising revenue with more reliability and less opposition than
taxes on consumer products such as food and tobacco. Moreover,
liberals thought India was lightly taxed, even arguing that the Indian
middle class was not paying its way.48 Wilson’s Economist made a
slightly different case. India’s tax base was too narrow. It was
dependent on land revenues collected by tax-farming zamindars, on
behalf of the government. A shift to taxing personal property and
income was required. Those who benefited from British rule in India
would in future make a direct contribution to the costs of
government. So Wilson unleashed his income tax on India in
February 1860.49

India, however, was not Britain. The new income tax was widely
denounced. From Madras it was condemned as a ‘direct
contravention’ of the 1858 proclamation, and it was confidently
predicted that the queen would use her power to veto the measure.50

Opposition was not confined to better-off Indians now within reach of
the tax-gatherer. Wilson’s senior colleagues were appalled as well,
their tongues loosened by his premature death in August 1860. Men
who had preached free trade at home sang from a different hymn
sheet in India. London recalled Charles Trevelyan, the governor of
Madras, only fourteen months into his post because of his outspoken
criticism of the new income tax. The viceroy was even rumoured to
be opposed, preferring, it was later claimed, ‘to govern India with a
European army of 40,000 men without the income tax than with
80,000 men with it’.51 Critics deemed the income tax unsuitable for
India. Witnesses giving evidence to Parliament a decade later,
including Trevelyan, were agreed. Its harsh methods were seized on
by journalists as evidence of the shameful officialdom carried out on
behalf of ‘England, ruled over by a Queen whose name in India is
held in reverence almost as that of the deity’.52 Lord Northbrook
abandoned the policy in 1873. It returned, barely disguised as a



‘licence tax’, in 1878, sparking riots in Surat, before becoming an
income tax once again in 1886, confined to non-agricultural incomes.

Without an effective income tax, the land continued to bear the
brunt of revenue collection after 1858. Not that its yield increased
very much. In India as in Ireland, British free trade maxims struggled
to break through. Whether collected by the middleman (the
zamindar), or directly from the peasant cultivator (the ryot), rents
were fixed, discouraging agricultural improvement. The 1858
proclamation, mused one Bengali reformer, might have been the
moment for a proper land settlement in Bengal, emancipating the
ryots from the servitude imposed by zamindars, ensuring that the
queen reigned ‘in their hearts forever’.53 As India entered more and
more into the global economy after 1860, the familiar signs of a
lopsided cash-crop sector alongside subsistence communities began
to appear, encouraged by a new planter class. Cotton production
and its ancillaries, such as indigo, brought a greater
commercialisation to some parts of the economy. Squeezed out by
planters and moneylenders, Indian peasants turned to protest in two
widely publicised instances: in the indigo plantations of Bengal and
in the cotton fields of the Deccan in 1875. In both cases Queen
Victoria was seen as standing on the side of the ryot. In Dhaka,
Dinabandhu Mitra published a play, Nil darpan, to draw attention to
the condition of the indigo cultivators, having witnessed their plight in
his travels as a postmaster. In the preface to the play, Mitra signalled
the new paternalism of the queen: ‘most kind-hearted Queen
Victoria, the mother of the people, thinking it unadvisable to suckle
her children through maid-servants, has now taken them on her lap
to nourish them’.54 The play was widely circulated, not least because
of its translation by the missionary James Long. Long was
prosecuted for libel by the Government of India, and used his trial to
raise awareness of the plight of the indigo workers, desiring only, he
claimed, to avoid another mutiny.55 Similarly, in the Deccan riots, the
protests were triggered by a story that the queen ‘had sent out
orders that the Marwaris [the moneylenders] were to give up their
bonds’, so freeing the peasant farmers from their debts.56 Popular



protest thrives on whispers and rumour, on the appeal to a higher
moral authority. After 1858 Queen Victoria’s omnipotence, rightly or
wrongly, was thought to extend into the heart of rural India.

Missionaries, evangelicals and disgruntled Indian officials all
encouraged the fiction that the queen could dispense economic
justice. They did so by homing in on the tax burden borne by
ordinary Indians. For, unable to rein in expenditure, reluctant to
impose a comprehensive income tax, and facing falling revenues
from the land, the Government of India resorted to tried and tested
means of rescuing the finances: taxes on consumption. By the early
1870s, liberals such as Charles Trevelyan and Henry Fawcett were
complaining that the Indian government had abandoned treating
revenue as fixed, and gone over to a new economy of ‘annual
borrowing’. Each projected deficit was made good by increasing
indirect taxes.57 By 1880 the three principal forms of customs
revenue – duties on salt, opium and alcohol – accounted for almost
as much revenue as the land. In particular, the yield from salt duties
soared, increasing fourfold between 1860 and 1890.58 India had
lurched from low taxation to high. Free trade, which for Victorians
meant the removal of duties, was in retreat in India. Critics blamed
the Government of India, as it controlled the manufacture and sale of
these commodities. One woman was credited with having the power
to do something about it: Queen Victoria.

Of all the Indian revenues, the duty on salt was the most elastic.
Like the Mughals and the East India Company before them, the
Government of India managed all salt manufacture in the territories
under its direct control. Salt of the earth, lake, sea and mountains
was produced under the watchful eye of officials, who collected the
tax at the point of production, leaving tradesmen and sellers to pass
on the additional cost to the consumer. Elaborate measures were
taken to prevent the illegal private manufacture of salt (especially
from coastal waters), and to restrict smuggling across the borders
from the princely states into British India, the most ingenious of all
being the ‘great hedge’ customs line separating Bengal and
Rajputana. The salt duty was effectively a poll tax, salt being the one



commodity that everyone needed and everyone consumed.59

Unseen and uncontested, the salt duty was the first tax to be raised
in times of budget deficit. Yet the salt tax made liberals uneasy. One
governor, Vere Hobart in Madras (1872–5), protested forcibly when
the viceroy, Lord Northbrook, adjusted it upwards. Allusions to the
unpopularity of the gabelle on the eve of the French revolution were
common.60 In the House of Commons, George Balfour, former
colleague of Charles Canning when viceroy, led a campaign for its
abolition. In 1875 he came up with a simple solution: the queen
should break with Asiatic tradition and use the occasion of the Prince
of Wales’s visit to India to issue a proclamation doing away with the
salt duty. In such a manner, ‘Asiatics’ would come to believe that ‘by
eating this free salt they really owed fidelity to the Empress of
India’.61 Another liberal, another admirer of the queen as benevolent
despot. India did strange things to British sensibilities.

Opium was also a state monopoly in India. By the 1870s, the
opium trade was not just confined to export from India to China, but
increasingly it was supplying Indian users as well. Queen Victoria
knew all about Indian opium. Back in 1851 at the Great Exhibition
she had listened and watched with interest as Dr Royle opened up a
poppy to explain the structure of the plant and to show how its seeds
were extracted.62 Anti-opium campaigners knew about Queen
Victoria too. From the mid-1870s they used her name and authority
to criticise the ‘poppy plague’. As its name suggested, the Anglo-
Oriental Society for the Suppression of the Opium Trade, formed by
Quakers in 1874, primarily targeted the Chinese end of operations.
Still, it held Queen Victoria responsible. Now that she was empress,
argued the Society’s magazine, the Friend of China, in April 1876, ‘it
is a strictly logical, though not a very pleasant deduction, that the
queen is made responsible for the growth, manufacture and sale of a
destructive poison’.63 Practically, as the magazine admitted, it was
the Government of India and Parliament who were culpable. Queen
Victoria, however, was too good a moral exemplar to miss. Why
could she not intervene ‘to remove . . . the dark stain from the lustre
of her glittering crown’ asked a delegate to the Shanghai Missionary



conference in 1877. Why had the occasion of the new title of
empress not been used to do away with a policy inherited from the
East India Company, demanded the industrialist and philanthropist
Samuel Mander in the same year.64 In the early 1890s, the anti-
opium campaign stepped up a gear, and was instrumental in
pressurising William Gladstone’s government into setting up a Royal
Commission to investigate the traffic in India, China and Burma too.
The Society intensified its propaganda, claiming that in the name of
the queen-empress, the Government of India was now extracting
opium revenue from Burma, ‘the subjects of the Queen-Empress’ in
India suffered from the same ‘havoc which they wrought with a light
heart among the Chinese’.65 Additional pressure came from India.
Invoking the motto of the royal order of the ‘Star of India’ – ‘heaven’s
light our guide’ – Sunderbai Powar, who ran a zenana mission
school in Poona, publicised the anti-opium speaking tour she had
made in northern India during 1891–2.66 Ultimately, the Royal
Commission of 1894–5 settled very little, and it was not until the
early twentieth century that public pressure and market forces
combined to end the trade. Some of the evidence presented to the
Commission did however suggest that Queen Victoria was invested
with special powers over the opium trade, if only she would use
them. One user in Ajmer allegedly told a missionary that she wanted
the queen to send out a medicine to cure her addiction. Another
witness told of rumours in Bombay that the queen planned to close
down all the opium dens of the city.67 The name of the queen was as
powerful as the drug itself.

The drink trade in India also came under the evangelical
spotlight. The sale of alcohol was controlled by the Government of
India, which extracted a tax – abkari68 – from all liquor stores.
Whereas alcohol consumption in the British army in India was tightly
regulated, the state monopoly on drink was left alone in the interest
of maximising revenue. The tide of temperance reform ebbed and
flowed after 1858. Driving drink out of the queen’s army remained a
pressing concern. Some wanted total abstinence, others temperance
(drinking in moderation), whilst some simply settled for pale ale, a



low-alcohol brew especially developed for soldiers in India.69 Hindu
reformers also made the liquor traffic an issue. One of the leaders of
the Brahmo Sumaj movement, Keshub Chandra Sen, came to
Britain in 1870 and spoke at a meeting of the principal domestic
temperance organisation, the UK Alliance. As ‘one of the most loyal
subjects of Her Majesty Queen Victoria’, it grieved him to witness the
state-owned drink trade, one of the ‘blots on the administration of
India’.70 In the 1880s, the anti-alcohol lobby in India grew in strength.
The Salvation Army arrived in India in 1882, upsetting many with its
militant methods, including its campaign for abstinence from
intoxicants. In 1888, William Caine, the president of the British
Temperance League, visited India, attended the meeting of the
Indian National Congress at Allahabad, and two years later helped
found the Anglo-Indian Temperance Association. Within a few years
this was a nationwide movement, largely run by Indians, topped up
by itinerant lecturers from Britain.71

One of these was Thomas Evans, who made a habit of bringing
the queen into the battle against the bottle. He argued that the
legalised sale of liquor broke with the ‘solemn promises’ of the
queen’s proclamation of 1858, which had pledged not to interfere
with Indian religion, abstinence from alcohol being the norm for both
Hindus and Muslims.72 Evans’s naming and shaming of the queen
had little impact, however. Despite the touchstone status of the 1858
proclamation there is no evidence that Indian temperance reformers
took up this kind of argument, either in the lectures and meetings of
the Anglo-Indian Temperance Association or in the influential
Kayastha temperance movement run by Brahmins in Gwalior. The
queen remained off-limits in the rhetoric of the temperance
movement in India. Off-message as well. Whilst she supported the
campaign to drive drunkenness out of the Indian army,73 she was no
fan of the opposition to the drink trade, finding temperance reformers
an overzealous lot. To one of them – Basil Wilberforce, grandson of
William, and rector of St Mary’s in Southampton – she took particular
objection. Wilberforce visited India in 1890, partly for his health and
partly to persuade more Indians to take the pledge and give up



alcohol.74 The queen had no desire to lead a moral majority either in
India or at home.

Despite the best efforts of evangelicals and other opponents of
the burgeoning Indian fiscal state, Queen Victoria eluded criticism.
Royal handouts during the famine years were magnified by her
officials into momentous acts of grace. If anything, by focusing so
centrally on the queen, the clamour over salt, opium and abkari
enlarged her omnipotence. She personified paternalism, not the
coercion of the market, a moral force that lingered on, later reworked
by Gandhi and his followers during the 1920s and 1930s, as they
mobilised against the Raj and its control over the basic commodities
of life such as salt. In 1880 a Bengali lament referred to Queen
Victoria as dina janani (the ‘mother of the poor’).75 Even from a
distance the woes of her Indian people were believed to be close to
her heart. So, when her sons and heirs began to travel to India, it
was hoped they came as messengers.



I

CHAPTER 7

ROYAL TOURISTS

n the summer of 1861 it was prophesied in the Punjab that a king
would ‘come from west to east’ and ‘rule the Country without
dipping the end of his little finger in blood’. Missionaries worked

this up as a sign that Christianity was nigh. Charles Canning, the
viceroy, remarked tartly that ‘if the Emperor of Russia or Louis
Napoleon would drop down in India they would find they were not
unexpected’. The rumour focused on the deposed Sikh dynasty and
the hope that Duleep Singh might return, but Sir Charles Wood
mentioned it to Prince Albert as a pretext for sending out to India the
Prince of Wales.1 Albert died, the project was shelved, and, when a
prince did finally come, he came from the east, not the west. The
arrival from Australia via Singapore and Penang of Prince Alfred (the
Duke of Edinburgh), Victoria’s second son, at Calcutta on 22
December 1869 marked the first occasion when British royalty
alighted on Indian soil. His visit was followed by the tours in 1875–6
of his elder brother, Albert Edward the Prince of Wales, and by the
Prince of Wales’s eldest son, Prince Albert Victor, the Duke of
Clarence, in 1889. Additionally, Arthur, the Duke of Connaught
(Victoria’s third son), served in India for six years during the 1880s.
Queen Victoria never visited India. The furthest east she journeyed
was Tuscany. So these visits by her sons were important. The tours
made the British monarchy visible across most of the Indian



subcontinent, bridging the divide between the virtual sovereignty of
the queen and the proxy powers of the viceroy. Royal visits made
real the extent and purpose of the British Empire in India,
emphasising its military might and geographical girth, its durability in
the shape of two generations of heirs to the throne, and its
modernity, as the itineraries featured ceremonial openings of new
railway lines, docks and other public works. Whilst historians have
noted the impact these visits had as media events back in Britain,
less has been made of the way they reshaped the meaning of
monarchy in the Raj.2

For the tours were the first major test of Indian attitudes towards
British rule since the transfer of power in 1858. The times were not
propitious. Prince Alfred’s visit came amidst widespread famine and
popular resentment over the austerity measures the Government of
India had taken to deal with dearth in Orissa in 1866. In 1872, the
viceroy, Lord Mayo, was assassinated and fears abounded of
Wahabi conspiracy. In these circumstances, unsure as to how royalty
might be received in India, the Government of India did its best to
manage the tours, leaving as little as possible to chance. Much
remained outside their control: not least the royal tourists
themselves.

‘A walking proclamation’: Prince Alfred in India, 1869–70
Prince Alfred spent four months crisscrossing India.3 He was a
reluctant tourist, wanting his mother to cut him some slack and
shorten the length of his naval commission.4 There were good
reasons for his lack of enthusiasm. By the time he reached India,
Alfred had been on a sea voyage around the world for more than two
and a half years. In Sydney there had been an attempt on his life
and in New Zealand he had been plunged into the lingering embers
of the Maori wars.5 His global tour interrupted by the unsuccessful
assassin in Australia, Alfred’s original Indian schedule had to be
postponed, and when he did arrive the Calcutta police were told that
a suspected Fenian sympathiser, embedded in a circus troupe, had
followed his ship, the Galatea, from Melbourne.6



For the choreography of Prince Alfred’s visit to India, there were
no real precedents for the government to follow. Previous calls on
the colonies by the British royals had been to dependencies without
viceroys, that is to say, parts of the British Empire which were not
under direct rule: settlement colonies with their own assemblies and
a governor-general as the representative of the Crown. The Viceroy
of India, in contrast, was invested with the full powers of the
monarch. This immediately raised the question of whether a royal
prince outranked the holder of the viceregal office. It was decided
that he did not, and so Alfred was the viceroy’s guest for the parts of
the tour when Lord Mayo was present, otherwise he took
precedence as the queen’s representative. Other matters of protocol
were more intractable. One was the issue of scale. Great durbars
were envisaged at first, then the tour was cut back in size, owing to
the scarcity produced by extensive famines in Rajputana and in the
Punjab. Mayo proposed one durbar only, at Agra, but eventually
cancelled this too, and instead summoned the Indian chiefs to
Calcutta.7

Nonetheless, a royal visit was unprecedented. There were
expectations of largesse on both sides. Alfred himself told Lord Mayo
that he had anticipated ‘oriental magnificence’, whilst the Benares
Gazette predicted that the prince’s ‘circle of wealth will come’. The
prices of glass and lights rocketed in Calcutta and Bombay, as the
Anglo-Indian communities of both cities prepared illuminations of
public buildings, with gossipy talk in Calcutta that poor homes were
also required to be lit up for the occasion. The military manoeuvres
underpinning Alfred’s tour were substantial. For example, for his visit
to Agra, nineteen cavalry and infantry regiments were transferred
just from Bengal alone. Partly for love of sports, partly for the sake of
tradition, British officials decided that hunting should form an integral
part of the princely tour, only made possible by extensive
preparations of kraals and access roads occupying several months
beforehand, undertaken by thousands of labourers.8

Scarcity was not the only factor in the Government of India
bearing down on the costs of the trip. Since the transfer of power



from Company to Crown in 1858, Indian officials had shown
increasing concern at the volume of gifts passing directly from native
chiefs to Queen Victoria, and anticipated the prince’s tour being used
by Indian maharajas to offer presents with the expectation of
receiving the same in return. The India Office in London sanctioned
£10,000 to cover the costs of a full-scale durbar, including exchange
of gifts, at Agra, only for Mayo to cancel the durbar. Hoping to avoid
criticism, the viceroy’s officials suggested setting aside £8,000 of this
sum to cover the gifts to be given by Prince Alfred on tour with the
proviso that he would not keep any; everything would be passed on
to the toshakhana (the government treasury) and sold off. Sensing
this would cause offence, the Duke of Argyll, secretary of state for
India, overruled Mayo, stipulating that Prince Alfred could give and
receive gifts, but the gifts from native chiefs required approval and
should be modest: ‘curiosities, ancient arms, or specimens of local
manufacture, and gifts of such like nature, which would in fact be
more objects of interest than value’.9 In fact, this protocol proved an
open invitation to the Indian chiefs to line up not simply souvenirs,
but the most ornamental weaponry, carpets and precious stones that
could be found in their home states.

For the first and only time before the onset of air travel, Calcutta
was the start of a royal visit to India. The Galatea sailed all the way
up the River Hoogly to Fort William, and a line of people two and a
half miles long thronged the Maidan as the royal party landed and
made its way to Government House. On horseback heading the
greeting party for the prince were the viceroy, the governors of
Bombay and Madras and the Maharajas of Gwalior, Jaipur, Rewa,
Bharatpur, Alwar, Dholpur and Kapurthala, with the Begum of Bhopal
(and her daughter) following behind in a carriage. The two weeks
spent by the prince in Calcutta were, as befitted the historic capital of
British India, as Anglo-Indian as they could be. There were fireworks
and illuminations, which took over most of the city, a grand levée,
Hebrew prayers, a visit to the Mahomedan Literary Society, a Hindu
reception at the Seven Tanks Hall, including Vedic blessings given
by professors from the Sanskrit College and nautch dancing,



addresses from the University and from the Chamber of Commerce,
sports and Sikh games, a fancy dress ball and a visit to the opera
(Donizetti’s Lucrezia Borgia). Good use was made of the Galatea, as
the individual visits of the native chiefs took place there, and on the
eve of the prince’s departure a ball was held on board. The
welcoming procession and the fireworks generated the largest
audiences and the most conspicuous displays of loyalty: the letters
of ‘God Save the Queen’ lit up in gas along the East Esplanade of
the Maidan, together with a revolving portrait of the queen, and huge
transparencies hanging over the main buildings, including the motto,
‘God bless the Empress of Hindostan’.10

At most of the formal occasions during the prince’s time in
Calcutta, Europeans outnumbered Indians: for example, by about
eight to one at the Government House levée on the second day of
the visit. However, the centrepiece of the Calcutta programme was
the chapter meeting of the Star of India. Then the Indian presence
dwarfed the British: seven maharajas to one prince. Suggested by
Queen Victoria as a substitute for the cancelled durbar, Mayo
encountered a problem straight away. Unlike his elder brother, the
Prince of Wales, Prince Alfred was not a member of the order. So the
principal object of the meeting was his own investiture, to be
overseen by the most senior members of the order, the Knight Grand
Commanders, who on this occasion were drawn from the Punjabi
and Rajputana maharajas. Mayo’s officials struggled to work out the
correct protocol. Charles Girdlestone looked to the example of the
Prince of Wales’s installation as a Knight of the Order of St Patrick
the previous year in Dublin, but found it inconsistent. He turned for
advice to a colleague in the Bengal Civil Service, ‘whose tastes and
reading have lain towards heraldry and medieval ceremonies’. From
this discussion came a plan to hold the investiture in the Throne
Room and Marble Hall of Government House, with the viceroy in the
throne as the Grand Master of the Order and the rest of the
members of the order seated before him as an audience in rows.
The royal warrant approving the chapter would be read in English
and Hindustani with the queen’s title referred to ‘Empress of



Hindustan’.11 However, once it became obvious that Government
House would not be able to accommodate all those called to
Calcutta, then the venue moved to the viceroy’s durbar tent in the
grounds, specially constructed for the occasion.

What followed was a piece of impromptu theatre in which the
Indian princes took the lead. The throne remained, but the chairs
seating the princes and other members of the order fanned out in an
arc from the other side of the throne. The prince was brought into the
tent by the British officials, followed by the Begum of Bhopal and
Lady Mayo, and then a procession of ‘banners, esquires and pages’.
As the prince knelt before the grand master, the Maharaja of Gwalior
formally invested him, and the Maharaja of Jaipur pinned the Star
onto his robe. Outside the tent sixty-five elephants, several with
canopied howdahs, awaited the prince’s inspection, including his
own on which had been placed Dalhousie’s silver howdah.12 This
extemporised ceremonial contained very little that could be
considered as a display of deference by the Indian princes. They met
with Prince Alfred as senior members of the Order into which they
admitted him. The act of an Indian maharaja pinning the Star of India
onto an English prince is a significant reversal of the usual colonial
roles. Only the silver howdah denoted how the British were first
amongst equals; only the seating plans in the nave indicated an
order of hierarchy – and it was one amongst the Indian princes and
not one that separated Indians and Europeans.

As Prince Alfred left Calcutta, other parts of the Government of
India’s protocol slipped away. The ban on extravagant presents was
circumvented. The pundits at the Seven Tanks had given a silver
hookah and a gold attar server. The Maharaja of Rewa had topped
that with a diamond valued at £2,500 (hardly the ‘very small offering’
Mayo described to Argyll).13 The prince now headed off to hunt on
the estates of the Maharaja of Benares, with a visit to the holy city of
Benares to follow – to give him, as Mayo told the queen, a better
idea of a ‘native city’ than anywhere else in India. Accolades started
to flow. Passing through Burdwan en route to camp at Murshidabad,
he was guest at a breakfast provided by the local maharaja, a visit



which was later celebrated in a Sanskrit address provided by the
Bengali poet Taranatha Tarkavcaspati. Then, in Benares, the poet
Bharatendu Harischandra tried to present an offering of flowers to
the prince. Prevented by William Muir, the lieutenant-governor of the
North-West Provinces from doing so in person, Harischandra invited
fellow poets to his house and he read to them a biography of the
prince. This gathering then published verses ‘expressing their
heartfelt joy on the advent of the Royal Prince to this city’.14 The
prince did not notice this ‘native’ welcome. He was similarly
unimpressed by the Ganges at work, where an eclipse of the moon
led 50,000 pilgrims to flock into the water, confiding to his mother
that he did not know how many drowned, but suggested that those
who did ‘will be consoled by going to heaven quicker than their
neighbours’.15 Travel was not broadening his mind.

Mutiny memories then hoved into view, as the prince moved
towards Delhi. At Agra there was a gun salute as the prince entered
the town and the Taj Mahal was turned over for a fete attended by
the Nawab of Rampur, his family and almost fifty local chiefs. A visit
to the Church Missionary Society orphanage at Sikandra, where a
choir sang the national anthem in Hindustani, was followed by a
viewing of Akbar’s tomb. Alfred also attended a ball given by the
local regiment and another by Lady Muir, the lieutenant-governor’s
wife.16 Four days were spent in Delhi, encamped in the grounds of
Ludlow Castle. Loyal addresses presented to the prince alluded to a
complete break with the Mughal past. They spoke of ‘living among
the monuments of a mighty empire passed away’. Then the prince
rode the Delhi ridge along the route taken by the mutinous regiments
in 1857, looking back to the conquered city.17

From Delhi Prince Alfred travelled into the Punjab. The chiefs
turned out en masse at Lahore, a reminder of the loyalty that had
helped save the Raj in 1857–8. The most powerful of them (Kashmir,
Patiala, Bahawalpur, Jind, Nabha, Kapurthala and Malerkotla)
greeted the prince on his arrival, and a fuller contingent awaited him
in an elephant procession through the Akbari gate of the walled city
the following day. A state banquet and a ball in the recently opened



Palladian-style Montgomery Hall were laid on, as was a visit to the
city museum and its exhibits of antiquities, guided by its curator
Baden Henry Baden-Powell.18 Time was set aside for an exchange
of presents with chiefs, and here the rules on gifts were stretched to
the limit. The Maharaja of Kashmir came with two shawls worth
£1,250, which had taken three years and over 300 men to weave
and decorate. In public the prince was told he could not accept
these, although he might present them instead as a gift to the queen.
The northern portion of his tour drawing to a close, Alfred retraced
his steps back to Amritsar, viewed the temple and tank, and then
made the long journey to Awadh, glimpsing the Himalayas on the
way. At Lucknow and Kanpur he paid respects at the memorials from
1857–8, sending his mother flowers picked from the Residency at
Lucknow, and from the infamous well at Kanpur. He also met up in
the Kaiserbagh Palace in Lucknow with those Taluqdars of Awadh
who had remained loyal in 1857–8. Addressing him as the son of
‘our Mighty Sovereign and Empress’, they presented Alfred with an
ornamental sword and shield. Another interlude of hunting, this time
in the Terai, offered two weeks of respite before the prince
proceeded south.19

As they bade farewell to Prince Alfred at Jabalpur, where he
attended the ceremony marking the completion of the junction linking
the northern and western parts of the Great Indian Peninsula
Railway, Mayo and his colleagues reckoned the trip had been a
success.20 By arrangement the prince had made no speeches,
except at Lucknow and Jabalpur, and he had disappointed some
commentators by dressing plainly and seldom appearing in uniform.
He had, however, obediently made his way through the different
versions of India that the government had put on display. The legacy
of the Indian revolt was everywhere. Then, having spent two and half
months in the northern half of India, the prince sped through the rest
of his tour in four weeks. Visits to Bombay and Madras were not
planned when the trip was first plotted in 1868. Bombay was added
as the prince approached the Indian subcontinent towards the end of
1869, hard to avoid once it was clear that the railway connections



would be completed. It then made sense to include Madras as well,
as the Galatea could sail south from Calcutta and collect its captain.
There were even plans, which did not come to fruition, to take the
prince overland to Madras via Hyderabad, but, not for the first time,
the nizam’s kingdom eluded British ceremonial.21

Bombay welcomed Alfred off the train with a deputation
comprising the governor, William Vesey-FitzGerald, and Indian
princes drawn from the length and breadth of the presidency:
notably, the Gaekwar of Baroda, the Raja of Kolhapur, the Rao of
Cutch and the Nawab of Junagarh. Costs began to spiral out of
control. The municipal illuminations budget was overspent, the
presents exchanged between the prince and the Indian chiefs
quickly ‘ran up the score’ and the Gaekwar had to be persuaded to
limit his extravagance to funding a new sailors’ home. The prince
met with the influential Parsi community and received an address in
Pahlavi (ancient Persian) from its priests. The highlight, as such, of
the six-day stay in the city was a banquet given to the prince in the
Elephanta caves, then a dilapidated remnant of the ancient site of
Hindu worship. Journalists from Calcutta sniped at the insensitivity of
a military band playing for the guests a rendition of the ‘The Roast
Beef of Old England’.22 On reaching Madras, the tour became even
more crass. The prince arrived by train and joined a formal
procession from the railway station to Government House. Passing
by the crowds and through the triumphal arches the pecking order of
the carriages revealed that Indian princes were deemed less
important in this part of the country. The first four vehicles were
occupied solely by the governor and his official colleagues, with the
first native chief, the Raja of Travancore, one of Victoria’s most
assiduous admirers, to be found only in the fifth carriage. In the days
that followed there were the usual formalities including a banquet
and municipal address to the prince, and also an address from
native Protestant Christians, the only such memorial of a royal visit
otherwise low on missionary gestures.23 Having completed his
obligations in Madras, the prince rejoined his ship, bound for more
hunting in Ceylon.



Most of Prince Alfred’s visit to India had gone to plan. Indian
princes in the north had been gratified, and civic vanity in Bombay
and Madras had been satisfied. The rules on gifts had not really
worked. Mayo’s secretary, Owen Tudor Burne, was able to tot up the
account so that presents in did not completely overwhelm presents
out, but only by excluding from his calculations the Rewa diamonds
and the Kashmiri shawls. The diamonds went into the toshakhana,
and the prince took everything else home with him, putting some of
the hoard on public display two years later. The prince’s gifts to the
Indian princes – British-made watches, swords with a personalised
inscription, stereoscopes and guns – were described by vernacular
papers as mundane in comparison to the finery given to the prince.
Also noted was the absence of any philanthropic gestures, with
amends only being made as the prince left, by way of a donation
sent for local schools in Bombay. There had been no budget for the
trip, but whatever expenditure had been estimated was undoubtedly
exceeded. Mayo contributed heavily from his own pocket towards
the costs.24 The press had not been encouraged to attend. Mayo
had invited along William Howard Russell, by then a veteran of
reporting the Crimean war, the suppression of the Indian rebellion
and the American Civil War, but he made his excuses. Outside of the
main cities the prince’s route had been hard to follow, with the
newspapers reliant on officials in the royal party for details of his
whereabouts. Publicity stills were produced – 4,000 photos of Prince
Alfred, but only as mementoes on his departure.25 However, Prince
Alfred had made his mark and, more importantly, that of the queen.
The Madras Times called him a ‘walking proclamation’. There were
calls in India and in England for Alfred to be made viceroy.26 He was
just happy to finally reach home. Four years later he married into the
Russian imperial family. Less arduous, perhaps, than a trek around
India, but equally effective as an act of royal diplomacy.

Shahzardah: The Prince of Wales in India, 1875–6
The visit of Albert Edward, Prince of Wales, to India five years after
his younger brother was a different kind of royal tour of India, in



scale and in purpose.27 The Prince of Wales travelled for longer and
went further. The tour lasted five months (eight including the voyages
out and back), and took the heir to the throne – or Shahzardah as he
became known – on a traverse of the Indian subcontinent. Placating
the princes of northern India took less priority, and the western and
the southern states and cities received equal treatment. It was a
marathon and also a spectacle. Parliament provided £60,000
(around £2 million at today’s prices) to cover the prince’s expenses
outside India, including the fitting out of his ship, the Serapis, and for
presents for the native princes. The Government of India contributed
another £30,000, much of it earmarked for the special train carriages
commissioned for the journeys and the costs of security. In all the
major towns visited by the prince, subscriptions averaging between
£40,000 and £60,000 were raised to pay for civic entertainments,
and vast amounts were also spent on the whitewashing of public
buildings, and on improvements to princely palaces, temples and
mosques. Together with the sumptuous hospitality and bejewelled
court retinues of the Indian princes and chiefs, such an outlay made
the prince’s India tour one of the most extravagant royal occasions of
the Victorian era. As several historians have shown, it was certainly
one of the best publicised.28 Facilitated by the spreading Indian
railway network and the subterranean telegraph (which had reached
India in 1869), the prince’s tour was extensively reported back in
Britain and beyond. Veteran special correspondents William Howard
Russell of The Times (The Times spent £10,000 alone on the trip)
and William Simpson of the Illustrated London News, as well as up-
and-coming newsmen such as G. A. Henty of the Standard, ensured
almost daily coverage back home of the ceremonies, military display
and sport.29 Russell’s reports were syndicated to the Chicago Daily
Tribune, Henty’s to the New York Times. Curious and well-heeled
types joined the tour at various points, and some who just missed it,
for example Julia Stone, wife of the US Consul, wrote it up in
apparently authentic travelogues as though they had been there.30 In
India, the Prince of Wales was both hunter and hunted.



This level of media interest in the tour is unsurprising. The Prince
of Wales was far more of a news story than his brother. The
waywardness of his youth behind him, he was the centrepiece of
London’s beau monde, and, during the queen’s long mourning, he
had become the familiar face of the royal family, opening new
buildings, supporting charities and travelling overseas through North
America and the eastern Mediterranean. Moreover, since his
marriage in 1863, the Prince of Wales had become a focus of
attention in India. Flouting official restrictions, Indian rulers had sent
gifts at the time of his wedding to Princess Alexandra of Denmark.
Then, when the prince recovered from serious illness in 1872, the
wave of thanksgiving services in India generated so many addresses
from Indian states and municipalities that Queen Victoria was
obliged to telegraph her gratitude.31 So from the moment information
about the prince’s trip to India emerged in March 1875, editors,
journalists and enterprising publishers fed anticipation of the event.
The press was brought into the planning of the tour at an early stage,
with The Times and the Illustrated London News given official
accreditation, and Russell of The Times appointed as the prince’s
‘honorary private secretary’. The principal London newspapers and
Reuters’ news agency vied for berths on the Serapis and inveigled
their way into the hunting parties that were being organised for the
prince.32 Ousted from the official tour, the Graphic published a
special advanced issue about the Indian visit, just days after the
prince had left London, describing sights and destinations that the
prince was likely to see. Similarly, before he arrived in India, maps
plotting the prince’s route were published in London – not always
with complete accuracy.33 In India too, the tour drew attention soon
after it was first announced. A Tamil biography of the prince was
published in Madras. A new illustrated journal devoted to the trip –
the Royal Tourist – was projected in Calcutta. From across India
entries were sent into a princely poetry competition run from London
by William Sparks Thomson, proprietor of the Crown Perfumery
Company.34 Once started the frenzy did not stop. The
entrepreneurial Calcutta Anglophile, Sourindro Mohan Tagore,



prepared poetry and song, and portraits of the royal couple were
circulated in Calcutta.35 All this before the prince had barely arrived.

The tour was much more than a media show, as compelling as
that aspect of it may seem to the modern eye. In the first place, it
was the prince’s show. Neither Disraeli nor Lord Northbrook, the
viceroy, came up with the idea of a second princely voyage to India
so soon after the first. Queen Victoria took a lot of persuading. An
aspiring prince regent, Albert Edward had been champing at the bit
for some time, wanting a larger share of the family business. The
India branch attracted him. He shared his wish with Disraeli to go to
India, and somehow The Times leaked the story of the planned visit
in its 20 March edition.36 The queen was indignant that she had not
been consulted. Faced with a fait accompli, she gave her ‘very
unwilling consent’ to the trip, and over the next few months the
Prince of Wales’s people talked with her people about
arrangements.37 The queen had several objections. Firstly, she
feared for the health of the prince, still delicate after his recovery
from typhoid fever a few years earlier. Exposure to epidemic illness
en route and in India, together with the hot climate even in the cool
season, as well as the sheer intensity of the proposed itinerary,
worried her. Dr Joseph Fayrer, formerly resident surgeon at Lucknow
and Lord Mayo’s doctor, who had accompanied Prince Alfred on his
tour, was selected as the Prince of Wales’s medical adviser, his first
duty being to prepare a memorandum on the risks attached to the
voyage out, around and into India.38 Secondly, the queen feared for
the prince’s morals, not so much because of where he was headed,
but because of whom he intended to take with him. The prince
enjoyed louche company, and wanted some of the most louche to
accompany him to India. The queen singled out three of his party as
especially risqué: the Duke of Sutherland (‘devoid of all idea of
etiquette’), Lord Carrington (‘his character is not respectable’) and
Lord Charles Beresford. But she deferred to Disraeli and all three
were allowed to go. They were counter-balanced by the Bible and
the sword. Robinson Duckworth went as chaplain (Queen Victoria
thought him unnecessary as ‘there will be chaplains everywhere’),



and General Dighton Probyn, veteran of the war of 1857–8, went too
(‘distinguished & safe’). Fortunately, the queen did approve of the
chief co-ordinator of the whole operation, Sir Henry Bartle Frere, the
former governor of Bombay.39

Then the queen had one further concern, overriding all others.
People in India might think that the Prince of Wales was the monarch
and not she. She refused to sanction any situation where the prince
might take precedence over the viceroy, her representative in India.
The prince was to travel not as her proxy, but as the ‘first subject of
the realm’ and as the guest of the viceroy.40 This meant no durbars,
nor any distribution of royal honours by or to the prince. She even
refused to countenance the prince conveying a message from her to
the people of India during his visit, and she did not like the idea of a
commemorative medal being struck to mark the occasion.41 The
prince was irritated by his mother’s interference, resenting the ‘sort
of guardianship’ being assumed over him. The trip was his idea, and
at the age of thirty-three he knew what he was doing, having
consulted experts such as Fayrer and Frere.42 Nonetheless,
although giving way on some of the detail – a silver medal, not a
gold one, was issued – the queen held steadfast to her prerogative.
The two durbars originally scheduled for Agra and Lucknow were
cancelled. Careful arrangements were put in place to ensure that, at
the Star of India investiture being organised for the Calcutta portion
of the prince’s trip, he would be afforded only a secondary role. Most
significantly of all, the viceroy had to tear up his own itinerary and
start again. Lord Northbrook had planned to meet the prince at
Calcutta, two months into the trip, and travel with him on the north-
western section of the tour, before returning him to Bombay for his
departure. This would have meant the prince arriving initially at
Bombay and going straight into formal ceremonial visits with the
Indian rulers, effectively as the queen’s representative. Instead, Lord
Northbrook altered his diary, travelled to Bombay ahead of the
prince’s landing there and spent an exhausting week making durbar
with the Indian chiefs.43 In this way, the queen retained her top
billing, and the Prince of Wales was kept in his place.44 Except that



he was going to be in India, and the queen was not. Here lay another
reason why the prince’s visit was such a watershed in the history of
the Raj. He was a monarch in the making, the first heir to the throne
to visit India, the ‘future Emperor’, and he had to be seen to be
believed.45

The prince’s tour was masterminded by Frere, whose
modernising instincts had already made a huge difference to the city
of Bombay. Now he looked backwards to find the future. Frere
subscribed to the conventional Victorian stereotype of the Orient as
feudal, somewhere where power was expressed through rituals of
homage and deference. ‘Royalty should be seen in the flesh by the
People of India’, his biographer explained. ‘The Eastern mind . . .
seeks for a visible chief to bestow its allegiance, and cannot rest on
the idea of power latent in a code or constitution.’46 Never mind that
Bartle Frere’s Britain lacked a code let alone a written constitution, or
that by 1875 many educated Indians were word-perfect in their
knowledge of the queen’s 1858 proclamation, Frere stuck to his
script and designed a tour programme that would reveal the body of
the monarch-to-be across the length and breadth of India. He was
not expected to say very much: he was advised that, unless he was
fond of languages, there was no need to learn any Hindustani.47 But
he could expect a packed engagement calendar. As news of the trip
broke in India, invitations from the princely states began to flood in.
In the larger towns and cities en route, Frere looked for opportunities
for the prince to be associated with the burgeoning infrastructure of
the Raj: opening docks and railways. The Government of India
ordered a special railway saloon carriage to take the prince onwards
from Calcutta, a vehicle notable for its extended balconies at each
end, on which the prince could be seen as he steamed into and out
of the stations. Making the prince so visible did carry the risk of
leaving him an easy target. Frere ensured that his security was as
detailed as possible, for example guards lined the whole route from
Delhi to Lahore at regular intervals.48 Careful choreography was
crucial to the trip’s success. Frere wanted as many people as



possible to see the prince, and in as modern an environment as
India could provide.

By the time he left Britain for the voyage east, the Prince of
Wales was carrying many expectations alongside his large
entourage. What had started out as a ‘lark’ – the prince and his pals
enjoying some hunting in between social calls on Indian maharajas –
had assumed by the late summer the character of a ‘royal progress’,
according to Disraeli. The queen remained sceptical to the last. She
imagined scenarios in which the prince would have to abandon his
tour: war with Russia, war with Prussia, even war with Burma. She
expected the costs of the trip to sink the project once Parliament
scrutinised the bill.49 In fact, the House of Commons, in a rare
moment of generosity towards India, insisted that the Indian taxpayer
be spared from paying all the prince’s expenses. Queen and
Parliament assuaged, the final stages of preparations for the prince’s
embarkation in October were made. The personnel of his tour party
now ran in to double figures. An Indian troop ship, the Serapis, was
requisitioned and fitted out for the journey, its crew numbering 499.
Fifteen other vessels (including state barges and a state galley ship)
travelled with the Serapis, thousands of visitors viewing the flotilla
before it set sail.50 The prince was seen off by Lord Salisbury and
with the blessing of the Dean of Westminster. Still no formal approval
came from the queen. Her parting shot criticised the prince for not
only leaving the Princess of Wales behind, alone, but also for not
insisting that the princess come and live with the queen at Windsor
during her husband’s absence. Last-minute arrangements were
made for regular telegraphic communication between the royal
couple – the princess was permitted to send fifty words per week –
and on parting Edward gave Alexandra a gift of a carriage and four
small ponies, possibly to hasten her escape if she was held captive
by the queen.51 Alexandra went with him as far as Calais. Finally, at
the end of September the prince set sail for the Mediterranean,
calling in at Athens, Cairo and Aden, before crossing the Indian
Ocean to Bombay.



The self-styled second city of the Empire mounted an
extravagant reception to welcome the prince on his arrival on 8
November. He certainly had a captive audience. The viceroy (Lord
Northbrook), the governor of Bombay (Sir Philip Wodehouse) and
the maharajas of Kolhapur, Udaipur and Cutch had been waiting the
best part of two weeks. So too had two of the boy princes, the
Maharaja of Mysore and the Gaekwar of Baroda, travelling outside
their states for the first time.52 Northbrook had failed to coax another
boy-prince, the Nizam of Hyderabad, out of his palace to come to
Bombay, and caused offence when he sought medical proof that he
was unfit to travel. Salar Jung, the prime minister, keen for a one-to-
one with the Prince of Wales, came instead, probably what the
Hyderabad court wanted all along.53 As for the Indian princes who
did attend, strict instructions were laid down regarding the gifts they
might bring and the number of armed retainers that could
accompany them. They had been required to send on photographic
portraits, and details of their family lineage and histories of their
territories had been compiled for the purposes of the prince’s visit.
Municipal bodies and civic associations in Bombay were warned that
the prince should not be asked for subscriptions to any cause, nor
petitioned about any matter. Street decorations for the welcome
reception were provided by local prisoners.54 Despite all the
protocol, the landing of the ship and procession brought out the
crowds, one reporter estimating that there were over 200,000 people
present. As the boat docked, the Indian princes gathered on the
gangway. The prince alighted in military uniform, wearing a pith
helmet. Transparencies lined his route into town, screaming
Bombay’s recent progress, although it was another banner that
caught the reporters’ eyes: a ‘Tell Mama we’re happy’ slogan draped
over houses and shops in a Muslim neighbourhood of the city.55

The Prince of Wales spent two weeks in Bombay. On his birthday
– 9 November – he hosted a reception for the Indian princes at
Government House, and on the following day he attended a levée at
the governor of Bombay’s residence. Gifts were exchanged. A tea
service from Baroda stole the show, although the Maharaja of



Kolhapur’s presentation of a Maratha ceremonial sword from the
seventeenth century was perhaps more symbolic.56 Significantly,
however, all this took place with the viceroy of India at the prince’s
side. The exchanges that really mattered had taken place when the
viceroy met with the Indian rulers in the days before the Prince of
Wales arrived. The queen’s supremacy remained unaffected. His
work done, the viceroy headed back north. The only event that the
Prince of Wales presided over in an individual capacity was the
laying of a foundation stone for the docks in Bombay harbour. He
undertook this function on behalf of the Freemasons, of which he
had become grand master the previous year. As the local lodge
boasted, snubbing their fellow masons in Madras and Calcutta, it
was ‘the only Masonic ceremony’ that the prince attended during his
tour.57 But it was with a trowel and mortar in hand, not an orb and
sceptre.

After a short excursion to Poona, the prince’s itinerary now took
an abrupt turn to avoid outbreaks of cholera across Mysore. The tour
would continue by sea, direct to Ceylon via Goa, and then onwards
by sea and rail to Madras. The revised route meant ‘extreme
disappointment’ for many in the south, but it did provide the
opportunity for some additional diplomacy.58 On 18 November, the
prince’s party left Bombay for Baroda, 250 miles to the north, a trip
laid on at short notice, partly at the behest of the acting regent,
Madhara Rao, and the Maharani, the Gaekwar’s mother, anxious for
a show of British paramountcy to help cement her infant son’s
authority. Thousands of Indian workers were dragooned into
preparing the town’s railway station and its thoroughfares, and also
getting ready the area selected for the prince’s quail-hunting and pig-
sticking on the return journey.59 The Baroda trip was the first
application of the royal touch to the prince’s Indian tour. On arrival at
the railway station he stepped up a silver ladder to get into the
howdah mounted on an elephant, an ornamental umbrella held aloft
over his head, as he rode alongside the Gaekwar’s elephant to the
British Residency. As the Gaekwar’s guest he watched men
wrestling and beasts brawling (buffaloes, elephants and



rhinoceroses). Indeed the Prince of Wales spent more time in
Baroda in the company of the animal kingdom than the human. Apart
from a formal dinner at the Makarpura palace, at which the prince
and Madhara Rao gave speeches, most of the mini-itinerary was
given over to animal sports. That was partly the point. The rituals of
hunting and animal fighting were a time-honoured way of affirming
the regal status of both the newly enthroned Gaekwar and the
visiting heir to the British throne.60

Mission accomplished in Baroda and back in Bombay, the
spruced-up Serapis was ready to sail again. A series of visitors came
on board in the days before departure: more Indian princes, the Aga
Khan, several members of the Jejeebhoy family, and Professor
Monier-Williams, the latter seeking support for his planned Indian
Institute in Oxford.61 The sea voyage took the tour party first to Goa,
territory held by the Portuguese. Then, hugging the Malabar coast
(although not too tightly as there was cholera onshore), the Serapis
travelled south, arriving at Colombo, capital of Ceylon, on 1
December.62 Unlike India, Ceylon was a Crown colony, theoretically
enjoying more self-government than its Indian neighbour. However,
like the Indian mainland, Ceylon had experienced revolt. In 1848
martial law was proclaimed on the island after rebels restored the
native Buddhist Kandyan monarchy. Almost thirty years on, colonial
authority remained brittle.63 The Prince of Wales was enlisted to
ramp up support for British rule. On disembarking he drove into town
under triumphal arches. One was laden with fruit, another formed
from two elephants on either side of the road, their raised trunks
touching. Dinner with the governor, Sir William Gregory, was
followed by a torch-lit elephant procession, as royal a reception as
could be laid on.64

The prince had come to Ceylon mainly to look for elephant, but
first he was required to gaze over the relics of Ceylon’s departed
monarchy. The governor journeyed with him to Kandy, the old royal
capital in the centre of the island. There they viewed one of the
Kandyan kings’ most sacred remains, the Buddha’s tooth. The prince
and his companions took it all in with a mixture of disdain and levity.



Dr Fayrer thought that the tooth was probably that of a seal, and the
prince wound up Reverend Duckworth by asking him to converse
with a Buddhist priest on the subject of nirvana.65 However, for
Gregory, the visit helped dampen nostalgia for the old days of native
monarchy. As he told Lord Carnarvon, the Kandyans ‘yearned for the
visible presence of a king’. The visit of the prince had done just that:
‘[t]hey have no longer to deal with abstractions. They have seen the
heir to the Crown.’66 By way of return, the prince got his elephants.
More than 1,000 men had spent weeks preparing the site for the
hunt at a camp outside Ruwanwella. After three days’ wait in heavy
rain the prince finally cornered and shot his first elephant. Or rather a
team of Ceylonese enticed the elephant from the trees, trapped and
wounded the animal, leaving the prince to fire the fatal bullet – a
metaphor for British rule in India, perhaps.67 The visit to the island
ended back in Colombo with a levée and a ball at Government
House. Then the Serapis made its way back across the sea to
Tuitcorin (Thoothukudi). The prince opened a new railway branch
and proceeded up the line to Tinnevelly for a flying call on the
Christian missionaries there. Meeting the delegation on the railway
platform, the prince was presented with a Tamil Bible.68

The tour now turned north, making the long overland trip by train
to Madras via Madurai. After the bustle of Bombay, and the humidity
of Ceylon, Madras was cooler in every sense. The municipal
authority had been parsimonious in their preparations. The prince
was met at the railway station, the building covered in calico for the
occasion, as though in a bed gown observed one of the party, and
the rest of the town still seemed asleep. Indeed there was ‘hardly
anyone to be seen’. Local journalists put their finger on the problem.
No one knew which of the pith-helmeted pink Europeans was in fact
the prince.69 Into this Madras malaise stepped the governor, the 3rd
Duke of Buckingham and Chandos. The duke and his three
daughters (he had recently been widowed) now applied royal gilding.
The duke suggested that the prince appear in public with a golden
umbrella held over his head, to signal his state of majesty and to
single him out from the white faces around him. The prince now



made up for the earlier cancelled tour dates. Audiences were held
for the Maharaja of Mysore and the Raja of Travancore, the Nawab
of Arcot, and, from behind a screen, the Princess of Tanjore. Time
was also squeezed in for the laying of a foundation stone for the new
docks (local freemasons were invited to watch), and for a day at the
races (with a spot of hunting) at Guindy.70

The prince, with his golden umbrella, now headed to Calcutta,
where he was due for Christmas and for the investiture of the Star of
India on New Year’s Day. The Calcutta programme closely
resembled what had taken place at Bombay. Rulers from northern
India came to meet the prince, viewing from a platform as the ship
drew up on the Maidan. The Burmese court sent a delegation too.
Day one of the Calcutta stay was given over to visits from and
exchanges of gifts with the Indian princes, and with a state banquet
at Government House in the evening. It was the first time that any of
the British press had come face to face with the more legendary
ruling houses of India, and they made full use of the opportunity to
exoticise them. Bourne and Shepherd, the leading firm of Calcutta
photographers, were also on hand to capture the occasion.71 The
prince was expected to match the princes with a stylish flourish of his
own. A portable teak throne finished in silver was provided for him at
Calcutta. But he declined, preferring to sit on a sofa when receiving
the Indian rulers. After a brief interlude for Christmas Day, the
packed calendar resumed. There was a visit upriver to Barrackpore,
to pay respects at the Canning memorial. On 28 December there
were return visits made to the Indian princes, and then the whole
world seemed to turn up at the governor’s levée; over 200
presentations were made to the prince, including some of the
grandsons of Tipu Sultan, the British Indian Association of Calcutta
(the zamindars’ lobby), and the Calcutta lodge of the freemasons,
the latter affronted that they had to stand in line to meet him. Other
stops on his Calcutta visit, although scripted, were harder for the
British authorities to control. The prince attended a ‘native
entertainment’ at Debendranath Tagore’s house at Belgatchia and
also visited Calcutta University, where he collected an honorary



degree. There were two visits to the racecourse, one to watch a polo
match.72

On 1 January, starting at 8 a.m., the main event of the Calcutta
visit took place: the Star of India investiture. It was the only occasion
during the tour when the prince acted in the name of the queen, and
it was a grand affair. Each of the new knights were given their own
tent, from which they emerged one after another to be admitted into
the order, the Prince of Wales pinning the star and riband onto their
robes.73 That ceremony over, the prince rushed off to unveil an
equestrian statue of Lord Mayo, return to the racecourse, dine at
Government House and close out the first day of 1876 with a trip to
the theatre. During the dash across the city, an Indian approached
the prince’s carriage and managed to throw something into the royal
lap. It turned out to be a missive and not a missile, an Indian
petitioner managing to skirt the security.74

Boarding the prince’s special train for the first time, the tour party
left Calcutta and turned north-west, across Bengal to Bankipur. At
Bankipur indigo workers tried to petition the prince but were turned
back. Then on to Benares, where the Maharaja of Benares hosted
his visit at Ramnagar, presenting the prince with a copy of his
translation of the queen’s Highland journals, and another royal
accessory: a gold walking stick.75 More regalia came his way at
Lucknow, the next stop, as the Taluqdars of Awadh gave him their
crown. Now he was looking like a royal. There were mutiny
memories too: an inspection of army veterans from the siege of
Lucknow, a visit to the memorial at the Residency and, a few days
later, a service at the memorial church at Kanpur.76 History and
memory combined with even more force at Delhi, reached on 11
January. A crowded procession led the prince from the railway
station to his tented camp on the ridge above the old city. There was
a ball in the peacock chamber of the Red Fort and a dinner in the
zenana court. Just to rub in British superiority six grandsons of the
ex-King of Delhi were presented to the prince.77 Delhi had been
chosen for the first major military show of the tour. On 12 January
the prince led a review of 20,000 troops, organised by Major



Frederick Roberts, followed two days later by a reconstruction of the
offensive against the rebel soldiers back in 1858.78 It was an
important statement of British military might, reliving the heat of the
battle that had decisively seen off the last serious challenge to British
power.

After six days in Delhi, the tour pushed further north, entering the
Punjab capital of Lahore on 17 January. The by now familiar routine
kicked in: a levée and a ball, principally for Europeans, a visit to the
‘Soldiers’ Industrial Exhibition’, and a fete in the Shalimar Gardens.79

Unlike in 1870, the Punjabi and Kashmir chiefs did not come to
Lahore to meet British royalty. Instead, the prince went out to them.
Travelling via Wazirabad, where he opened the ‘Alexandra’ railway
bridge over the Chenab river, the prince went north to Jammu,
entering the capital of Kashmir in an elephant cavalcade. The enemy
felt very close. Russian-made goods were noticed in the bazaar.
Alongside polo, acrobatics and a sacred dance performed by lamas,
another mock battle was organised.80 The prince’s party now turned
back east, via Lahore to Agra, calling at Amritsar and Patiala on the
way. At Amritsar they visited the jail, and, at the prince’s suggestion,
several prisoners were released as an act of royal clemency. At last
he was behaving like a king-in-waiting. The prince also saw the
Sikhs’ Golden Temple – temple and tank illuminated for the occasion
– but declined to remove his footwear on entering the site. Just to
prove he was a prince, if not an observer, of all faiths he also met
with another missionary delegation.81

As the tour came towards the end of its third month, enthusiasm
and energy was beginning to flag. One eyewitness to the prince’s
Amritsar stopover found his manner peremptory. Physical fatigue
and sports injuries were setting in too. The prince proved hardier
than most of his companions, but even he succumbed to illness at
the beginning of February. His physician was not surprised: ‘how can
anyone keep well long in so much racket and fatigue,’ moaned
Fayrer.82 Agra afforded some respite. A plush camp was pitched
outside the town: tents equipped with furniture and fireplaces
became the prince’s base for the next two weeks. From there he



visited the town of Agra, entering astride an elephant as in Jammu.
Two visits were made to the Taj Mahal, one by moonlight. From Agra
he made a series of excursions: a day’s shooting in Bharatpur; a visit
to Fatehpur Sikri to see the ruins of Akbar’s city, and, more
significantly, to Gwalior and Jaipur, where the local rulers competed
to impress their royal visitor. At Gwalior, Sayaji Rao, the maharaja,
did not stint in his preparations. He constructed a completely new
palace – the Jai Vilas Mahal – and the prince was his first guest.
Arriving by carriage, the prince was met outside the city by his host
and 14,000 troops, a reminder of the potency of his loyalty. The new
palace was not quite finished – ‘Buckingham Palace repainted,’
gibed the Telegraph correspondent – but still the guests marvelled at
the fittings.83 Anything Sayaji Rao could do, the Rajputana princes
could do better. The tour returned to Agra, stopping in at Dholpur on
the way, where another palace – in Italianate red sandstone – had
been built just in time. From Agra the prince went back into
Rajputana, heading for Jaipur, where there were no new palaces
awaiting him. Instead the Maharaja of Jaipur had painted the city
pink in readiness for the visit. There was no stopping the one-
upmanship. Reaching Jaipur, past welcome signs in giant letters
placed on the surrounding hills, and passing under a series of
triumphal arches to the background noise of ‘God save the Queen’
played on whistles, the prince and his companions transferred from
their carriages to howdahed elephants to enter the city, the stately
procession caught for posterity in the enormous oil painting made by
the Russian artist Vasily Vereshchagin. Vereshchagin depicts the
procession in daylight, but it was even more striking than that, for it
was a torch-lit spectacle, taking place in the evening. The following
day the prince laid the foundation stone of the Prince Albert
Museum, the ceremony conducted from a podium over which a royal
crest was suspended.84 Jaipur had also been selected for another
hunting expedition, the press corps in contention to get the scoop of
the prince’s first kill. As the prince enjoyed another assisted success
– shooting down an already wounded animal – Reuters was the first
to telegraph the news back to London, where it was taken as final



proof that Edward was fit to be king. As one songster expressed it,
‘The hunting is over, the victory won! / The crown has been earned
and everything done,’ and it went on: ‘He has won it by valour, no
man about Town / Ever brought like the prince, a wild Elephant down
/ And now he must wear an Imperial Crown.’85

The tour now began to wind down. The prince and a smaller
group went off to hunt for three weeks, firstly in the Terai, then they
crossed the border into Nepal as the guests of Jung Bahadur, the
prime minister, for more stalking and shooting. On 5 March the
prince and his colleagues left Nepal, travelling back across Awadh
by horse-drawn carriage to Lucknow. They paused to meet with the
Nawab of Rampur at Pilibheet (Pilibhit). At Lucknow they rejoined
the train, arriving in Allahabad on 7 February for the penultimate
ceremony of the trip, a second investiture of the Star of India.86

There remained one more maharaja to see: Tukoji Rao II, the
Maharaja Holkar of Indore. The prince travelled along the shiny new
railways of his state to meet him. Then the party sped south to
Bombay, where the smallpox was closing in, halting only for a
farewell dinner with the governor, Philip Wodehouse. Afloat once
more, the prince dashed off a thank-you letter to the people and
princes of India, and, in a final act of modest munificence, donated
money to local Bombay causes.87

On 11 March the Serapis, laden with wild animals, flora and
fauna, left Bombay harbour and made its way home. As if he had not
seen enough royalty already, the Prince of Wales called in on more
en route, Isma-il Pasha of Egypt and the kings of Spain and
Portugal. The Serapis finally docked at Portsmouth two months after
leaving Bombay. The royal ladies were pleased to have the prince
home, the Dean of Westminster gave thanks for his safe return, and
the commodity culture spawned by the tour picked up where it had
left off. The Serapis was opened up to the public, then the exotic
menagerie was transferred to London Zoo. The hoard of gifts from
the princes of India went on display at the South Kensington
Museum, before an ‘Indian’ room was made for them at Marlborough



House, the prince’s London home. Some of the journalists turned
their copy into instant bestsellers.88

In terms of political capital at home, the Prince of Wales’s tour of
India was a triumph. The heir to the throne had shed his reputation
for lazy indifference, and proved more daring, diplomatic and
dedicated than anyone had expected. In India, the effects of the
prince’s visit were more mixed. Frere, designer-in-chief of the tour,
told Queen Victoria that India had now fully submitted to imperial
authority.89 Certainly, India had seen the heir to the throne, the
present and future of the Raj had been viewed in person by
thousands of Indians. As the Mahomedan Literary Society of
Calcutta concluded nothing had been quite so important as making
visible the person of the monarch.90 The prince had fulfilled some
Indian expectations too. His criticism of British officials and their
rough handling of Indian chiefs in Bombay and at other stops later in
the tour was widely reported. Newspapers picked up on his every
small act of charity and compassion and highlighted them as
examples of his princely virtue. Alongside this went the complaint
that he was not being shown the real India, that he would be unable
to inform the queen of the real plight of her Indian people. Writers
from Bengal and Poona urged the prince to give a ‘correct account’
to his mother of what he had witnessed. The Hindoo Patriot urged
him to ‘tell her that all that you have seen so glittering is not gold’.91

There was not much point being a royal messenger if he failed to
deliver the message.

Heirs and Graces: The Later Tours
Although nothing quite so grand as the Prince of Wales’s tour ever
happened again, a pattern was set for other royal tourists to follow.
Later visits by members of Queen Victoria’s extended family went
further and lasted longer, but they always had princely India at the
centre of their itinerary, and they all included a spot of diplomacy
alongside the hunting and bunting. The Duke of Connaught and
Strathearn, Queen Victoria’s third son, was not merely a tourist, but a
resident royal. In October 1883 he took command of the army at



Meerut, moved on briefly to command at Rawalpindi in October
1885, before promotion to commander of the army in the Bombay
presidency, a post he held for four years.92 In effect, he was the only
member of the royal family to serve in India during the queen’s
lifetime, and in combining a civilian and military appointment in
Bombay, the only royal to get a seat at the table of the Government
of India.

The duke’s duties were predominantly military. However, in
February 1884 he embarked on a tour of inspection to Agra and
Mathura and coupled it with a hunting foray with the Maharaja of
Bharatpur. Later that year he visited Kashmir. Although a ‘private
visit’, he was received by various chiefs along the way through the
Punjab.93 Then in 1885, the duke made the first of two decisive
interventions in Indian foreign policy. In March he travelled to
Rawalpindi in the Punjab to join the viceroy, Lord Dufferin, in his
sensitive negotiations with the Emir of Kabul. Cajoled by gifts and
cash, arms and men, the emir finally agreed to an alliance with the
British. Adding the duke to the discussions helped to assure the emir
that he was not being treated by the British as a mere feudatory
prince, concluded the Times correspondent.94 Four years later the
duke was despatched on a special trip to Hyderabad, specifically
tasked with coaxing the nizam out of his cosy circle of courtiers and
making him more accustomed to European visitors.95 The visit was
an important step forward in relations between the British and the
nizam. Before the trip, viceroys had remained wary of venturing to
Hyderabad. After the duke had smoothed the path, they visited more
regularly.

The Duke of Connaught also acted as chaperone for the last
royal visit of India during the queen’s lifetime. In the winter of 1889–
90, her grandson, Prince Albert Victor, made what proved to be the
most extensive of all the princely tours of the period, his travels
taking him from Travancore in the south to Burma in the east and as
far north as Darjeeling at one end of the Himalayas and Rawalpindi
at the other. Supposed to be the guest of the viceroy, sojourning in
India on a private visit undertaken for the sake of his health and to



take him away from the scandal sheets at home, Albert Victor’s tour
eventually took on all the characteristic features of the earlier royal
visits. At first all was unremarkable. Only eight Indian states had
expressed any interest in meeting the prince.96 His ship was kept
waiting in Bombay harbour for two hours before anyone realised it
was there, and he disembarked to be met by a ‘beggarly array of
empty benches and glaring yellow chairs’. Prince Albert Victor was
whisked off to Poona, where his uncle, the Duke of Connaught took
over hosting his visit to the presidency. There followed a meeting
with the Indian rulers, and later with the Aga Khan, and sirdars from
the Deccan and then, accompanied by the duke, the prince went to
Hyderabad.97 Before 1889 no British royal had met the nizam; now
two had come along to his kingdom in the same year. No expense
was spared by the Hyderabad court to welcome their first ever heir to
the throne, with £200,000 lavished on the occasion, highlights
including a dainty dish (‘fluffy cakes’) set before the prince from
which birds flew out.98

From Hyderabad the royal party travelled into Mysore, a state
that had been left off his father’s tour. The prince caught up with the
new Maharaja of Mysore in his ornate wooden palace, lit by electric
light for the occasion.99 Then the party moved on to Courtallum
(Kuttalum) in Travancore, travelling in a carriage specially made for
the occasion, provided by the Raja of Travancore, a throne on hand
in case the prince wanted to hold a durbar.100 There was a quick
stop in Madras, then the prince became the first royal to visit Burma.
The security situation was too tense to accommodate a ceremonial
occasion, with the route from Rangoon to Pegu heavily policed. So
the party moved on to Calcutta. Not that anyone was ready for them
there. Preparations in Calcutta had been tardy too, with one
government department passing responsibility for the visit to the city
to another. The European community could not agree on how to fete
the prince. In the end two maharajas – Darbhanga and
Vizianagaram – came to the rescue, underwriting the costs of the
occasion.101 Such occasions were few and far between. Prince
Albert’s Calcutta itinerary involved almost exclusively European



‘official society’ with only a select band of Indians – the Maharajas of
Cooch Behar and Darbhanga, Sourindro Mohan Tagore and the
Nawab of Murshidabad – amongst the landing party. Although the
viceroy, Lord Lansdowne, was adamant that many native gentlemen
were anxious to see Prince Albert Victor, only one event, the quaintly
named ‘Calcutta Community Fete’ on the Maidan, was set aside for
the prince to meet Indians.102 In vain did one local address memorial
‘hope that His Royal Highness will kindly enquire into the condition of
the dumb millions of the . . . Indian subjects’. Moreover, dissent was
in the air. Students disrupted the proceedings of the welcome
committee.103

Out of Calcutta, the tour resumed its routine aspect, and the
prince fell back into the tracks left by his father and his uncle. There
was more hunting around Benares, Nepal and Baroda. He made all
the mutiny visits: to Lucknow and Kanpur, with veterans and
survivors as his guides, and a tour of the site of the siege along the
Delhi ridge. In the Punjab the ceremonies were more lavish:
howdahed elephants at Lahore, military parade at Rawalpindi, a Sikh
ceremony (a ‘christening’) at Amritsar, a durbar at Patiala.104 On the
return trip family duties resumed. At Agra Queen Victoria requested
that the prince call in on the father of Abdul Karim, her munshi
(secretary); he entered Jaipur on an elephant just as his father had;
and he unveiled a statue of the queen at Udaipur. By now Albert
Victor was going through the motions, observing to his grandmother
that ‘everyone was being nice to him’ only because he was a
prince.105 As he returned to Bombay, the city was better prepared for
his visit. The Indian National Congress and their republican guest,
Charles Bradlaugh, had gone home. There was a week of festivities
and civic ceremonies, including the laying of the foundation stone of
a leper asylum funded by Dinshaw Petit.106 Then the prince resumed
his tour, to Hong Kong and Japan, before returning home in the
summer of 1890.

The tour of Prince Albert Victor fitted into the patterns established
by Prince Arthur in 1869–70, and the Prince of Wales in 1875.
However, there were some important differences. The large cities



were kept at arm’s length. Bombay was bypassed at first as the
meeting of the Indian National Congress was imminent, Madras only
given a cursory nod, Calcutta carefully negotiated to keep the prince
away from as many Indians as possible. Little was left to chance, lest
the prince become embroiled in Indian politics. The Government of
India had learned to be cautious.

Princely tours brought the British monarchy to India, putting
Queen Victoria in touch, albeit indirectly, with the Indian people.
There would be two more tours, one in 1905–6 and one in 1921.
However, these visits never matched that of 1875–6. In 1905 Prince
George, Duke of York, was tied up by protocol, and, in 1921, Prince
Edward was parachuted into the aftermath of the Amritsar massacre,
the trip dogged by boycott. The more that India became accessible
to royal tourists, the less they saw of India. The Government of India
wanted to show off the heir to the throne to princely India. But
officials disliked mixing in monarchy with everyone else in India. The
visit of Edward in 1875–6 was really the only occasion when a Prince
of Wales was unleashed on British India, exposed to the towns and
cities, and allowed to meet Indians. Even then Indian newspapers
complained that he had not been shown the real India. In the end,
only one person came to see royal tours as a key part of the Raj,
and that was Queen Victoria. Her sons were fulfilling their father’s
aspirations, turning India into a family affair, making the passage to
India, whilst she remained at home. Was this not the way an
empress was supposed to behave?
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CHAPTER 8

QUEEN-EMPRESS

ot long after his death in 1881, Benjamin Disraeli featured on
a Parisian cigarette card, depicted bowing before Queen
Victoria as he conferred on her the title of Empress of India.

The French always had a high estimation of Disraeli, but he could no
more make Victoria an empress than he could communicate with
Prince Albert in the afterlife.1 The queen’s new title required an act of
Parliament. However, the idea stuck, and Disraeli has been credited
ever since as the architect of the new imperialism at home, and
overseas, decisively so in India. The imperial title, together with the
purchase of shares in the Suez Canal in 1875 and the annexation of
Cyprus in 1878, comprised a stroke of brilliant realpolitik by the
ageing prime minister, protecting routes to the east and confirming
the importance of India to British geo-politics. At the beginning of
1877, Lord Lytton, India’s new viceroy, hand-picked by Disraeli,
proclaimed the new title of empress at an Imperial Assemblage in
Delhi. For many the story of the British Raj starts here. All the
ingredients are in place: a compliant monarch, a high-handed
politician or two, exotic eastern spectacle and the people of India
caught somewhere between abject homage and complete
indifference.2 On closer inspection, the story is more complex.
Queen Victoria wanted to be known as empress as much as Disraeli;
in fact, she assumed the title was already a commonplace. Far from



applying a masterly touch, Disraeli so mishandled the Royal Titles
legislation in 1876 that politicians across the spectrum, from peers to
republicans, opposed the measure. In India, in spite of Lytton’s
flashy theatre, a more positive response emerged, as many Indians
believed the switch from queen to empress would bring reform. In
the end, Queen Victoria herself appreciated the change of
nomenclature most. She marked the occasion with a new honours
order for women in India, tested the reach of her new powers in
Afghanistan and Egypt, and sent out her third son, the Duke of
Connaught, to take on senior command in India.

The Blot on the Queen’s Head
No one was keener on the title of Empress of India than the queen.
By 1876, her eldest daughter was a crown princess imperial, her
second son had married into the Russian imperial family, and her
eldest son and heir had just returned from a hugely successful royal
tour of India, which had all the trappings of an imperial procession.
Across Europe she could survey a world in which since Albert’s
death kingdoms had given way to empires: in Germany, Italy,
Portugal (Brazil) and until recently France. Imperial rivalry struck
hardest nearest to home, as Queen Victoria’s correspondence with
her daughter, the Crown Princess of Prussia, attests. In 1873 mother
and daughter bickered over whether the Prussians in Germany or
Englishmen in the east were the worst offenders.3 So when Disraeli
came up with a plan to give her a new title in India, he met with
support. Of the proposed forms of title suggested by Disraeli she
preferred ‘Queen-Empress’ or at least a separation of the two, for
while India was a dependency Britain was an ancient kingdom. She
also returned to her long-held wish that dukedoms be created for the
colonies, positions to be held by her sons.4 Disraeli consulted with
his lord chancellor, Hugh Cairns, about how the announcement
might be made. A senior Indian official looked into the implications of
the proposed title in India.5 Referring to the precedent of the Act of
Union in Ireland (when the monarch’s title had last been altered)
Disraeli warned that it ‘must be an affair of legislation & not of



prerogative’. He told the queen that it would be mentioned in the
royal speech at the beginning of the new session with a ‘short act’ to
follow.6

The act may have been intended to be short, but the debate over
the next three months was drawn out and acrimonious. Unveiling the
government’s intentions on 17 February, Disraeli caught the House
of Commons by surprise. He avoided spelling out what the new title
would be, claimed some change had been considered by Lord
Derby’s Cabinet back in 1858, and made loose references to the
royal prerogative, clearly irking some of the Liberal opposition.7 In
the days that followed confusion grew over the wording of the title,
concern lest the colonies misunderstood its implications, and
disapproval that the form was un-English, conjuring up connotations
of the French empire of Bonapartism, or, even more ominous,
Russian despotism. Robert Lowe, the liberal maverick who had
scuppered his own party’s reform bill ten years earlier, led the line.8
Disraeli expressed his surprise to the queen over the opposition.
Backdoor channels were opened with the Liberal leadership, via
Lord Granville and the Duke of Argyll. That only made matters
worse, for when the Liberal leadership did meet, they were united in
their disapproval of the bill. Disraeli was authorised by the queen to
consult further with the opposition over the wording of the title, but
still their criticism was not assuaged. The queen grew more irate by
the day. Told of the Liberals’ inflexibility, she sent a note in blue
pencil to Henry Ponsonby, her private secretary: ‘The Queen must
insist on Empress of India as she has constantly been styled so + it
suits Oriental ideas.’9 She turned to Theodore Martin, Albert’s
biographer, asking him to find someone to write to the newspapers
making it clear that she wanted the new title. However, newspaper
opinion moved speedily in the opposite direction. By the time the bill
re-emerged for its full second reading in the Commons three weeks
later, a full-scale crisis was under way.10

A further bombshell dropped on the eve of the debate. It was
rumoured that the queen herself did not want the title, that it was
being imposed on her by Disraeli. To contain the damage as much



as possible, Queen Victoria agreed that Disraeli could tell Parliament
that a change to her domestic title of Queen had never been
intended, and that her sons need not take colonial titles ‘habitually’.11

Still the opposition continued. Disraeli was accused of not consulting
the other colonies, nor making any enquiries in India. As to the title,
critics argued that there were no precedents for a dual appellation:
‘queen’ must ordinarily give way to ‘empress’. Disraeli and his
colleagues brazened it out, rejecting claims that they wished to
‘sultanise’ British government in India and denying that there would
need to be a huge recall of currency. They cast around for existing
usages of the title.12 Going into the second week of the debate in
committee, Disraeli produced a trump card. A schoolchild had found
that her geography book referred to the title, as did Whitaker’s
Almanack.13 Nothing annoyed the opposition quite as much as these
cheeky revelations and they pushed for a division which the
government narrowly won. So the bill limped through to its
committee stages in the Lords where further obstacles awaited. Lord
Shaftesbury pressed for a different title – ‘Lady Paramount’ and our
‘Sovereign Lady’ were proffered but ignored – and the bill was
squeezed through.14

The fuss continued. As the queen left for the Continent, and
Parliament went into recess for the Easter break, public meetings
were held up and down the country. The republican movement,
dormant since the beginning of the decade, revived. Joseph Cowen,
the Newcastle MP, was its figurehead, and James Thomson, the
poet, added his own indictment.15 Within a few weeks, a humorous
pamphlet, The Blot on the Queen’s Head, dashed off
pseudonymously by Edward Jenkins, the MP for Dundee, was a
runaway bestseller, its circulation passing the 100,000 mark by the
end of the year, its catchy title giving Punch and other satirists copy
for weeks on end.16 Debate outside Parliament ranged from practical
suggestions about titles to lurid prophecies of Britain becoming a
despotism. Disraeli was the focal point of the attacks. Anti-Semitic
caricatures of Disraeli reached a crescendo, but any form of eastern
derogation fitted the bill. He was portrayed as a sultan, a Russian



who would turn the Brighton pavilion into the Kremlin and a Jewish
pedlar encouraging Victoria to trade in her English crown for the new
imperial one.17

Disraeli had badly misjudged the mood of the country, and the
temper of the queen. Between one viceroy and the next he had not
sought out opinion in India, and only seems to have confided in his
colonial secretary, Lord Carnarvon, once his course was decided.
The clamour did not die down. Both sides toyed with extraordinary
means to achieve their ends. The radical MP Henry Fawcett
announced his intention to push for a compromise title, the ‘Queen of
India’, on the resumption of Parliament. According to Disraeli, the
Liberal leadership contemplated holding a Privy Council meeting in
the queen’s absence and coming out in support of Fawcett. The
queen suggested a counter move: she could summon a quick
Council immediately on her return to formalise the title. Neither ruse
materialised. However, the Royal Titles Act had to be accompanied
by a proclamation, specifying the wording of the new royal style in all
future foreign and colonial diplomacy.18 Again, Disraeli slipped up,
confirming that the imperial title would not be used in the United
Kingdom. However, he made no mention of its possible application
to other colonies and dependencies. This gave the opposition a
further opportunity to derail the bill.19 No one, it seemed, was really
happy with the imperial turn. Far from triumphing with the Royal
Titles bill, at each stage Disraeli brought further unpopularity to his
government. In the years that followed, the title was not only not
used in Britain but disowned altogether. The slightest intrusion of
‘empress’ into domestic usage prompted hostility in the House of
Commons.20 Empire was not for the absent-minded British. Disraeli
had also managed to offend the queen. She passed from curiosity as
to why the change was necessary to outrage that it should provoke
so much opposition. Having endured such a rough ride at home, the
new title would be puffed up as much as possible in India. For that
the government turned to the new viceroy, Lord Lytton.

The Imperial Assemblage



Robert Bulwer-Lytton was not an automatic choice as the next
viceroy of India. It was a shock to Lytton as well. He explained to
Disraeli that he lacked the requisite knowledge, possessing an
‘absolute ignorance of all facts and questions concerning India’.21

Plucked from the diplomatic pool, he was the famous son of an even
more famous father, Edward Bulwer-Lytton, the novelist. Lytton had
served abroad at Paris, Copenhagen, Vienna and Athens, postings
as notable for the amount of poetry he produced under the nom-de-
plûme of Owen Meredith as for any great policy successes.22

Nonetheless, a career spent in the capitals of Continental Europe,
witnessing the demise of the French and Austrian empires, and the
advent of the German, was a not inappropriate preparation for India.
Lytton had been present at the height of Louis Napoleon’s imperial
pageantry in France. He witnessed the crushing of the German
princes during the Schleswig-Holstein crisis of 1864, and the
breakaway of the Hungarian nobility from the Austrian empire. In a
pair of articles published in the early 1870s he indicated the moral to
be learned from the recent history of the Continent. Britain’s
European neighbours, he observed, had failed to cultivate and
maintain the dynastic and monarchical principle, and so keep the
loyalty of princes and nobility. France’s ‘middle-class monarchy’ had
been a sham, lacking national sentiment. Germany had become a
militarised bureaucracy.23 Lytton also made some interesting
contacts in his diplomatic travels. In Athens in 1863 he met Ernest
Renan, the controversial author of The Life of Jesus (1863) and
champion of the French national revival. Lytton was disappointed by
Renan. Another French man of letters in Athens impressed him
more: Arthur de Gobineau, the race theorist. Lytton reviewed his
Traité des écritures cunéiformes in 1867, dwelling particularly on
Gobineau’s revelations about the role of talismans and symbols in
the ‘eastern mind’.24 Some of these ideas stayed with Lytton,
resurfacing on his arrival in India.

Lytton’s appointment was made public in March 1876, as he
travelled east, meeting by arrangement the returning Prince of Wales
on board the Serapis. Reaching Calcutta in the middle of April, he



declared to Disraeli that he intended to announce the proclamation
of the queen’s new title with ‘much theatrical effect & political
significance’. To the queen he was even more grandiose. He
promised ‘to give every possible éclat to the queen’s assumption of a
title, which conspicuously places Her authority upon that ancient
throne of the Moguls, with which the imagination and traditions of
your Majesty’s Indian subjects associate the splendour of supreme
power’.25 By the beginning of May his plans for a great assembly of
Indian princes had taken shape, and his officials set to work on the
details of what would be prove to be the most spectacular
ceremonial occasion of the British Raj to date.

For someone who was by his own admission an Indian novice,
Lytton had moved quickly. The ink had barely dried on the Royal
Titles Act at home, yet Lytton set to his task with guile and ingenuity.
Whilst he was ably assisted by his colleagues, the inspiration was all
his own. Lytton had two main aims. First, he wanted to make up for
the damage done at home to the queen’s new title from the
opposition speeches, by evoking what he called the ‘enthusiasm of
the Asiatic mind’. Left to itself, he told Lord Salisbury, Indian political
sentiment was dumb and insensate. Basing his notions on what he
called ‘a careful study of the native character’, Lytton’s plan was to
reach out to the princes and chiefs of India, who had been unduly
neglected by the British. Here was a great ‘feudal aristocracy’ which
might be flattered into loyalty to British rule by appropriate titles, gifts
and displays. Salisbury, whose family had been flattering English
royalty for over 300 years, thought it all a good idea. In this way,
Lytton assured the queen, British India might avoid the fate of
crumbling empires such as the Austrian.26 Secondly, Lytton wanted
to make a display of the overwhelming military power of British India,
to send out a message to Russia in particular, but also to the other
European powers, who might be counting on the instability of the
Ottoman Empire to further their eastern spheres of influence.
Invitations to the January meeting would be sent out to the French
and Portuguese envoys in India.27



Plans for the proclamation meeting, or durbar as it was known
initially, took shape over the next three months. It was all done in
secret, lest the newspapers of both countries pour further scorn on
the imperial project. The details were finalised on 10 August at the
second of two special viceregal council meetings. The date for the
occasion, 1 January 1877, was settled early on, although plans for a
three-day holiday extravaganza were soon scaled back because of
famine conditions in the south and west of India. The venue was only
agreed at an advanced stage of the discussions. Bombay was still
being considered as a possibility in late July, but logic suggested
somewhere more northern and central: Agra, Jabalpur or Delhi, and
the latter was deemed by far the best because of ‘accessibility by
railway, command of space for encampments, and historical
associations’.28 Once Delhi was chosen, more detailed consideration
was given as to how the city, still battle-scarred from the rebellion
almost twenty years previously, might be made over for the
occasion. Lytton took two key decisions. The first located the
meeting on a plain to the north-west of the city, effectively the same
position from which the British forces had mounted the siege of Delhi
in the summer of 1857. The choice was dictated mainly by
geography, but also by history. The kidney shape of the site
enveloped and looked down on the city. Secondly, keen to secure
the attendance of Muslim princes at the durbar – especially the
Nizam of Hyderabad, whose failure to meet with the Prince of Wales
at Bombay in 1875 still prickled – Lytton proposed returning the
Fatehpuri Masjid and Zeenat-ul Masjid mosques in Delhi to their
rightful owners. In an even more calculated move, he contributed to
the repairs of the Jama Masjid, the largest mosque in Delhi, and part
of the planned route of the procession to the durbar meeting. These
gestures were not just for local consumption. Lytton also had one
eye on the unfolding tensions in Constantinople. It was reported to
Lytton that the Muslim community in Bombay was especially
supportive of the anti-Russian stance taken by Disraeli in the crisis.29

Time and place settled, Lytton then spent much time designing
the symbolic and decorative aspects of the durbar, above all the



measures intended to rope the princes and chiefs into the new
imperial order. In some ways, it was business as usual. Lytton
continued the traditions of his predecessors. An increase and
enhancement of gun salutes was proposed. Existing Indian orders of
nobility such as the Star of India were extended. Queen Victoria was
particularly keen that the highest tier of the order, the Grand Cross,
might be now given to non-Christian princes. Lytton even resurrected
another order which no one in London knew anything about – the
Order of British India.30 Lytton wanted more. He planned to
reconstitute the Indian princes as a new order of aristocracy, for
which they would need new titles and heraldry. A ‘herald’s college’
was planned for Calcutta, and, borrowing from the example of
fourteenth-century Venice, a Libro d’oro of the native nobility was
begun. Banners displaying the shields, arms and colours of each
ruling house were ordered for the durbar, initially from Calcutta, but
later in the year the Mayo School of Art at Lahore took over the task,
with its principal, John Lockwood Kipling, seconded to the viceroy’s
staff for the duration of the preparations. Lytton also wanted an
Indian privy council composed of senior British officials as well as
princes.31 Finally, Lytton commissioned an artist, Val Prinsep, to
come out from England to depict for posterity his grand event, paid
for by subscriptions from the wealthier princes with copies of his
finished work to be then distributed to the VIP guests who
attended.32 Traditions were being invented, their provenance as
much medieval as Mughal.

By the middle of September certain features had been amended.
The occasion would be an ‘Imperial Assemblage’ and not a durbar.
Durbars were held under cover, and no tent could possibly
accommodate all those expected to turn up. Lytton also wanted to
avoid the exchange of lavish presents that a durbar usually entailed,
as well as the petty squabbling over precedence and hierarchy.33

Inducements were offered to minor princes that the Government of
India would pay the costs of their travel, and special arrangements
were made in Delhi to house the entourages of those coming from
afar. The nizam was given Metcalfe House, the former home of the



British agent in Delhi, roofless since being stormed by the rebels in
1857, now hastily refurbished for the occasion.34 To encourage more
favourable treatment from the newspapers, Indian and European
editors were accommodated at government expense as well.35 In
addition, to sweeten the proceedings further, acts of grace were
planned: the release of prisoners and issuing of pardons, the feeding
of the poor in the main towns of the presidencies, and government
funding for fireworks and illuminations throughout India.36

The viceroy also inserted the queen more prominently into the
event. On Lytton’s initiative, a commemorative coin was designed for
distribution. Minted in gold and silver formats, the coin bore the
queen’s image together with her new designation ‘Kaiser-i-Hind’ in
Persian and Hindi characters, and ‘Empress of India’ in English.
Special currency was issued too, comprising annas of the smallest
denominations.37 Salisbury explained to Lytton that the Indian
translation of the title had taken some time to agree. The Assyrian
expert and Indian Council member Sir Henry Rawlinson had advised
on the translation, as had another member of the Council, Sir William
Muir, an Islamic scholar. ‘Kaiser-i-Hind’ was not without controversy.
It was a male title, not a female one. Salisbury, ever the dour
pragmatist, said this was because the government did not wish to
change the sex on the coinage from one reign to another. The
vernacular title also came as a surprise, for Disraeli had been
adamant that only the English version, ‘empress’, would be used.38

The queen was unruffled by the name, but more concerned with her
image. She vetoed the first two versions of the coin. She thought her
nose was too long and forehead too flat, then found her face and
cheek ‘too full and heavy’.39 Other items for Lytton’s programme
followed. The queen asked that the royal standard be flown at Delhi
and on all subsequent such ceremonial occasions. Disraeli
requested that a portrait of the queen wearing her imperial crown
should be placed in the viceroy’s pavilion. A copy of Heinrich von
Angeli’s painting of the queen, completed the previous May, was
sent out once a crown and a veil had been added.40 Lytton took up
these ideas, and conjured up more of his own. He relaxed his own



rules regarding gifts, and ordered British-made watches inlaid with a
picture of the queen to be sent out for presentation to the Indian
chiefs at the private visits scheduled ahead of the January
assemblage. The party planning went on and on. Lytton dreamed up
a scheme for a new imperial crown, its jewels to be provided by the
leading princely houses of India. He also wanted a philanthropic fund
announced in London for hospitals and leper asylums in India:
£100,000 was his target.41 Salisbury dissuaded him from the latter,
and the new imperial crown was also parked as a luxury and not a
necessity. In the thinner air of Simla, the viceroy was letting his
imagination run wild. As Disraeli commented, Lytton’s ‘proclamation
schemes’ now read like the Arabian nights.42 It was time to come
down to the plains and focus on the main show.

By the middle of December the site for the assemblage was
ready. Tens of thousands of people and animals made their way to
Delhi. The Gaekwar of Baroda, for example, sent on ahead an
entourage of 520 men, 114 horses, 24 bullocks, 21 camels and 10
elephants. The Maharaja of Jaipur, who had less of a journey,
brought 1,000 men, 300 horses, 300 bullocks, 130 camels and 15
elephants. And the Maharaja of Jodhpur topped them both, attended
by almost 1,700 men, although only 15 elephants.43 Soon these
stage armies were joined by the main cast. Official welcomes with
royal gun salutes and conveyance in the viceroy’s carriage were
given to the crème of the Indian courts, starting with the Begum of
Bhopal. On 23 December Lytton arrived at Delhi railway station.
Accompanied by Lady Lytton, his children and all his senior
colleagues, he made a three-hour processional tour by elephant
through the city and out to the encampment. Indian princes and their
retinues lined the whole route, interspersed with a ‘thin red line’ of
royal troops. A viewing area was set aside in front of the Jama
Masjid for visiting foreign dignitaries and envoys.44

For the next ten days the camp of the Imperial Assemblage
hummed and fizzed: a pop-up suburb blinking brightly over the old
city of Delhi. Estimates of the number of visitors ran as high as
100,000 (the population of Delhi itself was only 160,000). The camp



had its own streets, latrines, sewage control and extensive signage.
Lytton’s domain at the camp was gas-lit (courtesy of the prince-
engineer, Ram Singh II, the Maharaja of Jaipur). There was a special
police force, a telegraph office and several hospital tents.45 In the
days leading up to the proclamation Lytton honoured the old durbar
rituals by making return visits to all the chiefs. Commemorative
medals, banners and gifts were exchanged. The princes brought so
many presents that an iron cage was required to house them all.
Amour propre was respected: the Maharaja of Gwalior and the
Maharaja of Kashmir were made honorary generals in the Indian
army. Knuckles were rapped. Lytton admonished Salar Jung, the
prime minister of Hyderabad, for using the occasion to agitate for the
return of the Berars territory taken by Dalhousie in 1856. Lytton also
upbraided Salar Jung for wrongly translating the viceroy’s words to
the nizam at their meeting, substituting ‘friendship’ and ‘alliance’ for
what Lytton actually said, ‘loyalty’ and ‘allegiance’ (Lytton then made
the government translator state to the nizam that what he really
meant was ‘obedience’ and ‘fidelity’).46 The tête-à-têtes were
important. Lytton ensured that acts of obeisance to the viceroy, and
hence to the queen, took place in private.

The preliminaries over, the ceremony of the proclamation took
place on 1 January.47 Prinsep’s group portrait makes it look an
intimate indoor occasion, but contemporary photography reveals the
sheer physical scale of the event. Two crescent-shaped tented
galleries housed the Indian princes, each entourage assembled
behind its heraldic banner. These two spectator tents formed arcs
around and equidistant to the main circular pavilion – an open-sided
bandstand of a marquee, on which the viceroy’s throne was placed,
the queen’s portrait hanging above. Once everyone was in place, the
announcement of the queen’s new title was signalled by trumpets,
and by the playing of the national anthem. Major Osmond Barnes,
veteran of the rebellion of 1857–8 and the Abyssinian campaign,
acted as herald, wearing a tabard emblazoned with the royal coat of
arms, reading out the proclamation, with a translation following in
Urdu. Lytton then spoke, explaining the purpose of the queen’s new



title. It is doubtful that anyone could hear what he said, such was the
distance – at least 100 metres (328 feet) – between the pavilion and
the viewing area. In a short, peremptory address, Lytton began with
the proclamation of 1858 and welcomed the ‘union of the empire with
the princes and peoples of India’. He praised the soldiers and official
and non-official Europeans, as well as the princes for their loyalty. He
did not hold out much of an olive branch to anyone else. Native
Indians, hopeful of a share in the government of their country, were
told that ‘present conditions’ demanded ‘supreme supervision and
direction of their administration by English officers’. The enemy
without was also warned. Foreign powers were told that no one
could ‘now attack the Indian Empire without assailing . . . the
unlimited resources of the queen’s dominions and the courageous
fidelity of her allies and feudatories’. So far, so good. Surprisingly,
there was no protocol for how the ceremony was to end. Several
Indian princes – Gwalior, Udaipur, Jaipur and Salar Jung (on behalf
of the nizam) – made short impromptu speeches of their own, as did
the Begum of Bhopal, the only female ruler there. But the crowds
had already begun to peel away. A banquet followed in the evening.
The day had gone more or less as planned, with a few slips.
Ironically, Lytton managed to lose his own commemorative gold
medal in all the excitement.48

Lytton regarded his spectacle as a success: ‘no mere pageant
. . . a great historical event’.49 As a display of military might, and
imperial loyalty, the assemblage achieved its ends. Lytton’s officials
reported to London that sixty-three chiefs had attended, and that
‘their united territories exceed the combined areas of England, Italy
and France’.50 Not only had princely India been officially
incorporated into the Raj, but also hundreds of Indian men (and in a
few cases women) had been rewarded with titles and other new
forms of status. Indeed, it was the Indian state bureaucracy rather
than the princes who were the principal beneficiaries of Lytton’s
largesse in 1877. Magistrates, engineers, councillors, clerks, police
inspectors, famine-workers, surgeons and builders figured
prominently in the honours list. A line was drawn with the past too.



The mutiny slate was wiped clean, with almost 16,000 prisoners
released, including those who had not been given amnesty in
1858.51 Had it all been worth it? Lytton claimed that the Imperial
Assemblage had not blown a hole in his budget, although his
accounting methods seem dubious. The military outlay was ‘only’
£23,000, he explained to George Hamilton, the under-secretary of
state for India, equal to more or less the sum set aside for such
expenditure for the whole calendar year. As to the rest, Lytton
guestimated that the increased railway traffic stimulated by all the
toing and froing would more than balance the books.52

What did the rest of India make of the viceroy’s parade?
Embedding the Indian press meant that the event was fully if not
favourably reported. The Civil and Military Gazette welcomed
Lytton’s comments about the white community in India, wishing there
had been more of the same sentiment, and the Bangalore Spectator
thought it right that the strength of the paramount power had been
impressed upon the princes.53 However, most newspapers saw
Lytton’s address as a missed opportunity. No real concessions had
been made. There was nothing in his address about introducing
representative government, let alone opening up the administration
to native Indians. Some of the vernacular press went further in its
criticism, not only lamenting the failure to uphold the principles and
hopes of the transfer of power in 1858, but also finding the new
imperial title both unnecessary and unworkable, since it referred to a
male ruler. The expense of the proceedings at a time of famine was
deplored, and the subservience of some of the princes regretted. A
young Rabindranath Tagore composed a song condemning the
princes for hugging the ‘golden chair’ at a time of want.54 The Indian
Charivari seemed to get it right, depicting Lytton as a fairground
attendant, the provider of an imperial peep show.55

With the passage of time, the Imperial Assemblage has become
less of an object lesson in imperial vanity and more of a case study
of colonial power. Bernard Cohn called it a ‘ritual . . . of
subordination’ on the part of the Indian princes, as the British
appropriated the old feudatory ceremonial of the Mughals, and



invented a few more traditions of their own. More recently, Julie
Codell has described the 1877 assemblage as part of the
performance of ‘feudal subjugation’, the first in a sequence that
‘anticipated modern fascist rallies’. Some of the evidence certainly
points this way: for instance the choice of Delhi, the old Mughal
capital, as the venue, still smarting from the battering the British
gave it in 1858. Then there were the rhetorical allusions to the age of
Akbar.56 However, this verdict is too harsh. In the first place, Lytton
wanted to empower Indian princes, not to devalue or degrade them.
Lytton’s pageantry was influenced as much by a medieval European
imaginary as the precedents set by the Mughals. The Imperial
Assemblage brought to life scenes from Lytton’s own lyric fables and
poems: knights convened around the round table of a king,
tournaments and processions to show off valour and might, and the
inauguration of a new chivalric brotherhood of nobles. In this way,
the British wanted to fold the Indian aristocracy into their own
monarchical order, not separate them, avoiding the alienation of local
elites that Lytton had witnessed in Europe. Secondly, there was less
submissiveness on the part of the princes than is often claimed.
Individual pledges of loyalty, symbolised in the exchange of gifts and
the taking of attah and paan all took place in private, through the
return visits exchanged between the viceroy and the princes. Apart
from being spectators, there was little about the choreography of the
ceremony on 1 January to indicate that the princes were paying
deference. Depictions of the event, such as Prinsep’s, showing
Lytton addressing a captive audience, mislead. The crescent-shaped
accommodation was designed to avoid any hierarchy amongst the
princes. Moreover, some of them came to the dais and issued their
own addresses at the end of the ceremony. None of them made any
public show of obeisance to the viceroy. Thirdly, it was the princes
themselves who profited most from the Imperial Assemblage. They
returned to their territories with their authority and status validated.
For the Nizam of Hyderabad, the long trip to Delhi was the first time
he had left his state. An elaborate chronicle of his journey was
published.57 For others, such as the Begum of Bhopal and the



Gaekwar of Baroda, the trip to Delhi was part of a new strategy of
making excursions across India and overseas, as they fashioned
themselves as improving rulers.58 Court poets were commissioned
to describe the event, whilst other commentators emphasised how
the grandeur of the occasion was derived from the attendance of so
many Indian princes.59 Lytton’s Delhi show was as much a catalyst
for catapulting Indian princes into modernity as it was a throwback to
an imagined feudal past.

Beyond Delhi the proclamation of the new imperial title had
impact too. It was overlooked at the time, and since, that the
proclamation was an India-wide event. The governments of each of
the three presidencies made small sums available – between 1,000
and 2,000 rupees – for all the principal towns and communities to
mark the occasion. Full reports exist for each event, suggesting that
the proclamation was as stage-managed an event in the rest of India
as it was in Delhi.60 Yet the British involvement was confined to
ensuring that the event took place, providing an official to read the
proclamation, and leaning on local elites to give their patronage.
Some places observed the formality of a durbar, and many chose to
spend their funding on illuminations and fireworks. There was
spectacle too: triumphal arches, bearing the queen’s new title in
English, Urdu or in the local vernacular. Most dramatic of all was the
proclamation at Ajmer, where fireworks were set off from rafts on the
Ana Sagar lake, climaxing with ‘the fiery design of a giant coming out
of a well with a board in his hand, bearing the inscription in the
vernacular [Marawi] of “God bless the Empress”’.61 Elsewhere, the
proclamation presented an entrepreneurial opportunity. In Nagpur,
Jamsetji Tata, a Parsi industrialist from Baroda, opened his new
factory on 1 January, naming it ‘Empress Mills’.62

Outside Delhi, the prevailing tone of the proclamation
proceedings was one of charity and mercy, not ceremony.63 From
Tanjore in Madras, where the famine was striking hard by the new
year, Henry Sullivan Thomas, the local revenue collector, explained
that the government funding was being used to give ‘distressed’
widows a piece of simple white cloth, in the name of the ‘widowed’



queen. Distribution of alms and food to the poor was widespread.
Benares witnessed the most extensive operation, with 15,000
indigent people fed. Prisoners were released; local chiefs came
forward to pay for public buildings and utilities – clock towers,
dharamsalas and bathing tanks; a new serai (palace) to
commemorate the proclamation was promised at Cachar in
Assam.64 In these ways, Victoria’s new title was associated with
public philanthropy, minimal in its practical effects amidst the famine,
but significant as acts of royal kindness and in accordance with older
traditions of kingship and rule in India. Addresses from public bodies
marking the occasion of the proclamation underlined this sentiment.
From Dharwad in Mysore Victoria was likened to the ‘virtuous and
beneficent’ kings and queens ‘whose names are taught to every
Hindu child’. Conversely other memorialists, including those from
Farrukhabad and from Syed Ahmed Khan’s ‘Mahomedan
Congratulation Committee’ in Aligarh, compared Victoria to the great
Muslim rulers.65 Elsewhere, the new imperial title elicited hopes of
reform. In Alibag in Bombay presidency, a memorial was published
calling for various privileges in the spirit of 1858 to be granted,
including reductions of land rent and salt duties, and the widening of
native Indian representation in legislative matters. Reform was also
the dominant theme of congratulatory addresses from several places
in the heart of British India: from the ‘inhabitants of Calcutta’ (calling
for popular election of the supreme and popular legislatures’), from
Secunderabad, the British canton town across the river from
Hyderabad (recalling the ‘Magna Carta’ spirit of 1858), and most
fulsomely from Poona, demanding a new imperial council of the
Indian princes, and an opening up of the higher ranks of the army
and civil service to Indians.66 In 1877 the queen was not so much
Mughalised as domesticated, appropriated by Indians for Indians.

Outside of these meetings, there were also many other smaller
acts of homage to the new empress. Poems, acrostics, addresses,
books, songs and musical arrangements: a variety and profusion of
compositions appeared to mark her new title. Some were published,
but many were just collected and collated by local officials, and sent



on to Delhi. There they languished. Lytton, the poet-diplomat par
exemplar, wrote disparagingly to the queen of every Indian who
could ‘write a few words’ turning their hand to ‘enthusiastic
effusions’.67 Taken together, however, they do provide revealing
testimony to the range of meanings now associated with Victoria’s
name and rule, and the kinds of causes with which she was
becoming identified. Prose and lyrics came from familiar names.
Sourindro Mohun Tagore followed up the verses he had published
for the Prince of Wales the previous year with two more works –
Victoria-Giti-Mala, or a Brief History of England in Bengali Verses
and Victoria Sámrájyanˆ, or Sanskrit Stanzas – and sent on another
twenty-seven works as well. Bowmanjee Cursetjee Cowasjee, from
Bombay, added to the poems he had produced for the Prince of
Wales, this time producing a lyric entitled ‘India’s National Anthem’.
Tagore went one better a few years later. Commissioned by
Frederick Harford, a canon of Westminster Abbey, he composed a
national anthem in Sanskrit and Bengali, and sent it on to the
queen.68 Others appeared in 1877. The son of Vedam Venkataraya
Sastry, the Tanjore poet, republished for the latest event his father’s
verses written in 1858 and 1875.

However, there were new sources of loyal sentiment too, coming
from Indians who had carved out their own niche in the Raj:
schoolteachers such as D. V. Panandhikar, who translated the loyal
Marathi songs sung by the pupils of his Bombay school; minor
government officials – a translator from Sindh, a deputy collector
from Kanpur, a superintendent from Dhaka, a small courts judge
from Rangoon – all composed verses for the queen-empress.
Different writers fashioned alternative versions of loyalty. Some of
these were sectarian. A series of Telugu verses, published in
Madras, compared the British deliverance of India from Mughal rule
to Hannibal saving Carthage from the Romans.69 Tagore included a
lyric in Victoria Samrajyan praising Victoria for taking the place of the
‘powerful Mohamedans’ who had deprived India of her own native
religion. Invocations as a Hindu deity were common. Mahant
Narayan Das, head of the math near the Jaganath temple in Puri,



and veteran of the Orissa famine relief operation, saw Victoria as the
incarnation of Lakshmi (the goddess of wealth, fortune and
prosperity), whilst Mooradan, a court poet of Jodhpur, claimed her as
a Chakravarti (a universal benevolent ruler). A Bengali poem likened
her to Durga, the warrior goddess.70 Queen Victoria was also likened
to Muslim women rulers – Bilqis and Qaidafa – and to Persian kings
such as Nausherwan, renowned for their justice. Chroniclers now
included her in the genealogy of the sovereigns of Delhi and
previous Indian dynasties.71 Other writers bolted on to their verses
calls for reform. Moung Un’s poem from Rangoon was accompanied
by a plea for hospitals for the poor with free food, and for public
schools. From Bombay, Bowmanjee Cursetjee supplemented his
anthem with a book published the following year, complaining about
the ‘drain’ of wealth from India and calling for the recruitment of
Indians to judicial and local government appointments.72 As ever in
Queen Victoria’s India, the language of reform was cloaked in the
guise of loyalty.

Lytton remained oblivious to this tidal wave of loyalism. On his
return to Calcutta he reiterated his views that Indians might join the
government administration only gradually. He poured scorn on the
pretensions of the educated elites of Calcutta, deriding the city’s
university for turning out ‘more free-thinkers than wise thinkers’. He
also began a dispute with the British India Association of the city
over the cotton duties and other aspects of his policy.73 Later that
year Lytton brought in the controversial Vernacular Press Act,
subjecting native newspapers to severe scrutiny ahead of
publication. The urbane tone of government in the months leading up
to the Imperial Assemblage vanished as swiftly as it had arrived. In
the end, despite Lytton’s best efforts, the ‘British Indian Empire’, as it
was formally known after 1877, looked just like its Continental
European counterparts: barracks, bureaucracy and broken promises.
Back in London, casting her eye over Lytton’s India of famine,
plunder and treachery, Annie Besant, rising star of socialism,
summed up the mood with a sarcastic sneer. Although ‘blessed with
an Empress, an English Moguless, Lady Paramount of all mere



native rulers’, the Indian people ‘do not love us, and they are not
content with our sway’.74 A damning verdict on Lytton’s annus
mirablis of 1877, it was a partial one for all that. Across India, away
from the main event at Delhi, the cult of Queen Victoria was alive
and well.

Crown Orders
While Lytton was proclaiming her new title to thousands in Delhi, the
queen sat down to a small celebration dinner party of her own at
Windsor Castle. Around the table were some of her immediate family
and courtiers, including Disraeli. Lytton had telegraphed earlier with
news of the proceedings at Delhi, and she had already used her new
signature for the first time: ‘V. R. & I.’ That evening she wore only
Indian jewels: the Star of India and the pearls, diamonds and rubies
that had been gifted to her via the Prince of Wales from the
Maharajas of Indore and Gwalior, and from Sir Jung Bahadur, the
prime minister of Nepal. Arthur, her son, led the toast, ‘to the Queen
and Empress of India’.75 It was a quiet affair but there was no
dampening of the queen’s enthusiasm for India.

India, and the role of the Crown in India, was plunged into further
controversy in 1878, as Disraeli’s ministry manoeuvred for position
around the ‘eastern question’, attempting to check Russian influence
on either side of the enfeebled Ottoman Empire. Matters came to a
head at the Berlin congress of the European powers held in the
midsummer. From the east, in India, Lytton switched from diplomacy
to armed intervention in an attempt to counter Russian influence
over the Emir of Afghanistan. And, from the west, ostensibly to
protect Constantinople, Britain augmented its forces in the
Mediterranean. A large contingent of some 5,000 Indian cavalry and
troops arrived in Malta in May 1878, and, when the diplomats at
Berlin agreed that the island of Cyprus should come under British
protection, the India regiments were sent there. In his usual blithe
way, Disraeli assured the queen that the acquisition of Cyprus was
vital, as it meant the ‘welding together’ of the Indian empire with
Britain.76 It became a family affair. The Duke of Cambridge, the



queen’s cousin and commander-in-chief of the Forces, went out to
inspect the troops, including the Indian contingent. Prince Alfred
sailed by in his yacht, and, most significantly of all, the Duke of
Connaught led his own regiment during the occupation of the
island.77 At home the Indian empire was swept up into the anti-
Russian warmongering mood of the moment, as jingoistic songs
rang out in the music halls, and cartoonists punned and penned
away, depicting the carving-up of Turkey, lest Russia’s predatory
instincts were repelled.78 Without much effort (or indeed resistance)
on her part, Queen Victoria was once again being identified as a
‘warrior queen’.

One man was not amused. William Gladstone, leader of the
opposition, stepped up the Liberal attack on Disraeli’s foreign policy
towards the end of 1878 as war unfolded in Afghanistan. As in 1839
the British responded to the appearance of a Russian envoy in Kabul
by despatching a force to fight the emir, Sher Ali Khan, once he
made it clear he would not accept a similar delegation from British
India.79 This aggressive move was very much Lytton’s own. He
skirted around both political and military advice in India. Lytton
justified the forward policy to the queen and kept her informed at
every stage.80 Although the emir died, and his son, Mohammad
Yaqub Khan, signed a treaty agreement with the British in May 1879,
war broke out again later in the year, when the new emir’s younger
brother, Ayub Khan, led a rebellion, forcing the emir’s abdication and
taking over rule for himself. Ayub Khan was a different proposition
from his brother. His forces defeated the British and Indian troops at
Maiwand in July 1880, and he laid siege to Kandahar later that year.
In dealing with the new emir, who was eventually seen off by troops
under the command of Major-General Frederick Roberts, Lytton was
once more instrumental in making decisions about strategy and
tactics, which he reported directly to Victoria.81 Gladstone was
appalled, accusing Disraeli of ‘abridging the rights of Parliament’ by
making use of the treaty- and war-making powers of the Crown to
invade Afghanistan.82 If this was the new imperial style, then it was
time to put the genie back in the lamp.



In this way, the Afghan war became central to the general
election, held in the spring of 1880. There was much debate too
about the queen’s new title and the different tone it had given to
foreign and imperial policy under Disraeli. Once the outcome of the
election was known – a sizeable majority for Gladstone’s Liberal
party – Disraeli and Lytton both resigned on the same day, their
Indian foreign policy amongst other things repudiated by the
electorate. The queen recorded her state of shock at this news. Not
only would she have Gladstone to contend with, but, for the first time
since the beginning of her reign, a new Liberal prime minister had
appointed a Liberal viceroy. Writing to Lord Hartington, the new
secretary of state for India, she voiced fears lest India be mixed up in
party politics, as had happened too much of late.83 Too much party
politics, or was the queen simply backing the wrong party?

The Afghan war did not go away with the advent of a new
administration under Gladstone. However, the queen cut a lonelier
figure in ministerial discussions over the summer of 1880 and
beyond. She persistently badgered Hartington over not giving up
Kandahar, suggesting at one point that the proclamation of 1858 did
not rule out further annexation if necessary.84 This was an
extraordinary interpretation of a document that she and Prince Albert
had infused with the language of harmony. When the Cabinet proved
resolute and set on withdrawing forces from Kandahar, she insisted
that the timing of the announcement be delayed until a stable ruler
was in place in Kabul. In particular, she tried to keep any mention of
Afghanistan out of the queen’s speech at the opening of the 1881
session of Parliament.85 Ultimately, Gladstone’s Cabinet prevailed,
and in March 1881, the withdrawal of British forces was confirmed.
Later that year, a renewed assault on Kandahar by Ayub Khan was
repelled, and relative calm returned to the region.

The queen’s stance on Afghanistan was untypically forward, and
supplies the only occasion when she personally recommended an
extension of her Indian realm. She was emboldened by what she
heard from officers returning from the campaign.86 She undoubtedly
felt hubris at Gladstone, his Midlothian campaign, and the way in



which he had made her monarchy an election issue. She was rueful
over the demise of her prized prime minister, Disraeli, whose last
contribution in Parliament was a question in the House of Lords
about Kandahar on 18 March (he died on 19 April). Above all, the
reawakening of her martial tendencies suggests that she had been
taken in to a certain extent by the rhetoric and pretensions of Disraeli
and Lytton. They convinced her that the proclamation of her new title
had smoothed over criticism of the Crown both in India and Britain,
and they impressed upon her just how vulnerable India was in the
great power struggles of the late 1870s. Different voices in the
queen’s ear might have made her less hawkish.

A further legacy of Lytton and Disraeli’s foreign policy remained:
the bombardment of Alexandria and the subsequent occupation of
Egypt late in 1882. Together with France, Britain invaded Egypt in
order to depose Ahmed ‘Urabi (known by the British as ‘Arabi
Pasha’), an army colonel who had seized power in 1878.87 Once
more, a large Indian expeditionary force, including 5,700 native
officers and troops, was sent via the Suez Canal, with 1,360 kept in
reserve at Aden, again under the command of General Sir Herbert
Macpherson. The queen’s son, the Duke of Connaught, also had a
command – as an honorary colonel of the 13th Bengal Lancers –
and was active in the battle of Tell-el-Kebir, a role that caused the
queen great anxiety, and then relief, when she was able to read
aloud his letters written just after the battle had been won. She later
commissioned a painting of his heroic role.88 Queen Victoria proved
as proud of her Indian troops as she was of her son. On a ‘never-to-
be-forgotten day’, 18 November 1882, she watched the parade at
Horse Guards of the victorious regiments from Egypt, the Bengal
Lancers led by the Duke of Connaught.89 A few days later she met a
selection of the officers and men of the Indian contingent – thirty-
nine officers, including twelve Indians – and presented them with an
Egyptian campaign medal that incorporated, for some of them, a
special Tell-el-Kebir clasp.90 Her old idea of getting ‘an Indian guard’
to be permanently based at the court was rekindled, and a new



scheme took shape: a military command in India for Arthur, her
soldier son.

His eyes on a bigger prize, the Duke of Connaught himself first
devised the idea of serving in India. Back in September 1881 he told
Lord Hartington that, as he wanted eventually to succeed the Duke
of Cambridge as commander-in-chief in Britain, some further Indian
experience was desirable. An appointment was duly found, as a
regimental commander in the North-West Provinces, and Arthur and
Louischen, his consort, travelled out in 1882. Queen Victoria pressed
for a political officer to accompany the Duke of Connaught so that he
might gain a grasp of civil affairs as well as those of the army.
Naturally, the Whigs sidestepped that request.91 The queen bided
her time, and waited for the Tories to return to office. In the summer
of 1885 she pressed for Arthur to be given a larger challenge, the
command of the Bombay army. She solicited support in India, and at
home found Lord Salisbury not opposed to the move. All seemed set
for the elevation of Prince Arthur to the upper echelons of the armed
forces of India.92 There was a problem. Cometh the hour, cometh
Lord Randolph Churchill, Lord Salisbury’s secretary of state for India.
When he threw a tantrum over the plan to give a command to the
Duke of Connaught – only calmed apparently by a dose of calomel –
Salisbury was forced to listen. Not only did Churchill oppose the
duke’s appointment, he was also surprised to find out that the queen
communicated directly with her viceroys. A full Cabinet meeting was
held, with fourteen out of sixteen supporting Churchill’s insistence
that the duke could not go to Bombay, as his role would spill over
into civil matters and become politicised. ‘A good deal annoyed’,
Queen Victoria accepted an alternative post for Arthur at Rawalpindi.
A year later, when Bombay finally fell vacant, Randolph Churchill had
moved on and the duke was appointed without any fuss.93 There, he
proved a diligent commander, with some diplomacy thrown in. He
joined Governor Reay’s Legislative Council, attending only during
the sessions of March 1888, never speaking, but casting his vote
when required.94 The Duke of Connaught arrived too late to see
action in the queen’s latest Indian conquest: Burma, that is to say,



the kingdom of Ava. Queen Victoria treated the Burmese annexation
as a royal acquisition nonetheless. Apologising for being ‘greedy’,
she asked Lord Dufferin, the viceroy, to find her some jewels to mark
the defeat of the Konbaung dynasty. King Thibaw’s crown was duly
sent on, as well as captured guns, to her evident pleasure.95 The old
warrior instincts were alive and well. Now there was more than just
booty to signify the queen’s Indian empire. She had at last got her
way, her persistence had paid off, and Prince Albert’s wishes had
been fulfilled. India had a resident royal prince.

In the end, the queen’s new title meant more in India than in
Britain. Certainly, the British liked empire, but they did not like to be
thought of as an imperial people, and they abhorred mixing up their
ancient island constitution with the trappings of Continental
absolutism. So the queen’s title was for export only. In India, the idea
of an ‘empress’ was also a novelty. Lytton did his creative best to
mark the inauguration of the new Indian empire. He need not have
tried quite so hard. Without too much orchestration from above, the
pronouncement of the imperial title in India produced a wave of
popular endorsement, presaging new opportunities for co-operation
and collaboration with colonial rule, and reform and development
under the eye of a watchful matriarch.
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CHAPTER 9

MOTHER OF INDIA

he regeneration of civilisation in India must come from the
women,’ declared the Duke of Connaught, Queen Victoria’s
third son, soon after he arrived in India.1 It was an odd

statement for a soldier-prince to make. By the 1880s, the ‘woman’
question was beginning to dominate Indian social reform movements
in India. A variety of issues preoccupied campaigners: the age of
consent and the institution of child marriage, the treatment of
widows, female education and health, and the control of prostitution
in army cantonments (the notorious ‘Contagious Diseases’
legislation). Some of these were causes particular to India; others
were extensions of pressure-group activity back in Britain.2 The
Duke of Connaught’s view also embodied western stereotypes about
the ‘effeminate’ Bengali man, and the enervated state of Indian men
in general, physically inferior and morally backwards compared to
their imperial rulers. From this colonising perspective, it was a small
step to envisage a future for India in which women, suitably
enlightened by British influence, might lead the way.3

Even so, the Duke of Connaught’s intervention was unusual. At
home, the royal family was not known for intervening in public
debates about the place of women in contemporary society. Queen
Victoria herself was a confirmed anti-suffragist: she opposed votes
for women. She also disliked widowed women who remarried. In



India, however, it was a different story. Royals were less restrained.
The Duke of Connaught and his consort, Princess Louise of Prussia
(known in the family as ‘Louischen’), became prominent supporters
of opening up the public sphere to Indian women – through schools
and hospitals. Queen Victoria herself took an active interest in
female education in India, one legacy of which was the large number
of schools named after her. She also endorsed the provision and
training of European and Indian nurses, an activity channelled
through the Countess of Dufferin, whose husband was viceroy
between 1884 and 1888. Most significantly of all, Queen Victoria
became an unlikely role model for a diverse range of women and
women’s organisations in late nineteenth-century India, from queens
and princesses, to Hindu social reformers, and on to missionary and
other European societies active in south Asia in these years. As this
chapter describes, in the last quarter of Queen Victoria’s reign, the
royal touch in India was increasingly a woman’s touch.

Widow
With her new status as Queen of India in 1858 quickly followed by
the death of Prince Albert at the end of 1861, Queen Victoria’s
settled image became that of a widow. Widowhood in Britain was a
common enough state, although the queen set new standards for
grief in the way she observed mourning for the rest of her life. In
India, widowhood was even more salient, especially in Hindu
culture.4 This softer image was based on the narrative the queen
and her courtiers constructed of her life with and without Albert. The
projection of the queen as a devoted widow, continuing the work of
her late consort, Prince Albert, did not come from the Government of
India, although it observed official mourning on the death of the
queen’s consort at the end of 1861. Flags were lowered to half-mast,
officials and British subjects were expected to dress in black, with
the period of mourning effectively extended into the following May,
as the queen’s birthday ball due towards the end of that month was
cancelled. In Bombay a memorial to Albert quickly took shape as the
planned ‘Victoria Museum’ was given an injection of £10,000 by the



government and the name of the new institution adjusted accordingly
to the ‘Victoria and Albert Museum’. Albert was remembered as
devoted to the ‘nobler branches of the Arts’ and the ‘humbler classes
of a great industrial community’.5 Indian responses followed. They
focused far more on Albert the family man. For example, an 1863
memorial poem, ‘largely read by the Gujarati-speaking community’ of
Bombay presidency, devoted one-third of the whole text to Albert’s
marriage, children and the education he gave to the Prince of Wales,
his son and heir.6

However, it was the queen herself who, indirectly, gave the
greatest stimulus to the Albert industry in India. India, she told Sir
John Lawrence in 1864, was her late husband’s sacred legacy. She
wished his name to be looked upon with love by her Indian
subjects.7 Telling her version of their life together was a means to
this end. In the two decades after his death, three studies of Albert’s
life and influence were published in England: Charles Grey’s Early
Years of the Prince Consort (1867), the queen’s own Leaves from
the Journal of Our Life in the Highlands (1868) – followed by a
further instalment in 1884 – and Theodore Martin’s Life of the Prince
Consort, published in five volumes between 1875 and 1880. Queen
Victoria had a hand in all of these. Charles Grey was the prince’s
former secretary and now the queen’s, and his memoir was written
under her ‘direction’. She used Arthur Helps, clerk to the Privy
Council, to prepare her own Highland journals for publication, and in
1866 she commissioned Martin to be the prince’s biographer.8 All
three of these works made their way to India. Grey’s volume,
together with the edition of her Scottish Highland journals, became
the queen’s gift of choice in the exchange of presents with Indian
royalty for the next thirty years. The Highland journals themselves
were translated into three Indian editions: into Marathi by
Ganapatarava Jadhava in 1871, then into Hindi by the Maharaja of
Benares in 1875, and finally into Gujarati by Mancherjee
Bhownagree in 1877. More Leaves from the Journal of Our Life in
the Highlands, 1862–1882 was also translated into Gujarati in 1886,
and presented by Bhownagree to the queen that year. Martin’s



biography appeared in an abridged Hindi version in 1892 (replete
with a different subtitle in which Prince Albert was described as
‘father of the future emperors of India’).9 What image of the royal
couple did these narratives convey?

Grey’s memoir gave Albert’s backstory. The Early Years of the
Prince Consort was an account of just how well fitted for British royal
service the Coburg prince had been on the eve of first meeting
Victoria. The book described his schooling and university years, the
mentoring given by King Leopold of Belgium, and his tours of central
Europe and Italy. It was also an intimate account of their love match,
how their courtship was as much a meeting of two hearts as two
dynasties. Initially intended for private circulation only, Grey’s book
went into four editions in its first year, and over time became the
queen’s preferred memoir of Prince Albert, part romance, part
exemplary tale of lives groomed for public service. There was no
Indian edition of the memoir, although one was contemplated by
William Nassau Lees, principal of the Mohammedan College in
Calcutta and part proprietor of the Times of India, who assured Grey
that a Hindustani translation would give ‘Her Majesty’s Indian
subjects some idea of how a virtuous and good Prince can make his
life conducive to the welfare and happiness of the subjects of his
sovereign’.10 Clearly a book with a message.

Leaves from the Journal of Our Life in the Highlands continued
the dedicatory tone, but with Queen Victoria now installed alongside
her consort, making it a work of pious devotion from a grieving
widow, as well as an account of how the royal couple had managed
their realm. As its title suggested, Leaves from . . . the Highlands
was a memoir of family life from the 1840s to the early 1860s, taking
in trips to and eventual residence in Scotland, as well as visits to
Wales, Ireland, the Channel Islands and Devon and Cornwall, all
aboard their paddle-steamer yacht. Readers were given an unusual
insight into the private world of the royal family. Victoria and Albert
were revealed as caring but controlling parents. The queen noted
how she intended to make the Prince of Wales ‘Earl of Dublin’, and
she described the wedding of her eldest daughter Vicky into the



Prussian royal family. Prince Albert featured throughout as a
renaissance Prince, sharing his knowledge of the topography of
Europe as they traversed the glens and lochs of Scotland and the
coastline of Ireland. He was also described as a keen mountain-
walker and stag-hunter. In addition to being a family portrait, Leaves
from . . . the Highlands was a travelogue of the closest parts of the
queen’s dominion. Her commentary highlighted the national
differences between the English, the Scots and the Welsh, the
variety of topography across the British Isles, and also the loyalty on
display in the three nations. Particularly, in the 1840s, when she and
Albert made their first visits across the border to Scotland, she
described an itinerary that was a scenic tour of the history of Anglo-
Scottish warfare down to the union of 1707. The journal was
instructive, showing the queen as a devoted wife and mother, and as
royal ruler, travelling to all the compass points of her kingdom,
realms now united after centuries of strife and rebellion. Published in
1884, More Leaves from . . . the Highlands continued the story of
‘our life’, with Albert’s ghostly presence supplying a constant point of
reference for Queen Victoria, as she retraced journeys originally
undertaken at his side, and recalled examples of his wisdom.

In India, the translations of the queen’s works were themselves
acts of devotion, presented to Queen Victoria via her sons when they
visited India, or in person when the translators were in England.11

Ornate, illustrated with woodcuts and hand-finished, the Indian
editions of the Highland journals were expensive, published by
subscription, and so well out of the reach of most Indians. Despite
their limited circulation, they broke some new ground. The Marathi
edition of the Highland journals included, it claimed, ‘for the first time’
in such ventures, Hindu ladies amongst its subscribers. The books
were intended to furnish lessons. The Gujarati edition was welcomed
as showing the duties of princes to the people, ‘a fitting pendant to
the splendours of the Delhi durbar’.12 Published in Indian editions
either side of the tours of her two sons, the Prince of Wales and
Prince Alfred, Leaves from the Journal of Our Life in the Highlands,
depicted a pious and devoted but active widow. She no longer



seemed the ‘warrior queen’, a genre now re-emerging in stories
about the rebel Rhani of Jhansi. Rather, she now belonged to a new
trend of public-spirited noble Indian women and queens.13

Mother
The princely tours developed another aspect of Queen Victoria’s
persona in India: that of mother. Mothering her people was partly a
religious and educational trope. Missionaries in India used stories of
the Christian queen as a handmaiden to their evangelical work – for
example, the accounts of the queen’s life produced by the Reverend
Babu in Tamil and Telugu in the mid-1870s. The apocryphal story of
the queen presenting a Bible to an African chief, and attributing
‘England’s greatness’ to Christianity, was retold in a Bengali
pamphlet, Maharanir Sakshya / The Testimony of the Queen,
published by the Christian Tract Society in 1895. And, after Queen
Victoria died, 15,000 copies – a huge print run for this kind of
ephemera – of The Queen and her Bible, another Bengali work, was
rushed into print in Calcutta.14 Queen Victoria’s two jubilee years
and her death also saw the advent of a spate of Tamil popular
biographies destined for a school-age readership, the publicity
suggesting they were suitable as prizes, or presents.15

However, much of the vernacular print culture also focused on
the idea of Queen Victoria as a mother figure. Significantly, as
‘mother of India’, Queen Victoria emerged around the same time as
her native counterpart, ‘Bharat Mata’ or ‘mother India’. Indeed, in the
original story of Bharat Mata, written by Kiran Chandra Banerjee and
published in Bengali in 1873, the feminine character of ‘India’ is
described as petitioning Queen Victoria. Other Bengali publications
for the 1870s also placed ‘Bharat Mata’ alongside the queen, in her
role as the source of justice and wisdom.16 There was no
contradiction between idealising India as a nation in the form of a
woman under the care of the remote queen as an empress. Indeed,
down to her death, prominent Indian reformers, including
nationalists, authored popular celebrations of Queen Victoria,
revering her domestic virtues. A few examples will suffice. The Hindi



writer, Bharatendu Harischandra, who had eulogised Prince Alfred
during his passage through Benares in 1870, hailed the queen at the
time of Britain’s invasion of Egypt in 1882, not least because Indian
troops were involved. Another example was Ichharam Surayam
Desai, a Gujarati journalist and author of Hind ane Britannia (1886),
a sharp indictment of British rule. Desai was prosecuted by the
British, but that did not stop him penning a jubilee life of the queen in
1887, which dwelled on the moral character of her life as a widow.
Then there was Bipin Chandra Pal, member of the Indian National
Congress, who famously broke with the old guard of nationalist
leaders in 1905, pushing the movement towards swadeshi (home-
made goods) and swaraj (self-rule). Yet back in 1891 he also
produced a life of the queen, praising her private virtues, her
kindness towards her subjects and her vow of perpetual
widowhood.17 In each case, latter-day scholars have breezed past
these tributes to the queen, sitting awkwardly as they do in the
oeuvre of men so associated with the burgeoning of Indian
nationalism in the final years of the nineteenth century. As a
metaphor for the parental empire, ‘mother of India’ could rest
comfortably, for the moment, alongside the emergent nation.

Sisters
There were not many women wielding power in nineteenth-century
India, but those who did found in Queen Victoria their champion.18

Some had lost power. The annexation policy of Dalhousie and his
predecessors before 1857 resulted in a long trail of displaced
maharani and their families, many of whom were supported in exile
with Government of India pensions.19 At the opposite end of the
spectrum, there were states where women ruled outright, most
famously Bhopal. Other states experienced the rule of queen regents
– notably Rajkot (1862–7), Balrampur (1882–94), Nandgaon (1883–
91), Cooch Behar (1857–60, 1863–83) and Mysore (1894–1902) – a
stand-in role accepted by the Government of India when the male
heir was still in his minority. Across this spectrum of female power in
India there was one constant: Queen Victoria as role model.



Sisterly exchange did not begin well. The assumption of power in
India in 1858 by a British queen brought a strident riposte from
another first lady. Hazrat Mahal, the Begum of Awadh, the first wife
of the King of Awadh, issued a ‘counter-proclamation’ from the
‘parents of the people of Oudh’.20 The begum picked through Queen
Victoria’s proclamation, pouring scorn on the idea that the queen
would honour treaties, tolerate non-Christian religions, observe
clemency and forgiveness, and improve the condition of the people.
The document challenged the new royal authority, as well as Queen
Victoria’s status as the motherly queen of the Indian people. There is
no evidence that the queen saw the begum’s proclamation, and
anyway Hazrat Mahal was soon whisked away by the British to silent
exile in Nepal. Another female royal took up the chalice, contesting
the claims of the 1858 proclamation in a more public fashion. The
Rani of Tanjore was the heir apparent to Shivaji II, who died in 1855.
In 1860 her supporters accused the queen of disregarding her own
promises in her refusal to undo the annexation of Tanjore and allow
the succession to take place. Such betrayal was ‘so flagrant a
falsification of their just and loyal expectations’. Appeals were made
on her behalf to the spirit of the 1858 proclamation, the ‘Magna
Carta’ of the Indian chiefs.21 At the same time, the princess herself
adopted a different kind of private diplomacy towards Queen
Victoria. Writing to the governor of Madras, she claimed that she
revered the queen as her ‘mother’ and the ‘mother of her subjects’.22

She tried unsuccessfully to get on the itinerary of the Prince of
Wales’s tour in 1875. Unperturbed she sent on a gift of a gold girdle
for Princess Alexandra, and in 1880 she opened a medical school as
a memorial to the visit – or, in her case, the visit that never was – of
the Prince of Wales.23 On her death in 1885, the Government of
India refused to recognise the claim to the throne of her son.24 Yet,
the Tanjore maharanis continued to observe loyalty to the Crown.
This was most conspicuous at the jubilees of 1887 and 1897 and
suggests that the queen represented a unique channel of
communication, separate from the government. Moreover, there was
always the chance of redress, as the treatment of Mysore had



shown. Another deposed dynasty, the Bhonsles of Satara in the
ghats, south of Poona, made a similar appeal to Queen Victoria in
1874 through the last maharaja’s widow, asking the queen, on whom
the ‘Ruler of the Universe’ had conferred the ‘sovereignty of the
world’, to undo the injustice of the East India Company.25

The queen was also kept informed about the progress of women
in other states. From Travancore in the south of India, Lady Anne
Napier, wife of the governor of Madras, described in copious detail to
the queen the workings of what was regarded as a reforming
princely state. In letters home to the queen, Lady Napier sent on
photographs and her own watercolour depictions of Travancore,
accompanied by commentary praising the modern dress worn by
women in public, and the accomplishments of the daughters of the
state’s dewan (prime minister). On her return to Britain, Lady Napier
travelled directly to stay with the queen at Balmoral, telling her more
stories from the south.26 Travancore women were at the forefront of
loyal demonstrations, producing their own separate addresses for
the queen for the 1887 jubilee, whilst the Travancore court sent a
specially commissioned portrait, by Ravi Varma, of the maharani.
Ironically, what Lady Napier did not reveal to Queen Victoria was the
fact that the wives of the maharajas of Travancore had no real royal
status: they were drawn from a lower caste, and kept apart from the
court. So, the portrait sent was of the raja’s sister.27

The most sustained contact enjoyed by Queen Victoria with
female Indian royalty was with the Begums of Bhopal. For over a
century, almost continuously, one dynasty of Muslim women ruled
the large central Indian state.28 The first two begums did not observe
the purdah. They were well travelled within India, and beyond. Two
of them made the pilgrimage to Mecca: Sikander Begum in 1870 and
Kaikhusrau Jahan in 1903.29 Two incidents brought them to wider
attention. Firstly, Sikander Begum wrote an account of her trip to the
Hajj, originally in Urdu, but translated into English by the wife of the
Bhopal agent in 1870, and published in Calcutta and London,
stimulating wide interest.30 Secondly, Shah Jahan travelled to
Calcutta to receive the Star of India, an occasion when she was



photographed. This striking portrait of the tiny, bejewelled ruler went
global.31 Both Sikander and Shah Jahan sought direct
correspondence with Queen Victoria. Shah Jahan authorised the
presentation of sculptures in 1854 and Sikander exchanged gifts with
the queen and endowed a school named after her in 1867. However,
it was during the second reign of Shah Jahan that the relationship
really developed. In 1870 Shah Jahan asked Lord Mayo if she might
write to the queen, on a monthly basis, in order to practice her
English.32 In 1874 she sent to the queen a series of books: an Urdu
history of Bhopal, in which Shah Jahan placed the alliance between
Bhopal and the British Crown at the centre of her story, and the
account of the Hajj journey of her mother. In return the queen sent
her the two works that she had commissioned to remember Albert:
Grey’s Early life of the Prince Consort, and the Highland journal.33

How might we interpret these exchanges? Even though they never
met, the begum was high on the queen’s loyalty list. Over twenty
years later she recalled her in exact detail to Mary Curzon, who was
about to travel to the state.34 Queen Victoria proved less
sympathetic when the begum ran into trouble, sparked by her
husband, Siddiq Hasan Khan. He was a noted Islamic scholar, but
he was also suspected by the British of being part of the Wahabi
movement. In Bhopal he excited jealousy, accused at court of
wanting to overthrow his wife’s rule. Told of the situation by Lord
Dufferin, Queen Victoria criticised her ‘foolish marriage’.35 Clearly,
her advice on making the right match had been to no avail.

Queen Victoria wanted to do more than just correspond with the
royal women of India. In 1876 she suggested that a new order of
honours be established in India exclusively for women. This was the
Order of the Crown of India, agreed to by Salisbury and Lytton in the
summer of 1877, and intended for notable women of India: female
members of the royal family, Indian princely spouses, vicereines and
other wives of senior Government of India officials.36 It was the only
order in British history ever to be restricted to women. Although
across its existence – no awards were made after 1947 – it became
dominated by Europeans (86 out of 109 Companions in total), half of



the sixteen awards to Indian women came in the first instalment in
1878. Of these some followed the normal hierarchy of the Indian
states: Bamba Singh (the wife of Duleep Singh), the Begums of
Bhopal, the Maharani of Mysore, the Gaekwad of Baroda, the
Begum Sahiba of Hyderabad. Room was also made for the Princess
of Tanjore. And, in a signal that royal marriage was not the only
criteria for inclusion in the order, the Maharani of Kasim Bazar, a
small estate in northern Bengal, was made a Companion for her
contributions to the famine relief campaigns earlier in the decade.
Outside of this order, two other Indian women were elevated to
maharani for their efforts in the famine relief: Sham Moini of Dinajpur
(in Bengal) and Haro Dundari Debia of Siarsol (also in Bengal).37 As
far as the queen was concerned, the native aristocracy of India, so
important to the stability of the Raj, included women, even if their
role was a minor one. The investiture ceremonies that followed
certainly confirmed the secondary status of these women at court.38

At Hyderabad, the nizam was simply sent a packet containing the
regalia and left to pass it on to his consort. At her investiture the
Gaekwad of Baroda was screened off, with the wife of the British
resident pinning on the new order. In Tanjore there was a more
formal event, but the princess’s acceptance speech was read out on
her behalf. Only in Mysore did the maharani appear in public and
read out an address. However, despite their seclusion, there could
be no doubting the personal connection that the new order
established with the queen. At Kasim Bazar, the maharani read out
her acceptance speech in Bengali from behind a screen, praising the
queen as the ‘monarch of the world’ and the ‘sovereign Mother of
India’.

So, by the time she became empress, Queen Victoria had made
links to a small but devoted sisterhood of Indian female rulers. Her
Indian royal admirers were reformers, moderately independent in
their personal lives, and in the administration of their state. In the
next generation, a different type of royal progressive emerged,
reformist not so much in power, which they did not exercise, but in
their attitudes towards the place of women in Indian society. Two



maharani stand out: Suniti Devi, the wife of the Maharaja of Cooch
Behar, and Chimnabai, the consort of the Gaekwar of Baroda. Cooch
Behar was a small state in the north-east of Bengal. The maharaja
married the daughter of Chandra Sen, the leader of the Brahmo
Sumaj, an unusual pairing of a Calcutta progressive and a small
royal dynasty.39 Suniti joined her husband in attending the queen’s
jubilee celebrations in London in the summer of 1887, staying on
until the following year. Recalling the visit over three decades later
she painted a picture of unconventional intimacy at the English court:
face to face kissing on being presented to the queen, and dancing.
What was excluded from her later account was also significant – the
story of her dress. Already en route to England, she and the
maharaja received word that Queen Victoria wished the Indian royal
visits to her jubilee to appear in their ‘native dress’. For the Cooch
Behar couple this presented a slight problem, as they had already
been tailored and kitted out in European finery as they passed
through Calcutta at the beginning of their trip. Hasty rearrangements
were made with tailors en route. When they appeared at court all
was in place; that is to say, Suniti wore a sari, but unlike at home her
head was uncovered. Never one to miss a trick, the queen noted the
substitute clothing – ‘a sort of Eastern dress of European materials’ –
and observed that the maharaja had arrived without his diamonds.40

The couple’s son, inevitably named Victor, was born on their return
to Bengal, with Queen Victoria as godmother. Over time Suniti went
on to fashion herself as a western-style matriarch at her own court,
wearing European dress. She also developed an expertise on the
role of women in Indian history. She authored a biography of
Buddha’s wife, Yasodhara, a study of Rajputana princesses, and an
account of women in the Mahabharata and the Ramayana.41 Suniti’s
later verdict on Queen Victoria was fairly formulaic – ‘a good wife, a
good mother, and a good woman all round’ – yet her autobiography
places her time spent with the queen as a formative moment in her
life, presaging her emergence as a public presence alongside her
husband.



An even more globetrotting royal couple were the Gaekwar of
Baroda and his second wife, Shrimant Lakshmibai Mohite (1871–
1958), who became Chimnabai II on their marriage in 1885.
Sayajirao had been placed on the gaddi (throne) of Baroda following
the infamous attempt to murder the British resident Colonel Phayre.
Chimnabai was in purdah. As a couple, they too met with the queen,
on two occasions, in 1892 and 1900.42 As the Gaekwar described in
an article published after their second visit, Chimnabai ‘enjoys [in
Britain] to the full the liberty she lacks in Baroda’, where women
remained in seclusion, and ‘not even myself can at the present time
lift up the veil’.43 Chimnabai herself developed this narrative of
European modernity and Indian conservatism into a political
programme. Her encyclopaedic primer for social reform led by
women, The Position of Women in Indian Life, published in 1911 to
coincide with the coronation of George V and Queen Mary, had royal
exemplars leading the way: Razia Begum (the Sultana of Delhi in the
thirteenth century), Nur Jahan (the wife of Jahangir), Ahalya Bai (the
Queen of Malwa in the eighteenth century), the present Begum of
Bhopal, and Queen Victoria, under whose ‘sway’ the greatest empire
the world had ever known had expanded.44 Chimnabai went on to
become an influential voice in the women’s movement in India,
supporting the Gaekwar’s efforts to open up education to girls in
Baroda. In these ways, courtly encounters with Queen Victoria
served as important rites of passage for a younger generation of
royal women in India, signifying their membership of a small club of
consorts.

Daughters
Revered as a mother of India, Queen Victoria was careful not to be
drawn into the politics of gender. The woman question in India took
centre stage as philanthropists in Britain developed India as a field of
mission, and predominantly Hindu reform movements in India
challenged the traditions of caste and family life. The queen’s own
interest in the condition of women in India dated back to the late
1860s. In 1867 she met Manockjee Cursetjee, on a visit to London,



drumming up support for schools in Bombay.45 The following year
she was introduced to Mary Carpenter, pioneer of the ‘ragged’
school movement in England, who also travelled to India.46 And in
1870 Keshub Chandra Sen, of the Brahmo Sumaj, visited the
Palace.47 These meetings bore fruit. In 1870 Carpenter established
the National Indian Association in London, with Sen leading the
partner organisation in India. Amongst its aims was the raising of
support and awareness of schools for girls in India, a project that
was secular in character, explained Carpenter, upholding the
queen’s pledge of 1858 not to interfere in Indian religion.48 In 1874,
Queen Victoria deputed her second daughter, Alice, to be president
of the NIA, an honorary role fulfilled from afar in Darmstadt in Hesse,
where she was consort to Louis IV, the Grand Duke of Hesse, until
her death four years later. In India, Mary Carpenter continually used
the name of the queen to support her activities. In 1876 she
presented the queen’s Highland journals as gifts on her travels and
brought home addresses and small tokens of gratitude for the queen
from her trip.49

A decade later, the queen’s daughter-in-law, Louise, the Duchess
of Connaught, took up the cause. The only female royal ever to have
lived in India, until Edwina Mountbatten arrived for a brief stay in
1947, Louischen played an active auxiliary role alongside her
husband when he was based in Poona and Bombay as commander-
in chief of the Bombay army. They both learned Hindi and tried it out
in public. Louischen joined the Bombay governor’s forceful wife,
Lady Reay, in fundraising in the city for schools and hospitals,
coming to know the Sorabji family, who were the mainstay of the
Poona Female Training College, and of the Victoria High School,
which opened in September 1888. Some of this she described in
detail to the queen in regular letters home.50 Most significant,
however, was her support for female education. In addition to aiding
the Sorabjis, she made a series of visits around the presidency to
see female training colleges. On these occasions it was usually her
husband who spoke on her behalf, the duke explaining that she in
turn was speaking on behalf of the queen. On one occasion – at



Rajkot in 1889 – this ventriloquism was dispensed with, and
Louischen spoke in public, probably the only female member of the
queen’s wider family to do so in her lifetime.51 In this way, through
the patronage first of Mary Carpenter and then of her own family,
Queen Victoria’s name was associated with the development of
Indian schools for girls and young women.

Another Indian female cause to which the queen gave her
blessing was nursing and the provision of hospitals for women in
India, especially pregnant women. In 1882, Lord Ripon, the viceroy
of India, had passed on to the queen the evidence of Pandita
Ramabai, given to a government enquiry, about the problems in
providing expert maternity care.52 This testimony was followed up in
1883 by the dramatic case of the Maharani of Panna, who petitioned
the queen via an English missionary, Elizabeth Bielby. The queen
was sympathetic, but wary of becoming caught up with missionary
endeavour. The episode turned complicated and toxic when it
became clear that maharaja and maharani were at odds, and that
Miss Bielby was a loose cannon.53 However, the idea was planted.
Two years later, Queen Victoria met with another pioneer, Mary
Scharlieb, and, with no missionary in sight, gave full endorsement to
her work in Madras, becoming patron of Scharlieb’s Caste Hospital
for Women in the city. The queen’s ‘moral influence’ was deemed
indispensable to this venture.54 Around the same time, Queen
Victoria gained a new ally in the reform of Indian nursing at the seat
of the Indian government in the person of Lady Dufferin, who
accompanied her husband, the new viceroy, out to India at the end
of 1884. Before she left, there was the customary audience with the
queen.55 Once Lady Dufferin had arrived in Calcutta, and then
Simla, her ideas took shape.

The ‘National Association for Supplying Female Medical Aid to
the Women of India’, or the ‘Countess of Dufferin Fund’ as it became
known, was the single largest project of philanthropy outside Britain
to which the queen’s name was attached in her lifetime. Henry
Ponsonby, her private secretary, hinted at its magnitude, probably
unintentionally, referring to it as the ‘Women of India Fund’.56 The



Fund raised money both for medical schools and hospitals,
specifically to train up Indian nurses who would then work in
dedicated women’s hospitals. Launched in July 1885, the project
was emphatic in its neutrality on questions of race and religion.
Missionaries would not be employed, and, although English women
and men would be hired as medical teachers and senior staff in the
hospitals, the bulk of the investment would go into the future
education of Indian nursing expertise.57 Initially, Lady Dufferin did not
risk associating the queen’s name with a start-up scheme. However,
within a few days, the queen had insisted that she do so. Once royal
assent was granted, the queen became part of the brand image. Her
own contribution was modest – £100 – but a ‘Queen-Empress Gold
Medal’ was struck using that sum, and given as a prize to the best
students.58 In 1887, with the queen’s backing, Lady Dufferin led a
widely publicised drive for donations, using the golden jubilee
celebrations as the draw. Income from donations leapt from around
£650 to £3,500 within the space of twelve months.59

Over the next decade or so, the ‘Countess of Dufferin Fund’ grew
in size and reach, with successive vicereines – Lady Lansdowne,
Countess Elgin and Lady Curzon – all presiding over the scheme. By
1896, seventy hospitals had been established and around 3 million
women had been treated. On Lady Dufferin’s return to Britain in
1888 she set up a UK branch, with another royal, the Princess of
Wales, as president.60 The medical establishment in Britain sniped at
its work, deeming it amateurish. The queen’s physician Joseph
Fayrer chipped in with objections too.61 Over time the Fund has
been criticised as an example of Victorian bourgeois do-gooding,
shipped out, all its prejudices intact, to India. However, it was a
success, not least because of the queen’s patronage. As the hike in
donations at the time of the golden jubilee in 1887 demonstrated,
substantial support came in precisely because the queen gave her
backing.62 The Fund was careful to uphold the queen’s 1858 pledge
– the principle of non-sectarian support – taking action against local
branches that employed missionaries as teachers or doctors, and
coming down hard on any reports of proselytising.63 Despite the



exhortation to draw back the purdah, included in Rudyard Kipling’s
poem, ‘For the Women’ (1887), penned for the opening of Lady
Aitchison’s hospital in Lahore, lifting the veil was never part of the
organisation’s modus operandi.64 More than anything else, the Fund
ensured that the queen was revered as a caring monarch. In the
longer term the Fund left a legacy of memorial hospitals and nursing
scholarship funds patronised by the monarch. The Fund also created
a problem: the royal touch could be decisive, and there were many
other causes deserving of the queen’s patronage.

For, as the ‘mother of India’, a flood of claims now arrived at the
queen’s door. Religion could hardly be set on one side with many of
them. Campaigners for change in the law applying to child-widows
appealed to the queen, with a concerted attempt in 1887 to
gatecrash the golden jubilee. Reformers took up the case of
Rukhmabai, a child bride (now grown-up), making a direct call on the
queen to intervene and change the law by decree. Behramji
Malabari, one of the Indian supporters of Rukhmabai, claimed in the
Indian Spectator that the queen stood for ‘free’ and not enforced
widowhood: she ‘has been a living Sati all these years’. He also
pointed out that the queen herself was the daughter of a widow who
had remarried.65 The ‘Rukhmabai Defence Committee’, led by
Mancherjee Bhownagree and others, including Adelaide Manning of
the National India Association, tried to raise sufficient funding to take
the case to the Privy Council, where the queen was advised on
cases brought for appeal, and by such pressure shame Lord
Dufferin, the viceroy, into taking action.66 Three years later, the
campaign revived when Malabari visited England and a women’s
petition bearing hundreds of signatures was presented to the queen.
Despite the mediation of Manning at the India Office, Ponsonby
refused to let the queen’s name be used as an endorsement on the
grounds that it would offend Hindu opinion in India.67 Even without
getting involved, the queen was assumed to have a direct interest in
the issue.

Purdah was another Indian convention in which Queen Victoria
declined to interfere. Emancipating Hindu and Muslim women from



domestic seclusion became one of the western missionary societies’
principal campaigns of the late nineteenth century.68 The queen was
held out as an example of a widow who lived out her virtuous life in
public, invoked in vernacular biographies circulated by evangelicals,
in homely anecdotes retold in stories of missionary labours and in
instructive literature aimed at women. For example, reworking an
episode from the queen’s More Leaves, one missionary used a
picture of her reading the Bible to a sick old man as a lecture aid.69

The Telugu Zenana Magazine, a reforming periodical published in
Madras, began its first issue with a feature on the queen.70 As with
the agitation around Rukhmabai, missionaries tried to cash in on the
queen’s two jubilees. In 1887 in Delhi, the Baptist Missionary Society
held a ‘ladies durbar’, attended by over 700 women in purdah,
together with girls and boys from zenana schools, each of the
children given medals stamped with the insignia of the queen.71

Significantly, the queen did give tacit support to breaking the custom
of purdah in China. In 1897 Queen Victoria accepted two tracts
documenting the conditions of Chinese women from the Church of
England Zenana Mission Society, but there is no record that she was
ever presented with equivalent literature about India.72 Queen
Victoria was of course no stranger to the zenana. She had met the
Begum of Awadh back in 1856; during 1885 Lady Dufferin described
in her letters home her own visits to Indian women in purdah; whilst
the Duchess of Connaught passed on to the queen her account of
Brahmo Sumaj ladies who opposed purdah.73 Safely returned from
India, the Duke of Connaught turned out for the Bible Society,
endorsing its stance on reforming the zenana.74 However, as the
missionaries knew full well, in India, the queen’s own hand was
invisible. For example, in 1890, Charles Townsend, a visiting Baptist
and Liberal party activist, complained of a pamphlet he had been
given on his arrival. Drawn up by a panchayat of pandits and
translated into many vernaculars, it reminded ‘All Faithful Hindoos’
that the queen’s proclamation of 1858 guaranteed religious
neutrality, and therefore she could be counted on to stop the
activities of lady missionaries in the zenanas.75



In these ways female missionaries tried to work the queen’s
famed omnipotence to their advantage, just as their male
counterparts were attempting the same over alcohol and opium.
There were other instances of this tactic. Opponents of the
Contagious Diseases regulations, introduced in India in cantonment
towns in the 1860s, circulated the rumour that the queen was
opposed to the measure, her concern heightened as she had
daughters of her own.76 However, Queen Victoria kept out of the
missionary mania generally, no more so than when it touched upon
religious sensitivities around the domestic sphere, keen as she was
to avoid the evangelical fervour that had beset India before 1857.
Her courtiers understood these limits, being careful to lend her name
to schemes of education and nursing that were modernising, but not
invasive of Indian culture. The queen’s reputation as a benign
matriarch remained intact. Her reputation for philanthropy grew
without undermining her status as a totem of toleration.77 Social
reformers were not the only ones mobilising the queen. As ‘mother of
India’, she became central to the Indian political imaginary as well.
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CHAPTER 10

PATRIOT QUEEN

he murder of Lord Mayo, her fourth viceroy, in February 1872
shocked Queen Victoria. The news was telegraphed direct to
Windsor Castle four days after the fatal attack at Port Blair on

the Andaman Islands in the Bay of Bengal, a British penal
settlement. She pasted the telegram into her journal.1 Mayo’s
assailant, Sher Ali Afridi, was assumed to be a Wahabi, an Islamic
sect, some of whose followers were committed to jihad. Three
months earlier, one of Mayo’s senior colleagues, John Paxton
Norman, the chief justice of the Calcutta High Court, had also been
killed, on the steps of the Town Hall by a suspected Wahabi, a
Punjabi named Abdullah. In the event neither assassin was proved
to be a jihadist. But the panic over Muslim ‘fanaticism’ was unabated
and undiscriminating. In 1871, in an inquiry commissioned by Lord
Mayo, it was claimed that several fatwas had even been issued
against the queen herself.2 Her alarm lingered over several months,
from receiving the telegram accounts of Mayo’s death in February,
through to May, when Mayo’s widow came to Windsor and recounted
the viceroy’s dying moments, and on into August, when she met with
Major Owen Tudor Burne, Mayo’s private secretary, who had been at
his side when he was slain. Burne told the queen that ‘powerful
Wahabees at Calcutta’ were behind the deadly deed.3 Safe haven at



court was found for both: Lady Mayo became a lady-in-waiting, and
Burne was taken on as Argyll’s political aide-de-camp.

Political assassinations were in fact rare in India. There were only
three more such killings during Queen Victoria’s reign, all in 1897,
described in the next chapter. Queen Victoria stood more chance of
being assassinated at home in Britain than her representatives did in
India. She survived eight attempts on her life.4 In contrast India
simmered with loyalism throughout her years of direct rule,
conditional at times, but instant when required. When the queen
survived her eighth assassination attempt in 1882, over 100
memorials and addresses poured in from India to congratulate her
on her escape. Nationalism in India never assumed the violent or
separatist form that it did in other parts of the British Empire such as
Ireland. Indeed, the nascent years of Indian nationalism saw the
apotheosis of Queen Victoria’s popularity. Why was this so? This
chapter explores the place of Queen Victoria within early Indian
nationalism, in both its Hindu and Muslim variants. It also considers
a different kind of nationalism – the views of the Anglo-Indian
community – which were never more virulent than in 1883, when the
reforming viceroy, Lord Ripon, tried to increase Indian representation
in the judicial system. For the queen had many Indian subjects, only
some proved to be less subject than others.

Voices of India
By holding out a broader definition of imperial subjectivity, the
queen’s proclamation of 1858 gave new life to Indian reformers. The
language of loyalty and adherence to the royal pledge became a
conspicuous element in the rhetoric of Indian patriotism in the 1860s
and 1870s, both amongst Hindus and Muslims. Before the rebellion
of 1857 the queen had hardly figured in the petitions and memorials
sent to Britain from civic and political associations in India. After
1858 she was rarely absent. The British Indian Association of
Calcutta, founded in 1851 by Bengali zamindars and the city’s
merchants, registered this transformation. The BIA was most
fulsome in its praise for the queen, hailing ‘with delight the



proclamation of our gracious sovereign whereby she assumed the
direct administration of her Asiatic empire’. The editor of the BIA’s
mouthpiece, the Hindu Patriot (est. 1853), Kristo Das Pal, penned
anonymously a pamphlet declaring Hindu fidelity to the queen, and it
was he who wrote the ‘native’ address presented to the Prince of
Wales during his stay in Calcutta in 1875–6.5 Such sentiments were
not limited to Bengal, coming from further afield too. For example,
faith in the words of the queen came from the Indian members of the
East India Association, an organisation set up in 1868. For example,
Dadabhai Naoroji, later one of the first Indian MPs in Parliament,
invoked the proclamation of 1858 in his plea for Indian reform.6
There was something exclusively Indian about the idea of the queen
as a benign force, looking out for the interests of her subjects
overseas.

Of late, historians have not been sympathetic to these early
generations of Indian nationalists. Their place in the pantheon of
patriots and martyrs of the modern Indian republic is uncertain. Not
only was theirs the voice of an elite, but they modelled their political
aspirations on a western European version of nationalism.7
Conditions for nationalism in India were there – through the
expansion of education, urbanisation and the opening up of the
public sphere – yet it was a slow-burning process, not least because
its leaders were so wrapped up in playing the game the British way.8
Such a way of writing the early history of Indian nationalism throws
out the baby with the bath water. There was nothing automatic about
devotion to the Crown. It was there for a reason. The proclamation of
1858 was the only statement of its kind in the world, in which a
monarch made a pledge to a subject population. Loyalism was
deployed as a political device, a language of politics, enabling Indian
reformers to push back the envelope of colonial power as much as
possible.

After 1858 the queen became more important than the British
Parliament for many Indian reformers. The language of the queen’s
proclamation of 1858 had asserted a direct relationship between
monarch and Indian subject: were not Indians and Britons in India



therefore entitled to expect a royal remedy to their problems? Such a
claim was tested in 1871 when a petition of grievances was sent
from India. Co-ordinated from Kanpur, the petition had been signed
by hundreds of townspeople, Indian and European, from across the
North-West Provinces.9 Although the petition was discussed in
Parliament, it was addressed to the queen. She was requested to set
up a commission to investigate a long list of concerns: the Indian
financial deficit, the public works programme, the income tax, the
powers of the viceroy and the composition of his Legislative Council,
and the state of the Indian army. Despite a powerful speech by
Henry Fawcett, the radical MP for Brighton, the House of Commons
refused the request for a Royal Commission on India. Liberals –
Fawcett’s own party – argued that as a parliamentary select
committee on Indian finances had just been established, there was
no need for a Royal Commission. It was a significant rebuke. Despite
the transfer of power, Parliament jealously guarded its privileges,
and, in Britain, that meant restraining the prerogative powers of the
Crown. There would be no royal initiative.

Here lay a curious paradox, one that would dominate Anglo-
Indian radical politics until independence in 1947. The most doughty
proponents of Indian reform in Britain were themselves no lovers of
royalty. As the honorific title of ‘MP for India’ transferred from one
radical to the next – John Bright to Henry Fawcett to Charles
Bradlaugh – it passed from the mildly republican end of the spectrum
to the most extreme. A dialogue of the deaf ensued. Much of the
explicit loyalism to the Crown that was a marked feature of the
reform movement in India became diluted in the metropole. The
cause of India was pressed into the mould of domestic radicalism, or
it was hitched to the cause of the Irish Home rule, which was much
further than most Indians wished to go. The queen’s proclamation of
1858 was never mentioned by British friends of India. So when the
first Indians came forward as candidates for Parliament in Britain,
they did so under the auspices of advanced radicalism, their loyalism
to the queen held in check. The first campaign came in 1885 – that
of Lalmohan Ghose at Deptford. Then, in 1886, Ghose stood once



more, and was again unsuccessful, as was Naoroji. Naoroji made his
credentials clear – ‘I am an Indian subject of the Queen’ – and stated
his aspiration to be the representation of 250 million people. But in
his campaign he stuck to English issues, home rule and the like, and
made no reference to India.10 To be taken seriously as radicals in
Britain, Indians left their loyalism at home.

Back in India, however, loyalism and radicalism remained in
tandem, even when a more critical tone developed during the years
of Lord Lytton’s viceroyalty. Take, for example, the Poona Sarvajanki
Sabha, founded in 1878, and often seen as the birthplace of Indian
nationalism. The Poona Sabha’s starting point was the ‘broken
pledges’ of the 1833 Charter and of the 1858 proclamation regarding
Indian entry into the Civil Service. It also condemned the way in
which Lytton’s famine policy had deviated from the paternalistic
promises made in the queen’s speech at the opening of Parliament
in 1877. In 1880 the Poona Sabha issued an ‘Address to the free
electors of the United Kingdom’, decrying the Government of India’s
‘contravention of Parliamentary Statutes and Royal proclamations’,
and, when a Liberal parliamentary majority was secured, the Sabha
issued another address, including amongst its many demands a
‘royal’ commission of inquiry into Indian affairs.11 The Bengalee took
imperial loyalism to a different level, stating in 1877 that, if only
Queen Victoria would visit India, she would awaken a semi-dormant
‘loyalty to her person as distinguished from loyalty to the throne –
such as has rarely been witnessed since the day when Germans,
Magyars, Croats and Slavs exclaimed with one voice that they would
stand by their King [sic] Maria-Theresa, an Empress Queen like
ours?’12 Loyalism did not come more effusive than this.

Muslim leaders in India also pledged allegiance to the queen
after 1858. At the time of the 1857 rebellion, there was a widely held
British view that the uprising was an Islamic jihad, not least because
the mutineers placed the last Mughal king, Bahadur Shah, back on
his throne at Delhi. In that context, loyal Muslims had a steeper hill to
climb than Hindus, for, not unlike English Catholics in the same era,
they needed to demonstrate that their loyalty to the head of their faith



could coincide with their allegiance to the Crown. The most eloquent
and persistent proponent of Muslim loyalism during Queen Victoria’s
reign was Syed Ahmed Khan, a lawyer and educationist, who had
worked for the East India Company before 1857, and whose father
and grandfather had both served in the Mughal court at Delhi in its
twilight years. In the aftermath of the 1857 uprising Syed Khan took
on the leading English historian of the mutiny, John Kaye, and
challenged his claims that Muslim disloyalty lay at the heart of the
revolt. Syed Khan’s privately printed pamphlet pointed up the causes
of rebellion: ignorance, neglect, interference by the British,
misunderstanding by Indians, but not disloyalty founded on Islamic
ideology. Syed Khan welcomed the queen’s proclamation of 1858. It
was ‘merciful and considerate’, possibly even of divine origin, he
wrote.13 A decade or so later, at the height of the Wahabi panic in
the early 1870s, Syed Khan restated the grounds of Muslim loyalty to
the Crown. William Hunter, stalwart of the viceregal administration,
had written a provocative pamphlet questioning whether Muslims
could ever be loyal subjects of the queen. Hunter argued that Sunni
Muslims owed their loyalty to an extra-territorial power, the Sultan of
Turkey, head of the Islamic caliphate. Syed Khan carefully unpicked
Hunter’s argument, demonstrating that there was no contradiction in
Indian Muslims being faithful to their own religion as well as to
Queen Victoria.14 The same case was put even more strongly by the
Mahomedan Literary Society of Calcutta two years earlier. Speakers
at one of its monthly meetings concluded that India was a true state
of Darul Islam despite the Christian Queen Victoria being the
sovereign. Under the queen’s protection Muslims were free to
worship according to their faith. Moreover, Queen Victoria was the
staunchest ally of the Sultan of Turkey. She had received him at her
court, and on more than one occasion her government had taken his
side against Tsarist Russia. To undertake jihad against the British in
India would therefore be to break faith with the caliphate.15 In this
way Muslim loyalty was far less conditional than that of Hindu
nationalists: it sought fuller inclusion in the Raj, rather than further
constitutional reform.



Indian Muslim associations looked to the queen as their guardian.
Education and not political activity became their route to imperial
citizenship. Syed Khan led a campaign to set up college at Aligarh
for young Muslim men, an enterprise that he declared would be
under the ‘protection of the Empress’. Funding came in from the
Government of India, and from the leaders of several princely states,
Muslim and Hindu alike: the Nizam of Hyderabad, the Nawab of
Rampur, the Maharajas of Benares and Vizanagram, amongst
others. On 8 January 1877, the new Mohammedan Anglo-Oriental
College opened its doors, the ceremony performed by Lord Lytton,
en route back to Calcutta from the Imperial Assemblage, giving the
queen’s new title of empress its first official outing after the
proclamation a week earlier. Twenty years later the college was
going strong: twenty-four staff, across the college and its school
annexe, with over four hundred pupils.16 Here was loyalty to the
Crown based on working with, and not against, the Raj. At the
opening ceremony of the College, Syed Khan described Indian
Muslims as ‘useful subjects of the Crown’, their loyalty stemming not
from ‘servile submission’, but because of a ‘genuine appreciation of
the blessings of good government’. His son went further – for him
there was no distinction between the government and the queen:
‘British rule in India and the person of the Empress were one and the
same thing.’17

So there was a gulf of difference between Hindu and Muslim
loyalism in the quarter-century after 1858. In each case, however,
the queen was central and not incidental to their schemes. For Hindu
nationalists the queen, in the shape of the 1858 proclamation,
provided the very justification for political activity. For Muslims, the
queen offered protection as they ventured into the public sphere
through educational reform. Performing loyalty to the Crown became
a tried and trusted means of asserting an Indian presence in the civic
spaces allowed by the Raj. At no time was this better exemplified
than in the outpouring of sentiment at the time of Queen Victoria’s
escape from assassination in March 1882. Aside from the two
jubilees of 1887 and 1897 this was the single largest volley of



memorials sent to Queen Victoria from India.18 They came from all
over India, without official intervention, mainly from princes,
chambers of commerce and municipal associations. Conspicuous
amongst the memorialists were two associations from the vanguard
of Muslim and Hindu associational life: the Mahomedan Literary
Society of Calcutta, and the residents of Poona, seedbed of Hindu
nationalism.19 To understand the wave of loyalism to the queen-
empress at this particular moment, we need to turn to the viceroyalty
of Lord Ripon.

Ripon engel appan20

There were not many radical viceroys in the British Raj. Arguably,
there was only ever one: George Robinson, the 1st Earl of Ripon.
Sandwiched between two Tories, Lords Lytton and Dufferin, and
selected by William Gladstone, whose own tiptoeing towards
radicalism had by the 1880s become a sprint, Ripon’s appointment
‘astounded’ Queen Victoria. Never before had she had to contend
with such a clean slate: a new Liberal government at home and a
new Liberal government in India. Elevated to the House of Lords in
1871, Ripon’s politics and his faith seemed to take one
unconventional turn after another, as he converted to Catholicism,
embraced the co-operative movement, and supported the moderate
strain of Irish nationalism.21 Arriving in India in June 1880 he made it
clear that he had come with his liberal baggage intact. The new
viceroy told the Poona Sabha that he would honour Lord Canning’s
treaty sannads granted to the Indian chiefs in the 1860s. He
promised the Corporation of Calcutta that he would treat the queen’s
subjects in India ‘with the same equal justice, the same
consideration, and the same regard for their interests’ as ‘the
Englishmen who dwell most near to her throne’. And he assured the
Mahomedan Literary Society of Calcutta that he would act ‘strictly
upon the Queen’s Proclamation’ in regard to religious impartiality.22

Ripon quickly got down to work, undoing some of Lytton’s legislation,
and introducing much of his own. Out went the unpopular (and
largely ineffective) Vernacular Press Act of 1878. In came India’s first



factory legislation. Commissions were tasked with reforming
agricultural conditions in Bengal, and improving education. Ripon
tampered with the Arms Act, another Lytton measure of 1878, and
the bane of Indian nationalists. Fighting off the views of his own
council, he reduced the salt tax.23

Two measures in particular cemented Ripon’s reputation as a
reformer. Firstly, in May 1882, Ripon’s council introduced an elective
element to local government in the provinces of India, devolved
responsibility for public works, education and financial
administration, and gave further tax-raising powers to municipal,
district and local boards.24 It was the first major concession of
representative institutions by the British in India, although over time
the process of adoption was drawn out and choked by official
resistance. ‘Ripon’ town halls and other municipal edifices were
erected, most strikingly at Madras, but also at Multan in the Punjab.
Secondly, and more controversially, Ripon attempted to resolve the
issue as to whether native Indian judges could preside over the trials
of Europeans in the district courts. The Criminal Procedure
Amendment Bill, or the ‘Ilbert bill’ as it quickly became known,
denoting the name of the legal member of the Viceroy’s Council,
Courtenay Ilbert, who was charged with drafting the legislation,
broke with tradition. Since Thomas Babington’s Macaulay’s ruling of
1836 – the so-called ‘Black Acts’ – native magistracy had operated in
civil cases in the provincial or mofussil courts, although not in the
presidency towns of Bombay, Calcutta and Madras. But native
judges were effectively excluded from criminal courts with jurisdiction
over Europeans. By 1883, it was clear that action needed to be
taken. The first qualified Indians had now completed the twenty
years of Indian Civil Service required before they were eligible for
appointment to the higher grade of magistrate, and there was now
no legal bar to them judging all cases. It all seemed quite
straightforward. Ilbert, a doyen amongst parliamentary draughtsmen,
the viceroy’s legal adviser, was asked to prepare an amendment that
simply adjusted the judiciary to the passage of time.25 The most civil
of civil servants, Ilbert cannot have expected to go down in history as



the instigator of legislation that triggered the loudest European
backlash of the Raj.

Opposition to the Ilbert bill was fiercest in Calcutta and across
Bengal more generally. In March 1883, the European and Anglo-
Indian Defence Association was formed in Calcutta to co-ordinate
petitions and other pressure-group opposition. The queen’s
proclamation of 1858, and native Indian faith in its promises, came
under fire. The language of the proclamation, declared the anti-Ilbert
bill memorialists, had only been ‘guarded’, leaving everything to
political expedient, and to the ‘unfettered discretion of the
Government’. It was a ‘specious sophism’ to change the law just
because Indians held the queen’s words in such high regard.
Besides, Englishmen in India had a Magna Carta of their own, that of
1215, and it spelled out the inalienable rights of the Englishman
before the law.26 As during previous moral panics, European women
were deemed to be at peril, with much attention drawn to a recent
case of a white women being raped. Most highly prized within the
agitation of Calcutta Europeans was the petition to the viceroy from
the English ladies of Bihar, who pointed out they that too ‘had been
confided to the care of the Queen’. The appeal from women to their
queen, suggested Som Prakash, a Bengali newspaper published in
Changripotta (Shubhashgram), might influence her unduly.27 Indians
pleaded that their patriotism was more powerful, claiming that the
Ilbert bill fulfilled the pledges of the queen’s 1858 proclamation, a far
more important ‘Magna Carta’ than the document of 1215, which
only applied to England.28 A neat irony: the 1858 proclamation was,
after all, exclusively designed for India.

Simultaneously, criticism came from Britain as well. One of
Ilbert’s predecessors as legal member of the Viceroy’s Council and
now a High Court judge in London, James Fitzjames Stephen
penned a series of letters to The Times. He queried Ilbert’s
credentials for the job, and stated that the queen’s proclamation had
‘no legal force whatever’.29 The leader of the opposition, Lord
Salisbury, stepped in too, warning a Birmingham audience at the end
of March of the danger of a man of colour judging a white person.



Salisbury’s Conservative party went on to compile a dossier against
all of Ripon’s policies to date, bundling in local government reform
and the Bengal land commission.30 Ample publicity was given in
Britain to the Calcutta campaign, with most of the missives being
republished in London. In turn, the radical wing of the Liberal party
leaped to Ripon’s deference.31 So, by the time the Viceroy’s Council
returned to its business in May, there was a full-blown reaction
against the Ilbert bill in India and a partisan free-for-all raging in
Britain. For Ripon and Ilbert it was the opposition in India that
weighed most heavily. Ilbert knew that changes were necessary but
he wished to keep the principle of the bill.32 Eventually, a
compromise was reached, with white defendants retaining the right
to have a jury with at least half its membership comprising fellow
Europeans. Ilbert and Ripon, as well as some of the Indian members
of the Legislative Council, held out for the principles of the queen’s
proclamation, but they were in the minority.33 The colour bar was
restored.

Queen Victoria watched on with increasing ‘alarm’ as the Ilbert
bill unravelled: ‘so contrary’, she informed Ripon, ‘to the expectations
which were entertained beforehand of it’. In her first response in late
April, Ponsonby told Ripon on the queen’s behalf that she did not
think he had brought forward the bill ‘rashly’. However, she havered
over whom to blame. Lord Kimberley, the secretary of state for India,
had suggested to her in May that it was an ‘injudicious’ measure,
and she herself told Ripon that the feelings of the European
community might have been ascertained before Ilbert made his
proposal. She hoped Ripon might modify the bill ‘so as to prevent the
bitter antagonism of races’, feelings that had recently shown a
‘decided improvement’.34 As the bill was being revised during the
autumn Queen Victoria wrote again to Ripon, sharing her hopes that
the Duke of Connaught’s impending visit to Calcutta might ‘smooth
feelings of antagonism and bitterness’. At the same time, Ponsonby
made discreet enquiries about whether her executive power in India
might definitively settle the question. ‘Kindly explain to me the Indian
constitution,’ he asked an official at the India Office; if the Viceroy’s



Council passed the bill, did it still need to go to the secretary of state
or to Parliament, so that ‘[t]he Queen does not approve or do
anything?’35 Ponsonby rarely pushed without a nudge from the
queen. It was as clear an indication as any of her desire to assert her
prerogative and see through Ripon’s reform.

In January 1884 the Ilbert bill, substantially revised to appease
European objections, was finally passed. The bill and the outcry it
provoked defined Ripon’s viceroyalty. The whites of Calcutta prickled
with indignation. They stayed away from his levée at the end of
1883. Employees of the East India Railway, as well as some of the
European volunteer regiments in Calcutta, publicly demonstrated
their opposition.36 Conversely, Ripon was celebrated as a hero of
Indian nationalism. The closer he appeared to be to the queen’s
pledges to India, the more he was praised. The Poona Sabha
memorialised the queen, requesting that Ripon’s stint as viceroy be
extended. A Marathi verse addressed to the queen lamented Ripon’s
return to England: the viceroy had ‘raised true and everlasting
trophies of thy greatness’. His final months in India were marked by
eulogies in the press and his departure from Bombay in December
1884 saw the kind of festivities that were usually reserved for arriving
royalty.37 Some of his British colleagues, such as Fergusson in
Bombay, could not wait to see him go, but there was no taking away
from the popularity of Ripon, and, by proxy, Indian admiration of the
queen. When Ripon returned to London, he met with Queen Victoria
and told her of the ‘extraordinary loyalty to me [the queen]
personally’ that existed in India. Wilfrid Scawen Blunt, who had raced
over to India to document the white mutineers of Calcutta, summed
up the Ripon effect on India simply if not very elegantly. The Indian
population, he noted, ‘grow yearly more and more estranged from
their Anglo-Indian masters, they yearly look with more and more
hope to England and to her who sits upon the English throne’.38

National Union
The Ilbert bill had sunk a wedge between European and Indian
loyalties to the Crown. The Indian National Congress, formed in



1885, drove it deeper.39 From the beginning, the INC laid claim to
loyalty to the monarch as one of their weapons of choice. The INC
wore their patriotism like a uniform. Every congress meeting closed
out with three cheers for the queen. An ‘airquake’ of hurrahs was
given in her golden jubilee year, or her ‘first half century’ as the INC
memorial ambitiously referred to the anniversary. A triumphal arch
with the words ‘Long live the Empress’ greeted delegates on their
arrival at the INC camp at Allahabad in 1888, and a further three
portraits of the queen and one of the Prince of Wales hung inside the
meeting hall.40 At each gathering speakers took their stand on the
promises of the queen’s proclamation of 1858, ‘cherished as a great
charter’, its pledges embodying ‘the germs of all we aim at now’. In
1894, all the delegates stood up to applaud the famous document.
On three occasions the queen’s letter to Lord Derby, in which she
instructed him to use language in the proclamation that showed
sensitivity to the people of India, was read aloud: by Madan Mohan
Malaviya in 1888, Rungiah Naidu in 1894 and Rahimatulla Sayani in
1896.41 Other delegates referred to the queen as ‘our beloved
mother Empress’. So emphatic was INC loyalty that staid English
observers found it ‘obtrusive’.42 Nothing quite rallied Indian
nationalists as much as the queen’s wise words of 1858.

The loyalist stance of the INC was more than polite rhetoric or
show. The INC called for a relaxation in the laws that prevented
Indians from contributing to the civic life of British India. First and
foremost, the INC wanted the repeal of the Arms Act of 1878, which
banned the carrying of hand weapons. The INC’s main criticism was
that the Arms Act stifled Indian military volunteers. What better
indication of Indian loyalty to the Crown than choosing to serve in its
fighting forces, especially with a covetous neighbour, Russia, bearing
down from the north? As Bipin Chandra Pal, a delegate from Sylhet,
asked at the 1887 Congress:

What . . . are all our professions of loyalty worth in the face of
the Arms Act? The Nizam may offer sixty crores instead of
sixty lacs for the defence of the Empire, ten thousand jubilee
celebrations may be organised, the Government may publicly



acknowledge the sincerity of these loyal demonstrations,
British newspapers may trumpet them forth to the whole
world; but the question is will foreigners believe, will Russia
believe, in the truth and sincerity of these demonstrations in
the face of the Arms Act?

It was a good point. Corps of volunteers existed for Europeans.
There were around thirty by the late 1880s.43 The INC wanted a
taste of the action too. Furthermore, the INC sought to open up
Indian access to the regular army, breaking with the policy of
recruiting exclusively from the ‘martial races’. In 1887 three of the
Congress’s eleven resolutions were related to military service:
removing the Arms Act, establishing Indian volunteer units, and
setting up an Indian military college for the Indian princes wanting an
army commission.

A second measure of radical loyalism taken up by the INC was
the older demand of improving Indian entrance to the Civil Service.
The hostility shown towards Indian magistrates during the Ilbert bill
demonstrated that suspicion of Indians in government administration
was ingrained, even when they had surmounted all the obstacles
placed in their way. The rules had been reviewed and even revised.
But the fundamental problem remained: the tyranny of distance. The
INC made the holding of ICS admission examinations in India a key
demand. It also placed faith in the Indian Public Service Commission
that began its enquiries in 1886, reporting at the end of the following
year, members of the INC giving evidence, only to find its faith
misplaced when the Commission rejected simultaneous
examinations.44 Thirdly, the INC emphasised the essential
Englishness of its political demands. At its first meeting in 1885 the
INC repeated the old demand for a Royal Commission in London to
examine the state of the country and recommend reforms. Delegates
defended institutions such as trial by jury whenever they appeared to
be undermined in India.45 The INC also pressed for the widening of
the representation in the legislative councils of India, in the
presidencies, as well as in the Viceroy’s Executive Council, by
allowing existing civic bodies (chambers of commerce, universities,



district boards and so on) to elect candidates. In 1887 Surendranath
Bannerjee described this entitlement to better representation as one
due to Indians as ‘British subjects’.46 Two years later, a wide-ranging
reform bill was introduced at the Bombay congress. It set out the
INC’s largest demands to date. For advice on details, the INC turned
to one of the most notorious Englishmen of the day: Charles
Bradlaugh.

The choice of Bradlaugh as advocate for the INC made sense in
many ways. He had supported the original Ilbert bill back in 1883,
and, once admitted to the House of Commons in 1886, he lost no
time making good his claim to be ‘member for India’, putting twenty-
seven questions and five motions relating to India before Parliament,
and proving particularly vocal in his criticism of famine policy in
Madras, the plight of the Maharaja of Kashmir and the bias against
Indians trying to enter the ICS.47 In other respects, his politics went
against the grain of the moderate loyalism of the INC. The most
infamous atheist of the Victorian era, his views on religion did not
recommend him to Indian audiences. At best he earned quizzical
sympathy.48 His support for female contraception was not mentioned
by his Indian hosts. Above all, Bradlaugh was a republican. In 1874
he had called for the impeachment of Britain’s royal family, noting in
passing the support given by George III for the rapacity and greed of
Warren Hastings as governor of Bengal in the 1770s. His anti-
monarchism continued as he fought his way into Parliament after
1880. In 1889 he proceeded to attack the payments given from the
civil list to the younger members of the royal family, including the
queen’s eldest grandson, Prince Albert Victor, just then preparing to
visit India.49

Shaking off ill health, Bradlaugh came to India specifically to
attend the INC’s fifth meeting. Whilst he could not take the INC down
a republican road, he did steer it in a much more radical direction.
The second resolution of the Bombay congress reiterated the call for
reform of the Indian councils, first made three years earlier. This
time, however, with Bradlaugh’s input, a two-stage election process
was introduced, not unlike the French and American systems,



whereby voters would elect a primary college that would then both
elect and nominate candidates for the various councils. Stopping
short of direct democracy, Bradlaugh’s plan nonetheless introduced
a popular element, by extending the franchise for the elections to the
primary college to all males over the age of 21, subject to certain
qualification later settled as all those who paid at least 50 rupees
rent, or who paid direct taxes, or whose income was over 150 rupees
per year.50 Bradlaugh set to one side nomination and partial election
by corporate institutions, the hallowed formula for widening the
representation. No one had ever advocated enfranchising so many
Indians before. The details of the bill were rushed into print. Eardley
Norton lauded Bradlaugh’s document as a new ‘Magna Carta’ for
India, but in truth there was little in it that went back to the thirteenth
century find the future.51 Bradlaugh’s bill would have catapulted India
into the democratic unknown. In the new year of 1890 he returned to
Britain with his bill, primed to press it on Parliament as Lord
Salisbury’s government prepared its own legislation on the Indian
Councils. But Bradlaugh never had his day in the sun. The India
Office delayed its plan and, by the time the Indian Council Bill came
before the House of Commons in 1891, Bradlaugh was dead and
buried. Amongst the 3,000 mourners at his funeral was a young
Mohandas Gandhi.

Bradlaugh had been an instant hit in India, although perhaps not
in the way he intended. There was no real change in the careful
loyalism of the INC. Bradlaugh must surely have bristled when he
heard the INC welcome his bill as one ‘founded on the solemn
promises of the Queen’. He cannot have missed how many of the
addresses presented to him at the Bombay meeting – printed on silk
and contained in caskets – combined reverence for the queen-
empress with gratitude for his duties.52 The Indian Councils were
reformed in 1892, but without any further concession to the elective
principle. Indeed, the INC returned to its moderate programme,
limited to calling for a broader base for nominations to council
membership.53 Bombay and Bradlaugh’s visit was a high watermark
in the early years of Indian nationalism. Delegate numbers levelled



off thereafter, only rocketing up again at the INC meetings held
during the First World War. Some successes were scored in Britain.
Naoroji was finally elected to Parliament in 1892 as MP for Finsbury
Central. In 1895 there was a Royal Commission under the
chairmanship of Lord Reginald Welby, a former Treasury official, to
investigate the finances and expenditure of the Indian government.
The INC gave evidence; unsurprisingly the Commission gave the
Indian government a pretty clean bill of health.

In India the INC faced a barrage of criticism, its loyalty to the
Crown contested at every turn. No matter how much the INC
asserted its patriotism, it received short shrift from the governing
classes. Lord Dufferin signed off his viceroyalty at a St Andrew’s Day
dinner at the end of November 1888 by denouncing the INC as a
‘microscopic minority’ bent on exciting ‘hatred against the public
servants of the Crown’ and fomenting military insurrection and
popular revolt, instead of encouraging reform of Hindu social
practices.54 The slightest hint that the INC was stoking dissent
towards the queen was seized on by officials as a conspiracy. For
example, a tract published by the INC in Tamil and circulated in
Madras appeared to liken the Indian empire to a despotism, in which
the queen-empress professed to take an interest in Indians whereas
in fact she ignored all their appeals. From this and other charges
Allan Hume and Eardley Norton defended the INC.55 But the
organisation remained under the severest scrutiny. Its activities
during 1888 were subject to surveillance, as Dufferin turned over the
‘Thugee and Dacoity’ department of Special Branch to monitoring
the INC (as well as other organisations). The INC membership was
also affected by an India Office ruling in 1892 that Indians who held
official appointments could not be members of the INC nor the
temperance movement.56 For the Government of India, patriotism
and politics were an unholy mixture.

For Muslim reformers in particular, the INC’s was a spurious
loyalism. Alarmed at the formation of the INC in 1885, Syed Ahmed
Khan, assisted by the principal of the Anglo-Oriental College,
Theodore Beck, set up the United Indian Patriotic Association (UIPA)



three years later, its mission to dent the appeal of the INC to Muslim
Indians. It was an unusual step, first as a Muslim campaign with an
avowedly political purpose, and secondly, one that ventured beyond
the borders of the North-West Provinces. Drawing in funding from
the Nizam of Hyderabad, amongst others, by 1890 the UIPA had
received support from 53 anjumans promising not to send delegates
to the INC, sent a petition to Parliament with just under 30,000
signatures opposing Bradlaugh’s bill and conducted a publicity
campaign in Britain.57 An effervescent force – it survived no longer
than a year – the UIPA nonetheless niggled away at the INC,
exposing its more vulnerable points, that is to say its
representativeness, and its declared moderation. The UIPA tore into
Bengali Brahmin dominance of the INC, arguing that introducing a
more elective element into Indian’s councils would mean Hindus
outnumbering Muslims four to one, or as Khan put it more
offensively, ‘the whole [Viceroy’s] Council will consist of Babu So-
and-so Mitter, Babu So-and-so Ghose, and Babu So-and-so
Chukerbutty’.58 Here was an early outing of the demonology of
‘Congress-raj’, an Indian future for 30 million Muslims in which the
benign despotism of British rule gave way to Hindu majority rule. In
the late 1880s, this line of attack was flanked by another argument,
namely that the INC’s loyalism was only skin-deep. The INC were,
according to Syed Ali Bilgrami, one of the Nizam of Hyderabad’s
ministers, and prominent member of the UIPA, ‘soi-disant patriots’
playing a ‘subtle trick’ of showing loyalty to the throne whilst throwing
‘seditious abuse at the administration’.59 What the INC really desired
was a republic, claimed Syed Khan; what it would create, warned
Beck, were the conditions for another mutiny.60

There were thus a variety of nationalisms in late nineteenth-
century India. Each had their own version of the queen-empress as
the embodiment of the Raj. For moderate Muslims, such as Syed
Khan, the language of loyalism was a way of fending off the spectre
of Wahabism, as well as the majoritarianism of the INC. In turn, the
INC used the rhetoric of imperial patriotism to contest the policies of
the Raj, and press for the pledges of the proclamation of 1858 to be



upheld and fulfilled. At the same time, as the conflict over the Ilbert
bill revealed, the small but vocal British community in India were
always poised ready to seize the Crown as their property, the
embodiment of rights that were peculiar to the English race. From
afar, Queen Victoria looked on and lamented at what was going on,
anxious at the antagonism between the races. Significantly, one
nation – India – was largely absent from these languages of loyalism
in the late nineteenth-century Raj. Muslims contested the idea of the
political nation based on Hindu predominance, yet also kept the
caliphate at a distance. The INC looked to a wider imperial
citizenship of shared rights across the British Empire. The whites of
the presidency towns clung to a residual sense of Englishness,
defined where it mattered most, in the privileged status they enjoyed
under the law. Historians may look in vain for an authentic or mature
Indian nationalism before 1900. That does not mean that India was
politically quiescent or blindly deferential. The figure of the queen-
empress offered a way of articulating citizenship without talking
about the nation.
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CHAPTER 11

JUJUBILEE

nly in India,’ claimed a Bengali newspaper, observing the
queen’s jubilee celebrations in 1887, was it ‘possible for a
man to set fire to his own dwelling-house in order to enjoy

the lurid spectacle of a great and devastating fire.’ Bangabasi’s
ridicule had two targets. Krishna Chandra Banerjee, the editor,
criticised the British rulers for ‘intoxicating’ the country with
anniversary festivities, and lamented how easily the Indian people
set aside their misery in a show of loyalty. Banerjee suggested that
the ceremonies should be called the ‘jujubilee’.1 In Bengali, a ‘juju’
was an imaginary monster used to frighten children; in Hindi, as in
English, it meant a magical charm. Banerjee’s censure was
understandable. In 1887 and again in 1897, the popularity of Queen
Victoria seemed to reach new heights in India. Jubilee addresses,
gifts and memorials of all shapes and sizes were sent from India on
both occasions. In 1887 there were almost 1,100 loyal addresses
from India, double the combined total of the rest of the colonial
empire, and almost 50 per cent more than were generated back in
Britain. In 1897, there were fewer, but they still ran into the hundreds.
In between the two jubilees, India supplied most of the funding for
the Imperial and Colonial Institute, opened in London in 1893 as a
permanent memorial of the first jubilee.2



How much of an exercise in orchestrated loyalty were the two
Indian jubilees of 1887 and 1897? The Government of India had
good reason to take matters into its own hands on both occasions.
The viceroyalty of Lord Ripon unleashed new forms of popular
politics in India, particularly through the expansion of municipal
government. At the end of 1885, the Indian National Congress held
its first meeting, wrapping its demands for reform in the rhetoric of
loyalism, but calling for change nonetheless. It was potentially a
heady brew. A decade later, in 1897, Indian opinion remained
unpredictable, as famine ravaged most of the country, cholera broke
out in Bombay, its impact deepened by the heavy-handed and
insensitive measures of control implemented by the colonial
authorities, and a massive earthquake hit Bengal. Three British
officials were assassinated during the jubilee celebrations of that
year.

At the same time, there was much that was spontaneous, and a
great deal that was distinctly regional about the Indian jubilees.
Patriotism by fiat only went so far; local communities did the rest of
the work, and from the abundance of surviving evidence it is possible
to chart the extent and the limits of Indian loyalism at the height of
the Victorian era. The chapter that follows compares and contrasts
these two royal jubilees in India, and in the decade that intervened
tells the story of how Indian efforts kept alive the flagging fortunes of
the Imperial and Colonial Institute in London.

Managing Loyalty: The Golden Jubilee of 1887
If it had not been for Indian enthusiasm Queen Victoria’s first jubilee
might never have happened. In the late summer of 1886, the India
Office opened discussions with Lord Dufferin, the viceroy, about if,
when and how Queen Victoria’s jubilee might be marked in India. At
home the queen made it known that she expected a thanksgiving
ceremony in Westminster Abbey around 21 June (the day of her
accession): ‘a short plain service without a sermon’. Later she added
a naval or army review and requested the attendance in London of a
guard drawn from colonial and Indian cavalry regiments, as well as



some of the Indian princes.3 She also held out for a new Albert
memorial, this time an equestrian one. Brushing aside advice, she
insisted that the monies raised for a philanthropic project by the
‘Women’s Jubilee Offering’ be spent on the statue, a bronze work by
Joseph Boehm, unveiled in 1890 in Windsor Great Park, complete
with an inscription around its pedestal in English, Gaelic, Latin and
Sanskrit, the latter provided by Professor Max Müller, detailing the
dedication, ‘a token of love and loyalty from the daughters of her
Empire’.4 Whilst the Albert Memorial in Kensington Gardens had
hailed a Renaissance prince, closer to home Queen Victoria wanted
a reminder of her consort’s imperial vision.

No such follies were proposed in India – not on this occasion
anyway. Dufferin suggested a distribution of honours, and a release
of debtors from prison. Richard Cross, the secretary of state for
India, went along with this, concerned only that expenditure on
celebrations in India should be as limited as possible.5 There this
desultory conversation closed for a few months. Meanwhile, in India,
plans for the jubilee unfolded with more speed. Assuming that 1
January – the anniversary of the Imperial Assemblage – would be
the jubilee day, preparations commenced in Madras and Bombay
during the autumn of 1886.6 In November, Dufferin and Cross
resumed their dialogue, deciding that India’s jubilee would be held
before the main event in Britain, but in the middle of February, before
the onset of the heat and the rains. The queen disliked this proposed
‘celebration by anticipation’.7 Confirmation of the date for India’s
jubilee came just in time to put a brake on preparations already
under way. However, the viceroy’s office only gave guidance in mid-
January as to how the jubilee holiday should be observed. A
telegram of 17 January encouraged the ‘usual’ celebrations:
fireworks, illuminations and a feeding of the poor. Three weeks later
the viceroy sent a kharita to all native rulers and to all senior officials
in British India, confirming arrangements. The viceroy’s office also
circulated a sample text to be used in formal speeches and
addresses. It described the highlights of the queen’s reign,
emphasised her personal virtues and listed the benefits of her rule



over the ‘teeming millions’ of India: peace, the spread of railways
and other public works, and improvements in education. Then, in a
heavy-handed move, the government stipulated that all addresses of
congratulation had to be approved by British officials. Public money
would only be available for illuminations, and localities were
encouraged to save some of the funds raised for permanent
memorials, in the shape of public buildings and municipal facilities.8

For an event of such significance, it was all very hurried, with
barely one month’s notice of official plans for the jubilee. But last
minute did not mean light touch. The viceroy’s officials explained that
‘we do not want to take the initiative but we wish to know as early as
possible what is intended’.9 As coded statements go, this one
covered all bases. Government outlay would be minimal, but its
oversight extensive. In the days leading up to 16 February, localities
sent on to the Government of India detailed plans of proposed
events, together with the text of the local address to be sent to the
queen. Inevitably, some Indian princes and chiefs wanted to do
things as grandly as possible. The Maharaja of Mysore sent an ivory
flower-stand depicting Lakshmi, whilst the Raja of Travancore gifted
an ornamental figure of Siva framed by elephant tusks. Many wanted
to telegram the queen directly. Protocols on sending gifts to the
queen were relaxed for the occasion, subject to their formal approval
by the Government of India.10 Between gifts, memorials and other
visible displays of affection a remarkable degree of uniformity
emerged. Was it coincidence or control?

Or routine? Many of the men who made Lytton’s extravaganza
work in 1877 were still on the scene ten years later. One of them,
Owen Tudor Burne, wrote a timely piece in January 1887 on the
ideas that had gone into the many local durbars at the time of the
Imperial Assemblage.11 So when it came to Indian royal ceremonial
there was a tried and tested formula already in place. More – and
less – was expected of the Government of India this time.
Newspapers were quick to spot any undue interference by
officialdom. From Allahabad, Bombay and Lahore came complaints
that the poor were being forced to give a few annas to support the



festivities. Fundraising momentum faltered when the viceroy issued
another circular calling for subscriptions to be raised simultaneously
for the Prince of Wales’s pet project, the Imperial and Colonial
Institute back in London. Then Lady Dufferin chipped in, piggy-
backing onto the jubilee fundraising with an appeal for donations to
her female hospitals.12 By the beginning of February some critics
had had enough. Involving the royal family, and allowing officials to
take over the arrangements, was detracting from the spontaneity of
the jubilee. Besides, it was argued, there was one obvious way in
which government interference would be welcome: a symbolic act of
grace to reward the queen’s subjects at this historic time. Some
newspapers called for ‘largesse’, recalling how Akbar had tuned gold
into coin on such occasions. Others looked for more tangible
reforms, such as repealing the Arms Act, introducing more
representative institutions, opening up the Indian Civil Service to
more Indians, and the redress of past wrongs, such as the
restoration of Indian kings and princes to their thrones.13 The
Government of India went some way to address this clamour,
although not very far. Complicated plans were drawn up to release
25,000 prisoners, and also to distribute a whole series of honours to
higher and lesser orders of Indian nobility. There were no gold coins,
but a jubilee medal designed by Sir Frederic Leighton was struck,
Randolph Churchill being forced to apologise to the queen for
leaving off the ‘I’ for Imperatrix in ‘VRI’ on the first version of the
medal. None of this really satisfied anyone. In India the local elites
who came forward to claim their honours were criticised for their
fawning deference.14 At home, the release of so many convicts
alarmed politicians: questions were asked about the prisoner
amnesty in both Houses of Parliament. Assurances were given that
this was simply an ‘ancient Oriental custom’ and would not be part of
the jubilee in Britain.15

However, a western custom worried the viceroy. Mindful of the
Indian National Congress, Dufferin’s government wanted politics kept
out of the jubilee. Hence the decision to vet every single address
intended for submission to the queen. Those emanating from



municipal associations and sabhas were policed closely. The
slightest demand for reform, for example a proposed address from
Barisal in Bengal, calling for educational reform and summoning up
the spirit of the 1858 proclamation, was only let through after careful
scrutiny.16 Mostly, however, the government came down hard on
addresses that offended taste or grammar rather than patriotism. In
Bombay presidency, the Jubilee Committee of Jambusar were told
that their illustrated address showing a kneeling daughter
representing their town showing her love to her mother by placing a
garland of ‘Peace, Prosperity and Progress’ around Queen Victoria
seated on a throne ‘cannot be regarded as fit for presentation to Her
Majesty’. In another intervention, the Literary and Social Club of the
Native Christian Community of Bandora in Goa were told to change
a reference to the queen managing to ‘reduce’ the once turbulent
peoples of India to loyal subjects to having managed to ‘convert’
them instead.17 Evangelical bias was more welcome than political
radicalism.

All this censorship made for a mundane uniformity. Many of the
addresses and speeches were formulaic. They were dull recitals that
started with a potted biography of the queen, and then moved on to
describe the achievements of her rule in India and the benefits
bestowed on the ‘teeming millions’ – a phrase that stuck like glue –
of her Indian subjects, before closing with a homily on her domestic
virtues and the deep sympathy she had often shown for the plight of
the Indian people caught up in famine and pestilence. There was an
uncanny sameness about the addresses, as though they had been
copied from a single source. They had. Many were carbon copies of
the text circulated by the viceroy at the beginning of February. The
same eulogies also rang like a chorus through many of the
vernacular biographies that poured from the presses in 1887.18

Moreover, the jubilee of the queen – her personal milestone –
became conflated with the progress of British rule in India.
Government officials tried to turn the jubilee into an upbeat
endorsement of the achievements of British administration,
especially since 1858. This fell flat. Many Indian localities skirted



around that piece of protocol by making the queen, and not the
Government of India, the focal point of their celebrations.

Depicted in a transparency, or in a photograph, or by a
reproduction of a portrait, Queen Victoria was carried aloft on
elephants, or inside carriages and palanquins, in the processions
leading to the durbar, and then placed on a dais, or inside an
improvised pandal marquee or on a throne during the ceremony
itself. Local Indian officials addressed her image, sometimes paid
homage with a bow or salute, or prostrated themselves before her.
The city of Madras celebrated the jubilee in June as well as February
and on the second occasion thousands of copies of a carte de visite
photograph of the queen were distributed freely during the
procession. Indianised depictions of the queen were common, the
elongated nose and darkened eyes of the coinage and the postage
stamps now transposed into print. For example, a Hindi account of
the jubilee in London – Landan-jubili – published in Lahore in 1888,
included a coloured portrait of the queen, fair-skinned but dark-eyed,
whilst the Bombay Gazette illustrated its coverage of the June
celebration with a head shot of the queen with dark eyes and
unadorned except for a flowing head scarf. Triumphal arches were
another recurring feature in the celebrations, illuminated by electric
lights, candles and torches, or simply made to glisten with ghee and
oil, with variations on the queen’s title inscribed on the sides and
centrepiece of the arch: ‘Kaiser-i-Hind’, ‘Queen-Empress’, ‘Queen-
Mother’. Hindus drew the queen into their own forms of worship: for
example she appeared in the guise of Lakshmi, the goddess of
prosperity, in a temple at Ranaghat in Bengal.19

The jubilee in India unleashed local philanthropy rather than
imperial grandeur: the repair of temples and mosques, the building of
bathing tanks, the endowment of scholarships for schools, both
English and vernacular.20 In this way the memorials of 1887 and ten
years later tell us more about civic patriotism than they do an
unqualified loyalty to Britain. Official causes could hardly compete.
Only a trickle of jubilee subscriptions found their way into the funds
being raised for the Imperial and Colonial Institute. Many local



committees agreed from the outset that they would not donate to the
Prince of Wales’s Institute project. Even in Bombay, where the
prince’s brother, the Duke of Connaught, was a member of the
jubilee committee, it was decided that ‘no portion’ of the funds would
go to London, but instead would be used for the Victoria Technical
Institute in the city.21 By the end of 1887 only a small amount had
been raised in India for the Imperial and Colonial Institute.

Despite these snubs, Lord Dufferin declared the jubilee a
success. ‘[O]fficialism has for once stood to one side’, he stated in
his official speech from Calcutta, ‘and has left the Nation face to face
with its Empress.’ From London, Cross, the secretary of state,
chimed in cheerily, saying he didn’t know ‘if natives can cheer’, but if
so Dufferin must be suffering from ‘deafness’ now.22 On the ground,
British officials patted themselves on the back for getting the tone of
the occasion right. The Commissioner of the Northern District
Bombay described the local celebrations as ‘an enthusiastic
expression of unmistakeable loyalty, without a single symptom of
coldness, or even unsympathetic warmness’, whilst the Collector at
Kaira (Kheda) in Gujarat stated that the ‘proceedings are the
spontaneous results of native feelings, and have been inspired as
little as possible by official leading’.23 Such sentiments breathe a
sigh of relief as much as triumph. The Government of India had left
little to chance in 1887. Every single detail of the jubilee celebrations
across India had been agreed in advance, and the flow of loyal
addresses and gifts was rigorously controlled all the way from
village, town hall and princely palace back to Windsor. Yet there was
no disguising the magnitude of the event. Queen Victoria heard first-
hand about the proceedings in Poona and Bombay. The Duke and
Duchess of Connaught both described to her how a million people
had turned out in Bombay, her statue brilliantly lit up for the
occasion: ‘never has there been such a universal display of loyalty to
one person in India’.24 A selection of literary tributes were sent on to
the queen. By the time the main jubilee came round in Britain,
around 200 addresses from India, all contained in elaborately crafted
caskets and cases, had been sent to Buckingham Palace. On behalf



of the queen the viceroy announced her gratitude, and separate
acknowledgements were sent to all the princes.25 India had led the
way; now it was the turn of the rest of the Empire.

Four months later, in June 1887, Indian nobility visited London to
take part in the jubilee celebrations there. In all, eleven Indian chiefs
and nobles attended the June celebrations, each of them
accompanied by a British official. Additionally, thirteen cavalry
officers were sent over, at the queen’s request, to join the guard of
honour that accompanied the queen during the various processions
and military reviews featured in the jubilee schedule. Taken together,
it was the largest and most impressive deputation of Indians ever to
visit England during the queen’s lifetime. Key states were
represented: Hyderabad (by Nawab Bashir-ud-Daula, a brother-in-
law of the nizam), and Jodhpur (by Pratap Singh, the maharaja’s
brother). The Gaekwar of Baroda came, seeking remedies for his
ailments. Holkar of Indore also came in person, to the evident
dismay of Dufferin, but to the delight of the London press who seized
upon him as the most newsworthy of the visitors. There were also
chiefs from smaller states prized by the British for their record in
administrative reform, for example Cooch Behar (both maharaja and
maharani, who arrived at the beginning of the summer), Bharatpur
(the maharaja’s brother-in-law, Ganga Bakhsh, was sent), the Rao of
Cutch and the Thakur of Morvi (Morbi).26 As Indian princes went, the
Government of India felt assured that the modern and liberal side of
the Raj was being despatched to represent India.

Except that was not really what the queen wanted. Towards the
end of April, she indicated her desire that all her Indian visitors when
in her presence wear Indian costume. This caused consternation.
Most of the visitors had already departed from India, explained
Dufferin, and anyway they were mostly westernised: the Maharaja of
Cooch Behar never wore native dress, whilst Gurnain Singh
(representing the Maharaja of Kapurthala) ‘is thoroughly European in
all his habits’. Indeed, west was not always best. Dufferin warned
that Holkar’s ‘only notion of a smart get-up is to make himself look as
like an English jockey as possible’. Nonetheless, Dufferin ensured



that new wardrobes of ‘oriental costume’ were organised in time.27

There was more to all this than the queen’s usual insistence that
Indians look Indian. The Indian guests were effectively acting as a
semi-official party representing the queen’s Indian dominion. They
enjoyed pride of place at the jubilee service in Westminster Abbey
on 21 June, riding on horseback in a group immediately in front of
the queen’s carriage, the cavalry escort at the rear. In the Abbey,
they sat in the choir stalls, with other dignitaries from the colonies.28

Then on 27 June they attended a reception at Windsor Castle, where
they presented their own gifts and addresses to the queen in person,
taking precedence over deputations from Bombay, Calcutta and
Madras, all led by Englishmen. In return Holkar was knighted, and
five of the other chiefs became Knight Commanders of the Star of
India. The Thakur of Morvi stole the show, riding into the quadrangle
of the castle on a fully caparisoned Kattiawar charger, which he duly
handed over to the queen. A few weeks later the eleven Indians
joined the queen at Hatfield House as the guests of Lord Salisbury,
the prime minister, whilst the cavalry escort took part in a fete at
Hyde Park, and in the military review at Aldershot on 2 July.29 India
thus took part in two jubilees in 1887, one at home and one in
London. The delay between the two celebrations meant that the
large volume of addresses generated in India in February could be
sent on and included within the wider roll call of imperial loyalty on
show in June, with Indian deputations on hand to present the tributes
from India. From first to last, India was woven into the queen’s
golden jubilee.

Loyal Legacy: The Imperial Institute
As soon as the jubilee was over, the government announced that
there would be a permanent memorial of the fiftieth year of the
queen’s reign. This was the Imperial Institute that eventually opened
in 1893. First mooted in 1886 following the Imperial and Colonial
Exhibition, as a building and organisation that would carry on the
mission and aims of that exhibition, the initiative took on a grander
ambition after the jubilee. The Prince of Wales presided over the



project, Lord Rothschild and the Earl of Carnarvon were amongst its
backers, and Lord Herschell, Gladstone’s former lord chancellor,
chaired the organising committee. An architectural competition for
the building was announced and won by Thomas Collcutt.
Contributions were invited from the British public and from India and
the colonies. Lord Herschell went off to India to solicit interest and
money there.30 A site for the new institute was selected in South
Kensington, in the heart of Albertopolis, and the foundation stone
laid at the beginning of July 1887. Arthur Sullivan supplied an ode for
the occasion, and the queen’s Indian visitors joined the ceremony.31

The new Institute did not struggle for business. In 1890 a school
for modern Oriental studies, the forerunner of today’s School of
Oriental and African Studies, was founded, and Max Müller gave the
inaugural address. From 1892, the Institute ran an agency for
colonial trade information.32 Financial support was harder to come
by. By 1891 one-third of the funding for the Institute had come from
India. But interest was flagging, and the view was growing that the
best way to extend the philanthropic initiatives of 1887 was to invest
in local projects in India.33 With the completion of the building and
the opening of the new Institute scheduled for 1893, there was a
danger that the project would not be completed on time to
everyone’s embarrassment. At the eleventh hour two Indian princes
– the Maharajas of Jaipur and Bhavnagar – and a wealthy merchant
from Bombay – Sir Cowasji Jehangir – stepped in and made up the
difference: £40,000 each from Jaipur and Jehangir, and £3,000 from
Bhavnagar.34 Ready money from India once more.

The extra funding from India made all the difference, and the
opening of the Institute took place at the beginning of May 1893. It
was a moment of royal pomp to which Gladstone’s government
turned a blind eye. The satirical weekly Moonshine depicted the
prime minister hiding under a table as the queen-empress and the
Prince of Wales squabbled over arrangements. It was no less grand
for all that. Arthur Sullivan performed a reprise, this time composing
a march, another ode was dashed off as well, and the Irish historian
and Unionist W. E. H. Lecky penned the inaugural address.35 At the



queen’s insistence, India was foregrounded for the occasion. A
cavalry guard was sent over specially from India, and stood out
amongst the other colonial troops, to the evident pleasure of the
queen. One of the guard left a rich account of his sojourn in
England.36 An ornate ceremonial key fashioned in an Indian style
was used to unlock the doors of the new building. Once inside, the
queen gazed over the proceedings from the throne of Ranjit Singh.
The overseas visitors included three Indian princes – the Thakur of
Gondal, who came with his wife, the Maharaja of Kapurthala and the
Maharaja of Bhavnagar.37 Not for the first time India had supplied
more money, momentum and material for a London extravaganza
than had been found anywhere else in the empire. Or, on this
occasion, even from home. Lecky’s inaugural address described
how British civilisation had freed India from barbarism, but the
successful launch of the Imperial Institute suggests it was India that
had rescued the Prince of Wales’s pet project from the philistines.
Even so, Indian philanthropists had to accept a modest footprint in
the new building. Jaipur got a special room, Bhavnagar a corridor.
There was also a memorial for Lady Reay, mother of the former
governor of Bombay, unveiled by Lord Reay. By the time of Queen
Victoria’s diamond jubilee in 1897 the Imperial Institute was regarded
as a flop. Its programme of activities in no way fulfilled its original
mission statement. Ironically, the Imperial Institute never rivalled
Monier-Williams’s Indian Institute at Oxford, bankrolled by railway
magnate Thomas Brassey and Bhagvat Singh, the young Thakur of
Gondal, and also patronised by the Prince of Wales.38

Critics lined up to attack what had become an embarrassing
white elephant. Henry Labouchere, a rich, radical MP and proprietor
of one of the pioneers of investigative journalism, Truth, led the
onslaught.39 Labouchere called the Imperial Institute ‘a monument of
reckless extravagance, purposeless effort, and incompetent
administration’. His newspaper exposed its real debts, amounting to
£40,000. Without directly blaming the Prince of Wales for the origins
of the crisis, Labouchere called for him to take some responsibility
for the Institute going forward, perhaps by transferring the assets of



the ‘wreck’ to the Prince of Wales Hospital Fund.40 In the end it was
a university and not a hospital that came to the rescue. In 1899 the
University of London stepped in to agree to write off its mortgage
and its remaining debts. Officially handed over as a ‘gift to the nation’
in 1901, the multi-functional site became the property of the
amorphous federal university, with some residual activity left to the
Imperial Institute, now confined to the west wing. The space allotted
to India in the transferred building was substantially reduced,
effectively limited by the eve of the First World War to a shared
conference room, and some storage space.41 Its Indian patrons had
good reason to be aggrieved over the rise and fall of the Imperial
Institute. The Institute had been originally conceived at the 1886
Imperial and Colonial Exhibition, an event also presided over by the
Prince of Wales, and one that had led to a similar exhibition planned
for Bombay being abandoned. The Government of India had tried to
divert funds to the Institute from the voluntary subscriptions raised
for the queen’s first jubilee in 1887. That the project had only been
saved with a large infusion of capital from India left a sour aftertaste
that lingered over the 1897 jubilee, and later over schemes to
memorialise the queen after her death.

Feast and Famine: The Diamond Jubilee of 1897
Larger in scale than the golden jubilee of 1887, the diamond jubilee
of 1897 was less of a spectacle. Overseen in London by the Prince
of Wales, aided by the latest technology, which allowed the queen to
press a button and electronically telegraph the empire
simultaneously with a special jubilee message, and attended in
London by the principal colonial leaders, the celebrations of the
sixtieth year of the queen’s reign were tempered by the fact that she
herself was in her late seventies.42 Queen Victoria’s own preference
was for minimal fuss. She wanted neither an exclusively state nor a
church ceremonial; however, she did endorse involving the Empire,
including India. By the end of February plans were in place for the
queen to make a procession through central London, culminating in
a drive-by of the steps of St Paul’s Cathedral. An Indian guard of



honour was to be at her side throughout. As far as the queen was
concerned, the complement of Indian officers, mounted on
horseback, was more important than the attendance of Indian
princes in London.43 This suited the Government of India. From the
start, the viceroy, Lord Elgin, discouraged Indian chiefs from
travelling to London. Indian princes were asked to stay at home, in
some cases to tend to their famine-stricken people.44 In the end only
eight Indian chiefs came, alongside other Indian dignitaries such as
Sir Jamsetjee Jejeebhoy. Of the Indian rulers, five came from states
ranked in the hierarchy of salutes: Hari Singh, the Maharaja of
Jodhpur; Sir Pratap Singh, regent of Jodhpur; Jagatjit Singh, the
Maharaja of Kapurthala; Bhagvat Singh, the Thakur of Gondal (who
came with his consort); and Sir Waghji II Rawaji, the Thakur of Morvi.
Of these not all were welcome. Elgin pointedly observed that the
rank of the Maharaja of Kapurthala could not excuse his reputation
as ‘dissipated & a spendthrift’. Both he and the Thakur of Gondal
were suspected of turning up simply in the hunt for honours,
Gondal’s case being pressed by a persistent Monier-Williams,
grateful for his donation to the Indian Institute in Oxford. Four
princely heirs who were attending Eton College were also invited to
attend the torchlit procession at Windsor the day after jubilee day.45

Less fuss was made of the princely visitors who did make it to
London in 1897 than had surrounded those who came ten years
earlier. They were not part of the jubilee procession through London,
and only three of them (the Maharaja of Kapurthala, the Thakur of
Morvi and the Thakur of Gondal) were presented to the queen. The
Maharaja of Kapurthala went home happy, however, collecting his
gong – he was made a Knight Commander of the Star of India – at a
dinner with the queen on 10 July. The Thakur of Gondal was also a
dinner guest, staying overnight at Windsor a few days later, but he
only left with a promotion up the rank of the Order of the Indian
Empire.46

The Indian guard of honour received much better treatment than
the princes. Two Indian military contingents came to London in 1897.
Firstly, there were 10,000 soldiers who formed part of the Imperial



Service Troops, led by 17 native officers, specially selected from
across the Indian princely states, the cost of their attendance
charged to their own state treasuries.47 Pride of place, however,
went to the second Indian detachment, an Indian escort of twenty-
two officers. Accompanied by three English officers and Field
Marshal Sir Garnet Wolseley, the commander-in-chief of the Armed
Forces, they rode right alongside the queen’s carriage in the
procession that made its way through the streets of London on 22
June, captured for posterity in one of the first newsreel films ever
made, and also in John Charlton’s sumptuous painting of the scene
outside St Paul’s Cathedral.48 They were singled out in commentary
on the occasion, and praised by the India Office: Hamilton thought
Pratap Singh’s horsemanship was especially impressive. The Indian
escort was also invited to Windsor ahead of jubilee day for an
audience with the queen, when they were shown the state
apartments, as well being included in other events of the jubilee,
such as the military review at Aldershot on 1 July. At Windsor the
queen gave her own distinctive mark of approval, commissioning
Rudolf Swodoba to paint portraits of some of them. They were also
on hand as her personal guard at special ceremonies arranged for
the presentation of jubilee addresses, not just from India but also
from across the country and overseas. On 5 July the Indian escort
returned to Windsor to bid farewell, and the officers were given
jubilee medals by the queen, who touched the hilts of their swords
before they left, and received their loyal address from Pratap
Singh.49 It was all an emphatic show of the queen’s need for an
Indian presence right at the heart of her jubilee. Just as Abdul Karim,
her munshi, had become a part of her own secretariat close at hand,
so too these guards now acted as her military attendants throughout
the celebrations. The more she aged, the more the queen retreated
behind an Indian cordon.

In India the government’s instincts were for a quiet jubilee;
‘nothing . . . on a large scale,’ advised Elgin, the viceroy.50 Nature,
hunger and pestilence intervened to prevent a grand event. An
earthquake hit Calcutta on the eve of the jubilee, toppling local



landmarks, including the steeple of St John’s Cathedral. There was
widespread famine as well as outbreaks of cholera and the plague.
Adding a mobile population to the mix would not help. Furthermore,
the Government of India was reluctant to orchestrate celebrations on
the scale of 1887. Some form was duly observed: 20,000 prisoners
were released, to the consternation of some princely states, and
there was a full distribution of Indian honours.51 But ten years on
Indian loyalty to the Crown was hard to predict. A noisy celebration
of the queen’s reign was as likely to raise hopes as much as cheers,
so precise rules were set. There would be no addresses, memorials
or gifts sent directly to the queen: they would all need to go through
the viceroy’s office. Any deputation that wished to present an
address would need to travel north to Simla, where the viceroy was
based in the summer months, to deliver the memorial at the Town
Hall, the deputation restricted to a maximum of six people.52 The
vernacular and European press were perturbed by the draconian
turn in arrangements, and Elgin only made matters worse when he
made light of the Simla arrangements.53 This time round, officials
also were more inscrutable in their censoring of loyal memorials. An
address from the Poona Sabha was rejected, and a disproportionate
number of planned addresses from the Punjab were turned away,
mostly on the grounds that they were too political.54 So the official
jubilee day, presided over by the viceroy at Simla, was a muted
occasion, with only forty deputations making the long journey north.
The viceroy and the queen exchanged telegraph messages, Queen
Victoria saying ‘[f]rom my heart I thank my beloved people. May God
bless them.’55

The sober goings-on in the hills at Simla in no way set the tone
for the diamond jubilee elsewhere around India. Throughout the
length and breadth of India, officials had been instructed to ‘yield the
initiative’ in taking steps to commemorate the queen’s diamond
jubilee to the ‘spontaneous action of the community at large’.56 For
the most part that is what happened. Across the Punjab a chain of
fires extended along the hilltops from the Himalayas down to the
Jumma and Indus rivers and southwards to the hills of the border



with Balochistan. In Assam the highest peaks were lit up by bonfires.
At Puri in Orissa the Jagannath temple was illuminated in a fantastic
show. At the Nainital hill station in the North-West Provinces the local
lake was transformed by a Venetian-style fete.57 As in 1887,
celebrations followed a typical pattern. There were local processions,
many with an image of the queen held aloft or carried in a palanquin.
Prisoners were released, there was distribution of food and clothing
to the poor, and festive elements followed: sports and wrestling
matches and schoolchildren singing, against a backdrop of
illuminated streets and public buildings. Permanent memorials to the
queen’s jubilee were funded out of public subscriptions: bathing
tanks, markets, buildings and equipment for female hospitals and
dispensaries, veterinary hospitals, libraries and reading rooms,
parks, and endowments for educational scholarships and prizes.
Local rulers chipped in with munificence both traditional and modern.
In the Gujarat state of Junagarh, the Nawab established a new
bacteriological laboratory. In Travancore, the raja gave money for an
orphanage and a library.58 Controversially, in Rajputana funding was
put up for the ‘Indian Princes Victorian Health Institute’, led by the
Maharaja of Dholpur, in actual fact a vivisection unit, that in turn
provoked the opposition of the Indian Anti-Vivisection Society, which
claimed that the queen’s ‘never failing womanly sympathy for the
weak and helpless’ was at odds with this new initiative so ‘against
the sanctity of life’.59 As always, the queen was all things to all
people.

The jubilee of 1897 was less regimented than ten years earlier.
Colonial authority stayed at home, leaving the field free for local
communities to engage with the anniversary in their own way. The
effect of this was that more attention was focused on the queen, and
less on the fact of British rule. Evidence of this can be seen in
Mysore in southern India, for which a particularly good record of the
diamond jubilee celebrations exists.60 The jubilee events in Mysore
were co-ordinated from the cantonment town of Bangalore. There
was inevitable military precision. Close attention was paid to the
timing of events, and to the geography of the festivities and sports



that were laid on. The Government of India was also on hand. At
Bangalore the deputy commissioner addressed the jubilee
procession, praising the gathering for their ‘spontaneous
enthusiasm’. A local judge took pains to explain to the prisoners
released as a jubilee gesture why they were being given their
freedom.61 However, these cumbersome interventions aside, the
jubilee in Mysore was left to honour the queen according to its own
preferred style. At the centre of the proceedings was the Maharani of
Mysore, acting as queen regent whilst her son was a minor. She led
the procession from her palace to the site of the new hospital, where
she laid the foundation stone.62 Elsewhere in Mysore state, the
processions placed Queen Victoria at the centre. At Shimoga
(Shivamogga) a picture of the queen was unveiled and then placed
in an open palanquin at the head of a procession of 1,000 people. At
Anekal her photograph was carried in a coach at the head of the
procession. In Kolar district soldiers and police saluted her portrait,
before joining a procession of the temple gods. At Soraba, town
leaders prostrated themselves before her image.63 Partly a civic
festival, partly a religious ceremonial, the jubilee in Mysore eluded
the best-laid plans of local officials.

Subject to less official monitoring in the 1897 celebrations, the
queen’s role as the mother of India and widow-in-chief now came to
the fore. In Bombay, the municipal corporation praised her ‘womanly
and motherly heart’. For the young Raja of Pudukkottai in southern
India the queen was, according to the speech he made, the ‘right
example of Spotless Womanhood, perfect Wife, perfect Mother,
perfect Friend’.64 Some cheap biographies dwelled on the queen’s
long years of widowhood, a biography published in Calcutta noting
that ‘[a] widow is debarred from all joys and pleasures; she must live
in the strictest seclusion; she must force down the gushing spring of
womanly love’. More Tamil histories of the queen appeared. In one
her heavily Indianised portrait adorned the cover.65

Compared to the jubilee of 1887 there was there was much more
dissent over the celebrations. There was resentment at viceregal
influence, particularly over the summons to Simla. As in 1887 there



were hopes that there might be fewer royal acts of favour – honours
and the like – and more acts of grace, especially charity. And reform.
India had demonstrated so much loyalty, despite widespread famine
and poverty and, once again, as in 1858, 1877 and 1887, Indians
had received so little reward in terms of political concessions. Two
Bengali tributes sneaked in pleas for the queen’s aid for her famine-
stricken people.66 Mostly, it was the Government of India that bore
the brunt of criticism, not least when it was rumoured that it had
planned to profit from the party by selling copies of the queen’s
diamond jubilee speech.67 In Lahore there was public opposition to
the erection of a statue of the queen to mark the diamond jubilee.
Also in Lahore, the launch of the ‘Victoria Diamond Jubilee Hindu
Technical Institute’ was accompanied with grumbling about the
destructive influence of foreign competition on indigenous
manufactures.68 But now, for the first time in her reign, the queen
was not immune from criticism. Her independence from British
officialdom, for so long her strength, was deemed a disadvantage.
As the Dacca Prakash, a Bengali-language newspaper published in
Calcutta declared, she had little power to do good, only power to do
evil which she chose not to use, whilst for the Jami-ul-Ulum, an Urdu
paper from Moradabad, she was a ‘mere signing machine’.69

Elgin had low expectations of the jubilee in 1897, and he almost
achieved them. Hamilton, the secretary of state back in London,
congratulated Elgin on his jubilee speech in which he had ‘glided
over the temporary difficulties’.70 Then terror struck. On the day of
the jubilee a government official (John Ross, the secretary to the
deputy commissioner) was murdered at Peshawar, capital of the
North-West Provinces.71 Simultaneously, in Poona, 1,000 miles to
the south, Charles Walter Rand, chair of the Special Plague
Committee in the town, together with his military escort, Lieutenant
Ayerst, were shot dead by three brothers, Damodar, Balkrishna and
Vasudeo Chapekar. The assailants were quickly rounded up, tried
and later executed. In Poona, the British authorities identified a
conspiracy, some even attributing it to the influence of the Indian
National Congress. Damodar Chapekar later confessed his hatred



for the queen – ‘a female fiend who devours her own progeny’ –
describing how he had helped to tar the face of her statue in
Bombay, and, on the day of the jubilee, created an effigy of her using
old shoes and other materials from a rubbish tip, with her photograph
perched on top.72 But the Bombay police threw their net wider, and
entrapped an influential Marathi nationalist. Bal Gangadhar Tilak,
editor of the Kesari newspaper, was arrested and put on trial for
citing disaffection. Tilak had proven radical credentials. He had been
a member of the Poona Sabha and the INC. He also led the local
campaign to memorialise Shivaji, the seventeenth-century Maratha
warrior king who took on the Mughals and the Adil Shahis.

Tilak’s trial that summer, and his eventual conviction and
imprisonment, was a defining moment in Indian nationalism, as he
appealed to an indigenous Indian tradition of heroic patriotism.73

However, the trial also demonstrated the contested manner in which
the queen’s name had come to be used by 1897. The three main
charges brought against Tilak all related in one way or another to the
diamond jubilee.74 The articles that he penned in Kesari for which he
was indicted were part of a series devoted to the queen’s jubilee. In
the first he claimed that Shivaji provided a precedent for resisting
rule through violence. In the second he was critical of the showy
aspects of the jubilee, singling out for ridicule the fawning behaviour
of the Indian princes who travelled to London, and referring to the
Prince of Wales as a ‘circus-wallah’. At the same time, Tilak made
clear that he was loyal to the queen-empress, and only wished that
she might be associated with acts of charity towards the Indian
people in her jubilee year. Finally, and most significantly, Tilak was
charged with bringing the name of Queen Victoria into disrepute by
comparing her to Dharmaraja, or, in the epic Mahabharata,
Yudhishthira, the ‘monarch of the world’, king of the Pandavas, who
spent 109 years on earth before entering heaven, symbolising piety
and compassion for his fellow creatures. It was a bold move. The
INC had spent over a decade cutting their cloth to fit the rhetoric of
constitutional liberalism, invoking the queen’s proclamation and
asserting their rights as imperial subjects – all without much impact.



Now here was one of them incorporating the queen into a quite
different Indian moral universe, giving legitimacy to a Marathi
nationalism by comparing the queen to past Indian rulers both
mythical and real. Tilak’s was not the first attempt to do this.
However, by choosing the jubilee to make his intervention, and
against the background of heavy-handed policing of the famine and
the plague, his appropriation of the queen was timely, clearly
angering the Bombay government.

A low-key jubilee in 1897 thus ended in high-resolution Indian
discontent. The Government of India had not tried to manage the
second jubilee in the way they had controlled the first, and what few
rules they had laid down had been widely resented. Without too
much intervention from above, India threw its own show in 1897,
paying tribute to the mother of India, celebrating her womanly
virtues, and naturalising her into Indian traditions, filtered by religion
and region. The Government of India was right to hold back. Militant
views lurked beneath surface loyalism, revealing themselves at
those points where it was impossible to separate out the queen from
the acts of government carried out in her name. Any attempt to
project the queen further invited a backlash. Back in May 1897,
Arthur Godley, the senior civil servant at the India Office, had
counselled against a republication of the queen’s proclamation of
1858 to coincide with the jubilee. ‘This is hardly the moment,’ he told
Hamilton, ‘to remind the world that the queen promised to make no
distinction of race. The less said about it the better.’75 With the
volume turned low on official patriotism, the way was cleared for
nationalists such as Tilak to turn the jubilee into an opportunity to
craft a more indigenous version of India’s story, and her destiny.
Queen Victoria was included in that narrative, but she was there as
an Indian monarch as much as an English one.



I

CHAPTER 12

THE LAST YEARS OF THE QAISARA

n July 1891 ‘Louischen’, the Duchess of Connaught, celebrated
her thirty-first birthday in the new wing of Osborne House.
Everyone sat down to dinner for the first time in the ‘Indian room’.

It was unfinished. Nonetheless, the queen spent the summer
showing off the new addition to her home, also known as the ‘durbar
room’. The room took up all of the ground floor of the new extension
to Osborne House. Originally conceived as a state dining room, it
soon became more of a family space. John Lockwood Kipling,
principal of the Mayo School of Arts in Lahore, designed it, and Bhai
Ram Singh, a Sikh craftsman, carried out the work. From India
Kipling and Bhai Ram Singh had already made a billiard room for
Bagshot House, the Connaughts’ home. Now Bhai Ram Singh
travelled west for a larger commission. Hired at £5 per week, he
arrived at Osborne in January 1891. Scheduled to complete the
commission in six months, he stayed until April 1892, lodging in
nearby Cowes, superintending the London contractors and in turn
being supervised by the Duchess of Connaught. Despite the delays,
the queen was ‘delighted’ with his work, believing the room to be
‘unique in Europe’. The wooden and plaster décor mixed Hindu and
Mughal features, there were carpets woven by women prisoners at
Agra, and hangings chosen by the queen. Indian portraits and jubilee
gifts from India lined the corridor leading to the new wing. Airy and



spacious, the durbar room served as an alternative family dining
room in the summer, and most Christmases were spent there as
well, including the queen’s last in 1900. Amateur dramatics – the
royal family’s favourite tableaux vivants – were played out there too.1
Alongside Indian rooms, there were Indian servants. The
Connaughts brought one back with them when they returned from
Bombay in 1890, and in 1887 Queen Victoria’s long-standing desire
to have her own Indian attendants was gratified with the arrival at
court from Agra of two Muslims: Hafiz Abdul Karim and Muhammad
Bakhsh. Abdul Karim, elevated from manservant to munshi in 1888,
remained at court until the queen’s death in 1901, teaching the
queen Hindustani and, to the consternation of courtiers and
politicians, seeming to become as close to the queen as John Brown
had been in the 1860s and 1870s.

The queen’s last years were in some ways her most Indian. With
the Connaughts, who had seven years in India behind them, as her
constant companions, with her durbar room to dine in, and above all,
with her Indian servants at her side, Queen Victoria recreated her
eastern dominion at home. For her officials, this sounded alarm
bells. For her Indian public, it made her more popular than ever, so
much so that on her death she was celebrated as an Indian monarch
as much as a monarch of India. As the fin de siècle Raj became
more British, the domestic life of the queen-empress grew more
Indian. This final chapter discusses the causes and consequences of
this last twist in the Indian history of the Victorian monarchy. It
commences in the princely state of Manipur in 1891, when the
queen, to her regret, was unable to intervene and prevent the only
execution of a reigning prince during her reign. Then the chapter
turns to describe the presence at court of not just the munshi but
also another Indian Muslim, Rafiuddin Ahmad. Finally, the chapter
surveys reactions in India to the queen’s death in 1901.

Manipur
In 1891 Queen Victoria’s annual holiday on the French Riviera was
interrupted by news of a murderous seizure of power in Manipur, a



small British protectorate on the northern frontier of Burma.2 In 1886
the independent ruler, Maharaja Chandrakirti, had died and a power
struggle ensued between his successor, his son Surachandra Singh,
and two of his other sons, Tikendrajit (known as the Senapati, or the
‘military commander’) and Kulachandra. The Senapati led a palace
coup. Surachandra abdicated and was replaced by Kulachandra,
whom the Government of India, reluctant to annex the state, now
recognised as legitimate ruler. At the same time, a military force was
despatched to punish the Senapati. It proved a disaster. The leader
of the expedition, James Quinton, the chief commissioner of Assam,
was captured and killed along with several others including the local
resident, Frank Grimwood, whilst loyal troops, led by the redoubtable
Ethel Grimwood, wife of the resident, managed to escape, later
releasing her dramatic captivity story to the newspapers. Mutiny
memories were revived, and more recent colonial disasters such as
Isandlwana in southern Africa were recalled. Tales of treachery and
mutilation of corpses quickly circulated.3 Reinforcements were sent
from Burma, joined by Gurkhas, and the coup was ended, with the
princes and other ringleaders put on trial.

The whole episode left the queen ‘full of anxiety’. She
sympathised with the plight of the prisoners: what Mrs Grimwood
went through ‘must have been dreadful’. Of more lingering concern
for the queen, however, was the treatment of the Manipuri princes. In
Grasse, she swotted up on the history of British dealings with
Manipur. On her return to Windsor at the beginning of May, she
sought out Richard Cross, the secretary of state for India. She
complained that the attempted seizure of the two brother princes at
the durbar arranged by Quinton under the pretext of recognising the
new regime created the ‘appearance of treachery’; it was ‘incredible
and unpardonable conduct’ for which Quinton had paid with his life.
As reports of the trial and verdict reached London during June, she
urged that Tikendrajit and Kulachandra be treated with clemency,
preferring banishment or life imprisonment instead of execution (the
‘Queen is naturally averse to hanging a Prince’, observed Cross).4



Then Queen Victoria received the heroine of the hour, Ethel
Grimwood, at Windsor. She wanted to award Grimwood the Victoria
Cross or the Crown of India, but settled, on her secretary of state’s
advice, on the Red Cross. In her conversation with the plucky
survivor, the queen noted how even Mrs Grimwood blamed another
coup conspirator, Lungthoubu Thangal (known as ‘Thangal General’)
and not the Senapati for the killings.5 Back in Imphal, the princes’
lawyer, Manomohan Ghose, appealed to the queen for clemency.
Lord Lansdowne, the viceroy, and Cross held their breath lest she
interfered, a course of action that would be ‘catastrophic’, warned the
viceroy. Kulachandra was spared death, but nothing more could be
done for the other two. On 13 August, the Senapati and Thangal
General were executed, on order of the viceroy, and on the same
spot where Quinton and his colleagues had been slain. ‘I regret it,’
the queen wrote in her journal, ‘as I think our whole conduct in that
affair is not clear.’ Cross sighed with relief, telling Lansdowne that
the ‘Queen was convinced that the peoples of India believed that she
could of her own will have spared any execution’.6 Still Queen
Victoria did not let go. After the execution she contacted Ethel
Grimwood via Harriet Phipps, one of her court staff, seeking further
information. Grimwood expressed her sorrow for the prince, and
absolved him of responsibility for her husband’s death, but still felt he
‘deserved to suffer’ for what he had done to others.7

The Manipur crisis revealed many of the queen’s usual Indian
traits. There was the distrust of local British officials in India and an
instinctive tendency to take the side of a native prince. She was
forthright in her criticism of Lansdowne and wanted John Gorst, the
under-secretary of state for India, reprimanded.8 Even after the
Senapati had been identified as the villain of the piece she continued
to argue that he was more wronged than wrongful. His seizure by
British officials at the durbar was underhand, she insisted, and
anyway his punishment did not fit the crime. He had not been found
guilty of murder. Nor was he responsible for the bloody reprisals: she
pointed out to Cross (as Charlotte Canning had to her in 1857) that
the beheadings had taken place after the victims had been killed.



She also demanded that proper provision be made for the widows
and children of the executed prince.9 Then there was her thirst for
first-hand testimony. As in 1857, when she relied heavily on
Charlotte Canning’s eyewitness accounts, in 1891 she based her
view of events almost entirely on Ethel Grimwood’s narrative. As in
1880 over the retreat from Kandahar, she thought she could pummel
her ministers as well as the viceroy around to her way of thinking. In
this respect, Queen Victoria proved ignorant of the uses to which the
Government of India had been putting her authority since 1858. The
Senapati, Thangal General and Kulachandra were all found guilty of
‘waging war against the Queen’. The queen was clearly unaware of
the long reach of this law applied in her name. ‘Why shd. the Indian
penal code be so different to ours?’ she demanded of Cross.10

Manipur was the only occasion during her reign when the charge of
‘waging war against the Queen’ in India could be made to stick. The
queen was left in an invidious position. Unable to intervene to
commute the sentences of death, she turned out to be the prince’s
executioner and not his saviour. Her warrant sealed his fate. Cross
was made to feel the full force of her anger. After the executions had
taken place, she told him of her ‘strong feeling that the principle of
governing India by fear, & by crushing them, instead of only by
firmness & conciliation is one wh. never will answer in the end, and
the Queen Empress shd. wish to see more & more altered’. For his
part, Cross suspected that voices in the queen’s ear were turning her
against her own officials in India. He pointed to one source in
particular, the Indian servants in the royal household.11

The Munshi and the Maulvi
By the time of the Manipur crisis in 1891 it was no secret that the
queen had taken on an Indian retinue. In October 1887 she sent a
public letter to the Government of Bombay Presidency, thanking her
subjects there for their jubilee gifts and greetings. In the letter she
mentioned that she now had two Indian servants, and that she was
learning Hindustani.12 The two Indians referred to were Abdul Karim
and Mahomet Bahksh, sent over by John Tyler, the superintendent of



the Agra jail, to assist the queen during the jubilee. They were the
first of the series of Muslim manservants, all from Agra, who joined
the royal household in the late 1880s and 1890s. The longest-
serving of them was Abdul Karim, or the munshi as he became
known when the queen upgraded him from servant to secretary in
1888.13 Abdul Karim and Mahomet Bahksh quickly became fixtures
at court. The queen commissioned two of her favourite artists, the
painter Rudolf Swoboda and the sculptor Joseph Boehm, to
complete their likenesses, and she herself sketched Abdul Karim’s
portrait. They joined the royal family in their tableaux vivants, in
which they were usually cast as Arab characters. Queen Victoria laid
down elaborate guidelines for the court livery that her new Indian
servants were to wear, a hybrid of a red European tunic bearing the
royal crest, Indian turban and a silk sash around the waist.14 There
was to be no hiding their racial difference, the fact that they were
Indians at court, rather than just courtiers who happened to be
Indian.

In acquiring her own Indian servants, the queen was, to some
extent, following the example of her children. The Prince of Wales
had returned from India in 1876 with his own Indian cavalry guard.
The Duke and Duchess of Connaught came back from India for the
1887 jubilee bringing with them their own Indian servant, Stephen
Damuda, a Christian orphan. The Connaughts could also speak and
read Hindustani. Queen Victoria was particularly keen to acquire
spoken Hindustani and to practise writing the script as well. She
gave instructions to her new Indian servants that they were to
converse with her only in Hindustani, albeit slowly. For the next
decade or so, interrupted only by his trips home to India, she took
daily language lessons from Abdul Karim.15 Abdul Karim also began
to act as an interpreter for the queen, when there were Indian visitors
to court, starting with the Gaekwar of Baroda in December 1887.

More than anything else that she did as queen-empress, Queen
Victoria’s adoption of the munshi as her right-hand man caused
widespread concern amongst Palace staff and at the India Office.
Abdul Karim was everywhere. Not only was he in daily attendance



upon the queen at Windsor and Buckingham Palace, but he also
went with her on her travels. From July 1891 he was listed in the
court circular whenever the queen’s public engagements were
reported.16 He was soon given his own home: Frogmore Cottage at
Windsor, a specially built house at Balmoral and Arthur’s Cottage at
Osborne. The queen lobbied hard to extend favour to Abdul Karim’s
father back in Agra: official honours and land. She insisted that
Abdul Karim be given special status when he visited India, allowed to
carry arms, excused from customs on arrival and invited to a
viceregal durbar. Throughout his time in her service she pressed for
various awards and titles of dignity to be granted to him.17

No one likes a court favourite, least of all a foreign one.
Resentment towards Abdul Karim grew. He was accused of being
involved in the theft of a brooch, of bullying the other Indian servants,
and of briefing the press with his photograph and with puffed-up
stories about his life and role at court. The palace rumour mill began
to doubt that the munshi was all he seemed. In 1894 enquiries were
made in India about his family and their status there. It was revealed
that his father was simply the apothecary and not the surgeon-
general at the Agra jail.18 From doubts about his true identity, it was
a short step to questioning his loyalty. Rightly or wrongly, by the mid-
1890s the munshi was believed to be influencing the queen with a
pro-Muslim outlook on Indian affairs. In turn the queen was
suspected of sharing confidential information and documents with
the munshi, which the India Office feared were being leaked to
intermediaries associated with the Emir of Afghanistan. Hamilton, the
secretary of state for India, threatened to stop showing the queen
despatches lest she pass on state secrets. When the munshi
returned to India in the spring of 1896 his movements and contacts
were closely monitored by a force led by Sir John Lambert, former
deputy commissioner of the Calcutta police.19 In 1897 matters came
to a head during the queen’s sojourn at Cimiez on the French
Riviera, when the munshi met up in the Excelsior Hotel with one
Rafiuddin Ahmad, of the ‘Moslem Patriotic League’, to share, it was
supposed, sensitive diplomatic information. Ahmad was expelled



from the hotel and from the holiday. With the Prince of Wales, and
Prince Louis of Battenberg (husband of Princess Victoria of Hesse,
Queen Victoria’s granddaughter) briefing against the hapless
munshi, the queen was confronted by her physician, James Reid,
and persuaded that the situation was not only dangerous but
potentially a huge embarrassment.20

Thereafter, Abdul Karim was not around as much. He spent
almost the whole of the queen’s final year, 1900, in India, and, apart
from the occasional complaint, his behaviour at court roused little
comment. Yet, on her death, all traces of the munshi were hastily
removed. The new king, Edward VII, packed him off back to India
with a generous grant of land. His correspondence with the queen
was destroyed and, when her journals and letters from the last
fifteen years of her life were published between 1930 and 1932, the
munshi was mostly edited out of the story.21 Lord Cromer, the
consul-general of Egypt, summed up the mood of many when he
claimed that all Queen Victoria’s ideas about India came from the
munshi, and, by implication, that they were all wrong.22 This harsh
judgement can be disregarded. The queen had been steering her
own course as far as Indian politics were concerned long before the
advent of the munshi. There is no firm evidence that she either
passed on the secrets of state to him or that he plied her with advice
about India that was unavailable elsewhere. To conclude otherwise
would be to credit Abdul Karim with more guile and intelligence than
he possessed, and to afford none to the queen. The queen had her
own ideas about Muslim India at the close of her reign, and if there
was a voice in her ear it was not that of the munshi, but of his friend
the maulvi (lawyer), Rafiuddin Ahmad, to whom we now need to turn.

Rafiuddin Ahmad was a young Muslim from Poona, who came to
London in 1889 to study for the bar at Middle Temple. Soon, he
became one of the principal spokesmen for moderate Indian Muslim
loyalism in England.23 He joined the National Indian Association in
1890, and shortly afterwards helped establish the ‘Moslem Patriotic
League’. By then Rafiuddin Ahmad had already come to public
attention as a defender of Islam, chiding the English theatre for



allowing the Prophet to be portrayed onstage, and also explaining to
an English audience the importance of purdah for Indian Muslim
women. He chummied up to the poet laureate, Lord Tennyson,
visiting him at his home on the Isle of Wight. He visited
Constantinople in 1891, for which he had no diplomatic accreditation,
but managed to see Sultan Abdul Hamid II, the head of the
caliphate, on more than one occasion during the visit.24

At the end of 1892 Rafiuddin Ahmad pulled off a sensation,
publishing in The Strand magazine facsimiles of pages from the
queen’s Hindustani journal, copied by Her Majesty ‘expressly for this
article’. There were two extracts: one described the visit of the Shah
of Persia to London in 1889, the other the queen’s grief at the death
of Prince Albert Victor earlier in 1892. Ahmad noted how he had
been shown the diaries during a visit to Balmoral, an occasion when
he also heard the Duke of Connaught ‘break the conversation in
Hindustani’. The article lavishly praised the queen for her oriental
studies, remarking on how they set an example to the princes of
India, how they confirmed her bond with the Indian people and how
they exerted a positive influence over the caliphate. Ahmad duly
acknowledged the role of the munshi in the ‘rapid progress’ made by
the queen in learning Hindustani, and his portrait along with that of
the queen, and of course the maulvi, accompanied the piece.25

Instant notoriety came with the scoop. Profiles of Ahmad, the
‘orientalist scholar’, followed in newspapers. Doors began to open.
He became a regular visitor at court. The Prince of Wales granted
him an audience, and he was on the guest list for the wedding of
George the Duke of York to Princess Mary of Teck in July 1893, an
occasion which he wrote up for The Strand. The queen gave her
customary seal of approval by inviting Ahmad to sit for a portrait by
Rudolf Swoboda.26 No other Indian during her reign sped so fast
from obscurity to acceptance at court. Yet the maulvi has eluded
detection entirely.

Quite how Rafiuddin Ahmad worked his way into the confidences
of the royal family is unclear. He had at least two audiences with the
queen.27 The queen sang his praises to Cross, the secretary of



state, in May 1891, revealing that Lady Harris, wife of the governor
of Bombay, had been his patron since his arrival in London. ‘He is
remarkably clever & most loyal & anxious to bring about the best of
feeling between England and India,’ the queen informed Cross, and
went on to describe him as ‘a staunch but liberal-minded
Mahomedan’ whom Cross would do well to meet.28 Abdul Karim may
have shared the extracts from the queen’s diaries with Ahmad during
his second visit, with or without the queen’s consent, or the queen
may have herself facilitated the publication. She certainly did nothing
to prevent their publication. Moreover, she imbibed some of his
ideas. In 1892, not long after her audience with Rafiuddin Ahmad,
Queen Victoria expressed her anxiety over the status of Indian
Muslims as a political minority to Lord Lansdowne, the viceroy, in
relation to the new Indian Councils Act, echoing Ahmad’s stance.29

In 1894, Ahmad took up the cause of Indian Muslims caught up in
the plague scares surrounding the pilgrim traffic to the Hajj at Mecca.
He was introduced at the Foreign Office as Abdul Karim’s brother,
met with Sir Henry Fowler, the new secretary of state for India in
Lord Rosebery’s Cabinet, and was instrumental in improving the
inspection of ships, something he later claimed had brought
‘unfeigned satisfaction’ to Indian Muslims.30 Finally, towards the end
of 1894, Ahmad stepped up his criticism of the Indian National
Congress, arguing that the sectarian riots that had broken out in
Bombay were the result of political provocation. Again, the queen
was prompted into action, sending a telegram to her viceroy, the Earl
of Elgin, asking him to provide further information.31

Rafiuddin Ahmad was clearly a persuasive charmer. It is unlikely
that he knew Abdul Karim before he came to London, but once he
met him in 1891, the munshi most probably became his channel of
communication to the queen. The lack of surviving correspondence
hinders a definitive conclusion, but it seems plausible to argue that
the munshi amplified the views of Ahmad, and encouraged the
queen to consult his journalism for herself. For example, in 1898 she
recommended that the new viceroy, Lord Curzon, consult Ahmad’s
article in the Nineteenth Century calling for a new university in India



to be dedicated to the higher education of Muslims.32 As ever, on
Indian affairs, the queen followed where her instincts dictated, not
where she was pushed. In other words, she adopted a position more
tolerant of Muslim views in the 1890s as she wished to avoid strife
between the races, in much the same manner as she had despaired
over the European backlash in Calcutta against Ripon’s legal
reforms in 1883. She reached out to Ahmad, not because he was the
munshi’s friend, but rather because his views tallied with her own
concerns.

As far as the court and the India Office were concerned, however,
Ahmad’s friendship with the munshi was a breach of security. He
was ejected as we have seen from the queen’s hotel in 1897, and
monitored again by the police in 1898.33 No smoking gun was found
to connect him to the emir. To the twitchy British he was a ‘ruffian’
agitator, a ‘Mahomedan intriguer’ and possibly a spy.34 To the queen
he was an informant, but of the benign variety. He helped her
develop a new perspective on the condition of Muslims in India, on
the growing danger of sectarianism. She remained several steps
ahead of her blinkered officials. Learning Hindustani, confiding in the
munshi and taking guidance from Ahmad were all ways of steering a
course independent of the Government of India and the India Office.
The queen recommended it to others. In March 1899 she suggested
to Lord Curzon that he employ an interpreter, so that Anglo-Indian
views did not dominate.35 Curzon had no need of a munshi, and, as
we shall see, the youngest and most headstrong of all her viceroys
had his own views about the role of royalty in the Raj.

Beyond the royal household Queen Victoria wanted Indians to
serve in other parts of her realm. In 1896 she backed a proposal that
Indian princes sit in the House of Lords.36 Three years later, during
the South African war, the queen urged that Indian forces be
deployed, and was subsequently pleased to see 11,000 sent out as
auxiliary, non-combatant support. But she wanted more. Might the
troops be joined by senior Indian officers who could be given roles of
command, she pressed George Hamilton, the secretary of state for
India, on several occasions in 1900. Again, she had in mind Indian



princes. Her suggestions were politely but firmly brushed aside by
Hamilton, despite support from the viceroy, not a little amused to find
the octogenarian queen still as alert, involved and Indophile as
ever.37

In Memoriam
By the summer of 1900 Queen Victoria was ageing fast. She made
an overseas trip to Ireland in April and hosted a large garden party at
Buckingham Palace in July, where the royal couple from Baroda and
the Maharaja of Cooch Behar were amongst the guests.38 Her aides
now closed in around her, limiting her travel to only her royal
residences, and stemming the flow of visitors to the court. Despite
this seclusion, her door remained open to Indian princes. Avoiding
every obstacle set up by the India Office, the canny Maharaja of
Kapurthala made his way to Balmoral at the end of October, where
the queen was expecting him. Hamilton, the secretary of state, was
aghast, not only as the audience with the queen took place without
official sanction, but also because the maharaja was persona non
grata, owing to the ‘debauchery’ of his rule.39 Kapurthala was not the
last Indian in the queen’s schedule. Prior to the onset of her final
illness, the Thakur of Morvi arrived in England, and sent on to the
queen some vases, about which she wrote enthusiastically to
Curzon just eleven days before her death.40 There was an Indian
presence too at the queen’s last official engagement, on 2 January
1901, when Queen Victoria, with Abdul Karim at her side, received
Lord Roberts, commander of the British forces in South Africa.
Roberts came to Osborne House accompanied by six Indian
cavalrymen orderlies. Veteran of the Indian rebellion of 1857–8 and
the second Afghan war, ringmaster of the military review at the Delhi
Assemblage in 1877, and commander-in-chief of the Madras Army in
the 1880s, Roberts personified the royal army in India since the
transfer of power in 1858.41 It was a fitting end to a public life lived in
Britain, but magnified in India.

During the next fortnight the queen’s condition worsened. From
15 January, daily reports of her health were telegraphed to the



viceroy, and printed in the government Gazette. By the 18 January
the updates were coming in more frequently: several a day, and then
by the hour. Public prayers for the queen’s recovery were ordered in
various parts of India. On 22 January Queen Victoria died, her
immediate family, physician, nurses and the Bishop of Winchester at
her bedside. Her body was removed to the dining room, and the
royal household, including Abdul Karim, were allowed in to make
their farewells. Then she was taken to the chapel at Osborne to lie in
state until the funeral. There, the queen’s coffin was laid upon a dais
covered with the Royal Standard, with the Scottish lion and the Irish
harp showing at each end. Beneath the Royal Standard lay an Indian
shawl, and an Indian carpet was laid on the floor of the chapel. In
death as in life, India was never far away from the queen.

On hearing the news, India ground to a halt. The Government of
India declared three days of mourning, and stipulated that all
government employees wear black crepe. Many of the princely
states went further. Four days of mourning were declared in Mysore.
In Hyderabad, the nizam interrupted an execution just as the noose
was being tightened on the condemned man, and gave him a
pardon.42 Memorial meetings were organised to coincide with the
funeral in London on 2 February. Curzon led the way, joining his
officials for a service in Calcutta Cathedral. A similar service took
place in Bombay, although the lines from the ‘Dead March’ imploring
that the queen’s soul be delivered from the ‘gates of hell’ were
removed as inappropriate after objections.43 As ever, official staging
of the monarchy gave way to local, more spontaneous reactions
from Indians. The black crepe protocol issued by the government
offended many, both for its officious tone and for its choice of colour,
white being the convention for mourning in India.44 Perhaps the most
striking moment of all came on the Calcutta Maidan, held at the
same time as the Anglican service in the cathedral. In a ceremony
organised by local Hindus the queen’s portrait was placed on a stand
and draped in white. Across the Maidan effigies of the goddess
Lakshmi were carried aloft in one of the largest gatherings of Hindus
ever seen in the city. In other cities the queen’s death was marked in



local style. In Bombay, for example, wreaths of white flowers
appeared from nowhere to be laid around her statue.45

Remembering the queen the Indian way continued in the weeks
following her final internment in the mausoleum at Frogmore in the
grounds of the Windsor Castle estate. Hundreds of memorial
meetings were convened across India during February, and through
the months that followed there was a steady outpouring of
biographies, tributes and offerings.46 Two versions of the queen-
empress emerged. On the one side was an Anglo-Indian queen, who
had extended Christian civilisation to the east. For example, in the
praise offered by The Empress, an illustrated magazine published in
Calcutta, the queen was lauded for the protection she had given to
Indian Muslims and to the women of India. At the same time, stories
began to be told of the Indian dimensions to the queen’s life. The
1858 proclamation took pride of place, not least because the viceroy
referred to it as ‘the golden guide to our conduct and aspirations’ in
his eulogy delivered to his Council on 1 February, his comments
interpreted as a very public rehabilitation after the contempt shown
towards India’s ‘Magna Carta’ by the British governing class in the
1880s and 1890s.47 Indian commentary in 1901 focused on how the
queen in her last years had taken on Indian Muslim servants and
learned Hindustani. The munshi was given pride of place in the
narrative. The queen, apparently, had given him his own palace for
his family’s use. An illustrated memorial volume depicted the munshi
at the queen’s side during the last visit of Lord Roberts. The Friend
of India even claimed that the munshi and another Indian servant
had kept vigil over the queen’s body as it lay in the chapel at
Osborne, an erroneous story that originated in the London press and
gathered pace in India.48 The queen was also celebrated as a
widow. As The Bengalee put it, the queen was revered more as a
woman that as a sovereign, her life of posthumous devotion to her
husband summed up the ideal of Indian widowhood. India had lost
not so much a great queen as a mother. Dinshaw Wacha, the
president of the Indian National Congress, declared her to be ‘an
affectionate mother and the type of the highest and most exalted



womanhood’. As K. C. Duraisamy, a newspaper editor from
Bangalore, observed, ‘the women population are the greatest
mourners’ for the ‘mother of mothers’. So the tributes to her as
mother and widow went on, with her opposition to widow remarriage
added in as well. She was revered by Lajjaram Sharma Mehta, the
Hindu nationalist, as an ideal of Indian womanhood, and by the Tamil
writer Vidhvan Periya Subbar Reddiar as a ‘maiden wife and
sovereign’.49 There was no allusion to her colour – the epithet ‘great
white Queen’ would only come later. In India, much more so than
back in Britain, the queen was remembered as a female sovereign,
the mother of India.

To this roll call of her Indian empathies was added an
Indianisation of the queen. She was incorporated into Hindu deity:
Queen Victoria was the Adya-Sakti50 of our mythology, explained
Sourindro Mohun Tagore. She was included in the telling of the ‘Lays
of India’, delivering India from the ‘anarchy’ of its former rulers. She
epitomised a divine presence, ‘as a Sovereign in a limited monarchy,
but as the visible agent of the invisible Providence’, as Subramania
Iyer, founding editor of the Hindu newspaper, described her at a
meeting in Madras.51 A ‘Hindu pundit’, writing in the Madras Mail,
credited Queen Victoria with reviving respect for kingship, as she
summoned from the Sastras the natural obedience shown by Hindus
towards monarchs. For Nava Yug, a Bengali newspaper in Calcutta,
the queen was a jagadhatri (protector of the world). She had
returned India to prosperity, of the sort not known since the time of
Rama, according to Kalpataru, a Marathi paper from Bombay. So
deified and reified, Queen Victoria left life as a reincarnation of
India’s golden age. It was an Indian version of the queen that faced
strong competition.

For one man had his own idea of how Queen Victoria should be
commemorated: Lord Curzon, the viceroy. With indecent haste – the
queen was only just buried – he outlined his ideas for a ‘Victoria
Memorial Hall’, a ‘Valhalla’ for India. Curzon likened his project to
Nelson’s Column, and to the Albert Memorial. But he wanted
something even more spectacular: a building that would be ‘stately,



spacious, monumental, and grand’, to which people would flock from
across India. Curzon’s acolytes promised a new Taj Mahal, a tribute
to the empress of the nineteenth century as fine and fitting as that
completed for the empress of the seventeenth. The building, Curzon
explained, would serve two purposes, first as a monument to the
queen, and secondly as a museum or ‘national gallery’ of modern
India, that is to say, India under British rule, ‘worthy both of the
queen and of the Victorian age’.52 This latter stipulation proved
controversial. Curzon viewed India’s indigenous history through a
distorting lens, one that celebrated the impact of the west and
sidelined the achievements of the east. So the Victoria Memorial Hall
would foreground India’s history since the eighteenth century and
leave the deeper past to others.

Curzon’s plans developed quickly. Within days, dependable
maharajas such as those of Jaipur, Kashmir and Mysore had
stumped up large contributions, and over the following weeks a
formidable nationwide organisation was established, a pot of funds
began to fill and exhibits were donated or pledged. By the end of
February Curzon was able to announce his scheme in more detail.
The memorial would comprise a central hall, containing a statue of
the queen, and around its walls her words in English and in the
vernacular – from the proclamation and from her other messages to
India – would be inscribed in gold. This centrepiece would lead on to
a series of galleries, featuring the history of India since the Mughals,
and represented by sculpture, painting, treaties and sannads, maps,
newspapers, native arms and musical instruments.53 There would
also be a Princes’ Court. But of India’s own pre-history, into which so
many Indian eulogies had managed to incorporate the queen, there
would be no reference.

Critics lined up over the Calcutta memorial. Firstly, it was
objected that a national monument should be in Calcutta. Secondly,
that it should celebrate a particular version of Indian history, both in
chronology and in content. And, thirdly, that a hall of the dead was to
be preferred to more practical and useful schemes for the living.54

Rival schemes of memorialisation emerged. Some had a national



remit. The Indian Women’s Victoria Memorial, although based in
Bengal, had the Maharani of Mysore as its figurehead. Elsewhere,
other places asserted their claim to be the rightful location for a
memorial monument to the queen, for example Bombay and
Karachi.55 In the main, philanthropy was preferred to pomposity.
Schemes came forward for education, most notably technical
institutes, such as the one established in Madras. There was a
revival of fundraising for medical causes, principally nursing, but also
for hospitals. The Dufferin fund for the training of nurses and doctors
revived, with a new ‘Victoria Memorial Scholarships’ scheme for
training midwives, and several specialist facilities were set up, such
as the Institute for the Blind in Bombay.56 Indian initiatives looked
forwards as well as backwards.

Curzon marked the demise of the queen and the advent of the
new era with one other grand gesture: the imperial durbar of 1903.
Soon after the accession of Edward VII, Curzon suggested that the
new king should come to India for a parallel coronation event there.
Little enthusiasm for the idea could be found in Britain. The king’s
private secretary explained that the king could not be spared for
such a long period as a royal visit to India would entail. There would
have to be a full tour, and not just a single event in Delhi.57 Daunted
but not defeated, Curzon proceeded anyway with plans for a Delhi
durbar to coincide with the world tour of Prince Arthur and his wife,
Louise. With the Connaughts and Ernest Louis, the Duke of Hesse
(a grandchild of Queen Victoria), as royal guests, Curzon himself
ghosting the role of the king-emperor, and Mary Curzon, the
vicereine, matching her husband all the way for glamour, much to the
amusement of the satirical press, India was promised an occasion
both awesome and traditional. ‘To the East,’ the viceroy told his
Council at Simla in October 1902, swiping away complaints about
the costs of the impending durbar, ‘there is nothing strange, but
something familiar, and even sacred, about the practice that brings
Sovereigns into communion with the people in a ceremony of public
solemnity and rejoicing after they have succeeded to their high
estate.’58 Except that the sovereign stayed away.



Of all the Delhi durbars, Curzon’s 1903 pageant was the most
spectacular. Held on the same spot as Lord Lytton’s Imperial
Assemblage of 1877, it was less elaborate than its predecessor. Nor
was it as momentous as the appearance of Edward VII’s successor
George V and Queen Mary at Delhi in December 1911. The 1903
durbar did, however, outshine the others in the sheer scale of its
organisation, much of it caught on moving film.59 Bhai Ram Singh
and Ganga Ram, a civil engineer from the Punjab, were
commissioned to build and decorate the Indo-Saracenic durbar
pavilions designed by Swinton Jacob, veteran of the Public Works
department of Jaipur. The 1903 durbar was an international
extravaganza, a show put on for an audience back in Britain as
much as for the princes and people of India. Compared to 1877,
when there was only a handful of unofficial invitees, there was a
huge influx of overseas guests, some 1,222 in all, from as far afield
as Japan, South Africa and Australia. Only 159 Indians came, most
of whom were princes and chiefs. Admittedly, the Indian maharajas
came with thousands of followers, and the set pieces of the event –
the elephant procession, the military parade – featured them in all
their finery. However, there was no missing the wider message of
some of the occasion. The time-honoured rituals of the durbar were
ignored; there were no return visits of viceroys and chiefs. Curzon
dominated the proceedings of the formal proclamation, speaking for
thirty minutes, hand on thigh, foot disrespectfully placed on the
bottom of the throne. Then, in the most marked break with tradition,
all the princes showed their deference in full public view, one by one
approaching the dais, from where the viceroy leant down to hear
them swear their loyalty. Curzon later claimed that his durbar simply
revived an old policy. ‘We touched their hearts with the idea of a
common sentiment and a common aim,’ he told an audience at the
Guildhall in London the following year. ‘Depend upon it, you will
never rule the East except through the heart, and the moment
imagination has gone out of your Asiatic policy your Empire will
dwindle and decay.’60 But Curzon’s durbar contained a range of
innovations that came more from his imagination than anywhere



else. Those with longer memories, such as Charles O’Donnell, who
had attended Lytton’s assemblage in 1877, were shocked by
Curzon’s ‘peacocking Imperialism’ and especially by the affront given
to the Indian princes.61 No words of royal sympathy or pledges of
justice marked the occasion, just the viceregal boot of authority.

Royal India was never the same again after the death of the
queen. Some things carried on as before. In 1905 the Prince of
Wales – the future George V – toured India, not long after Curzon’s
controversial decision to partition Bengal into separate Muslim and
Hindu provinces. The visit was a carbon copy of earlier royal tours,
officials poring over the records from 1875–6 to ensure that they had
the correct protocol.62 The old magic was still there. Friendships
were resumed, most notably with Ganga Singh, the Maharaja of
Bikaner, who had been made the prince’s aide-de-camp in 1902, and
who would go on to serve in Lloyd George’s Imperial War Cabinet a
decade later.63 But, as the Prince of Wales journeyed across the
subcontinent, the terrain of Indian politics was being transformed.
Muslims gathered at Aligarh used the occasion of the prince’s visit in
March 1906 to begin discussions about forming a new political
organisation that later in the year became the All-India Muslim
League, a rival to the Indian National Congress.64 Prince George
was kept on a tight leash, the Government of India insisting that no
memorials or requests be presented to him at any stage of the trip.65

In January 1906, whilst in Calcutta, the prince did lay the foundation
stone of the Victoria Memorial Hall, on land halfway between the
cathedral and the old prison.66 However, the atmosphere had
changed, with not much left of the spontaneous enthusiasm that had
once accompanied the appearance of royalty in India. Lord Minto,
who succeeded Curzon as viceroy, dragged his heels over getting on
with the Victoria Memorial Hall.

As the fiftieth anniversary of the transfer of power approached in
1908, Minto vetoed plans for a general amnesty of prisoners. A new
proclamation in the name of Edward VII was issued, steered by the
secretary of state, John Morley, not least to boost army morale and
ease tensions on the north-west frontier. It reflected on a half-



century, surveying ‘our labours . . . with clear gaze and good
conscience’ and cautiously promised more reform.67 Cracks began
to show. In 1909 statues of Queen Victoria at Benares and Nagpur
were defaced.68 When Edward VII passed away at the beginning of
May 1910 there was little of the unorchestrated outpouring of grief
witnessed at the death of the queen. Edward was remembered as
‘the world’s peacemaker’, but, aside from a public letter sent during
the 1907 famine, memorialists struggled to recall whether he had
brought peace to India. Subscriptions were raised to commemorate
the late king-emperor with an equestrian statue in Delhi, the Indian
army coming up with a large part of the funding. Hardly any Indians
attended the unveiling of the foundation stone, laid on a site between
the Fort and the Jama Masjid by George V in December 1911.69 At
the 1911 durbar, the only time a serving monarch and his consort
showed up in India, the Gaekwar of Baroda refused to dress in
ceremonial costume for the occasion, and deliberately turned his
back on the royal couple as he retreated from the throne.70

Nonetheless, India fought for king, empire and country in the First
World War, and some of the Indian princes – from Bikaner, Patiala,
Cooch Behar, Jodhpur, Ratlam and Kishangarh – were selected for
service in Europe. India remained loyal. Its loyalism was taken for
granted.

Nowhere registered the waning of royal India quite so poignantly
as the Victoria Memorial Hall. By 1907, although 4 million rupees
had been raised and architects appointed, limited progress had been
made on the construction of the memorial. There were problems in
the supply of the marble. Subsidence was found to be affecting the
site selected for the building. Between the heaven of the cathedral
and the hell of the prison lay a lot of swamp.71 None of Curzon’s
successors showed much enthusiasm for the project. Curzon
lamented that had he stayed in India, the job would have been
completed. Minto, he complained, was at best ‘perfunctory’. Finally,
in 1913, Lord Carmichael, the governor of Bengal and a trustee of
the National Gallery in London, took some interest, securing the plot
on the Maidan for the Memorial Hall.72 Wartime restrictions on tools



and materials slowed works further, and by 1918, although an end to
the construction was in sight, so too was the depletion of the
trustees’ working capital. Curzon canvassed amongst Indian princes,
testing the water for a further call on their generosity, but even the
Maharaja of Bikaner, so loyal and lavish in the past, counselled
against such a move. The Victoria Memorial Hall was eventually
completed in 1920. However, that still left the grounds around and
approaches to the building to be done. As the date of the opening
ceremony approached, with the visiting Prince of Wales due to cut
the ribbon, money was again running short, and loans were taken
out in India and in London to make up the shortfall.73 George
Frampton’s statue of the queen, which had been sitting at the other
end of the Maidan waiting for its new home since 1901, was shunted
into place. At last, on 28 December 1921, Victoria’s ‘Taj’ was opened
to the public, ‘an enduring token of the affection which all, Indians
and Europeans, princes and peasants, felt for Queen Victoria’.74

It had taken four viceroys, two king-emperors and one world war
to see through the Victoria memorial project from start to finish. In
that time, the Raj had changed so much. The capital was on the
move, from Calcutta to New Delhi. The oldest part of British India –
Bengal – had been split and then put back together again. Guns had
been turned on the festival crowds at Amritsar. A terrible beauty had
been born: Mohandas Gandhi’s movement for swaraj, or self-rule.
Curzon’s version of India, frozen into the marbled splendour of the
Victoria Memorial Hall, already belonged to a different age. So too
did Queen Victoria. To this day her gargantuan bronze statue sits
outside the Hall. She is slumped on her throne, looking north across
the Maidan to the old Fort William where it all began. In her hands
she clutches an orb and a sceptre. One piece of regalia is missing.
No crown, either hollow or imperial, adorns her head.
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EPILOGUE

he queen was dead, but the Empire lived on for almost a half
century more. The new republic of India was finally proclaimed
on 26 January 1950, following the granting of independence

and simultaneous partition of India and Pakistan in August 1947.
Pakistan became an Islamic republic on 23 March 1956. There was
no straight road taken from imperial monarchy to republic. Narratives
of national identity in the Indian subcontinent can tell an
uncomplicated story of the coming of the modern states of India and
Pakistan – of the journey from ‘rebellion to republic’ – as though the
final form of polity chosen was always a pre-ordained outcome. As
Jawaharlal Nehru, one of the architects of the new India, observed,
when introducing the draft constitution for the new state in 1946, it
was impossible to ‘produce monarchy out of nothing . . . [India] must
inevitably be a republic’.1 Yet the exit from empire, and the rejection
of the British monarchy, was considerably more drawn out and
complex than this. The idea of the modern republic was novel and
untried; the concept of monarchy was almost as old as time itself.
The monarchies of Europe had endured and survived the
revolutionary era after 1789, and adapted across the age of empire
to become multinational, composite systems of rule, of which the Raj
in India was a shining example, for better or worse. Republics,
especially large ones, by contrast, had a bad nineteenth century,
descending into civil war (America, France, Mexico, Spain,
Uruguay). In this context, the genesis of India as a republic was as
much an act of invention as one of faith.



On the British side, there were no precedents for monarchy
giving way peacefully to a republican alternative. The American
revolution of 1776 was so seared into the British psyche that colonial
rule thereafter steered away from outright confrontation with settlers
and indigenous elites. Only two territories managed to break away
from the British imperial fold in the nineteenth century: the Orange
Free State and the Transvaal. The fact that Britain refused to
recognise the Transvaal’s adopted name, the ‘South African
Republic’, shows how alien the idea of the republic remained.2 For
Indians too, nationalists included, it proved difficult to conceive India
without the monarchy. Until the end of the First World War the Indian
National Congress and the All-India Muslim League sought ‘home
rule’ for India under the Crown. After the Amritsar massacre of 1919,
anti-British feeling intensified in India and during the 1920s the first
calls for an independent republic were made. But there was no
unanimity about what form a republic might take.

By way of conclusion, this chapter charts how the lure of
monarchy in India waxed, waned and finally crashed to the ground in
the first half of the twentieth century, and how the idea of a
republican future took hold. One led to the other – in other words, the
ways in which the Government of India persisted in the symbolism of
the British monarchy, long after Queen Victoria’s death, directly
contributed to the emergence of the republic as the solution to
India’s woes. The Raj overplayed its hand. From being its strongest
asset, the monarchy became its weakest link. Without Queen
Victoria, royal India was exposed as an imperial sham.

Raj and Swaraj
After 1901 new times brought a new, less deferential tone to Indian
nationalism. Criticism of the founding fathers of the INC became
common, and dissenting versions of India’s past began to be told.
For some it was a complete volte-face. Bipin Chandra Pal, who less
than two decades earlier had written a fulsome biographical tribute to
Queen Victoria, now championed a ‘new spirit’ of patriotism, one that
celebrated India as the motherland. Influenced by Rabindranath



Tagore, Chandra Pal derided Lord Curzon’s ‘outlandish Walhalla’ –
the Victoria Memorial Hall – and called instead for a ‘Walhalla of our
own’, made up of festivals and celebrations of Shivaji, the Hindu
king. Chandra Pal railed against the INC’s ritual devotions to the
visiting Prince of Wales and to the king-emperor at the 1905 meeting
of Congress at Benares. ‘Devoted attachment to the person of the
sovereign’, he declared, was no basis for national sentiment.3 Other
histories of India that had been dormant now emerged, for example
Vinayak Damodar Savarkar’s Indian War of Independence 1857,
written and published in exile in 1909, the strident title spelling out its
theme.4 The partition by the British of Bengal in 1905, seen by many
as an undisguised attack on the powerbase of the INC, fuelled this
new mood. Unsurprisingly, the most high-octane moments came
from Indian nationalists abroad, enjoying the cleaner air of publicity
in Europe and America. In 1907, for the first time, the flag of the new
India was flown at a meeting of the Socialist Congress at Stuttgart in
Germany, taken there by Bhikaiji Cama, co-founder of the Paris India
Society.5 London served as both a resting- and nesting-place for
Indian militants. There was India House, founded as a meeting point,
and home to a newspaper, the Indian Sociologist, edited by Shiyamji
Krishna Varma. For all his vitriol, however, Krishna Varma was
unclear how India would be shaped in the future, his thoughts often
returning to giving more powers to the Indian princes, reconstituting
them as a federation.6 Old habits died hard.

No one exemplified the persistence of loyalism within Indian
nationalism more than Mohandas Gandhi. As a young lawyer from
Gujarat who had emigrated to Natal in southern Africa in 1893,
Gandhi frequently invoked the 1858 proclamation in his campaign on
behalf of Indians excluded from the franchise. Indians in the colony
of Natal deserved the same rights as Indians in India, he claimed:
they were all ‘proud to be under the British Crown’, and the queen’s
words were their ‘charter of Liberty’. Gandhi also played a prominent
part in the events in Natal that marked the queen’s golden jubilee in
1897 and her death in 1901.7 Gandhi would later use this personal
history of loyalty to dramatic effect, highlighting the contrast between



the reverence he felt for the British constitution during the queen’s
lifetime and his conversion to self-rule, or swaraj, sometime in the
1900s. In his Autobiography (1927), he made much of his journey of
emancipation from the old politics to the new.8 However, his faith in
the British Crown endured beyond the queen’s death in 1901. From
his newspaper, Indian Opinion, he sent birthday greetings to the
king-emperor in 1904 and 1905, and in 1906 he welcomed the Duke
of Connaught to the colony, not least because the ‘superb qualities
of the late Queen Victoria’ had descended to her children. A subtle
shift was evident. When Edward VII died in 1910, Gandhi
downplayed the king-emperor’s political significance and his
‘personal qualities’, noting only that he would be remembered as a
sovereign who followed in the footsteps of his ‘revered mother’.9 The
sovereign and the system that bore his imprimatur were
disentangling. Queen Victoria set the standard; it was for her
successors to measure up.

In this way, the Crown continued to be written into, not out of,
nationalist visions for Indian reform. Led by Annie Besant, the ‘All-
India Home Rule League’ sought a United States of India, with its
own federal parliament. The India Office would go, India would have
its own army and navy, and acknowledge ‘the authority only of the
Crown and the Imperial Parliament, in which she enjoyed adequate
representation’. This was a variation on conventional ‘dominion’
status, of the kind aspired to by settler colonies. The king would still
appoint a governor as his representative, the governor would retain
the right of veto over Indian legislation, and the Privy Council in
London would remain the final court of appeal.10 Loyalty may no
longer have been so blind, but it was loyalty nonetheless. No
mention was made of a republic.

Indeed, until the 1920s, the idea of an Indian republic lay far
away – in California, in fact. From the exile of the west coast of the
first modern republic, the Ghadhar movement led a lonely attack on
the British monarchy, and colonialism in general, in India. As Ram
Chandra, leader of the Ghadhars in exile, declared, the Ghadhar
party had shown that British officialdom could no longer talk blithely



of the ‘loyalty to the sovereign’ shown by all orientals. The people of
India, he asserted, ‘hate tyranny and oppression exercised by
monarchs, landed aristocrats and British bureaucrats as much as
any other unsophisticated honest people, accustomed from time
immemorial to democratic and communal life in their village
republics’.11 Here were the ingredients for an Indian republican
ideology, even if a long way from home: denunciation of royalty, with
no distinction drawn between monarch and government, and an
inversion of orientalism, with ancient Indian ways invoked as a model
for future sovereignty.

Jai Hind
The tide of opinion in India turned resolutely against the imperial
monarchy after the First World War. Not only did the Great War spell
the end of the European dynastic system, of which the British royal
family was a component part, its aftermath also saw republics carved
out of old empires, most notably the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics (1922) and the Turkish republic (1923). Britain’s oldest
colony, Ireland, did not get quite as far, but was granted dominion
status as the Irish Free State in 1921. In India one episode, five
months after the end of the First World War, pushed on Indian
nationalism as nothing before: the Amritsar massacre, the shooting
down by troops commanded by Colonel Reginald Dyer of hundreds
of locals and pilgrims caught up in a security crackdown in the
Punjab town. The killings on 13 April 1919 caused international
outrage, hasty political reform in the shape of the Montagu–
Chelmsford initiative, and set off the INC’s non-co-operation
campaign.12 Less noticed is how the Government of India wielded
royal authority and status to try and ease tension, a cack-handed
manoeuvre with disastrous consequences. On 23 December 1919 a
package of reform was announced in the name of the king-emperor.
There would be new legislative councils and a new Chamber of
Princes. The proclamation promised to send out the Prince of Wales
in the following year to inaugurate the constitutional change. It also
included a general amnesty releasing many of the Punjabi leaders



who had been arrested in the wake of the protests that followed the
killings at Amritsar.13 With the Indian National Congress due to hold
its annual meeting in Amritsar four days later, the timing of the
proclamation was crucial. There was more. Acting as warm-up man
for the Prince of Wales, the Duke of Connaught (the king’s great
uncle) inaugurated the new Legislative Council at Delhi by reading a
letter from the king-emperor in which he described the new councils
as instances of the Government of India’s own commitment to the
principles of swaraj. When the Prince of Wales did arrive in India he
went through the motions of appeasing Indian nationalism. He laid
the foundation stone of a Shivaji memorial at Poona (a school,
sponsored by the Maharaja of Kolhapur), speaking of Shivaji as ‘one
of India’s greatest soldiers and statesman’, the founder of Maratha
greatness.14 All without irony. As Motilal Nehru, INC stalwart, later
observed, nationalist icons that were once considered seditious were
now being given royal sanction.15

This time the old trick of dampening Indian dissent with a
message from the monarch missed the mark. The Prince of Wales’s
four-month tour was boycotted by the INC.16 Mohandas Gandhi led
the opposition to the royal visit. He argued that the boycott did not
represent a rebuttal to the person of the Prince of Wales, but rather
condemnation of the actions of the British Empire that ruled in his
name. Gandhi was quite clear in this distinction. For instance he
advised against defacing portraits of the king-emperor as some of
the boycotters wished to do: the monarch was ignorant of the actions
that debased the empire. At the same time he refused to sing the
national anthem any more: he wished the king a long life but not that
of the Empire. He also questioned the patriotism of some boy scouts,
asking why they wore a uniform spun from foreign yarn, and why
they pledged to serve ‘king and country’, when ‘the King was an
impersonal ideal existence which meant the British Empire’.17

Gandhi had come a long way from his pre-war loyalism.
Emboldened, other Indian nationalists now directed criticism at

the monarch in person. From America, Ghadhars were unfettered in
their attacks on George V and his emissary son. George RI (‘Rex



Imperator’) was labelled the ‘robber of India’ and his son’s visit to
India branded a failure, proving ‘beyond any doubt that India, Ireland
and other countries are not going to coddle any longer these puppet
princes and kings. Such a defiant attitude as the Indian people have
shown should be hailed as a signal to confine king-sheep within the
British Isles’. The way forward was clear for the Ghadars, at any
rate, and it was not home rule, as ‘nothing short of a republic should
satisfy India’.18 Within India too, loyalism faded fast. In 1921 Hasrat
Mohani, a delegate to the INC meeting in Ahmedabad, called for
complete independence from foreign rule, as opposed to swaraj
within the Empire.19 Then in 1924 came the first mention on Indian
soil of the republic. The ‘manifesto’ of the Hindustan Republican
Association demanded a ‘federal republic of the United States of
India’ to be achieved through ‘organised and armed revolution’.20

The new idea spread. At the end of 1927, as the British
commenced an inquiry into Indian affairs (the Statutory Commission
led by Sir John Simon), some Congress leaders came out in public
for the republic, a milestone moment in the history of Indian
nationalism. Jawaharlal Nehru returned from Moscow, where he had
been to celebrate the tenth anniversary of the Russian Revolution, to
tell the inaugural meeting of the ‘Republican Congress’ at Madras of
a new phase in the struggle against British rule. The INC, urged
Nehru, needed to turn to the ‘republican ideal’ and, he went on, ‘[t]he
world had adopted Republicanism. Some countries had some kind of
monarchy, but almost everybody realised that Republicanism was
the only thing that was necessary for the future. Monarchies,
wherever they existed now, were not likely to survive very long.
Republicanism had come to stay’.21 A few months later it was the
turn of Subhas Chandra Bose, general secretary of the INC. At the
Maharashtra Provincial Conference in Poona in May, he described to
delegates how India need not look to the west for democracy, for
republics had been alive and well in ancient India. Drawing on the
1918 work of K. P. Jayaswal, Bose pointed out that originally there
had been eighty-one Hindu republics.22 Bose’s discovery of old India
was not new. Other INC leaders had already invoked these



traditions, for example Lajpat Rai talked up the republics of the
Buddhist period in his Political Future of India (1919). It was Bose,
however, who turned it into an axiom of Indian nationalism, returning
to the idea of the antiquity of the republic in India in his The Indian
Struggle of 1935.23 So by the time the British finally committed to
offering India dominion status in 1929, the ideal of the republic had
entered the vocabulary of Indian nationalism.

But what kind of republic, and for whom? The idea of a ‘United
States of India’ suggested a federation of equal partners. That
seemed unlikely. By 1930, several of the princely states had already
taken legal advice, and were persuaded that their status was
guaranteed through treaty or sannad agreements with the Crown,
not with the Government of India, so they might be excluded from
any discussions about the future shape of India.24 Moreover,
dwelling on the honourable ancestry of the republic in India did not
offer much hope to Indian Muslims, for it was essentially a Hindu
tradition of the republic that was being exhumed by the INC. Indian
Muslims now began to imagine their own nation-state, most
famously in Muhammad Iqbal’s presidential address to the Muslim
League meeting at Allahabad in December 1930. Iqbal called for a
separate Muslim state to be created in north-west India, within or
outside the British Empire, but certainly free from the caliphate, from
what he called ‘Arabian imperialism’.25 There were other problems
too in the new republican ideal. Evoking the village community as the
seed of the Indian republic, as Mohandas Gandhi’s closest followers
tended to do, only alienated critics of the caste system, such as B. R.
Ambedkar, who saw the village as the ‘Indian ghetto’, preserving
social hierarchy and marginalising ‘untouchables’ and other
groups.26 If republicanism had ‘come to stay’ in India, as Nehru
claimed, it was clearly going to be a demanding guest.

Whatever their divisions, at least Indian nationalism could unite
against the imperial monarchy. For once, however, the British had
gone quiet on rolling out royalty in India. None of the king’s family
had gone to India since the Prince of Wales’s ill-fated tour of 1921.
No royal prince was on hand to cut the ribbon when the new imperial



capital at New Delhi was unveiled in 1931, although the chief Indian
princes – for example those of Baroda, Bikaner, Cochin, Hyderabad,
Jaipur, Jodhpur, Kashmir, Patiala and Travancore – used the
relocation of the seat of British power to cosy up to the viceroy by
building their own annexes in Delhi.27 Understated did not mean
forgotten. In Britain, the monarchy was back in favour. From the right
wing of the Conservative party – the so-called ‘diehards’ – the
monarchy was restored to life as the figurehead of constitutional
authority in India. A new battle line between monarchy and republic
began to be drawn.

Cheered on by Winston Churchill, now a Conservative
backbench MP, Lord Rothermere’s Daily Mail and by the Indian
Empire Society (est. 1930), the crusade to keep India as she was
gathered momentum, just as the INC moved full swing into its
campaign of civil disobedience. The monarchy played its part, as did
the queen’s proclamation of 1858, as the idea developed that the
Crown in India had always been a bulwark against fanaticism and
partisanship.28 Ramsay Macdonald’s Labour government tried to
rein in these runaway Raj veterans, preferring to use the monarch as
conciliator. George V was enlisted to open in person in the Royal
Gallery of the House of Lords the first set of ‘round table’ discussions
about the future of India in November 1930.29 For the next two years
these negotiations continued, despite dwindling Indian
representation, and from them emerged the Government of India Act
of 1935.30 For the Conservative ‘diehards’ it went too far. In the
Saturday Review Sir Michael O’Dwyer, lieutenant-governor of the
Punjab at the time of the Amritsar massacre, claimed that the
pledges of the ‘Great White Queen’ – the sobriquet was relatively
new – were being broken by the British government.31 In India no
one was really happy about the Act either, although the INC stormed
into power across the country in the 1937 provincial elections.

With the new constitution for India came a new viceroy, Lord
Linlithgow. Few people believed in royal India quite as
wholeheartedly as the new viceroy. Born in the year of the golden
jubilee, godson of Queen Victoria, he became an aide-de-camp to



the king at the end of 1915. Now Linlithgow needed to make the new
constitution work. Like many a viceroy before him, he believed the
name and fame of the king-emperor could be enlisted in that task.
Article 2 of the 1935 Government of India Act left intact the king-
emperor’s powers over India. Inconveniently, the king was no more.
Between the passage of the Act and Linlithgow’s arrival in India in
April 1936, George V had died and his successor, Edward VIII, a
reluctant king at best, was wary of his Indian responsibilities, having
received such a rough ride on his visit in 1921. Undaunted,
Linlithgow set about organising a coronation durbar for the new king-
emperor. It did not happen, and so has been passed over by
historians.32 Nonetheless the durbar that never was is revealing.
Linlithgow planned that Edward VIII would arrive by air in Delhi,
‘descending from the clouds upon his Indian capital’, to inaugurate
the new federation of India. Preparations had not got very far by the
time of Edward VIII’s abdication later that year, but George VI was
more in favour, and the durbar was announced in the king’s speech
at the opening of Parliament in November, pencilled in for the cold
season in either 1937 or 1938.33

Sixty years after Lytton’s Delhi Assemblage, when Queen
Victoria’s new imperial title had been announced, the British were
trying to conjure up the magic of monarchy once more. How times
had changed. The INC passed a resolution opposing the coronation
durbar. Nehru warned that the king-emperor’s life would be in danger
if he came to India. By February 1937, Linlithgow had abandoned
the idea. It was only a temporary setback. Buoyed by the enthusiasm
he saw on display in India at the time of George VI’s coronation in
June 1937, Linlithgow returned to his durbar project, moving it back
to 1938.34 This time provincial governors warned of the costs, and
the criticism that would provoke, especially from an expanded
electorate. A final line was drawn under the idea in March 1938.
Failure to bring off the coronation durbar was no surprise; that a
viceroy could even imagine it might work as a riposte to Indian
nationalism seems remarkable, a sure sign of the dogged resilience
of British belief in the monarchy-Raj.



Nehru for one thought the days of the imperial crown were done.
The coronation of 1937 was the last hurrah. As he told Suresh
Majumdar, secretary of the Bengal Provincial Congress Committee,
‘[t]he recent abdication of ex-King Edward was a blow to the
monarchy in England. Because of this it became necessary to shout
even more loudly at the time of the Coronation.’ In India the INC
boycotted the 1937 coronation.35 Nehru became even more
dismissive of the scheme for federation and the special treatment
being offered to the Indian princes. As he told the All-India States’
Peoples conference at Ludhiana in February 1939, the princely
states were the ‘[o]ffspring of the British power in India, suckled by
imperialism for its own purposes’. A year or so later, he was even
fiercer, declaring that ‘[t]he Indian Princes have hitched their wagon
to the chariot of imperialism. They have both had their day and will
go together.’36 Not everyone thought that forging a united India was
so simple. Subhas Chandra Bose used his presidential address to
the INC meeting at Jaipur in February 1938 to call for ‘a federal
republic in which the Provinces and States will be equal partners’,
warning that the British Empire should heed the lessons of the
break-up of the Austro-Hungarian Empire, and not play off different
states against one another.37 Others used the same analogy to draw
a different conclusion. At Lahore in March 1940, Muhammad Ali
Jinnah’s All-India Muslim League broke with the INC, condemning
the prospect of a ‘Hindu Raj’, and pointing to the example of the
Balkans – that is to say, the former Austro-Hungarian Empire – as a
model for sovereign states sharing the same geographical region.38

As a coherent concept, the republic of India seemed as distant as
ever.

Empire to Republic
During the Second World War the monarchy remained part of the
solution for the Government of India until the very last. At one end of
the political spectrum, the viceroy, Lord Linlithgow, set the tone of
defiance. India would only be offered dominion status if she
committed fully to the war effort. For Linlithgow the Crown provided



security for rule over an alien people: this was the special ‘virtue of
kingship’ in India. In this way, George V, whose statue he unveiled in
November 1939, two months into the war, had been ‘everybody’s
king’.39 Back in London, the secretary of state for India and Burma,
Leo Amery, fought hard to retain links with the Crown in any future
settlement for India, even going so far as to suggest that George VI
might still undergo a coronation ceremony in Delhi once the war was
over.40 As for the king, he suggested to Winston Churchill that he
undertake a royal visit to India on a morale-boosting mission to visit
the troops.41 In India’s time of need, the British Conservative party
still had the monarchy primed and ready to serve the Raj.

With the end of the war and change of government in Britain in
1945, Indian independence moved from dream to reality. The new
Labour prime minister, Clement Attlee, whilst a member of
Churchill’s wartime coalition government, was appalled by
Linlithgow’s attitudes as viceroy. Attlee suggested that a senior
political figure be sent out from Britain to end the stand-off, bringing
all the parties to the negotiating table and forging a settlement, much
as Lord Durham – ‘radical Jack’ – had done in Canada in 1838 at the
start of Queen Victoria’s reign, when Protestant British settlers and
French Catholics were at war.42 Sir Stafford Cripps was chosen.
Known as the ‘red squire’, partly because of his republican views, he
was very much a modern-day Lord Durham. Cripps had been sent
out in 1942, and now he was despatched again, along with two other
colleagues, to negotiate an all-India settlement. The Cabinet mission
failed, but at least one thing was now clear. As Cripps prepared to
leave, George VI was solemnly informed that going forward he would
no longer be known as king-emperor.43 The Labour party had no
plans to shore up the Raj. The British Commonwealth, however, was
a different matter. Keeping India inside the Empire was the Attlee
government’s preferred end game in India. For that they turned to
the royal touch.

There was one final outing for the monarchy in India. To arrange
the independence and partition of India into two new dominions, the
Labour government called on a member of the royal family, Lord



Mountbatten, Queen Victoria’s great-grandson, who took over from
Lord Wavell as viceroy in February 1947. Like Wavell he had seen
military command outside the European theatre during the war,
serving as supreme allied commander of SEAC between 1943 and
1946.44 However, it was his royal credentials that recommended
Mountbatten. Initially, his name had been mooted as someone who
might undertake a worldwide tour of the Empire, encouraging
colonies and dependencies into their new dominion status as part of
the post-war British Commonwealth.45 In India, Mountbatten’s
mission was more complex. He was required to set out all the
alternative plans, including the partition of India, to the various
parties. The goal remained to maintain dominion status.

Mountbatten oversaw the process of the partition of India into two
new nations, a mainly Muslim Pakistan and a predominantly Hindu
India. The haste with which Mountbatten did this, and the tragic
human loss of life that followed, lie at the heart of most judgements
about his short viceroyalty. There were two other matters he had to
settle, however. For both it mattered very much that he was of royal
blood. He was tasked with coaxing the princely states into the new
settlement, and in ensuring that both India and Pakistan accepted
dominion status. The first job of persuading the princes required
some sleight of hand. In February 1944, the Chamber of Princes had
appealed for confirmation that their independence was protected by
the Crown under the terms of the queen’s proclamation of 1858 as
well as other agreements.46 In June 1946 Cripps had promised that
the princely states would be able to choose between accession to or
independence from a partitioned India and Pakistan. Mountbatten
held out hope to the Indian princes. As late as May 1947 it was
assumed that the British monarch would remain king of those parts
of India that attained dominion status.47 At the same time several of
the larger princely states, including Hyderabad and Bhopal, had
opened up a dialogue with Jinnah about inclusion in the new
Pakistan, whilst Awadh pressed Jinnah to undo its original
annexation by the British from 1856.48 Although the Chamber of
Princes was dissolved in July, Mountbatten still assured doubters



amongst the princely states that they would retain their
independence, only having to cede control over defence, external
affairs and communications. Mountbatten told the Maharaj Rana of
Dolhpur on 29 July that ‘[i]f you accede now you will be joining a
dominion with a King as Head’.49 But Jinnah and Nehru held out,
preferring to reserve dealing with the princely states until after
independence. Mountbatten was left with only titbits to offer the
princes: they could keep their Stars of India and other honorary
titles.50 The protection offered by the Crown was going; only the
ornaments remained.

Mountbatten was also charged with keeping the two new
countries within the British Commonwealth as dominions. Both
Jinnah and Nehru agreed to Pakistan and India moving to dominion
status on independence for an interim period.51 As the Raj wound
down the British gave up their baubles without too much fuss.
Attlee’s Labour government offered to give back the imperial crown
from the 1911 durbar (that never happened). Other symbols were
hard to let go. The monarchy, for one. Former viceroy Lord Halifax
suggested that the king and queen travel to Delhi to say ‘goodbye
and good luck’. Mountbatten even tried without success to have a
miniature Union Jack included in the new flags of both Pakistan and
India.52 Such minutiae did not really matter. Mountbatten got what he
came for. When the transfer of power was made in the middle of
August 1947, sovereignty passed from the Empire not to two new
republics, but to two dominions. In Karachi on 14 August,
Mountbatten read out a message from the king, welcoming Pakistan
to ‘its place in the British Commonwealth of Nations’. The next day,
from their thrones in the durbar hall in the Viceroy’s House in Delhi,
Lord and Lady Mountbatten presided over the handover ceremony in
India.53 Another message was read from the king, welcoming the
‘fulfilment of a great democratic ideal to which the British and India
people alike are dedicated’. There was no ritual lowering of the
Union Jack in Delhi, although this did happen elsewhere, for
example at the residency in Lucknow. Rather, the new dominion
flags were run up, what Mountbatten called ‘the great event of the



day’. Later that evening, at a large banquet, Nehru toasted the king,
and Mountbatten toasted the ‘new dominion of India’.54 Still no
mention was made of a republic, either in Karachi or Delhi. Later that
year, Gandhi marked the transfer of power in his own inimitable
style, sending a wedding present of a table cloth to Princess
Elizabeth, the heir to the throne, knitted by a Punjabi girl from yarn
spun by his own hands.55 As gifts from India to the royal family went,
Gandhi’s gesture was humble, a change from the tributary nuzzars
of old, yet its meaning was clear. Until 1947, the spinning wheel,
suggesting economic self-reliance, had been at the centre of the
campaign for swaraj. Since 1921 it had featured in the INC’s tricolour
flag for the new nation. After independence, the chakra in the
national flag now stood for truth and virtue, for satya and dharma,
invoking Ashoka, the Indian ruler of the second century. The qualities
once found in kings, emperors, queens and even empresses would
now symbolise the new republic.

So the British left the Indian subcontinent, and left the interim
dominion governments of India and Pakistan to debate and decide
what a republic in South Asia might be. Mountbatten stayed on as
governor-general of India, whilst Jinnah undertook the equivalent
role in Pakistan. Statues and other wondrous signs of the Raj began
to be removed from public display.56 The constituent assemblies of
the two new countries now took their time in deliberating their new
constitutions. In India it became clear that the new state would be a
unitary republic. A Sanskrit name was chosen for the new India,
‘Bharat’, meaning a universal ruler, or a chakravati, both words that
had been used on many occasions to describe the rule of Queen
Victoria. Now it had real force. The promises held out to the larger
Muslim princely states by both Cripps and Mountbatten proved
illusory as the Instrument of Accession was enforced across India. In
Pakistan, where there were fewer princely states to manage, the
process of accession was less brutal and proved more drawn out.57

There was resistance in India, from both Muslim and Hindu princely
states. The Nizam of Hyderabad, whom the British had spent
decades bossing and bullying into the Empire, tried to hang on to his



independence until the troops of the new Indian army moved in.
Bhopal, always conspicuous in its loyalty to the queen-empress, held
out too.58 In the south, Travancore, whose raja had supplied the
queen with her imperial throne way back in 1851, staved off
incorporation into the new India until 1956, its prime minister, C. P.
Ramaswami Aiyar, defending to the last an alternative idea of the
ancient Hindu polity, one based on kingship, and refusing to accept
that British paramountcy had automatically passed to the new Indian
government.59

Something like a British monarch remained in both of the new
constitutions: the figure of the president. In India, the presidential
role was modelled on the British constitution, its prerogative
substantial in theory – head of the armed forces, head of the
executive, responsible for appointing the Chief Justice of the
Supreme Court, and invested with legislative power in the event of
Parliament not sitting. In practice, like the British monarch, the new
president of India conceded executive authority to the prime minister,
and was content to advise and warn, but never control. For guidance
on how to achieve this sleight of hand, the makers of the Indian
constitution turned to Walter Bagehot and his classic 1867 account
of limited monarchy.60 The royal way of doing things was admired for
once. Only later when the Indian constitution came under fire did
reminders of the monarchy-Raj resurface. In the 1970s Indira Gandhi
was likened to an ‘Empress of India’, especially during the
Emergency of 1975–7, when she used the 42nd amendment to
curtail the functions of the Supreme Court, and to undo the
independence of the Indian Parliament.61 In Pakistan, the president
was initially allotted a similar role as a simple constitutional backstop,
although the ‘Objectives Resolution’ of March 1949 gave him more
extensive emergency powers, and, by the time the new Islamic
republic of Pakistan was declared in 1956, its first president,
Iskander Mirza, was armed with more authority than that enjoyed by
his family forebears, the Nawabs of Bengal, let alone the queen-
empress of India.62



One area of controversy remained in India around the lingering
influence of the British Crown: Indian membership of the British
Commonwealth, a status that many members of the Constituent
Assembly described as a new form of colonialism. During the
constitutional debates, Hasrat Mohani, who had first called for
national independence back in 1921, was a consistent opponent of
India’s hybrid ‘dominion republic’ status.63 Dissent only died away
after the meeting of Commonwealth heads of state in London in April
1949, when the republic of India was confirmed as a member of the
Commonwealth (the offending ‘British’ descriptor was lopped off), an
association that India had joined freely, and ‘as such’ recognised the
king as its head. It seemed a good compromise, although Indian
constitutional historians such as B. N. Rau still scrabbled around for
a historical precedent, finding one in the Licchavis of Bihar, a
republican state of the sixth century bc that had formed an alliance
with the Gupta empire.64 History mattered.

By the close of 1949 India had its republic. A final royal
proclamation of 22 June 1948 did away with the title of king-emperor.
At the end of November 1949, the new constitution was finished. It
looked forward to India as a ‘sovereign democratic republic’ (‘secular
and socialist’ would be added later). It looked backwards too. There
was a time, Ambedkar pointed out, when India was ‘studded with
republics’ and, he added for good measure, elected and limited
monarchies too. Rajendra Prasad, shortly to become India’s first
president, recalled India’s republics from 2,000 years before.65 Such
an invention of tradition served its purpose, underlining Nehru’s
claim that there was an inevitability about India’s emergence from
empire as a republic. In fact, there was no untrammelled path from
imperial monarchy to republic, from the formation of the Indian
National Congress in November 1885 to 26 January 1950, when the
new nation formally commenced. Historians of modern India treat the
struggle for independence in the half-century after Queen Victoria’s
death as a two-cornered contest, between Indian nationalism and
the British government. Yet there was always a third body in the ring.
That was the Crown, truly the elephant in the room of modern Indian



history. Indian attachment to the idea of a patriot queen, a beneficent
monarch, persisted well into the early twentieth century. Only in the
1920s did the argument emerge within Indian nationalism that the
monarch, government and imperialism were one and the same thing.
At that point, the idea of imperial monarchy was reappropriated by
the British, in order to see off the INC, but with diminishing effects.
By the end of the Raj the monarchy was as unpopular in India as the
rest of the edifice of British rule. Not until 1961 did Queen Elizabeth
II venture out to India and Pakistan, almost the last countries of the
new Commonwealth to receive a royal visit. On that occasion all
went well. Prasad and Nehru beamed with pride as the queen sat
through the Republic Day celebrations of 26 January. In London, The
Times reflected on how the visit showed up the failure of Disraeli’s
old romantic vision of making Queen Victoria Empress of India, how
Disraeli had been wrong to push her forward as a symbol of political
authority, but never one of social cohesion. Only now with the queen
as head of the Commonwealth, the paper went on, was there a
version of monarchy that was not alien to the Indian people.66 As a
postcolonial sentiment the observation was undoubtedly timely.
Monarchy had indeed fallen from fashion in India with a resounding
thud. As a historical proposition, as this book has tried to show, it
was not always so. As empress, Queen Victoria had brought
monarchy to life in nineteenth-century India. And in its own way,
India had resuscitated royalty back in Britain.
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Mughal rule (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi), (vii), (viii), (ix), (x), (xi), (xii), (xiii), (xiv), (xv), (xvi),

(xvii), (xviii), (xix), (xx)
nationalism (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi), (vii), (viii)
nursing (i), (ii), (iii)
and Parliament (i)
Persian rule (i)
princely states (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi), (vii), (viii), (ix), (x), (xi), (xii), (xiii), (xiv), (xv), (xvi),

(xvii), (xviii), (xix), (xx), (xxi), (xxii), (xxiii), (xxiv), (xxv), (xxvi), (xxvii), (xxviii), (xxix), Plate
26
gun salutes (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi)

railways (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi), (vii), (viii), (ix), (x)
rebellion of 1857–8 (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi), (vii), (viii), (ix), (x), (xi), (xii), (xiii)
as a republic (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)
salt tax (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)
stamp tax (i)
Supreme Court (i)
Turkics (i)
women in (i), (ii), (iii)

India Christian Association (i)
India House (i)
India Office (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi), (vii), (viii), (ix)
Indian Anti-Vivisection Society (i)
Indian and Australian Mail Steam Packet Company (i)
Indian Charivari (i)
Indian Civil Service (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi), (vii), (viii), (ix), (x), (xi), (xii), (xiii)
Indian Civil Service Act (1861) (i)
Indian Councils Act (1861) (i), (ii), (iii)
Indian Empire Society (i)



Indian High Courts Act (1861) (i)
Indian Institute see Oxford
Indian National Congress (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi), (vii), (viii), (ix), (x), (xi), (xii), (xiii), (xiv),

(xv), (xvi)
and Queen Victoria (i)

Indian Ocean (i), (ii), (iii)
Indian Opinion (i)
Indian Penal Code (1860) (i)
Indian Princes Victorian Health Institute (i)
Indian Public Service Commission (i)
Indian Sociologist (i)
Indian Spectator (i)
Indian Women’s Victoria Memorial (i)
indigo (i), (ii)
Indonesia (i)
Indore (i), (ii), (iii)

Dewan of (i)
Maharaja of (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi),

Indus, river (i), (ii), (iii)
Inglis, Sir Robert Harry (i)
Iqbal, Muhammad (i)
Ireland (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi), (vii), (viii), (ix), (x), (xi), (xii)

famine (i)
Lord Lieutenants (i)

Isandlwana, battle of (i)
Italy (i), (ii), (iii)
Iyer, Subramania (i)

Jabalpur (i), (ii), (iii)
Jacob, Sir Swinton (i)
Jadhava, Ganapatarava (i)
Jahan, Nur (i)
Jahangir (i)
Jaipur (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), Plate 13,

Maharaja of (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi), (vii), (viii), (ix)
Prince Albert Museum (i)

Jambusar (i)
Jami-ul-Ulum (i)
Jammu (i), (ii)

Maharaja of (i)
Japan (i), (ii), (iii)
Jats (i)
Java (i), (ii)
Jayaswal, K. P. (i)
Jeejeebhoy, Cursetjee (later Sir Jamsetjee, 2nd Bt.) (i), (ii), (iii)
Jeejeebhoy, Sir Jamsetjee, 1st Bt. (i), (ii)
Jehangir, Sir Cowasji (i)
Jellalabad, battle of (i), (ii)



Jenkins, Edward (i)
Jews (i), (ii)
Jhalawar (i)
Jhansi (i), (ii)

Rani of (i), (ii)
Jinnah, Muhammad Ali (i)
Jind (i)

Maharaja of (i)
Jodhpur (i), (ii)

Maharaja of (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v)
Joubert, Jules (i)
jubilees (India) (i), (ii), (iii)

1887 (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi), (vii), (viii), (ix), (x)
1897 (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi), (vii), (viii), (ix)
jubilee medal (1887) (i)

jubilees (London)
1887 (i), (ii)

Women’s Jubilee Offering (i)
1897 (i)

Jumma, river (i)
Junagarh, Nawab of (i), (ii)
Jung Bahadur, Sir (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)
Jung, Sir Salar (i), (ii), (iii)

Kabul, (i), (ii), (iii)
Kaira (i)
Kaisar-i-Hind (P&O ship) (i)
Kalpataru (i)
Kandahar (i), (ii), (iii)
Kandy (i)
Kandyan monarchy see Ceylon
Kanpur (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi), (vii)
Kapurthala, Maharaja of (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi), Plate 31
Karachi (i), (ii), (iii)
Karauli (i)
Karim, Hafiz Abdul (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), Plate 29
Kashmir (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v)

Maharaja of (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi)
shawls (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi)

Kasim Bazar, Maharani of (i)
Kathmandu (i)
Kaur, Maharani Jind (i), (ii)
Kayasthas (i)
Kaye, John (i), (ii)
Kent, Duchess of (i), (ii)
Kesari (i)
Khan, Amir (i)
Khan, Ayub see Afghanistan, emirs



Khan, Dost Mohammad (i), (ii), (iii)
Khan, Hashmadad (i)
Khan, Mohammad Yaqub see Afghanistan, emirs
Khan, Sher Ali see Afghanistan, emirs
Khan, Siddiq Hasan (i)
Khan, Syed Ahmed (i), (ii), (iii)
Kimberley, Lord (i)
Kipling, John Lockwood (i), (ii)
Kipling, Rudyard (i)
Kishangarh, Maharaja of (i)
Kishwar, Malika (i)
Knighton, William (i)
Koh-i-Noor (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v)
Kolar (i)
Kolhapur, Raja of (i), (ii), (iii)

Labouchere, Henry (i)
Lad, Bhau Daji (i)
Lahore (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi), (vii), (viii), (ix), (x), (xi), (xii), (xiii), (xiv), (xv), (xvi), (xvii)

Lady Aitchison’s Hospital (i)
Mayo School of Art (i), (ii)
Montgomery Hall (i)
museum (i)
Shalimar Gardens (i)
Victoria Diamond Jubilee Hindu Technical Institute (i)

Lakshmi see Victoria, Queen
Lambert, Sir John (i)
Lambert, Commodore Rowley (i)
Lancashire, cotton ‘famine’ (i)
Landan-jubili (1888) (i), Plate 27
Lansdowne, Lady (i)
Lansdowne, Lord (i), (ii)
lascars (i)
Lawrence, Sir John (later Lord) (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v)
Lecky, W. E. H. (i)
Lees, William Nassau (i)
Leeds (i), (ii)
Leighton, Sir Frederick (i)
Leopold I, King of Belgium (i)
Leopold, Prince (i)
Linlithgow, Lord (i)
Lloyd George, David, Imperial War Cabinet of (1917–18) (i)
Login, Sir John (i)
Login, Lady Lena (i)
London

Albert Memorial (i), (ii)
Guildhall (i)
Horse Guards (Whitehall) (i), (ii), (iii)



Hyde Park (i), (ii)
Imperial and Colonial Institute (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v)
Lord Mayor of (i), (ii)
Mansion House (i)
Marlborough House (i)
Middle Temple (i)
Nelson’s Column (i)
Regent’s Park (i)
St Paul’s Cathedral (i)
School of Oriental and African Studies (i)
South Kensington Museum (i)
University of (i)
Westminster Abbey (i), (ii)
Zoo (i)

Long, James (i)
Louis Napoleon (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)
Louis, Prince of Battenburg (i)
Louise, Princess of Prussia, Duchess of Connaught and Strathearn (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi),

(vii), (viii)
Lowe, Robert (i)
Lucknow (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi), (vii), (viii), (ix), (x), (xi), (xii), (xiii), Plate 9

Kaiserbagh Palace (i)
Ludlow, J. M. (i)
Lundgren, Egron (i)
Lytton Lady, (i)
Lytton, Lord (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi), (vii), (viii), (ix), (x), (xi), (xii), (xiii)

Macaulay, Thomas Babington (i), (ii)
Macdonald, Ramsay government of (1929–31) (i)
Maddock, Henry (i)
Madhara Rao, (i)
Madras (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi), (vii), (viii), (ix), (x), (xi), (xii), (xiii)

Bishop of (i), (ii)
Caste Hospital for Women (i)
docks (i)
freemasons (i), (ii)
Government House (i)
and Prince Alfred (i)
and the Prince of Wales (i), (ii)
School of Art (i),
and transfer of power in 1858

Madras, presidency of (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi), (vii)
army (i)
famine (i), (ii)
jubilee (1887) (i), (ii),

Madras Mail (i)
Madras Times (i)
Madura (i)



Mahmud, Sultan of Ghazni (i)
Magna Carta (1215) (i), (ii)
Mahabharata (i), (ii)
Mahomedan Literary Society see Calcutta
Maine, Henry (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)
Maiwand (i)
Majumdar, Suresh (i)
Makrai (i)
Malabari, Behramji (i)
Malaviya, Madan Mohan (i)
Malacca (i)
Malerkotla, Maharaja of (i)
Malmesbury, Lord (i)
Malta (i), (ii)
Malwa (i)

Queen of (i)
Manchester, Social Science Congress (i)
Mander, Samuel (i)
Manipur (i), (ii), (iii)

Maharaja of (i)
Senapati of (i), (ii)

Manning, Adelaide (i)
Mansfield, General William (i)
Marathas see India
Marathi see India, languages
Maria-Theresa of Austria (i)
Marochetti, Carlo (i)
Marshman, John (i)
Martin, Robert Montgomery (i)
Martin, Theodore (i), (ii)
marwaris (i)
Mary, Princess of Teck (i)

as Queen (i), (ii)
Mathura (i)
Mauritius (i)
Mayo, Lady (i), (ii)
Mayo, Lord (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi)

assassination (i), (ii), (iii)
and Indian tour of Prince Alfred (i), (ii), (iii)

Mecca (i), (ii), (iii)
Mediterranean, sea (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)
Meerut (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)
Mehmet Ali (i)
Mehta, Lajjaram Sharma (i)
Melbourne (i)
Melbourne, Lord (i), (ii)
Mexico (i), (ii)
Miani, battle of (i)



Minto, Lord (i)
missionaries (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi), (vii), (viii), (ix), (x), (xi), (xii), (xiii)

Catholic (i)
Mitchell, Lt Colonel William (i)
Mithila (i)
Mitra, Dinabandhu (i)
Mirza, Iskander (i)
Mohammed, Prince Ghulam (i), (ii)
Mohammedan Anglo-Oriental College see Aligarh
Mohani, Hasrat (i), (ii)
Monier-Williams, Monier (i), (ii), (iii)
Moonshine (i)
Mooradan (i)
Moradabad (i), (ii)
Morley, John (i)
Morvi, Thakur of (i), (ii), (iii)
Moscow (i), (ii)
Moslem Patriotic League (i)
Mountbatten, Lady Edwina (i), (ii)
Mountbatten, Lord Louis (i), (ii)
Mughals see India
Muhammad, the Prophet (i)
Muir, Lady (i)
Muir, Sir William (i), (ii)
Mulgrave House (i)
Müller, Max (i), (ii), (iii)
Multan (i), (ii)

battle of (i)
Munger (i)
Murray, John (i)
Murshidabad (i)

Nawab of (i)
Muscat (i)
Muslims (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi), (vii), (viii), (ix), (x), (xi), (xii), (xiii), (xiv), (xv), (xvi)
Mysore (city) (i), (ii)
Mysore, state of (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi), (vii), (viii), (ix), (x), (xi), (xii)

Maharaja of (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi)
Maharani of (i), (ii), (iii)
jubilee (1897) (i)

Nabha (i)
Maharaja of (i)
postage stamp (i), Plate 10

Nagpur (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)
Empress Mills (i), (ii), Plate 18

Naidu, Rungiah (i)
Nanak, Guru (i)
Nandgaon (i)



Nainital (i)
Nanking, Treaty of (i)
Naoroji, Dadabhai (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v)
Napier, Lady (i)
Napier, Lord (i), (ii)
Napier, Sir Charles (i)
Napoleon III (i)
national anthem (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)
National Association for Supplying Female Medical Aid to the Women of India see Dufferin,

Lady Hariot, Countess of Dufferin Fund
National Indian Association (i), (ii)
Native Coinage Act (1876) (i)
Nava Yug (i)
navy (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)
Natal see South Africa
Nausherwan (i)
Nehru, Jawaharlal (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v)
Nehru, Motilal (i)
Nepal (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi), (vii), (viii), (ix), (x), (xi)
Netherlands (i), (ii)
New York Times (i)
New Zealand (i), (ii), (iii)
Newcastle upon Tyne (i)
newspapers (i)
Nightingale, Florence (i)
Nineteenth Century, The (i)
Norfolk (i)
Norman, John Paxton (i)
Northbrook, Lord (i), (ii), (iii)

and Indian tour of the Prince of Wales (i), (ii), (iii)
Northcote, Stafford (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)
North-West Provinces (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi), (vii)

famine (i)
Norton, Eardley (i)
Nott, General William (i)
nursing see India

O’Donnell, Charles (i)
O’Dwyer, Sir Michael (i)
opium (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)
Orange Free State see South Africa
Order of the Bath (i)
Order of British India (i)
Order of the Crown of India (i)

investitures (i)
Order of St Patrick (i), (ii)
Orissa (i)

famine (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)



Orlich, Leopold von (i)
Osborne House see Victoria, Queen, residences
Ottoman empire see Turkey
Oxford University of (i), (ii)

Indian Institute (i), (ii), (iii)

Paisley (i)
Pakistan (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)

and the Commonwealth (i)
constitution (i)

Pal, Bipin Chandra (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)
Pal, Kristo Das (i)
Palamcotta (i)
Pall Mall Gazette (i)
Palmer, Thomas (i)
Palmerston, Lord (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v)

Government of (1855–8) (i)
Panandhikar, D. V. (i)
Pandavas (i)
Panna, Maharani of (i)
Paper Currency Act (1861) (i)
Paris (i), (ii)
Paris India Society (i)
Parliament (United Kingdom) (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi), (vii), (viii), (ix), (x), (xi), (xii), (xiii), (xiv),

(xv), (xvi), (xvii)
House of Commons (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi), (vii), (viii), (ix), (x), (xi), (xii)
House of Lords (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v)

Parsis (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)
Pathuns (i)
Patiala (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)

Maharaja of (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v)
Peel, Jonathan (i), (ii)
Peel, Sir Robert (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v)
Pegu (i), (ii), (iii)
Penang (i)
Peninsular and Oriental Company (i)
Persia (i)

Shah of (i), (ii)
war with (i)

Persian Gulf (i)
Peshawar (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)
Petit, Dinshaw (i), (ii)
Phadke, Vasude Balwant (i)
Phayre, Colonel Robert (i), (ii)
Phipps, Harriet (i)
pilgrim tax (i)
Pilibheet (i)
Pinjore (i)



Pomare, Albert Victor (i)
Poona (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi), (vii), (viii), (ix), (x)

Female Training College (i)
Sarvajanki Sabha (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v)

Ponsonby, Henry (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)
Port Blair (i)
Portsmouth (i), (ii), (iii)
Portugal (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi)
postal service (i)
Potsdam (i)
Powar, Sunderbai (i)
Prasad, Rajendra (i)
Prichard, Iltudus Thomas (i)
Prinsep, James (i)
Prinsep, Val (i), (ii), (iii)
Privy Council (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)

Judicial Committee of (i)
Probyn, General Dighton (i)
proclamations see Victoria, Queen; Edward VII; George V; George VI
Prussia (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v)
Punch (i), (ii), (iii)
purdah (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v)
Puri (i), (ii), (iii)
Pudukkottai, Raja of (i)
Punjab (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi), (vii), (viii), (ix), (x), (xi), (xii), (xiii), (xiv), (xv), (xvi), (xvii),

(xviii), (xix), (xx), (xxi)
army (i)
Doab (i)
famine (i), (ii)

Qaidafa (i)
Quakers (i)
Quinton, James (i), (ii)

Rai, Lajpat (i)
Rajahmundry (i)
Rajkot (i), (ii)
Rajpipla (i)
Rajputana (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi), (vii)

chiefs (i)
famine (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)

Ram, Ganga (i)
Rama (i)
Ramabai, Pandita (i)
Ramayana (i)
Ramnagar Fort (i)
Rampur (i), (ii)

Nawab of (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi)



Ramsay, Lady Susan (i), (ii)
Ranaghat (i)
Rand, Charles Walter (i)
Rangoon (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v)
Ratlam, Maharaja of (i)
Rau, B. N. (i)
Rawalpindi (i), (ii), (iii)
Rawlinson, Sir Henry (i)
Readymoney, Cowasji Jehangir (i)
Reay, Lord (i), (ii), (iii)
Reay, Lady Fanny (i)
Reay, Lady Maria (i)
Red Sea (i)
Reddiar, Vidhvan Periya Subbar (i)
Reid, Sir James (i)
Renan, Ernest (i)
republic, idea of see India
Republican Congress (i)
Reuter’s (i), (ii)
Rewa, Maharaja of (i), (ii), (iii)
Ripon, 1st Earl (i), (ii)
Ripon, 1st Marquess of (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)
Roberts, Major Frederick (later Lord) (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)
Roorkee (i)
Rosebery, Lord, government of (1894–5) (i)
Ross, John (i)
Rothschild, Lord (i)
Roy, Ram Mohan (i)
Royal Asiatic Society (i)
Royal Society of Arts (i), (ii)
Royal Titles Act (i)
Royal Tourist, The (i)
Royle, Dr J. Forbes (i), (ii), (iii)
Rukhmabai (i)
Russell, William Howard (i)
Russia (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi), (vii), (viii), (ix), (x), (xi), (xii), (xiii) Tsar (xiv)
ryots (i)

Sahib, Nana (i)
St Lawrence, river (i)
Sale, Lady (i)
Salisbury, Lord (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi), (vii), (viii)
salt tax see India
Salvation Army (i)
Sandhurst (i)
sannads (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)
Sanskrit see India, languages
Santhals (i)



Sassoon, Albert (i)
Sassoon, David (i)
Sastras (i)
Sastry, Vedam Venkataraya (i)
Satara (i), (ii)
sati (i), (ii), (iii)
Saturday Review (i)
Savarkar, Vinayak Damodar (i)
Savigny, Friedrich Karl von (i)
Sayani, Rahimatulla (i)
Scharlieb, Mary (i)
Schlegel, August Wilhelm (i)
Schleswig-Holstein (i)
Scotland (i), (ii)
Scott, George Gilbert (i)
Second World War (i)
Secunderabad (i)
Sen, Keshub Chandra (i), (ii), (iii)
Senapati, the see Manipur
Serapis, HMS (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi)
Seringapatam, Treaty of (i)
Shaftesbury, Lord (i), (ii)
Shah Alam II (i)
Shah, Nader (i)
Shah, Surendra Bikram (i)
Shanghai (i)
Shimoga (i)
Shivaji (i), (ii), (iii)
Shivaji II (i)
Shivaji IV, Maharaja of Kolhapur (i)
Shunkerseth, Jaganath (i)
Siarsol, Maharani of (i)
Sikandra (i)
Sikhs (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi), (vii)

wars with (i), (ii),
1st (i), (ii)
2nd (i)

regiments (i)
Sikkim (i), (ii)
Simla (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi)

Town Hall (i)
Simpson, William (i), (ii)
Simon, Sir John (i)
Singapore (i), (ii), (iii)
Sindh (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi)

emirs of (i), (ii)
Singh, Bamba, née Müller (i), (ii)
Singh, Bhai Ram (i), (ii)



Singh, Dhian (i)
Singh, Duleep (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi), (vii), (viii), Plates 5, 7
Singh, Gurnain (i)
Singh, Kulachandra (i)
Singh, Pratap (i), (ii)
Singh, Ranjit (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)

golden throne (i), (ii), (iii)
Singh, Sher (i), (ii)
Singh, Surachandra (i)
Singh, Victor Albert Duleep (i)
slave trade (i)
slavery (i)
Smith, Sydney (i)
Socialist Congress (i)
Society for the Propagation of the Gospel in Foreign Parts (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi)
Solent, river (i)
Somanath, temple of (i), (ii)
Som Prakash (i)
Sophie, Queen of the Netherlands (i)
Soraba (i)
Sorabji family (i)
South Africa (i), (ii)

Cape colony (i)
Natal (i), (ii)

jubilee (1897) (i)
Orange Free State (i)
Transvaal (i)
war in (i)

Southampton (i)
St Mary’s church (i)

Spain (i), (ii), (iii)
Spencer, George (i)
Staffordshire (i)
Standard, The (i)
Stanley, Lord (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)
Star of India (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi), (vii), (viii)

investitures (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi), (vii)
steamship navigation (i)
Steinbach, Henry (i)
Stephen, James Fitzjames (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)
Stevens, Frederick William (i)
Stone, Julia (i)
Straits Settlements (i)
Strand, The (i)
Stuttgart (i)
Sudan (i)
Suez Canal see Egypt
Suket (i)



Surat (i)
Nawab of (i)

Sullivan, John (i)
Sullivan, Arthur (i)
Sussex, Duke of (i)
Sutherland, Duke of (i)
Sutlej (i)

battle of (i)
medal (i), Plate 2

river (i), (ii), (iii)
Swodoba, Rudolf (i), (ii), (iii), Plates 29–30
Sydney (i)
Sylhet (i)

Tagore, Debendranath (i)
Tagore, Dwarkanath (i), Plate 1
Tagore, Rabindranath (i), (ii)
Tagore, Sourindro Mohun (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v)
Taj Mahal see Agra
Tamil (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)
Tanjore (i), (ii), (iii)

Ranis of (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)
Tarkavcaspati, Taranatha (i)
Tata, Jamsetji (i), (ii)
telegraph (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi)
Tell-el-Kebir, battle of (i)
Telugu (i)
Telugu Zenana Magazine (i)
Temple, Sir Richard (i)
Tennyson, Lord Alfred (i)
Terai (i)
Thangal, Lungthoubu (i)
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