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OZET

KALPAKLI, Fatma. Mary Margaret Kaye’in Shadow of the Moon (1957), James Gordon
Farrell’in The Siege of Krishnapur (1973) ve Zadie Smith’in White Teeth (2000)
Romanlarinda Hint Milliyetciligine Kars1 Farkli Tutumlar, Doktora Tezi, Ankara, 2008

Bu tezin amaci yirminci yiizy1l Ingiliz roman baglaminda Mary Margaret Kaye’in Shadow of
the Moon (1957), James Gordon Farrell’in The Siege of Krishnapur (1973) ve Zadie Smith’in
White Teeth (2000) adli eserlerini ele alarak, soz konusu ii¢c romanda Ingiliz ve Hintli
karakterlerin 1rk, sinif, sosyal cinsel kimlik, din, bolge, egitim ve yas unsurlar1 incelenerek
anilan yazarlarin Hint milliyetciligine karst farkli tutumlar gosterip gostermedigini

arastirmaktir.

Hint milliyetciliginin gelisimi diisiiniildiigiinde, 1857 Sipahi Ayaklanmas Ingiliz yonetimine
karst oldugu bilinen ilk ayaklanma oldugundan baglangic noktasi olarak alinabilir.
Hindistan’da Ingiliz yonetimi bir Ingiliz ticaret sirketi olan Dogu Hindistan Sirketi’nin, on
altinc1 yiizyillda Hindistan’a gitmesiyle baslar. Fakat daha sonra, Ingiliz yonetiminin, yerel
halkin 6zellikle dinlerine saygi duymamasi 1857 Sipahi Ayaklanmasi’na neden olur. Shadow
of the Moon, The Siege of Krishnapur ve White Teeth romanlarinda bu ayaklanmanin
etrafinda gelisen olaylardan yola c¢ikilarak roman karakterlerinin iistiinden Mary Margaret
Kaye’in, James Gordon Farrell’in ve Zadie Smith’in Hint milliyet¢iligine olan tutumlari

irdelenecektir.

Shadow of the Moon, The Siege of Krishnapur ve White Teeth’deki roman Kkarakterleri
incelendiginde 1k faktoriiniin cok ©nemli oldugu ve bu eserlerde Ingilizlerin Hint
milliyetciligine kars1 olduklari, Hintlilerin ise bazilarinin Hint milliyetciligini destekledikleri,
bazilarinin ise desteklemedikleri goézlenmistir. Sinif unsurunun da bu konuda karakterlerin
bakis acisi iizerinde belirleyici bir rolii vardir; hem Ingiliz hem de genelde Hint burjuvazisinin
Hint milliyetciligine kars1 olumsuz bir bakis acilarinin oldugu saptanmistir. Ancak, ayni
zamanda Hint milliyet¢iligini yonlendirenlerin de Hint burjuvazi sinifina mensup roman
karakterleri arasindan c¢iktig1 gozlemlenmistir. Her iic romanda da sosyal cinsel kimligin Hint
milliyetciligine olan bakis acis1 incelendiginde hem Ingiliz hem de Hintli erkek roman
karakterlerinin kadin karakterlere nazaran milli konularda daha aktif rol aldig1 saptanmistir.

Din faktorii ise karakterlerin tutumlar iizerinde oldukga etkilidir ve Hiristiyan Ingilizler Hint



ABSTRACT

KALPAKLI, Fatma. Contrasting Approaches towards Indian Nationalism in Mary Margaret
Kaye’s Shadow of the Moon (1957), James Gordon Farrell’s The Siege of Krishnapur (1973)
and Zadie Smith’s White Teeth (2000), Ph. D. Dissertation, Ankara, 2008

The aim of this dissertation is to analyse the contrasting and changing approaches towards
Indian nationalism in Shadow of the Moon (1957) by Mary Margaret Kaye, The Siege of
Krishnapur (1973) by James Gordon Farrell and White Teeth (2000) by Zadie Smith. This
study will analyse whether a change occurs in the British writers’ attitude towards Indian
nationalism through the analysis of the English characters and Indian characters with regard to

race, class, gender, religion, region, education and age in the novels mentioned above.

When the development of Indian nationalism is taken into consideration, the Indian Mutiny of
1857 can be taken as a starting point, since it is the first rebellion against the British rule in
India. In the sixteenth century, with the coming of an English trade company to India, which
is the East India Company, the British rule begins. Afterwards, the English administration’s
disrespectful attitude especially towards indigenous religions paves the way to the Indian

Mutiny of 1857.

In Shadow of the Moon, The Siege of Krishnapur and White Teeth both the English and Indian
characters’ national backgrounds seem very influential in shaping their attitudes towards
Indian nationalism as all the English characters have a negative stance towards it. With regard
to the Indians, it has been observed that some of them support Indian nationalism, while some
of them do not. Characters’ class backgrounds also play an important role in determining
their stance towards Indian nationalism. Having the same class background becomes a
common denominator for middle class fictional characters and regardless of racial
differences, both the middle class English and most middle class Indian people seem to be
against Indian nationalism. However, paradoxically, at the same time it has been observed
that the leaders and organisers of the Indian National Movement also have middle class
backgrounds. In addition, in these three novels, with regard to gender it is seen that while
both English and Indian male characters actively take part in national matters, English and
Indian female characters take on more indirect roles. Religion is one of the most influential

factors and nearly all the Christian English are against Indian nationalism. As for the Indians,



INTRODUCTION

A. THE HISTORY OF BRITISH AND INDIAN RELATIONSHIPS AND
THE ESTABLISHMENT OF INDIA AS A FREE COUNTRY

This study aims at exploring if any change occurs in the British writers’ attitudes
towards Indian nationalism in the twentieth century selective British novels, namely
Kaye’s Shadow of the Moon (1957), Farrell’s The Siege of Krishnapur (1973), and
Smith’s White Teeth (2000) through the analysis of the Indian and English characters’
attitudes towards Indian nationalism with regard to criteria such as race, class, gender,
religion, region, education and age. Hence, the dissertation aims to analyse whether a
change occurs in the British writers’ attitudes towards Indian nationalism between 1957

and 2000.

In order to provide a sound analysis of Indian nationalism, it is necessary to supply a
general review of the history of English and Indian relationships and the reasons which
lie behind the colonisation of India. Madhu Limaye, an Indian historian, argues that in
the history of India “the recurrent theme has been the subjection of its people to alien
rule for long streches of time...Subjection is the common fate and enjoyment of
freedom and a unified state has been episodic” (3). When the significant invasions of
India are taken into consideration, the validity of this argument becomes very clear. A
brief survey of the history of India displays that the first invasion was carried out by
“the Achaemenids of Persia'” between 520 and 515 B.C during the reign of Cyrus
(Mahmud 16) and the second invasion was carried out by “the Macedonian Greeks” in
327 B.C. during the reign of Alexander the Great and lasted until around 316 B.C.
(Thapar 59). When the Macedonian rule came to an end, “Muslim invaders” - Arab,
Turkish and Afghan - came to India (Limaye 5) between the tenth and fifteenth

centuries.

In the fifteenth century, India eventually came to be known by Western men through

Portuguese sailors. On 27 May 1498, Vasco da Gama arrived at Calicut® on the West



coast of India (Limaye 11) and as a result of this geographical discovery Western men
began to come to India and this changed the fate of the country. “At the turn of the
fifteenth century, Western adventurers, traders and missionaries” came to India and this

was the beginning of “the British supremacy” there’ (Limaye 6).

However, as mentioned above, “the first Europeans to come to the sub-continent had
been the Portuguese (Mahmud 183),” not the British. The Portuguese were followed by
the Dutch (Mahmud 183) and later on, they were followed by British and French
tradesmen. These Europeans had no aim of invading or colonising these lands, but they
were there for commercial reasons. Michael Edwardes clarifies that in the beginning the
first comers from Britain were British tradesmen, not British militarymen or British

colonisers:

Until 1858, British India was ruled by a chartered commercial
corporation, the East India Company, operating under ever increasing
interference from the British Crown. But there had been no thought of
dominion in the minds of the eighty hard-headed businessmen who, in
1599, met in the City of London to found the Company. Their concern
was with trade - in spices, silks, gems, camphor and indigo - and the
first voyages were fitted out not for India at all, but for Sumatra. In
1608, however, the Company’s agents in Bantam and the Moluccas
reported that the people there were good customers for Indian calicoes
and suggested that a trading post should be set up in India to buy
them. (15)

The East India Company* was a legal trade company and trade was its top priority, as
India would be both a good source for raw materials and a good consumer market for
British products. As Ferro further states, “...in India the goals were strictly commercial,
before becoming territorial” (59). In order to begin trading, the East India Company got
permission from “the Mughal Emperor, Jahangir” to establish a post (Edwardes 15;
Mahmud 183); hence it built warehouses at “Surat™. “After Surat, further
‘factories’®...were set up at Ahmedabad, Burhanpur, Ajmer and Agra” (Edwardes 15).

Later, however, the East India Company began to lose its civilian structure and began to



maintain an army for its own security. As time went by, these security forces began to

be used to solve the conflicts among the indigenous people. Mahmud states:

The East India Company had by the beginning of the eighteenth century three
important trading centres, at Bombay, Madras and Calcutta, with governors
appointed by their board of directors to control the affairs of the trading stations.
To protect themselves they enrolled local soldiers whom they called sepoys’ and
trained them on Western lines. Soon they had three small armies too. As time went
on, the local rajas [kings] and nawabs [governors], noticing the strength of their
sepoy armies, began to ask them for help in their internal affairs. In return first for
more trade concessions and later for more land, the three centres began to take an

active part in Indian power politics. (183)

Thus, these armies were used by Indian princes to solve their internal conflicts and to
suppress the rebellions in their regions in addition to oppressing their own people.
Therefore, the British began to take advantage of this situation and to hold the upper
hand in Indian politics. In return for their military support, the Company men began to
demand land and some rights in the administration and eventually ended up with more
power than the Indian princes and local governors. “The British power [was] firstly
established in Bengal” (Limaye 111) with the Battle of Plassey in June 23, 1757. This
battle broke out as the nawab® (governor) of Bengal attacked “the British factories” and
captured Calcutta (Kulke 213). Then, Robert Clive,” a successful British officer, was
given the responsibility of the British troops. Though, he had only “3000 troops” and
the nawab’s army was “far greater” (Kulke 214), Clive “won the battle with the loss of
only twenty men” (Mahmud 189) and defeated the Indian army which was led by Siraj-
ud-daulah (Mahmud 189). However, in Clive’s victory, Indian traitors also had their
share. In many history books (James 52; Edwardes 20; Limaye 64; Delgoda 153) it is
explained that Clive gave bribes and prepared conspiracy plans against the governor of
Bengal and due to this fact he won the battle. Thus, Clive’s victory was not merely
because of his military talent, but also because of the weakness of the national feelings

of some Indians. Kulke states that



[a]fter having indulged in a secret intrigue with Mir Jaffar, the commander of the
nawab’s troops, Clive moved to the north in order to challenge the nawab on the
battlefield of Plassey. Mir Jaffar was supposed to change sides while the battle was
on and Clive would then see to it that he would become the nawab of Bengal... Mir
Jaffar was then did change sides: and rewarded Clive handsomely with a fief and a
huge sum of Money. Back in Calcutta Clive got himself elected as governor of

Bengal by the company’s offices there. (213-214)

Thus, acts of betrayal and treachery on the part of the Indians had an important role in
the Battle of Plassey, which shaped the fate of Anglo-Indian history: “This was a small

battle in which the English victory was due more to treachery than to superior arms but it had

important results. It laid the foundation of the British Empire in India” (Sahgal 6-7).

As it is suggested above, some Indians’ being deprived of national consciousness helped
the English in establishing dominance over India: “The English learnt that Mir Jafar, the

chief minister of Bengal, had certain ambitions. So they approached him and two influential

Hindus also, Jagat Seth and Omichand” (Mahmud 188).

Hence, after the Battle of Plassey the East India Company took the control of Bengal
with the help of some of the Indians who gave more importance to personal and
secterian interests than to national interests. S.F.Mahmud, an Eastern historian, argues
that Siraj-ud-daulah fled (189) after the war, whereas Hermann Kulke, a Western
historian argues that “the nawab was defeated and killed” (214). Therefore, there is not
enough objective data to comment on the governor’s attitude towards his country and

whether he is a patriot or a traitor.

However, the defeat of Plassey was just the beginning of a series of defeats for the
indigenous people of India; for instance shortly afterwards in 1764 the Mughal forces
were defeated in the Battle of Buxar. As a result of the defeats in Plassey and Buxar,
instead of fighting back, the Mughal Emperors chose to cooperate and reconcile with
the British and even offered them some privileges such as giving some responsibility in
the civil administration of Bengal: “The Great Mughal in Delhi thought that he could

perhaps restore some of his authority in Bengal by entrusting the British with the civil



administration (Diwani) of that province so as to curb the influence of the new nawab,

who would be left with the military command only” (Kulke 214).

Thus, “the criminal jurisdiction over the area [was] left to Mir Jafar and the Company in
return gave the Emperor the Doab [a city, a place], and... [some money] as tribute every
year. The Nawab of Oudh was given back his dominions except for Kara and
Allahabad... In return the Emperor promised to pay the Company all the expenses of the
late war and to be an ally of the English” (Mahmud 191). Eventually, “in 1765 the grant
of Diwani (the right to collect all taxes'®)” (Mahmud 191) was given to the Company
and accordingly the Company had the right to collect taxes in “Bihar, Bengal and
Orissa” (Mahmud 191). This enlarged their authority. Afterwards, Clive became the
first British governor of Bengal (Sahgal 11). In 1773, the British government passed
“the Regulating Act” and “under this Act, the Company was made responsible to [the

British] Parliament” (Mahmud 194). Accordingly,

[a] Governor-General was to be appointed for the province of Bengal and he was to
have four councillors. The provinces of Madras and Bombay were to have
governors, but were put under the government of Bengal. There was to be a
supreme court at Calcutta, with a chief justice and three judges. The directors were
to submit to Parliament copies of all official correspondence and make half-yearly

reports on their affairs. (Mahmud 194)

As a requisite of these new regulations, in 1774 Warren Hastings was made the first
governor-general and until the Indian Mutiny of 1857, a number of British governor-
generals were appointed. At times, these governor-generals went to war to enlarge their

lands “till almost all of India came under their rule” (Sahgal 11).

Most of these governor-generals were involved in very arbitrary practices and the best
example for this may be the action put into practice by Dalhousie, the last governor-
general. Dalhousie followed “a three-sided policy of annexation''.” Firstly, his policy
was based on “the right of conquest,” secondly on “the belief that British rule should

take the place of the inefficient rule in some of the Indian states,” and thirdly on the



“doctrine of lapse” (Sahgal 11). This "doctrine of lapse" gave authority to the East India
Company to annex the territories of rulers who died without male heirs and it also
“denied rulers their right of adopting an heir in the absence of a natural heir” (Edwardes
31). Taking the policy of Dalhousie into consideration, it may be argued that under the
circumstances mentioned above whatever the Indians did, sooner or later, they had to
accept the British supremacy in their own land as there was no way out for them,
especially in the case of the second item which dictated that the British should take
control if the Indian governors were inefficient. Then, the question of who was to decide

whether Indian governors were inefficient or not was open to discussion.

In addition, the internal conflicts between the religious sects in India contributed to the
strengthening of British power as well. To exemplify, the British rulers were perceived
by the Bengali Hindus as “liberators” (Limaye 112) from the Muslim rulers and
therefore the British were supported by the Bengali Hindus. The letter of a Bengali

Hindu of upper-caste illustrates this point:

Divine Providence at last, in its abundant mercy, stirred up the English nation to
break the yoke of those tyrants, and to receive the oppressed natives of Bengal
under its protection... now conclude my Essay by offering up thanks to the
Supreme Disposer of the events of this universe, for having unexpectedly delivered
this country [that is Bengal] from the long-continued tyranny of its former Rulers,
and placed it under the [glovernment of the English, - a nation who not only are
blessed with the enjoyment of civil and political liberty, but also interest
themselves in promoting liberty and social happiness, as well as free inquiry into
literary and religious subjects among those nations to which their influence

extends. (Limaye 112)

In addition, some of the Bengali people expressed that if they had a choice between self-
government (swaraj) and British rule, they “would choose the latter without any
hesitation” (Limaye 113). While the Bengali Hindus saw “the British as their

benefactors,” the Bengali Muslims saw the British as “usurpers” (Limaye 113).



Yet, there were Indians who were against the British rule in India and the sparks of
nationalism began to be seen in some parts of the country. The first nationalistic
movement was the Indian Mutiny of 1857, which was triggered by the disrespectful
behaviour of the British officials towards the Indian religion and culture. With regard to

the causes of the Mutiny, Chandra states:

[T]he reports about the mixing of bone dust in atta’ [a kind of Indian bread]
(vinitavudali@hotmail.com) and the introduction of the Einfield rifle enhanced the
sepoys’ growing dissatisfaction with the Government. The cartridges of [the] new
rifle had to be bitten off before loading and the grease was reportedly made of beef
and pig fat. (34)

The British claimed to have replaced the cartridges with new ones and tried to make the
Indian soldiers make their own grease from beeswax and vegetable oils but this was not

enough to persuade the Indian soldiers and to prevent them from rebelling.

Therefore, the use of cow and pig fat in rifle cartridges was one of the main causes of
the Mutiny but it was not the only one; the sepoys were also not content with their
wages, and furthermore they were aware of the racial discrimination in the army
especially “in matters of promotion and privileges'>” (Chandra 34). To add to all these,
“the British... view the Hindu religion as a barbaric, pagan creed, [which is] beneath
contempt. [Therefore] [English] officers in the Company’s army... grasped every
opportunity of trying to persuade [Indian soldiers] to become Christian” (Edwardes

150); this was perceived both as a threat and an insult to Indian religion and culture.

On 10 May 1857, the sepoys revolted and “on the 11th of May, they reached Delhi and
they captured Bahadur Shah Zafar and proclaimed him emperor” (Mahmud 223; Wood
167). This event was evaluated by Bipan Chandra as, “an unsuccessful but heroic effort
to eliminate foreign rule” and he suggested that “the capture of Delhi and the
proclamation of Bahadur Shah as the Emperor of Hindustan gave a political meaning to
the Revolt and provided a rallying point for the rebels by recalling the past glory of the

imperial city” (31). It also gave a sense of belonging to a group or to a nation.


http://us.f501.mail.yahoo.com/ym/Compose?&To=vinitavudali@hotmail.com

Actually, the rebellion against British rule between 1857 and 1858 took place in
Northern and Central India. Geographically, “Delhi was the centre of [this] national
movement and the British besieged it on 8 June” and the sepoys “inflicted heavy losses
on the British” (Mahmud 224), but because of the sectarian conflicts among the Indians
themselves, “the Indian Sikhs” preferred to help the British and the British “captured
the town and sacked it” and the sepoys were punished very severely. It can be said that
there was no limit to violence; all the villages were set on fire “on suspicion only” and
“nine of the emperor’s sons were hanged and their heads were presented to him on a
tray ... and afterwards he was sent as a state prisoner to Rangoon [in Burma]” (Mahmud
224). In relation to these events, the first-hand experience of the great Urdu poet
Asadullah Khan Ghalib reflected in his words, “the ensuing events [after the Mutiny]
turned one’s blood to water” (Mahmud 224) are further proof of the severity and

intensity of the violence.

After the suppression of the rebellion, the British government decided to take India
under the direct control of the Crown; that is under the rule of the British Raj'*. During
the Mutiny, it was seen that the East India Company was insufficient to sustain law and
order in India. Therefore, a Viceroy was appointed to represent the Crown. The British
prepared a programme of reform to integrate Indian higher castes” and Indian rulers
into the government, and abolished the East India Company (James 292-293). Hence,
the British gave some privileges to the higher castes and upper classes because they
tended to be closer to the British as it was illustrated in the case of the Mutiny.
Moreover, upper classes supported the British existence in India as they were also in
need of the British help in order to exploit the lower classes and to hold the
administrational positions in their hands (Sahgal 37-38). Classwise, most of the
mutineers were from the lower classes; the Mutiny did not appeal to the upper class
people. Hermann Kulke points this fact out: “The new educated elite did not participate
in [the Mutiny] for fear of the chaos or restoration of the old order it might bring. The
people who led this uprising had no use for English-educated gentlemen. Apart from the
soldiers, the rebels were mostly disgruntled landlords and peasants, and some

disinherited princes” (236). Thus, upper class people were ready to sacrifice national



benefits for the sake of personal benefits and they were ready to cooperate with the

British (Sahgal 38).

After the Mutiny, the British began to admit Indians into civil service so as to prevent
dissatisfaction among them; but they made sure that the Indians remained mainly as
subordinates in these services. Another measure taken after the Mutiny was that the
British increased the number of their own soldiers and limited the number of the
indigenous soldiers and allowed only British soldiers to handle artillery (“Indian

Independence Movement”’; Kulke 253).

On 1 November 1858 Queen Victoria's proclamation was “read aloud, in various
languages, in all the main cities and towns” (James 293) to announce that she, who later
took the title of “Empress of India” in 1876 (Kulke 239), had promised the Indian
people equal treatment under British law (Mahmud 225); but there was mistrust on both
sides. Neither the English people nor the Indian people could trust the other side after
the Mutiny. Therefore it may be claimed that the Indian Mutiny was a turning point in

the Indo-British relations and things would never be the same.

While in most of the history books written by Indian authors the sepoys’ revolt is
considered to be the first Indian War of Independence or the first Indian national
movement (Chandra 31; Sahgal 17; Mahmud 224), in history books written by English
authors it is considered to be a rebellion or a revolt and the sepoys are labelled as

terrorists or rebels (Morgan 506; Schultz 266-67; James 253).

However, there are some European historians like Hermann Kulke and Dietmar
Rothermund who reject both of the above-mentioned approaches of the Indians and the
English authors; they have a neutral and distanced stance towards this issue as they are
neither English nor Indian but German and they judge neither the Indians nor the

English:

The uprising in northern India which terminated the existence of the East India
Company almost put an end to British rule in India. While radical Indian

nationalists later referred to this uprising as the ‘First Indian War of Independence’,
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the British called it the ‘Mutiny’ because the Indian soldiers who had helped them
to conquer India had turned against them. But this revolt of 1857 was neither a
national war of independence nor simply a Mutiny. It spread over much of northern

India and affected many strata of the population. (236)

The sepoys’ approach to the British presence in India goes through a change during the
British Raj. In the beginning, they serve for the spread of the British rule, but then they
try to put an end to the British Raj. This change in the sepoys’ attitude towards the
English may be taken as a huge step in the way of the awakening of Indian soldiers for
the establishment of free India. As Marx suggested, “a mutiny was, in a sense, much
more serious than any uprising: the army was the foundation, the sine qua non [sic], of
colonial power, and it was, of course, trained and well armed... [Thus] [a] Mutiny was
the most serious possible form of subversion of British colonial power” (qtd. in Young
165). This new consciousness among the Indian soldiers is reflected in one of the letters

written around 1757 by Robert Clive to his superiors:

The Soldiers [Indian soldiers], if they deserve that name, have not the least
attachment to their Prince, he only can expect Service from them who pays them
best, but it is a matter of great indifference to them whom they serve; and I am
fully persuaded that after the battle of Placis I could have appropriated the whole
Country to the Company... (qtd. in Limaye 63)

As it is mentioned above, the most important effect of the Mutiny on the many strata of
the population was the awakening of national feelings among the Indians and the
changes in the administrative system, which is the creation of a cabinet post in London
for a secretary of state for India. Hence, the decades following the Sepoy Rebellion or in
other words, the Indian Mutiny, were a period of growing political awareness as the
Indians began to express their opinions publicly. However, the British did not believe in
the possibility of India becoming a nation; they did not think that the Indians were

capable of constituting a nation. Ainslie T.Embree quotes a speech in 1888 by Sir John
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Strachey who was “one of the ablest of the British administrators of India in the 19th

century’:

This is the first and most essential thing to learn about India - that there is not, and
never was an India, or even any country of India, possessing according to European
ideas, any sort of unity, physical, political, social or religious... That men of
Punjab, Bengal, the North-Western provinces, and Madras should ever feel they

belong to one great nation, is impossible. (1)

Contrary to the expectations of the British, seventy-three Indian delegates met in
Bombay in 1885 and upon the suggestion made by Sir Allan Hume, a retired British
civil servant, to build a congress they founded the Indian National Congress. This
suggestion of Hume may seem paradoxical at first sight. However, Hume, as he knew
the Indian society very well, recognised the popular discontent against the British
government and realised that it could cause a revolt: “Being in the government service
till 1882, he received possession of the very voluminous secret police reports which
revealed the growth of popular discontent and the spreading of underground
conspirational organization” (Desai 318-319). Thus, instead of making the Indians his
enemies, Sir Hume made them his loyal friends and in that way, it became easier to

control them.

Most of the men who founded the Indian National Congress were under the influence of
English and Europen ideas as they were exposed to Western philosophy during their
education and were mostly engaged in professions such as law, teaching, and
journalism. S.F. Mahmud comments that “[t]he Indian Universities had produced a new
generation of educated Indians, who had read the works of British and continental
political philosophers and had become filled with national ideas. These public-spirited

men joined to form the Indian National Congress” (234).

At the beginning, the Congress meetings were held to discuss political affairs and to
make some recommendations to the government. From time to time, these meetings
were criticised severely as the Congress failed to represent all India due to the fact that

most of its members were from the upper class and the number of the members who
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were from other classes was very small. The Congress failed to appeal not only to the

lower classes, but also to the Muslims.

Before the foundation of the Congress, there were other nationalist groups such as “the
Indian Association which was established in Calcutta in 1876 and the Poona Sarvajanik
Sabha which was founded in 1870” and whose “leading spirit [was] Mahadev Govind
Ranade [who was] a young judge” (Kulke 259). Also, Surendranath Banerjea'® was the
mentor of the Indian Association and led an all-India campaign for a better
representation of Indians in the Indian civil service” (Kulke 259). However, these could
not go beyond being local organisations and “there did not, however, still exist a

national organization on an all-India basis” (Desai 320).

In addition, there were some religious nationalist organisations, which were inspired by
Christian organisations and these were “the Brahmo Samaj of Bengal and Arya Samaj
of northern India” (Kulke 258). These tried to construct a new Hindu identity and in
order to achieve this aim, the Brahmo Samaj “sent missionaries to all parts of India”
(Kulke 258). Ironically, however, these organisations were founded by people whose
political consciousness was shaped by British education. Therefore, they may be good

examples for the boomerang-effect caused by British education:

...liberal nationalists of the educated elite revived vocal political
activity in the 1870s. They belonged to a new generation for whom
the Mutiny of 1857 was only a vague childhood memory, whereas
their experience in England — where many of them had gone for
higher studies — had stirred their political consciousness. The old and
long dormant associations of the 1850s were now superseded by new

organisations of a more vigorous kind. (Kulke 259)

However, the Muslims founded their own organisation to defend their rights and to have
a say in Indian politics. With these aims in mind, in 1906 The Muslim League was
founded; they wanted to “prevent the emergence of a parliamentary political system in

India which would lead to a permanent domination of the Hindu majority over the
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Muslim minority” (Kulke 254). The British had similar aims and they did not want to
give so much freedom to the Hindus and they followed a policy of restricted democracy
for the indigenous people in India as long as they could. Therefore, many Muslims

preferred to cooperate with the British instead of with the Congress leaders.

Nevertheless, the British could not prevent the impact of the freedom movements
neither in India nor worldwide. To exemplify, the Japanese struggle against Russia was
inspiring for India. In 1905, Russia was defeated by Japan; the defeating of a super
power of the time set an example to the Indians and gave inspiration to them for
resisting Britain, which was another super power at the time. The impact of the Russo-
Japanese War upon the world is underlined by Prof. Yitzhak Shichor in his
speech/article as he states, “...the Russo-Japanese War was to play a crucial role in ...
particularistic notions of nationalism and chauvinism - both on the left and on the right
of the political map. Initiated by the Russo-Japanese War, radicalism affected Japan
itself, as well as the Russian Far East, Vietnamese nationalists and Chinese
revolutionaries” (“The Russo-Japanese War and the Origins of East Asian Radicalism”).
Likewise, Mahmud argues that “[t]he Indians were further inspired by Russia’s defeat at
the hands of the small Asiatic nation of Japan™ (241). As a result of these events in the
world, the ideas of self-government and nationalist feelings began to spread in India.
Under these conditions, the British realised that they had to give more rights to the
Indians and therefore during the time of Lord Morley, who was a Liberal, the Minto-
Morley Reforms were declared in 1909. In accordance with the Minto-Morley Reforms,

as pointed out by Mahmud,

[lJegislative Councils were to be set up in all provinces and they were to have
elected as well as nominated members. Moreoever, minorities such as Muslims,
Sikhs, landowners, tea and jute industrialists and others were to be separately
represented. And then, the membership of the Viceroy’s Legislative Council was to
be increased from twenty-five to sixty. In addition to these, Indian members were
to be appointed to the Executive Councils of Viceroy, of the Bombay and Madras
Governors and the Secretary of State Council. (241-242)
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In 1914, when World War I broke out, contrary to the expectations of many British
people, India was on the side of the British Empire. The promises of the British Prime
Minister, Lloyd George had been very influential in making the Indian soldiers join the
war and do their best because Lloyd George had “promised self-government to the
people of the sub-continent” and therefore “the Indian soldiers, Muslims, Sikhs,
Gurkhas, Rajputs and Jats distinguished themselves everywhere” (Mahmud 243). Thus,
with the contributions of the Indians, at the end of the war in 1918, Britain was

victorious.

Meanwhile, Edwin Montagu, the secretary of state for India, suggested that the Indians
take more part in the administration and that India eventually have a “responsible
government” as an integral part of the British Empire (Chandra 168). These points were
expressed in the Government of India Act of 1919 and were called the Montagu-
Chelmsford Reforms. The Montagu-Chelmsford Reforms brought “dyarchy'’,” that is
the principle of “double government” in which both elected Indian legislators and
appointed British officials shared power (Spear 187). It meant the division of the
departments into ‘reserved’ and ‘transferred’ sectors: “law and order, revenue and
finance were reserved by the provincial governor, while local government, sanitation,
education and economic development were transferred to elected ministers” (Edwardes
158). In addition, the act also expanded the central and provincial legislatures'® and

widened the franchise considerably (Kulke 256); this was an important step in

developing the administrative system in India.

The Montagu-Chelmsford Reforms, however, had some deficiencies because “with the
coming of the dyarchy into effect certain responsibilities such as agriculture, local
government, health, education, and public works should be under the control of the
Indians, whereas finance, taxation, and maintaining law and order should be under the
control of the provincial British administrators” (Edwardes 199-200). This meant that
more important fields like finance and justice remained in the hands of the British.
Thus, the Montagu-Chelmsford Reforms, which seemed to be a development in the way

of gaining independence, still were not enough to make the Indians happy as these
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reforms did not give self-government to India contrary to the promises of the British

during World War L.

Moreover, in 1919 the British government in India passed the Rowlatt Act which
brought restrictions to nearly all fields of life in India. According to the Rowlatt Act',
“[Indian] people could be arrested for political offences and imprisoned without trial”
(Mahmud 246). These restrictions also brought strict censorship on the media and
furthermore they constituted a threat to the freedom of speech for Indians. Edwardes

states,

[t]he Rowlatt report was published shortly after the report of Edwin Montagu, and
together they made rather odd reading. On the one hand, the British at Westminster
were envisaging some delegation of powers, while on the other, the British in Delhi
were reinforcing their authority with all the apparatus of a police state - trial of
political cease without jury, and the weapon of summary internment. Indians saw
the British giving with one hand and slapping down with the other. (The italics are
mine for emphasis) (200)

As a reaction to the Rowlatt Act, the Indians united under the leadership of Mahatma
Gandhi® who started the Non Co-operation Movement, which lasted from 1920 to
1922. The Non Co-operation Movement aimed at making people “refuse government
service, leave schools and colleges [British education institutions], not to take cases to
the [British] law courts, refuse to vote in the elections for the Legislative Councils, and
to boycott British goods” (Mahmud 246; Kulke 267). Gandhi persuaded the people to
use Indian goods for the revival of the Indian economy. Furthermore, he wanted Indian
people to refuse British titles and honours. The British government did not remain
indifferent to all this and in the end, Gandhi and his friends were put into prison and
their followers were oppressed. Accordingly, “[t]he judge gave Gandhi a six-year prison
sentence, while admitting that his decision cost him dearly in personal terms; but
Gandhi was happy: prison was part of his scheme” (Clement 65) since he used his

imprisonment for “gathering his strength and developing his ideas” (Clement 65).
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Meanwhile, new Indian nationalist parties began to be seen in the political arena.
“After the suppression of the Non Co-operation Movement, some of the important
Hindu and Muslim nationalists such as Motilal Nehru and C.R.Dass founded the Swaraj
Party in 1923 to achieve their ideals and M.A. Jinnah joined the Swaraj Party as well.
Their aim was to be elected to the councils and to work for the freedom of India from

within” (Mahmud 247).

On 23 December 1929, the Indian National Congress asked the British government to
give dominion status to India (Sahgal 83; Desai 362). In case of the refusal of their
demand, they planned to launch a Civil Disobedience Movement throughout India. In
order not to create a chaotic atmosphere in the sub-continent, the English government,
announced that in May 1929 India would get “dominion status” within the Empire.
However, under the leadership of Jawaharlal Nehru the Congress then asked for
“complete independence” from the British Empire and in case of refusal, the Congress
ordered its followers to start a Civil Disobedience Movement throughout the country.
“26 January 1930” was declared as the Purna Swaraj*' Day, which meant “complete

independence” (Desai 362).

In addition, Gandhi, who was one of the prominent leaders of Indian nationalism,
started the non-violent Civil Disobedience Movement by protesting the Salt Law since
the tax on salt was very high. Moreover, foreign cloth was boycotted as well: “On 5
May 1930... Gandhi was arrested” and this triggered many “hartals [strikes] (Kasturi
198) and demonstrations” (Desai 364) throughout India; therefore Gandhi was

eventually released “in January 1931 (Desai 365).

In March 1931, the Gandhi-Irwin Pact was signed and accordingly the English
government agreed to set most of the prisoners free, excluding those convicted of
violent offences (Desai 365). The English government also “permitted the production of
salt for individual home consumption” (Kulke 273). Then, Gandhi went to England to
attend “the Round Table Conferences” but the conference broke up as the English and

Indian sides could not reach a resolution (James 530-532) .
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Later on, the Government of India Act of 1935 was passed in the Parliament in London
and accordingly, “India was to be a federal state which would include the British Indian
provinces as well as the princely states; although the centre would retain a great deal of
control, power would be shared there in terms of dyarchy” (Kulke 256). Yet, there were
strong oppositions from the English politicians to the Government of India Act of 1935
and one of the opposers was Winston Churchill who claimed that “provincial autonomy
was enough and that the British hold on the Government of India should remain
undiminished” (Kulke 256). In relation to this, Marc Ferro, the French historian states

that,

Churchill ‘condemn[ed] the excesses of patriotism, jingoism, though he was
supposed to be a Tory...Yet his perception of India was always that of an old
imperialist’ (326) [and here Ferro refers to Churchill’s own words], ‘on seeing
what has happened in Ireland, and what goes on in Egypt, one cannot blame those
who ask for concessions in the distant possessions... But, in India, Great Britain

must remain a real power’. (326)

Churchill’s words indicate very clearly his paternal attitude towards the colonies; he
believed that India*’, just like a child, should be guided and administered by Britain.
The British colonial attitude in India becomes more vivid in the words of Halide Edib
Adivar who visited India around the 1930s. Halide Edib expresses that “India had
become the playground of an Imperialist race. They ruled as Olympian gods” (13).

Furthermore, a striking example of British oppression in India is seen during World
War II. In 1937, the Viceroy Victor Alexander John Hope declared India's entrance into
World War II without consulting the Indian leaders. To protest the British government,
the Congress asked all its elected representatives to resign from the government. Jinnah
and the Muslim League welcomed this withdrawal from government as an opportunity.
Interestingly enough, Jinnah> persuaded the participants at the annual Muslim League
session in Lahore in 1940 to adopt “the Pakistan Resolution,” demanding the division of
India into two separate sovereign states; one Muslim, the other Hindu (Edwardes 178;

Wolpert 329-330).
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In the beginning, the English seemed reluctant to grant India independence. Therefore,
Gandhi launched the Quit India Movement in the August of 1942 to make the English
keep their promise of independence for India. But this was not tolerated by the English
government; the Congress leaders were arrested and violence was used to suppress the
Quit India Movement. However, the Indian nationalists did not give up their struggles
and finally on 20 February 1947, the English government had to announce its intention
of leaving India by June 1948. Lord Mountbatten was appointed as viceroy to carry out
the transfer of power (Edwardes 163). Afterwards, the India Independence Act passed in
Parliament on 1 July 1947. On 15 August 1947, the constituent assembly in Delhi
declared India a “dominion within the British Commonwealth.” Parallel to this, Pakistan
was given the same status and Jinnah was chosen the first governor-general of Pakistan

(Edwardes 164).

In conclusion, it can be suggested that it was the Indian Mutiny of 1857, which
triggered the national feelings of the Indians to protest the British rule, and ninety years
after the Mutiny they achieved freedom and independence from Britain. Ironically, the
English in India contributed to the raising of Indian national consciousness by
challenging the Indians since at times of danger and war, the majority of the members of
a country come closer and act as a group, not as individuals (Bozer Course Notes).
Parallel to this, David Miller also suggests that “where an ethnic group finds its identity
being threatened or its legitimate political aspirations being denied, it would be quite
surprising if it did not begin to think of itself as a nation and to express those aspirations
in nationalist terms” (20). Similarly, Gerard Delanty also suggests that “a real or
imagined perception of threat to the collective goods of a particular collectivity” results
in “nationalist mobilization” (145). When the pig fat was used in the guns, the Indians
felt that their religion and identity were threatened by the English and this brought the
Indians together against the foreign rule. Renan also suggests that “historical tragedies
matter more than historical glories” (qtd. in Miller 23) as can be observed in the Indian
people’s coming together against the British Empire in times of danger. After coping
with difficulties as a community or nation, then members of a nation tend to support

each other in times of peace as well. Thus, if a nation manages to continue living
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together and proves its strength by oscillating between good and bad times/experiences,
then it can become a real nation. Accordingly, Indians who were exposed to the British
policy of colonisation united against the British oppression. Another irony about Indian
nationalism is that the Indians were exposed to English education so as to be eventually
assimilated; however in the meanwhile they were also exposed to the concepts of
democracy and nationalism through their English education during the British rule. In
the end, they gained their independence by making use of these concepts within the
established system in India. Finally, the British who had come to India to bring law and

2455

order and to carry out “the white man’s burden”” were made to leave India,

approximately two hundred years later, in the name of democracy.
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B. RE/CONSTRUCTION OF INDIAN NATIONAL IDENTITY WITH
REFERENCE TO IDENTITY-BUILDING THEORIES

In order to put the development of Indian national identity into perspective, terms such
as identity, nation, nationality, nationalism and nation-state need to be clarified. In 4
Supplement to the Oxford English Dictionary, identity is described as “[t]he sameness
of a person or thing at all times or in all circumstances; the condition or fact that a
person or thing is itself and not something else; individuality, personality” (19). In
addition, in the Macmillan Contemporary Dictionary, identity is described as “one’s
sense of being distinguishable from other persons; individuality” (510). Hence, in this
definition of identity, one’s being distinguishable from the other is underlined.
According to Stuart Hall, one can find his/her identity by comparing and contrasting
himself/herself with the other. In addition to these, Hall argues that identity is not a

stable thing and it is open to changes and development:

[Identity] goes on changing and part of what is changing is not the nucleus of the
‘real you’ inside, it is history that’s changing. History changes your conception of
yourself. Thus, another critical thing about identity is that it is partly the
relationship between you and the Other. Only when there is an Other can you know
who you are. To discover that fact is to discover and unlock the whole enormous
history of nationalism and racism...The English are racist not because they hate the
Blacks but because they don’t know who they are without the Blacks. They have to
know who they are not in order to know who they are... They are not Black, they
are not Indian or Asian, but they are not Europeans and they are not Frogs either
and on and on... And there is no identity that is without the dialogic relationship to
the Other. The Other is not outside, but also inside the Self, the identity. So identity
is a process, identity is split. Identity is not a fixed point but an ambivalent point.

Identity is also the relationship of the Other to oneself. (1996, 345)
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Moreover, “[i]dentity, however, is not only experienced at the level of the individual.
Collective, ethnic and national identities are important ways in which people negotiate a
sense of belonging and, often allied to this, political solidarity” (Giles 45). In this
dissertation, especially Indian national identity will be given priority and it will be dealt

with through the gaze of the other, that is, the English.

On the other hand, nation can be defined as a “large community of people, usually
sharing a common history, culture and language and living in a particular territory under
one government” (Hornby 1995, 773). Parallel to this, in National Identity, by referring
to Deutsch, Rustow and Connor, nation® is also described as “a named human
population sharing an historic territory, common myths and historical memories, a
mass, public culture, a common economy and common legal rights and duties for all
members [sic] ” (qtd. in Smith 1991, 14). As suggested by Matt Rosenberg, nations are
also “culturally homogeneous groups of people, larger than a single tribe or community,
which share a common language, institutions, religion, and historical experience”
(“Nations and Nation-States™). As for nationality, it refers to a relationship between a
person and his/her nation, or in legal terms, the legal right of belonging to a particular
nation (Hornby 2005, 1014) for which one has feelings such as familiarity, association,
affiliation, fidelity, and loyalty (‘“Nationality”; Renan 16-18). Another definition of
nationality is given as “a group of people with the same language, culture and history
who form part of a political nation” (Hornby 2005, 1014). In A Supplement to the
Oxford English Dictionary nationality is further defined as “a legal relationship between
a state and an individual involving reciprocal rights and duties” (1138) and as “a racial
or ethnic group” (1138). In other words, nationality can be associated with sense of
belonging somewhere towards which a person has both responsibilities and loyalties.
Correspondingly, in Oxford Advanced English Dictionary nationalism*® is defined as “a
strong feeling of love and pride in one’s own country” and “a desire for political
independence by a nation that is controlled by another or is part of another; a policy
based on this” (Hornby 1995, 773). In addition, a nation-state is described by Matt

Rosenberg as follows:

When a nation of people have a State or country of their own, it is called a nation-

state. Places like France, Egypt, Germany, Japan, and New Zealand are excellent


http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Person
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Nation
http://en.wikipedia.org/w/index.php?title=Familiarity&action=edit
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examples of nation-states. There are some States which have two nations, such as
Canada and Belgium. Even with its multicultural society, the United States is also
referred to as a nation-state because of the shared American ‘culture’.

(“Nations and Nation-States™)

Montserrat Guibernau and David Goldblatt also define nation-state as “[a] state which
possesses external fixed, known, demarcated borders, and possesses an internal

uniformity of rule” (124).

Taking the definitions of nation and nation-state into consideration, India’s case seems
to be problematic. The importance of the definitions of nation and nation-state with

regard to India’s case is referred to in Ethnicity and Nationalism:

Nationality, states, boundaries, conflict between peoples, definitions of what it is
that makes us what we are - never has there been such an intense or important
debate and never did these conflicts appear so significant for the future, not only of
Europe but of other parts of the world, as for example that multi-national state,

India, shows us. (Kriiger 75)

India’s problematic case arises from the fact that “Hindus, Muslims, Sikhs, Parsees,
Bengalis and Madrasis, who have experienced separate national consciousness”
(Limaye, 122) all live together in India. An alternative approach to the definition of a
nation was brought by an Indian nationalist, Bal Gangadhar Tilak in these words:
“Common territory, language and religion taken singly [separately] or together are not
enough to form a nation” (qtd. in Limaye 122). There is more to being a nation as E.
Barker states: “The base of nationalism®’ is neither racial purity nor common religion
and language. It is common suffering and common sympathy for one another which
develop in them a strong feeling of unity” (qtd. in Singh 1995, 12). Accordingly, “[f]or
maintenance of unity there was need to arouse sentiment of the people. Hence the need
was felt to emotionalize the sentiment of a nationality, and national flag, symbols, songs
and literature praising the national honour, were adopted as means to arouse the national
feeling and sentiment” (Singh 1995, 6) all over the world. Likewise, Indian nationalists

use a spinning-wheel®® that is, the Indian flag, as a common national denominator to
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implement national feelings and to create a sense of wholeness all over India (“Flag of

India”™).

As a result of all the efforts to arouse national feelings through common denominators
and symbols all over the world, the struggle for national liberation, which was the
impact of the French Revolution, spread to India as well. Ironically, it came to India
through the colonisers, rather than through the Indians themselves. Dr. Chandrika Singh
in his book, Indian Nationalism and National Movement asserts that “[b]efore the
arrival of the European masters the people of Asia and Africa knew nothing about new
concept [sic] of nation and nationalism” (1995, 9). He also asserts that “Indian
nationalism is rooted in the renaissance of India which itself was rooted in the concept
of westernisation. The contact of the Indian intelligentia with the western socio-political
philosophies based on liberal democratic and secular views ushered a new era in India”

(Singh 1995, vii). This new era began with

English education in India which had become [sic] universal medium of instruction
in the Indian schools and colleges widened up narrow-mindedness and parochial
concept of the Indian people and linked up the different peoples of the country with
one another by creating a sense of unity and oneness in their minds and hearts.

(Singh 1995, vii)

Under the influence of “English education and western political... [and] philosophical
ideologies the modern Indian intelligentia class” (Singh 1995, viii) went through a
process of self-realisation and began to discover their identity. Thus, the colonised must
resist assimilation and must liberate himself/herself by regaining “self” and
“autonomous dignity” (Memmi 128). The colonised must shake off the coloniser’s
intention of annihilation. Otherwise, the long rejection of the colonised’s existence and
culture by the coloniser results in the colonised’s refusal of the coloniser’s existence

(Memmi 128). Consequently,

...the racial discriminatory policy and behaviour of the English people towards the
Indians created a strong feeling of self-regard in their mind. So they decided to

fight against the British Raj in India and liberate India from their rule. These
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factors ultimately paved the way for the rise and growth of Indian renaissance and
Indian nationalism. When nationalism in India became a force to reckon with,
National Liberation Movement began challenging the mightiest British Empire of

the world. (Singh 1995, viii)

However, the origin of nationalism™ is a controversial issue; “[t]he question of whether
the concept of the nation is a Eurocentric one, which among others is debated between
the British historian Benedict Anderson and the Indian political philosopher Partha
Chatterjee” (“Beyond the Nation”). With regard to the origins of nationalism, Indian
researchers and historians Gobinda Prasad Sarma and Madhu Limaye assert that the
concepts of nation and nationalism are Western-oriented ideas®® and they are foreign

concepts to the Indians since

[m]odern nationalism began in France® during the revolutionary decade and was
spread by revolutionary and Napoleonic armies to the rest of Europe... After...the
remaking of European boundaries at the Congress of Vienna in 1815...struggle for
national liberation became one of the most important themes of nineteenth and

twentieth-century European and world politics. (“Legacies of the Revolution™)

Similarly, Madhu Limaye, states the following:

The British conquest of India and the establishment of a united state created a
framework for the growth of national consciousness in India. Akbar [Mughal
emperor| had provided a similar framework in the sixteenth century. But modern
nationalism was not an Asian invention. It was an outgrowth of post-medieval
Western Civilisation. The first powerful national state was England. France
achieved national unity after coming out victorious in the Hundred Years’ War
under Joan of Arc’s leadership. The American War of Independence and the Great
French Revolution enthroned the nation-state as the “ruling concept” of the modern
age. As the nineteenth century advanced Greece, Italy, Germany and the Balkan
peoples were drawn into the vortex of nationalism. The idea travelled to India.

(111)
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On the other hand, Ainslie T. Embree, another Indian historian, explains that Indian
nationalists refuse the idea that Indian nationalism has Western origins or is a Western
import because in the minds of Indian nationalists Western nationalism is “a reflection

of Western chauvinism” (2). He adds:

They are correct, insofar as a nationalist movement necessarily draws its
inspiration and vitality from the indigenous cultural tradition. But British rule did
contribute that pattern of administrative organization characterized as “Western” or
“modern.” This political modernization was the base in India for the development
of the variegated and powerful sentiments that make up what we call

“nationalism.” (2)

Thus, Embree finds a middle-way and states that Indian nationalism draws its
inspiration from the indigenous culture but gets its pattern from the British

administration. He gives further information about this issue:

In the second half of the nineteenth century the nationalist sentiment then operating
so powerfully in Europe became part of the thinking of important segments of the
Indian intelligentsia. The national movements that had ended in the unification of
Italy and Germany were well known to them, and Mazzini’s writings were popular
in translations in both English and Indian languages. Such analysts of political
process as John Stuart Mill, Herbert Spencer, and Auguste Comte were familiar to
the intellectuals in the great new urban center of Bombay, Calcutta, and Madras,
and the intellectuals had memorized in school Shakespear’s patriotic speeches and
Milton’s defense of political liberty. English literature and European history thus
provided Indian nationalists with their illustrations and metaphors. Using European
models, they created out of India’s past what John Stuart Mill called the strongest
cause for the rise of a sense of nationality: “the possession of a national history,
and consequent community of recollections, collective pride and humiliation,

pleasure and regret, connected with the same incidents in the past.” (3-4)
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Moreover, Miller claims that national identity has five characteristics which can be
listed as follows: a will towards nationhood, historical continuity, active identity, shared
lands and unique national characteristics/culture (27). “[T]he first noteworthy point ...is
that national communities are constituted by belief: nations exist when their members
recognize one another as compatriots” (Miller 22). In other words, a nation is “in
Renan’s memorable phrase, ‘a daily plebiscite’; its existence depends on a shared belief
that its members belong together, and a shared wish to continue their life in common”

(Miller 23).

The second point about national identity is that “it is an identity that embodies historical
continuity” (Miller 23) and according to Dr Fabio Sani, “[p]eople tend to imagine the
groups to which they belong, (for example, nations, ethnic communities and religious
institutions) as collectives that move through time” (“Perceived Group Historical
Continuity: A Cross-Cultural Investigation™). A survey revealed “the existence of two
dimensions of perceived collective continuity. The first is concerned with cultural
continuity - the idea that group values, traditions, customs, habits and mentality are
transmitted across generations. The second is related to historical continuity - the idea
that different events and ages in a group's history are inter-connected thereby forming a
coherent narrative” (“Perceived Group Historical Continuity: A Cross-Cultural

Investigation™). Miller argues that national identity embodies historical continuity:

Nations stretch backwards into the past, and indeed in most cases their origins are
conveniently lost in the mists of time. In the course of this history, various
significant events have occurred, and we can identify with the actual people who
acted at those moments, reappropriating their deeds as our own. Often these events
involve military victories and defeats: we imagine ourselves filling the breach at
Harfleur or reading the signal hoisted at Trafalgar. Renan thinks that historical
tragedies matter more than historical glories ... [as historical tragedies] impose
duties and demand common effort. The historic national community is a
community of obligation. Because our forebears have toiled and spilt their blood to
build and defend the nation, we who are born into it inherit an obligation to

continue their work, which we discharge partly towards our contemporaries and
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partly towards our descendants. This historical community stretches forward into

the future too. (Miller 23)

Drawing on this definition of historical continuity, it can be said that members of a
nation are obliged to protect their nation and national culture to guarantee the historical
continuity of their nations. In the case of India, it is the sepoys who tried to preserve the
Indian culture against imperialism. Their rebellion is not only a rebellion against the
English administration, but also an attempt to protect their national cultural values such
as their religion, cast system and their way of administration; briefly, their “whole way
of life” (Williams xiv). Thus, it is the historical continuity which transmits the national

cultural values from one generation to the other.

Thirdly, this historical continuity is achieved by the nation’s having an active identity. It
is explained by David Miller in comparison with passive identity. He states that nations
are communities or groups that act all together in such cases like in the case of taking
decisions (24). The decisions taken as a community are vital in the establishment of a
nation and having that kind of active identity differentiates a nation from other groups
such as churches or religious communities, whose identity is fundamentally a passive
one. Briefly, active identity may be defined as a society’s creation of a collective
reaction towards an event or a person. To exemplify, many sepoys come together and
adopt a similar attitude towards the usage of pig fat in their guns and show their
uneasiness by starting a rebellion. Moreover, the very same sepoys try to bring Bahadur
Shah back in order to achieve the unity of their country and actively join in the

independence struggle.

The fourth feature of “national identity is that it connects a group of people to a
particular geographical place” (Miller 24) and consequently, they have a common
history over the same land. Hence, people become unified with the bonds of the same

geography and history.

The fifth point is that “national identity... should have... a set of characteristics that in

the past was often referred to as ‘a national character’... [or] a common public culture”
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(Miller 25). Common public culture is essential in constituting a nation. Hence,

common public culture is given priority, which

may be seen as a set of understandings about how a group of people is to conduct
its life together. This will include political principles such as a belief in democracy
or the rule of law... It may also embrace certain cultural ideals, for instance
religious beliefs or a commitment to preserve the purity of the national language.
(Miller 26)

Related to the common public culture of India, the sepoys’ commitment to protect the
cast system in India may be given as an example since the cast system is one of the

main characteristics of the Indian culture.

In addition to these five characteristics mentioned by Miller, language, being part of the
common public culture, is another important factor in the construction of national
identity as who has the power controls the language as well. This point is also supported

by Bill Aschroft in The Empire Writes Back within the context of colonial relations:

One of the main features of imperial oppression is control over language...
Language becomes the medium through which a hierarchical structure of power is
perpetuated, and the medium through which conceptions of ‘truth’, ‘order’, and
‘reality” become established. Such power is rejected in the emergence of an
effective post-colonial voice [and in the emergence of national language and

literature]. (7)

Related to language and nationalism, “Johann Gottlieb Herder, one of the very first

theorists of nationalism” (Poole 271) states that

a nation is constituted through its language and culture... The most fundamental
constituent of a culture was the language in which these stories, beliefs and myths
find expression. Language and culture were not ... merely aspects of the social
environment within which people made their lives; they were constitutive of their

very identity. (qtd. in Poole 271)
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With respect to language and nationalism, Anderson in his book Imagined Communities
quotes from Kemilainen’s book Nationalism and states the impact of Herder’s ideas on

Europe:

‘Denn jedes Volk ist Volk; es hat seine National Bildung wie seine Sprache.’[Each
nation is a nation itself; it has its own national education and language
(Translations by Max Florian Hertsch)]. This splendidly eng-European conception
of nation-ness as linked to a private-property language had wide influence in
nineteenth-century Europe and, more narrowly, on subsequent theorizing about the

nature of nationalism. (67-68)

Thus, Herder argues that a nation is constituted through its language and culture.
Language was also used by Gandhi as a tool to unite Indians and to have common
dreams about the future: “Even more instructive is the attempt by Gandhi to develop
and maintain a single Hindi language based on the unity of the national movement, i.e.
to prevent the Hindu and Muslim variants of the common lingua franca of North India
from drifting too apart, while simultaneously providing a national alternative to

English” (Hobsbawn 111).

However, British colonisation in India led the colonised Indians to think that they were
inferior people and therefore should be guided by a superior race and for this end, “[t]he
effect consciously sought by colonialism was to drive into the natives’ heads the idea
that if the settlers were to leave, they would at once fall back into barbarism,
degradation and bestiality” (Fanon 1994, 37). Therefore “[e]very effort is made to bring
the colonized person to admit the inferiority of his culture which has been transformed
into instinctive patterns of behaviour, to recognize the unreality of his ‘nation’ and in
the last extreme, the confused and imperfect character of his own biological structure”
(Fanon 1994, 45) due to the fact that “[t]he Europeans... were not ready to call India as
a nation. They doubted whether India could be a nation. Chirol’* Maintained [sic] that
India was ‘mere geographical expression’ which could never develop into a nation”
(Singh 1995, 20). Taking at the time Western political concepts and India’s situation

into consideration, Chirol came to the conclusion that
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India had never approached to political unity any more than European has, except
under the compulsion of a conqueror. ... We have got too much into the habit of
talking about India and Indians as if they were one country and one people. We
often forget that there are far more absolutely distinct languages spoken in India

than in Europe... (qtd. in Singh 1995, 20)

In the case of India, certain problems arise with regard to the construction of national
identity. Firstly, Indians do not share a common history or a common religion since they
come from different regions and cultures. Ernest Renan who was “a liberal nationalist”
argued that “nations were constituted by beliefs of their members rather than by
objective criteria such as race or language” (qtd. in Miller 22). This argument may be
seen as a safety valve by Indian people in areas of mixed ethnic population and of
mixed religions since the diversity or the variety of cultural differences is seen as an

obstacle in the way of becoming a nation for India. Renan further states that

[m]an is a slave neither of his race nor his language, nor of his religion, nor of the
course of rivers nor of the direction taken by mountain chains. A large aggregate of
men, healthy in mind and warm of heart, creates the kind of moral conscience
which we call a nation. So long as this moral consciousness gives proof of its
strength by the sacrifices which demand the abdication of the individual to the

advantage of the community, it is legitimate and has the right to exist. (20)

Renan’s words clarify the problem of lack of a common national feeling in ethnically
diverse countries and emphasises the importance of the will to come together under the
roof of nationality: “Nationality has a sentimental side to it; it is both soul and body at
once...” (18) as “[t]here is something in man which is superior to language, namely, the
will” (16). In other words, nationality cannot be confined to the physical boundaries of
race, religion or geography. There is the other side of the coin which appeals to the
spiritual and psychological side of human beings such as the sense of belonging
somewhere and the sense of feeling safe and secure in a familiar atmosphere.
Correspondingly, according to Chandrika Singh, in the 1990s “[i]Jt were not the
differences of languages and religions which kept the people of India, politically and

socially disunited, but it was the lack of a common national feeling which kept them far
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away from each other” (20). Therefore, first of all, the will to be a nation had to be

awakened among the Indians so that they could achieve solidarity and be a nation.

In the first part of the Introduction, a detailed account of Anglo-Indian relations in
history, and the beginnings of Indian nationalism from the Indian Mutiny of 1857 (the
colonial period) to the present (the postcolonial period) has been given; these were
followed in the second part by an in-depth analysis of terms such as nation, nationalism,
nation-state and Indian national identity. In the following chapters, the contrasting and
changing approaches from the British perspective towards these issues will be
illustrated with reference to the three novels, namely Kaye’s Shadow of the Moon,
Farrell’s The Siege of Krishnapur and Smith’s White Teeth since “[l]iterary practices are
not ideologically neutral (very little is): they are part of the apparatus through which
people demarcate their identities within society” (Sinfield 1983, 6).

Parallel to Sinfield’s argument, Astrid Erll, too, suggests that the literary narratives of
national identity are not neutral. While, for instance, the Indian Mutiny constitutes the
core of the literary narratives and in these narrations the British novelists foreground
paradoxically the heroic aspects of English national identity, they negatively stereotype

the Indian:

Militarily merely one of the colonial ‘small wars’ and a not very well-conducted
one at that, the ‘Mutiny’ was quickly turned into a foundational myth of the British
that contributed to grand scale imperial self-fashioning and helped legitimate
British rule in India. The British created a colonial narration — uncontested in
British society in a formerly unknown way — which had little to do with the actual
events. It prominently figures the themes of Indian treachery, of terrible Indian
atrocities and — as far as the British side is concerned — of extreme heroism (‘every
woman was a man, every man a hero’... ). From the colonisers’ perspective,
Indians had betrayed British benevolence by turning against their just, liberal and

progressive rulers. (164)
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In other words, the English colonial literature is used as a tool to encourage the
development of English national identity, and to discourage the development of Indian

national identity.

Apart from Kaye’s Shadow of the Moon, Farrell’s The Siege of Krishnapur and Smith’s
White Teeth, there are some other novels about Indian nationalism written by British
writers”® between 1950-2002. However, in this dissertation, Kaye’s Shadow of the
Moon, Farrell’s The Siege of Krishnapur and Smith’s White Teeth have been chosen for
analysis as the events in these three novels develop around the Sepoys’ Mutiny of 1857
and hold a mirror to the development of Indian nationalism. Though these novels are
not in the canon like 4 Passage to India’’, they are worth studying since they were
popular books in their time and within the context of cultural studies, popular books by
reflecting the everyday life are good sources to obtain information about the socio-

historical context (Bennett xi-xii).

Moreover, considering the variety of the characters drawn in these novels with regard to
their racial, educational, regional backgrounds Shadow of the Moon, The Siege of
Krishnapur and White Teeth are rich in illustrating the changing attitudes towards
Indian nationalism. Especially, Shadow of the Moon has a wide range of characters,
some of whom are used very functionally to touch upon the issue of the Great Game,
which was previously mentioned in the Introduction part. Though The Siege of
Krishnapur does not have as many Indian characters as Kaye’s novel, it still gives the
tension between the English and the Indians very well. The significance of Farrell’s The
Siege of Krishnapur stems from his usage of the small events in daily life to reflect
important issues such as the problems in the Anglo-Indian politics on the eve of the
national awakening of the colonised. With respect to White Teeth, it is worth marking
that this novel is significant with respect to its representation of the Indians who live in
London with people from different regional, ethnic, gender and class backgrounds at the
turn of the twentieth century and its colourful representation of the reactions of the

Indians towards some issues such as nationalism, globalisation and Anglicisation.
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Another reason for choosing these novels is that they have not been analysed in Turkey
before in terms of Indian nationalism in a dissertation (http://www.mkutup.gov.tr;
http://tez2.yok.gov.tr; http://www.ulakbim.gov.tr). Therefore, this study may contribute

to the studies in Turkey made in the field of cultural studies and postcolonial studies.

In the analysis of Shadow of the Moon, The Siege of Krishnapur and White Teeth, the
contrasting attitudes towards Indian nationalism will be established with regard to the
characters’ race, gender, class, religion, region or social environment, educational
background and age. Moreover, the changing British attitudes towards Indian
nationalism will be taken into consideration by judging from how Kaye, Farrell and
Smith present historical events and how they portray English and Indian characters in
their novels, the question whether these British writers support or are against Indian
nationalism and national identity and whether the British attitude changed as time went
by will be answered. In the next chapter, Kaye’s Shadow of the Moon will be analysed

with regard to these criteria and issues above.


http://www.mkutup.gov.tr/
http://tez2.yok.gov.tr/
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CHAPTER 1
MARY MARGARET KAYE: SHADOW OF THE MOON

Mary Margaret Kaye> was brought up in British India; this gave her enough data and
inspiration to write about the Indian Mutiny in her first historical novel, Shadow of the
Moon (1957). By chance, she found some transcripts of the Mutiny trials which gave

her the opportunity to provide detailed information about the Mutiny in her book:

The material for the book had come to her by a stroke of good fortune: while
staying with friends she had discovered in an outhouse some transcripts of Mutiny
trials. Using them for research, she was able to provide a wealth of accurate detail
in her book. She was therefore infuriated when it was savagely cut by the
publisher, leaving it as little more than a romance. But in 1979, following the
success of The Far Pavilions [sic], Shadow of the Moon [sic] was among a number
of her books to be re-published. It was restored to its full length, including some

excruciating detail of Mutiny atrocities, and sold well. (“Mary Margaret Kaye”)

Many years later, Mary Margaret Kaye's The Far Pavilions®®, which is also about India,
was published in 1978 (“Mary Margaret Kaye”). The novel tells the story of Ashton
Pelham-Martyn, son of a British botanical scientist, who was born on the road shortly
before the sepoy uprising of 1857 (“The Far Pavilions”). The common point of The Far
Pavilions and Shadow of the Moon is that both of them reveal Kaye’s interest in India.
As it is stated in an interview with Kaye on BBC Radio 4, “virtually the whole of the
narrative in [both novels] is based on real events, and was inspired by an unpublished
letter written by one of the female survivors of the Mutiny” (“The Literature of British
India”). Under the guidance of these transcripts of the Mutiny trials, not only did Kaye
write books about India but she also gave inspiration to other writers like Paul Scott’’ to

write about India.
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Kaye’s first novel was Six Bars at Seven which was published in 1940. She wrote
suspense novels such as Death in Kashmir (1953), Death in Berlin (1955), Death in
Cyprus (1956), Death in Zanzibar (1959), Death in Kenya (1960), Death in the
Andamans (1960), hence about other places in addition to India. And as mentioned
above, India was the main topic of her historical novels; namely Shadow of the Moon
(1957), Trade Wind (1963), The Far Pavilions (1978). In addition to the novels, she
also wrote children’s stories and radio plays (“Mary Margaret ('Mollie') Kaye”) to reach

a wider population.

In Shadow of the Moon, Mary Margaret Kaye’s interest in India is reflected through the
experiences of Winter, who is one of the main characters. At first sight, Shadow of the
Moon seems to be a love story between Alex, an English soldier and Winter, an English
girl born and bred in India, but it has more to it. It sheds light on the history of English
and Indian relationships, especially on the events which pave the way for the Indian
Mutiny of 1857, a turning point in the Anglo-Indian relationships. Through the
experiences of Winter and Alex, Kaye sheds light on a dark point in history and narrates
how the Mutiny breaks out and illustrates the different attitudes towards it by depicting
many characters from different walks of life and different nationalities. In Shadow of
the Moon, Winter, the female protagonist, and her guardian, Alex, witness the events
before the Indian Mutiny and are exposed to its after effects as well and they try to get
over the chaos of the post-mutiny days and manage to survive these events. Their
dilemma is that they neither want a free India, nor want to suppress the Indian people.
Both Alex and Winter want the British Raj to continue in India peacefully and with the
consent of the Indian people. As they fall in love with each other and with India, they
also try to preserve peace and order with their efforts to establish good will and good
relationships between the Indian and English people; they act as mediators between two
cultures in order to achieve as much peace as possible in India during the Mutiny.
Along with the love and war story of Winter and Alex, the experiences of other English
and Indian people in India during the Mutiny are conveyed to the readers to provide a
wider perspective about the different approaches towards Indian nationalism. As the
novel was published a hundred years after the Mutiny, it gives the opportunity both to

the writer and to the readers to look at the events from a distance.
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At the beginning of the novel, Alex, who knows Indian manners and culture well, warns
the British authorities about the coming of a mutiny but the British authorities
underestimate the power of the Indians, and seeing them as incapable of rebellion, do
not take measures considering that it would destroy their prestige in the eyes of the
world. They do not want to appear uneasy about the rumour of the sepoys’ rebellion
since they do not expect the sepoys to have any idea about concepts such as freedom.
Thus, his seniors suggest to Alex to ignore the rumours about a mutiny (Kaye 220-222)
since it would harm the British prestige and the British power if taken very seriously as
it would mean that rebel sepoys are recognised officially and hence given an official
identity. Thus, the British believed that if they ignored the sepoys, then the sepoys

would simply not exist.

Ignoring the sepoys reveals the superiority complex of the Western people. Fanon in
The Wretched of the Earth refers to this point by illustrating how poorly the Indians are
regarded by the English:

...neither man nor animal, is the native. Beaten, under-nourished, ill, terrified - but
only up to a certain point - he has, whether he’s black, yellow or white, always the
same traits of character: he’s a sly-boots, a lazybones and a thief, who lives on

nothing, and who understands only violence. (14)

In other words, the English have a low opinion of the Indians, of the indigenous people.
English people also think that if they leave India, India will be doomed to fall apart and
she will end up in chaos. As Fanon argues: “[The coloniser] is the absolute beginning:
“This land was created by us’; he is the unceasing cause: ‘If we leave, all is lost, and the

% 9

country will go back to the Middle Ages’ ” (40-41). Indigenous people are perceived
by the English as creatures who have no capacity to sustain their life. As an extension of
this prejudiced attitude, the possibility of the Indians’ having an identity, a religion or a

nation was unthinkable for the English.

This attitude of looking down on the other and being disrespectful to the other was one
of the main reasons for the Indian Mutiny and it is fully illustrated by Mary Margaret
Kaye in Shadow of the Moon. She also presents in detail the practice of the doctrine of
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lapse and the Christianisation of the Indian people and the reactions to these events.
Apart from these unfair colonial practices, the complex relationships and the dilemmas,
the love and hatred among the Indian and the English people are portrayed skilfully. For
instance, Alex has respect’® and love towards the indigenous people and their culture,
but during the Mutiny, he has to disregard his love of Indian people and kills some of
them to put an end to the rebellion. Likewise, because of their national interests many
Indian people, like Akbar Khan who is one of the servants at Winter’s house, turn their
back on the English despite having been their admirers in the past. On the other hand,
some Indian men like the servants of Lottie’s father lose their lives (Kaye 438) trying to
protect their English master. Similarly, though Sir Henry Lawrence is an English soldier
and administrator, instead of torturing the servants and men of Wajid Ali Shah, the last
king of Oudh, he helps them by providing houses and money after the deposition of the
king (Kaye 390). Hence, it might be suggested that in Shadow of the Moon, both the
Indians and the English have ambigious attitudes rather than clearly positive or negative
attitudes towards the other. In other words, feelings of love and hate in both parties form

the nucleus of Anglo-Indian relations of the time.

After having suffered from British colonial policies such as “annexation and lapse” and
the “deposing of Indian kings” (Kaye 375) and “crop tax” (Kaye 317) for quite a long
time, the sepoys rebel against the British rule in Berhampur and Barrackpore and this
rebellion spreads quickly to Meerut and Calcutta. The sepoys’ timing is very good since
they rebel after the defeat of the British Army in the Crimean war, when it is vulnerable
and open to attacks. Another factor which heartens Kishan Prasad, the leader of the
rebellion, is the assumption that the control of India began to be perceived as a burden
by Queen Victoria as she did not want to spend so much money for its defence (Kaye
369-370). Taking every small detail into account, plans of attack and defence are made
behind closed doors and this is followed by fights and murders in the streets. There are
many bloody scenes of the Mutiny, such as sabotages to destroy the English people by
setting fire to their buildings:
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Almost every night now there were mysterious fires in the cantonments, and
though extra guards patrolled the area, they never made any arrests. The Police
Lines burned down one night and then the Post Office, and the following night the
bungalow of Lieutenant Dewar, whose wife and young family were only saved
with difficulty, for they had been sleeping on the roof on account of the heat, and
the fire, which broke out in the living-room, had taken firm hold before they were

aroused. (Kaye 463)

Parallel to the historical facts, the novel ends with the victory of the English. Such an
ending also reflects the realisation of Mary Margaret Kaye’s dream with regard to the

continuation of the British Raj which her family had dutifully served:

[Kaye’s] grandfather, brother and husband also served the Raj, while a cousin,
Edward Kaye, commanded a battery during the siege of Dehli [sic] in the Mutiny.
John Kaye, Edward's brother, wrote the official history of the Mutiny and the First
Afghan War. As a child, Mollie lived in Curzon House and played in the garden
among the very gun emplacements which her ancestors had commanded. (“Mary

Margaret Kaye”)

Towards the end of Shadow of the Moon, Alex comes back after the Mutiny and he is
with Winter which implies that they will have their offsprings in India and will continue
to spread the English culture in India. Time here is used functionally as it is May; that
is, spring which promises rebirth and happiness for the English. This victory which
underlines the rebirth of the English authority in India brings forth all the colours and

voices and happiness to Winter’s room in the Gulab Mahal:

The hum of the city rose up about the Gulab Mahal, washing around it; and through
it and above it Winter could hear all the familiar, friendly sounds of the house. The
distant chatter of shrill feminine voices, children laughing, a baby crying, the aged
gateman clearing his throat and coughing asthmatically, a clatter of cooking-pots
and the creak of the well-wheel. The sounds mingled and mixed with the no less

dear and familiar scents of water sprinkled on parched ground, of the spicy smell of
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Eastern cooking and the smoke of dung-fires, the scent of warm dust and sun-

soaked stone. (Kaye 611)

The Gulab Mahal has a special meaning; it is the place Winter was born and where she
might give birth to Alex’s children who will continue his name. For a short period of
time, Winter had lost contact with Alex and was anxious about his life. At the end of the
novel, Kaye, however, makes sure that Alex returns: “There were footsteps and a
murmur of voices in the passage beyond the doorway, and then someone lifted the
heavy curtain that hung before it, and she [Winter] opened her eyes and looked up. And
it was Alex” (612). The reunion scene of Winter and Alex seems to support the
continuation of the English race in India as their union can be associated with a

marriage and with English offsprings in India in the following years.

Besides, Winter’s final peaceful mood suggests happiness for the continuation of the
British Raj in India, underlining Mary Margaret Kaye’s major message that India should
remain under the control of Britain and should have limited freedom; otherwise chaos

and bloodshed will be inevitable as seen during the days of the Mutiny.

Indeed, Kaye’s attitude towards Indian nationalism may be seen in her depiction of the
characters in Shadow of the Moon. Indeed, one’s race, gender, class, religion, region or
social environment, educational background and age are important in the analysis of
both the English and the Indian characters’ attitudes towards Indian nationalism in

Shadow of the Moon.

Shadow of the Moon is rich in illustrating the link between race and nationalism through
a variety of characters. To exemplify, Alex becomes the mouthpiece of the British
imperial system and he believes in the British Raj. Looking at him from the twenty-first
century perspective, Alex seems to be a brutal®® coloniser, but looking at him from the
nineteenth century perspective and considering his behaviours within the context of the
nineteenth century, Alex seems to be an understanding and humanitarian coloniser. For
example, he fasts at Ramadan in order to empathise with Muslim Indians. He acts as a

mediator when the rifle crisis breaks out in the army because of the usage of pig oil and
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he suggests making an investigation to erase the doubts of the sepoys (Kaye 351-352).
He is a friend of the Indians as long as they consent to British rule. However, when the
British rule is challenged Alex takes strong measures and he kills some Indians to
intimidate other rebels into silence and obedience. He advises the commanders to take
strict measures and sometimes finds these measures against the sepoys unsatisfactory
and therefore complains about the insufficiency of these measures taken by Major

Maynord:

‘But I’ll bear in mind what you say and keep a sharp eye on ‘em. Personally, I’'m
inclined to think that the worst is past. I hear they hanged that Jack who touched
off the Barrockpore business - Mangal Pandy? And the jemadar [sic] as well. That
ought to stop the rot’ [said Major Maynord].

‘I envy your optimism,” said Alex drily... (Kaye 425)

Alex is realistic, yet optimistic at the same time. In his opinion, the fall of the East India
Company is not a strong blow to the British Raj because the British government can
find other means to govern India and can establish another system to direct India, and
this is just a matter of time. The dialogue between Kishan Prasad, the Indian patriot, and

Alex, the English patriot, brings this issue into the foreground:

Alex... telling Kishan Prasad what he had told Winter earlier that day - that
British regiments would be sent out to take over the country if the Company [the
East India Company] fell.

‘If the Company fall, it is enough,” said Kishan Prasad. ‘If I can but live to see
that, I will die content.’

‘But we shall still hold India,” said Alex. ‘If it takes a year - five years, ten,
twenty! - we shall go on fighting you...” (Kaye 369)

However, Kishan Prasad challenges Alex’s views by evaluating the situation
differently: “ “You will find it too costly,” said Kishan Prasad. ‘Your Queen and
your Queen’s Ministers will say, ‘Let be. It is not worth it ” (Kaye 370). His

predictions prove to be true in the case of the Mutiny as help from the British
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Army came very late. Nevertheless, Alex’s imperialistic attitude is revealed in

these words:

‘He and men like him [Kishan Prasad ] do not realize that even if they murder
every white man, woman and child in the whole of India, England, and not ‘John
Company’, will go on sending out troops until she has smashed all opposition. And
the reprisals that will follow will leave a legacy of hatred that will be handed down
to future generations, from father to son and from mother to daughter. We shall

forget - but they will not!” (Kaye 368)

Alex’s prophecy comes true and the English begins to follow discriminative policies
towards the Indians because of the seeds of suspicion planted in their minds during the
Mutiny days. Historically, after the Mutiny, the English did pay special attention not to
give important positions to Indians in the administration and army. Thus, Indians were

given trivial jobs and were excluded from power circles (Kulke 253).

Apart from the problems between the Indians and the English, there were also internal
conflicts in India with regard to nationalism within the Indian society according to
different races, ethnicities and religions present in this country. To exemplify, there are
Muslim, Sikh, Christian and Buddhist Indians and they often race with each other to
have the upper hand in politics. This situation is possibly manipulated by the English to
their own advantage. Alex is aware of the Achilles’ heel of the Indians; he intends to
use the well-known strategy of divide-and-rule or “dividum et imperium” (Giannakos
95). Kaye exemplifies this in the novel as: “We shall turn half that army against its
fellows, and play off Sikh against Mussulman and Mussulman against Hindu, and
Gurkhas against both. There will be atrocities on both sides - all sides” (Kaye 368).
Hence, the local troubles and internal conflicts in India was to lead to a civil war leaving

India powerless against its enemies.

Yet, Alex is criticised by his seniors as he crosses the racial and cultural boundaries by
having intimate contact with the indigenous people. He wears local clothes in order to

mingle with the indigenous people. He follows the doctrine of ruling through
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persuasion, which may be more effective than ruling through force because in this case
Indians become British subjects willingly. Many Indian people tend to feel closer to
Alex due to the friendly behaviour he sometimes displays and offer their own lives for
the sake of Alex’s. Eventually, Alex declares that most of the Indians are loyal to the

British and take side with the British at the price of their own lives:

‘Mrs. Hossack, poor woman,’ said Alex, ‘will remember the death of her husband
and children®, and the cause of it, until the day she dies. What she will not
remember is that thousands of the race who killed them have stood by us, and died
for doing so. There are not only white people in the Residency, Winter. There are
Indian troops too, and Indian servants, who could escape death and disease and
starvation by deserting to their own people, but who are staying to help a handful
of British to hold out, and who will be considered traitors to their own side and
butchered without mercy if the Residency falls. There is no particular merit in
fighting for your own skin when you know that it is fight or die, but there is
considerable merit in being prepared to die when you know you can escape quite
easily. Put at its lowest, there is a certain stubborn foolhardy heroism in that’.

(Kaye 570-571)

Likewise, his Indian servant, Niaz is very loyal to him. Yet, Alex fails to appreciate
Niaz’s efforts and once he even feels hatred towards Niaz because the latter carries the
same blood with the rebels (Kaye 492). From time to time, Alex’s feelings oscillate
between love and admiration and hatred and disdain towards India. Nevertheless,
national and racial differences create an invisible wall between Alex and Niaz.
Furthermore, Alex strongly believes in the white man’s burden and asserts that the
English bring civilisation to the Indians. He even claims that before the British rule in
India, India was not a nation but only a crowd of people. The passage below is

significant as Alex says,

‘[a] hundred years ago, this country was a collection of quarrelling, warring petty
kingdoms, for ever at each other’s throats. The Company - or Clive - put a stop to
that, and we’ve been making a nation out of it ever since. We’ve done it in our own

interests of course, because you can’t mix profitable trading with continued uproar.
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But also because, as a nation, we cannot resist moving in and showing someone
how to run his affairs when we see them being run damn badly. We regarded this
country as being in a deplorable mess, and set out, fired by an entirely genuine and
proselytizing zeal as much as the desire for profit, to put our neighbour’s house in
order and put our hand on what we consider to be the blessings of civilization’.

(Kaye 570)

He tries to console his guilty conscience by justifying the British existence in India;
claiming to bring civilisation to India rather than expressing it straightforwardly that
they are there to use the raw materials of India. Then, it may be argued that the Indians
are his friends as long as they are subordinated to him and subjected to the British
Empire. Cecil Rhodes, the British statesman and the founder of the diamond company
De Beers, explicitly states that “the motivation behind the British imperialism” is to find
raw materials, therefore he adds, “[w]e must find new lands from which we can easily
obtain raw materials and at the same time exploit the cheap slave labour that is available
from the natives of the colonies. The colonies would also provide a dumping ground for

the surplus goods produced in our factories” (qtd. in Foster 87-88).

With the portrayals of Alex, the English man and his Indian counterpart, Kishan Prasad,
it may be suggested that Mary Margaret Kaye draws symmetrical characters in Shadow
of the Moon for the presentation of certain issues such as the influence of one’s race in
determining one’s attitude towards Indian nationalism. Similarly, she makes use of
Winter and Ameera, an English woman and an Indian woman, to show the different
female attitudes towards Indian nationalism. In doing so, first Kaye compares and
contrasts Alex with Kishan Prasad and then she compares them with Winter and
Ameera. First, the English male attitude is compared and contrasted with the Indian
male attitude. Second, the male attitude is compared with the female attitude. This cross
comparison is functional to show the different attitudes of the characters towards Indian

nationalism.

Alex and Kishan Prasad have similar qualities; Kishan Prasad is well-educated and
believes in the independence of his country and fights for the freedom of his country.

He does his best and has an important role in arousing self-consciousness about national
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issues. In the Indian Mutiny, he tries hard to gain victory against the British Empire. For
his counterpart Alex, national benefits come first and he does not hesitate to sacrifice
his well-being for Britain. Hence, their national priorities put Alex and Kishan Prasad

on opposing sides at the time of the Mutiny.

The negative manner in which Mary Margaret Kaye depicts the sepoys and Kishan
Prasad, who is the organiser of the sepoy mutiny, reveals that she tends to see the
supporters of Indian independence as brutal savages, not as freedom-fighters. She not
only likens Prasad to a mugger (Kaye 355), but also emphasises the savageness of
Indians by depicting Kishan Prasad and his followers in a scene of human-sacrifice
(Kaye 197). Though, Kishan Prasad does not give his consent to the sacrifice of a baby,
his followers carry on the ritual and kill the white baby boy, which may be taken as the
beginning of shedding the blood of white people in India. It is assumed that in ancient
times, Indians practised human-sacrifice to pray to their gods (Padel 111) and by
bringing forth this practice into the nineteenth century India, Kaye seems to justify the
British rule in India as she gives the impression that the existence of English people in
India contributes a lot to Indian people as the former civilise the latter by forbidding
some practices like the killing of widows (Kaye 355) and performances of human-
sacrifice. Such depictions seem to challenge Kaye’s portrayal in the Telegraph dated 31
January 2004 as “an admirer and a lover of India.” (“Mary Margaret Kaye”). Moreover,
by referring to India as her “home,” Kaye seems to be presenting a colonial attitude

which her strong love for this country does not even justify (Bozer Seminar Notes):

...The Far Pavilions was also a detailed depiction of Mollie Kaye’s own love affair
with a country that she always referred to as “home”. Every last detail, from the
wild flowers that grew on the Himalayas to the complicated caste’' system, was
informed by her own enchanted childhood, which she described as “living in

paradise”. (“Mary Margaret Kaye”)

On the other hand, contrary to the negative depiction of Prasad in the human-sacrifice
scene, Kaye later depicts this prominent Indian rebel under a positive light. This further
adds to Kaye’s ambigious attitude towards the other since she depicts Kishan Prasad as

a clever person, who is capable of developing strategies and taking action at the right
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time against the British Empire. Kishan Prasad is a good strategist since he waits for the
right time to attack the British. Kishan Prasad sees the defeat of British troops in Russia
and he expects the defeat of British troops in India as well. Accordingly, he organises a
pseudo duck-shoot in order to see the main roadways into Oudh and Lunjore so that he
may prepare a detailed plan of the Mutiny and may take the required measures in case
of an emergency (Kaye 367). Furthermore, Kishan Prasad knows how to appeal to the
national feelings of the Indian people as he manages to persuade the sepoys to work for
the national cause (Kaye 420). As a result, the struggle in the Mutiny days establishes a
bond between Kishan Prasad and his men and makes them stronger and unified against
the enemy. Finally, with the help of the sepoys the Indians decide to get their freedom

by force if necessary.

Yet, Alex does not think that Indian patriots would be successful because he has an
eternal belief in the superiority of the Anglo-Saxon race and courage. As a result of this
belief, the concept of the white man’s burden becomes a means of violation rather than

a means of bringing civilisation or protection.

Besides, the depiction of Alex’s Indian servant, Niaz, raises questions about Kaye’s
objectivity in character construction. Niaz, though he is an Indian, gives the secret
information about the preparations regarding the Mutiny to Alex. Therefore, his friends
brand him a traitor, the enemy-within and exclude him from their circle. Eventually, he
is wounded with a knife by a Sadhu, a Hindu holy man (Kaye 426-427) for his betrayal
of his country. Niaz’s betrayal can be explained with his lack of self-esteem and self-
identity; he can only define himself in relation to Alex. Hence, his first duty in life is to
serve Alex, which may be taken metaphorically for the situation of India at the time.
India as a country lacks administrational skills, and acts according to the wishes of the
British Empire. Just like Niaz, India has the energy and all the equipment but lacks the
ability to govern herself and needs a master to be guided by. Whatever Niaz does, he is
neither accepted by Alex nor by the Indians. His countrymen get angry with him when
he crosses the forbidden line by taking sides with the enemy. Despite Niaz’s many
favours, sometimes Alex gets angry with him since Niaz is a member of the Indian race.

Therefore, he belongs nowhere as he is a traitor for his own countrymen and a native for
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the English people. To sum up, Niaz who is manipulated by Alex is depicted as being
against Indian nationalism; hence a traitor to his own country (Kaye 426-427). He is

doomed to lead a life in social limbo.

However, there is no counterpart to Niaz on the English side because no English person
sacrifices his/her benefits for the sake of the Indians. The English characters have a
sense of duty towards their country and they do not hesitate to sacrifice their lives for
the sake of their national benefits and they work for the well-being of their community.
Moreover, there is not a single English character who serves the welfare of the Indian
people. Contrary to the Indian characters, they do not become traitors to their own
country. Thus, national interests of Britain come first. This is illustrated through
Willoughby when the English people are surrounded by the sepoys. He prefers to “blow
up the Magazine to prevent it to fall into the hands of the sepoys [sic]” (Kaye 462).
Kaye is very careful not to draw an English character similar to Niaz; that is an English
traitor. Thus, she may be associating being a traitor only with the Indian characters
deliberately because through Niaz, it may be concluded that Indian servants can only be
tools for the continuation of the British colonial system because their duty as the

colonised requires of them to serve the master, the white man.

Along with the attitudes of English men and Indian men towards Indian nationalism, the
attitudes of Russians** and Persians towards Indian nationalism and the Mutiny are
conveyed in Shadow of the Moon. The Russian and Persian governments deliberately
escalate the uprisings of the sepoys for political reasons. Russians®* and Persians™
support the Mutiny and Indian nationalism since they do not want Britain to get stronger
in the Eastern oceans. Therefore, in Shadow of the Moon, Russian spies such as Gregori
Sparkov (Kaye 296) collaborate with the rebels and the Indian Queen in order to protect

Russia’s power in the international arena:

‘Russia has always wanted India. She has always wanted the whole world! But
particularly the East. She can’t get it while we [English] are here, and she knows it.
But if she can help to get us [English] out she can crawl in through a hundred

cracks and crannies and rot it from top to bottom until it falls into her hand like an
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over-ripe pear. Naturally she’s doing all she can to fan the flames. That was only to

be expected’. (Kaye 398)

Therefore, Britain tried to keep other countries out of India, and at the same time tried to
prevent the spread of national uprisings with the fear that nationalists may come
together and build a powerful regime in India. India was the "jewel in the crown"
because it controlled the main sea routes and helped Britain to preserve its power in the
oceans. For this reason, Britain always protested against the Suez Canal Project which
meant the end of the supremacy of the British Navy in the Mediterranean and in the
Eastern oceans. The British prime minister Lord Palmerston expresses in a letter dated
12 February 1858 that "[t]he [Suez] canal will be detrimental to Britain. In the event a
dispute arises between Britain and France, France will be quicker to dispatch its
warships to the Indian seas" (“Suez and the End of the 200 Years War”). From the
English perspective, India was too valuable to lose and should be held under British
control. Because of the same reasons, India aroused the appetite of other countries such
as France. France and Britain had always quarrelled with each other over India since the
early days of colonialism, and in time, Britain proved to be more powerful in the sub-

continent.

There was a race among the imperial countries such as Britain, Russia and France to

grasp lands and control sea ways to sustain their power:

In the mid-nineteenth century the two greatest world powers were Britain under
Queen Victoria (1819—-1901) and Russia under Czars Nicholas I (1796-1855),
Alexander II (1818-1881), and Alexander 111 (1845—1894). This was true despite
the acknowledged naval superiority of France over Russia. Russia was jealous of
Britain's conquest of India and ascendancy over France since the end of the
Napoleonic Wars. Russia was especially worried that British expansion along the
northwest frontier of India would eventually threaten its own borders and thwart its
longstanding quest for the warm-water port it needed to enhance both its navy and

its merchant fleet. (“Great Game™)
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Having similar interests, Britain was also unhappy about the Russian expansion in
South-East Asia and in India. To achieve the continuity of the British rule, specially
trained agents and spies were sent to Russia; their “mission was to spy out possible
overland routes by which Russia might invade India. Meanwhile John Malcolm (1769—
1833) was negotiating with Persia to prevent any such attack” (“Great Game”). Drawing
on these historical accounts, it may be suggested that in her novel Mary Margaret Kaye
sheds a realistic light on the strategic importance of India by giving reference to
rumours about Russian and Persian spies, who give moral and logistical support to the

Indians (Kaye 296 and 374).

As can be seen, throughout history, India was a source of conflict among the imperial
powers such as Britain and Russia. Therefore, “Russian spies [created political
problems] among the various native populations of the Indian subcontinent and
surrounding lands so that they would arise against the British” (“Great Game”). The
most prominent conflicts among the British and the Indians
Afghan Wars (1839-1842 and 1878-1880), the two Anglo-Sikh Wars (1845-1846 and

1848-1849), and the Indian Mutiny (1857-1858)” (“Great Game”). In spite of all the

were the two Anglo-

efforts of the Russian spies, Britain managed to sustain her power in India. As can be
observed in the following lines even travelling permits to India were issued by the

British:

By 1895 Britain had completed its expansion upto the foot of Hindu Kush and this
activity had not gone unnoticed by the Russians. From 1890s onwards the Russian
desire to explore the strategic overland routes to India via Leh, Gilgit, Hunza and
Chitral became irresistable. Numerous Russian military officers like Novitsky,
Snesarev, Polotsov, Shersky, Kuznetsov, Kornilov and other specialists succeeded
in obtaining British permission to travel down to India via the Karakoram, Mintaka

and Kilik passes. (Warikoo 219)

Thus, the above-mentioned imperial powers wanted to have the control of the trade

routes which were situated in India and India became the playground of these imperial
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powers. However, whenever Indian people made attempts to defend their country,
paradoxically they were labelled as savages. This approach is illustrated in Shadow of
the Moon. Indian patriots are described as savage people who burn and damage
wherever they pass, and destroy every sign of civilisation and technology such as the
Post Office. However, this may be seen as a reaction against technology which serves
the aims of colonialism. The quotation below questions the validity of the British claims

of bringing civilisation*’ to India:

Of all the nations that built large railway lines in the nineteenth century - in order
of magnitude (in 1900), the United States, Russia, Germany, British India, France,
Britain, and Canada - only British India failed to industrialize during the railway
boom. The reason was that the goal of railway building in India was not to develop
India but to develop Britain. The cotton manufacturers of Lancashire saw the
Indian railway as a mere extension of the line from Manchester to the port of
Liverpool. In addition, the Indian Mutiny of 1857 had demonstrated the strategic
value of railways in moving troops and equipment rapidly. Railways are therefore
built to serve the economic and military objectives of British colonialism... As a
result of this policy, India was the only country with extensive railways that did not

also develop a strong locomotive-building industry. (Foster 89)

Another important factor determining one’s position in political and national issues is
one’s gender. Therefore, a closer look will be taken at the novel by taking the gender
factor into account. Mary Margaret Kaye’s women characters come from different races
and different backgrounds and this gives the opportunity to see the different attitudes of
women towards Indian nationalism. Some women characters are sensitive to national
issues, whereas some of them are indifferent to it and are in pursuit of personal interests.
The Indian Queen called Zeenut Mahal may be a good example for an Indian woman
who is sensitive towards national issues. Zeenut Mahal is braver than the Indian King
and is determined to preserve the national interests of India. Therefore, the Indian
Queen is considered a threat to the British Raj. Sir Henry, a British soldier perceives her
more dangerous than the Indian King since she is full of hatred against the English.

Also, the English think that she collaborates with the Russian spies and agents: “The
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old Padishah is too enfeebled and futile a personage to be of much danger except as a
lay figure to prop up on a throne. But Zeenut Mahal is a very different matter. She has
brains and drive and fury, and she is burnt up with hate and ambition. I imagine it is she

who is the focus of this Russian-Persian intrigue” (Kaye 398).

Mary Margaret Kaye depicts patriotic Indian women not only from the upper classes,
but also from the lower classes. For example, Kaye depicts a prostitute. This vulnerable
and victimised woman refuses to sleep with Indian men unless they do something in the
way of rescuing their brothers from colonialism. She is a nameless prostitute, yet this
does not mean that she is indifferent to national issues. She is brave enough to talk
about national issues openly and is more outspoken than many Indian men (Kaye 431)
and she does her best for the national cause by refusing to sleep with Indian men if they
remain indifferent to national problems. She uses her sexuality as a weapon since it is
the only thing in her power which she can use for the benefit of her nation. She attracts

the attention of Indian men to national issues by refusing to make love to them.

On the other hand, Yasmin, an Indian servant, sleeps with her master, Cornwall. Thus,
Yasmin may stand for a collaborator with the enemy (Kaye 308). However, she also
represents the exploitation of indigenous women because as the victim of Cornwall, she
displays how women are turned into sexual slaves by colonialism. She is the
embodiment of the victimisation of women by the colonial system. Kaye draws parallels
between Yasmin’s body and the fertile lands of India since both of them are exploited
by British men. In doing so, she also points out the parallelism between the sexual
oppression of indigenous women by white patriarchal men, and the oppression of India
by the colonial system. Hence, Yasmin is doubly oppressed; both by the patriarchal

system and by the colonial system.

In Shadow of the Moon, not only the Indian women, but also the English women
become victims of colonialism and suffer from it. For example, an English woman
called Mrs. Holly is victimised by the colonial system since she is forced to witness her
husband’s death. Hence, she suffers a lot because of the violence triggered by the

colonial system in which they live. All of a sudden, she becomes the target of the
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colonised, who seek revenge from the colonial system, the British Empire. She is forced

to watch the killing of her husband and she herself barely escapes death:

...her [Mrs. Holly’s] round pleasant face sagged in deep harsh lines; for she had
seen her husband’s head struck from his body with a single swing of a sharpened
tulwar [curved sword (Kaye 614)] in the blazing charnel house of Duryagunj, and
only the sudden collapse of a burning roof-beam had saved her from a similar fate.

(Kaye 460-461)

English women are also exposed to psychological violence because of the merciless acts
of the Indian rebels: “The women had been forced to see their children die before their
eyes, and the men to see both [children and women] die in turn before their own death
came” (Kaye 553). Consequently, to see the death of their families is unbearable for the
English adults (Kaye 558). Another English woman character called Lottie loses her
mind because of the atrocities she sees during the Mutiny. Later on, her memory comes
back with the shock of the rape attempt and only after this shock, she remembers that
her husband and her parents have been killed. Under these conditions, English women
are not expected to have sympathy for Indian nationalism since it may mean the

increase of the cruelty and oppression on them by the Indian sepoys.

Apart from the Indian and the English women, there are also hybrid women characters
such as Winter and Ameera. Neither of these two women are purely Indian or purely
English. Their common point is that both of them have Spanish blood in their veins;
Ameera is Indo-Spanish, whereas Winter, the main female character of the novel, may
be considered Anglo-Spanish (since one of her grandparents was Spanish) and
furthermore she herself was born and bred in India. Thus, both of these women have

hybrid identities.

With relation to their attitudes towards Indian nationalism, for Ameera it may be
suggested that she illustrates an opportunist attitude since she is interested in national

issues as long as it serves her personal interests. The important thing for Ameera is to
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lead a peaceful and harmonious life. Therefore, she is neither for nor against the British
Raj. 1t does not make much difference to her who governs the country as long as law
and order are established. However, the pioneer leader of Indian nationalism, Dadabhai
Naoroji’s comment on law and order should be given here; he states that “[u]nder the
British despot the man is at peace, there is no violence; his substance is drained away,
unseen, peacefully and subtly - he starves in peace and perishes in peace, with law and
order!” (qtd. in Chandra 1999, 64). Thus, lacking national consciousness and entrapped
in her desire for false security, Ameera seems to want peace without caring whether it is

the English or the Indians who are in power.

The other hybrid character, Winter, is torn between her love for India and her duty
towards England during the Mutiny. Throughout the novel, Winter approaches Indian
culture in a positive way since she was brought up in India and is attracted to the Indian
way of life. Therefore, she feels uprooted and displaced when she is sent to England for
a short while. This is also an autobiographical element in Shadow of the Moon: “[W]hen
[Kaye] was 10, [she] was sent to England to be formally educated” (“Mary Margaret
Kaye”) and about those days she later said, “I found the place incredibly drear... so cold
and colourless” (“Mary Margaret Kaye”). Another point worth mentioning is that Kaye
“spoke Hindustani before she mastered English.” Michael Kourtoulou reports that
“[ilndeed, the children [Mary Margaret, her sister and brother] were unaware that they
were not Indian themselves. ‘I never thought for a moment that I was not one of them,’
she explained. ‘I was merely a member of a different caste in a land full of castes*®”
(“Mary Margaret Kaye”). Though Kaye and similarly Winter perceive themselves to a
certain extent, as one of the Indians, it is suggested in Shadow of the Moon that Winter
is against the development of Indian nationalism since she works shoulder-to-shoulder
with Alex to make sure of the continuance of the British Raj in India. She brings every
piece of news and gossip about the latest situation of the sepoys and about the Mutiny to

Alex so that he can take measures on time.

In Shadow of the Moon, Kaye makes use of her English women characters functionally;
they are used as tools to bring the patriotic feelings of the males to the surface (Rosaldo

248). They are the driving force behind the men and hence, Alex looks for “vengeance
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for the slaying of their women and their babes” (Kaye 456). In the novel, it is
underlined that Britain will avenge the murder of English women and children sooner or

later:

Even if every European in all India were killed, the British would send, if
necessary, every man they had, to avenge them. It would not be so much the loss of
territory or prestige that would bring them, and nerve them to fight with
stubborness and fury, but the murder of their women and children. They would not

forgive that, or rest until they had avenged it. (Kaye 526)

Moreover, women, regardless of their nationality, are mere objects either to be protected
or to be tortured by men. It is the men who organise rebellions and who invade or
defend the land; women are subjected to the wills of men. Accordingly, when the
Mutiny breaks out, the English women are sent to the mountains and villages because
these areas are supposed to be secure places. Thus, desperate, terrified women begin to
stream into the villages or mountainous areas. From then on most of the English women

and children begin to lead a nomadic life to save their lives (Kaye 411).

In Shadow of the Moon, neither the English women nor the Indian women display
heroic actions®’. This may arise from the historical fact that one of the prominent
women figures in India was an Irish woman, not an English woman or not an Indian
woman. Relying on the historical accounts given in Colonial Discourse/Postcolonial
Theory and Freedom Movement in India, activities of raising national consciousness
among Indian women is encouraged by a woman called Annie Besant who has Irish
origins. She does her best to achieve India’s “self-government within the Empire”
(Spivak 149; Sahgal 61). About her it is stated that “Annie Besant (1847-1933) was a
brilliant woman of extraordinary enthusiasms and unremitting activism: for Christianity,
atheist secularism, socialism and Theosophy/India. It is well-known that her aim for
India was ‘self-government within the Empire’ ” (Spivak 149). Hence Mary Margaret

Kaye remains loyal to history in not depicting a prominent Indian woman nationalist.
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At some points in Shadow of the Moon, Kaye seems to manipulate some historical facts
and tends to take sides with the English. Through portraying victimised English
characters and opportunist Indian characters, she tries to justify the British rule in India.
For example, she depicts Indian women as temptresses and English women as victims
of sexual harassment. It seems that during the Mutiny only English women are raped by
Indian men and there is not a word referring to the rape of Indian women by English
men. However, a researcher named Jenny Sharpe expresses “at the outset of her
Allegories of Empire, [that] British Magistrates charged with investigating ‘Mutiny’-
bred reports of rape, torture, and mutilation found no substantiating evidence” (qtd.in
Randall 6), which strengthens the idea that through the above-mentioned depictions,
Kaye aims to justify the British Raj. Related to the rape issue in Mary Margaret Kaye’s,
Paul Scott’s and Edward Morgan Forster’s novels, Salman Rushdie says, “[i]t is useless,
I’'m sure, to suggest that if rape must be used as the metaphor of the Indo-British
connection, then surely, in the interests of accuracy, it should be the rape of an Indian
woman... ” (89) and suggests that English writers provide “fake portraits” of India, in

order to “provide moral, cultural and artistic justification for imperialism” (89).

However, in Shadow of the Moon it is implied that if an Indian woman has sex with an
English man, it is mostly done willingly, not by force as in the case of Yasmin with
Conway, Winter’s husband (Kaye 441). As an extension of this, Indian women are
depicted as temptresses of English men for material interests. Yasmin, the indigenous
servant, is depicted like a prostitute who sleeps with the English man not out of love,
but for material interests. Whereas, English women are depicted as virtuous and capable
of doing everything to protect their chastity. For example, Lottie, the English woman, is
faced with the danger of rape by an Indian man and she barely escapes it by killing the
attacker with a gun (Kaye 529-531), which is the right behaviour for a virtuous young

English woman who refuses to consent to the wishes of the enemy.

In relation to men’s attitude towards Indian nationalism, male characters will not be
analysed one by one here because male characters become more prominent with regard
to their occupations and social class rather than with regard to their gender and will be

analysed in detail in the sections related to class and occupation. On the other hand,
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there is a minor character called Dundu Pant who should be briefly mentioned as he
does not fit into other categories. Dundu Pant, the Nana (the local governor) of Bithaur
is one of the victims of the doctrine of lapse. According to this doctrine, the territories
of rulers who die without male heirs (Edwardes 31) are given to the administration of
the East India Company. Therefore, Dundu Pant, the Nana of Bithaur feels hatred and
anger towards the British government since it refuses to recognise him as the legal heir
(Kaye 409) and deprives him of his land. Nevertheless, he seems to have good relations
with the British and he goes to parties with them, but it is a mere disguise for hiding his
bad intentions such as taking vengeance. Deep in his heart, he hates the English to such
an extent that he even takes part in the previously mentioned sacrifice of a white baby-
boy. In the novel, he is drawn as a mysterious man with the ruby earrings, which arouse
curiosity; it is revealed that he plays an important role in the organisation of the Mutiny.
However, all his struggles are in vain and eventually the Mutiny is suppressed. He may
stand for the local governors who are exposed to unfair practices by the English men
and who are deprived of their lands and rights through the doctrine of lapse (Edwardes
31; Sahgal 11). The end of the novel, in relation to Dundu Pant, might be implying that
there is no possibility of having free Indian leaders in a WASP dominated society and

that the idea of a free India is doomed to remain a utopia for the time being.

Another minor male character, Mr Barton prefers not to see the realities around him and
continues to look down on the Indian people. He regards them as inferior and he puts
them into the same category with animals. He further uses the insulting word “brute” to
refer to the havildar™ (sergeant; Kaye 613). Thus, the havildar, who is supposed to be
shown respect within the social hierarchy, is called a brute by an English man just
because he does what is expected of him as a soldier and defends the benefits of India.
Thus, Mr Barton illustrates the negative attitude of English men towards Indian

nationalism.

Thus, if the attitude of English men is compared with the attitude of Indian men, it
would not be wrong to say that the English men such as Alex and Sir Henry are
certainly against the development of Indian nationalism and they do their best to prevent

its spread through India. When the attitude of the Indian men towards Indian
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nationalism is analysed, a blurred picture comes out. Ironically some Indian men such
as Niaz and other nameless servants are against Indian nationalism and prefer to take
side with the English people, whereas some Indian men such as Kishan Prasad and
Dundu Pant enthusiastically support the development of Indian nationalism. Similarly,
there are different attitudes among the English and Indian women towards Indian
nationalism. Women are more passive yet they are the driving force behind the men.
Within the limits of the nineteenth century British and Indian gender patterns, women
can only try to take part in national movements as far as it was socially permitted.
English women such as Mrs. Holly and her female company are portrayed as the
victims and sufferers of the nationalistic movements in India. Therefore, English
women are against Indian nationalism, but they do not take active roles to suppress the
national movement. They just inform the English men about the conspiracy theories and
rumours of mutiny in order to save their lives. With regard to Indian women, some of
them like the Queen and the nameless prostitute are for Indian nationalism and they are
very sensitive about this issue. Only a few Indian women like Yasmin are hesitant to
support Indian nationalism. Generally, Indian women are for the freedom of India.
Hence, it might be suggested that English men take measures against the Indian national
movement and they have important roles in order to suppress it, while English women
are not as active as their men. Kaye draws a similar picture on the Indian side since
Indian women are not as active as Indian men in the national cause. In other words,
Indian men are the leading force in Indian nationalism, but Indian women are nearly

invisible in areas concerning the national issues.

Another factor which determines one’s stance towards national issues is one’s social
class. It should be underlined that though there is a caste® system in India, in this
dissertation “class” will also be used with reference to the Indian characters’ socio-
economic backgrounds. Concerning the relationship between one’s class and one’s
national tendencies, it is observed that middle class colonised people tend to take sides
with the British government (Sahgal 38) because of their educational background and
their self interests. It was a common practice for middle class Indian parents to send
their children to English schools (Edwardes 110) so that they were exposed to the

English language and culture there. After graduation, they became privileged over the
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other Indians since they could speak fluent English which was a must to hold positions
in prestigious jobs. Then, to be favoured by the English they began to imitate them and

they turned their back on their own people and this vicious pattern continued.

Very rarely, a few patriotic people like Nehru may be seen among the middle class
intellectuals. Paradoxically, some of the middle class had experienced a national
awakening during their English-oriented education. They began to discover the beauty
of Indian culture. Afterwards, in order to preserve the Indian culture they declare war
against the English culture and dominance, as did many lawyers such as Nehru and
Jinnah. Being motivated by a sense of responsibility towards their nation, they try to
raise national consciousness throughout India. To exemplify from the novel, Kishan
Prasad who seems to be from the middle class is well-educated and he is the leader of
the Mutiny; he is the brain of the organisation, whereas the working class people or the
peasants seem to be indifferent to what is going on around them. Furthermore, there are
some hesitant people like the talukdar who is a large landholder; thus a member of the
upper class. He cannot decide whom he should support. His hesitation is depicted by an
English man who has just escaped from death with the help of “a loyal servant” (Kaye
553). The English man says:

‘The local Talukdar [sic] has been wavering for some time. He cannot decide
which side is going to win, and he seems to have given orders that any Europeans
found in these parts were to be taken prisoner but not harmed. I think he means
well enough, but he is getting nervous. The whole of Oudh is now in revolt, and
since the Chinut affair the British position looks bad. I think that is why he has had

any of us known to be in the district brought here’. (Kaye 553)

The talukdar of Pari tries to comfort the British captives by giving them food and
a hygienic place and by finding carts (Kaye 557) to send them away. As
mentioned above, servants as members of the working class are not only loyal, but
also admirers of English men; they are servants at heart and do not hesitate to
sacrifice national benefits for the benefit of their British masters. Contrary to
them, sepoys who might be put into the working class follow their own ideals and

they go on struggling for India’s freedom. This attracts Sir Henry Lawrence’s
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attention. Sir Henry Lawrence, who is a significant English soldier and
administrator, thus a member of the upper class, is realistic and he predicts that

the Mutiny will spread:

‘There has been bad feeling for many years among the Bengal Army, but now that
they are beginning to realize how few we are they are discovering a dangerous
consciousness of power. A havildar [sic] to whom I was speaking only the other
day warned me that if we did not speedily redress their wrongs they would redress
them themselves.’

‘I trust the brute was hanged as an example?’ said Mr Barton, his face crimsoning

with affront. (Kaye 387)

He further confesses that the British underestimate the power of the Indians and
ignore some facts such as the big difference in number between the Indian and
English populations. In India, English colonisers were the minority since they
came from a distant land, and since they had only begun to settle in India from the
beginning of the eighteenth century. As opposed to the English people, the Indian
people were the indigenous people of the country and naturally they were greater

in number which is important to some extent in defending one’s country.

Hence, if Indian national consciousness continues to rise, the power of this huge
population may be a threat to the British hegemony, despite the fact that the English
people are the ones who have superior technology in their hands. Indian soldiers “as
having the same ambitions as [the British]” (Kaye 387), are perceived as a big threat by
Sir Henry Lawrence as it means that the Indians want to have the control of India, too
and are as conscious about national issues as the English. In Shadow of the Moon, it is
made clear that Sir Henry Lawrence is realistic about the capacity of the Indian men
such as the sepoys, who serve in the British Army and whose national consciousness has

now risen.

Leading Indian civilians in the cities should not be disregarded either since they are
capable of directing their companions to a cause. Thus, Alex wants to collaborate with

the “influential men of the city” because they are the leading force in India; nationalist
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leaders are mostly upper class™ talukdars since they have material wealth and social
status to support the national cause. Once the wealthy important men and middle class
men are made inactive, then only “petty agitators” (Kaye 459) who encourage the

Indian public to revolt will remain to be dealt with.

However, as a measure, Alex seizes the weapons of the residents in the city of Oudh-
Lunjore (Kaye 460) and deprives them of gun power and artilleries: “...a proclamation
was issued calling upon all inhabitants of the city to give up their arms within twenty-
four hours; followed by another, imposing a curfew” (Kaye 460). To Alex’s surprise,
“[t]here’s enough stuff there [in the hands of the city-dwellers] to fit out an army”’; he
therefore says, “[n]Jow that we’ve got it, don’t let’s take any chances of it falling into
their hands again” (Kaye 460). Alex tries to follow every act of the rebels so that he can

take measures against them on time.

Classwise, Alex sees landholders as a threat because of their having economic power in
their hands to orient the common people towards rebellion. Thus, he continues to hunt
Indian nationalists and he captivates Habib Ullah Khan who is a “landowner” (Kaye
459) and who is certainly a patriot considering the fact that some weapons and
documents were found in his house. Then, he was put into jail since the documents
proved his so-called guilt, that is defending his nation. Like landholders, because of
their economic power shop-keepers too, constitute an important group in India. For this
reason, after putting Habib Ullah Khan into prison, Alex tries to gain the favour of the
Indian shop-keepers and holds a meeting with them since there could be other patriots
like Habib Ullah Khan among the land owners and shop-keepers and they should be

warned as well:

‘[tlhe head of the whole trouble in the city is Maulvi Amanullah of the Moti
Masjid, and Abdul Majid, the Talukdar’s nephew. If we can get those two, the city
will be left with only petty agitators, but no real leaders,” said Alex.’But if we try
to take openly we shall have a first-class riot on our hands,...” and he adds ‘I think
it would be putting too much strain on the loyalty of the sepoys [sic] to ask them to

fight a street action at this point. But if you hold a Durbar’' [sic], I think we can
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manage it. Call a conference of all the influential men in the city. The larger

shopkeepers included. It’s the only hope.’(Kaye 459)

Similarly, Sir Henry Lawrence pacifies the shop-keepers and tradesmen in Lucknow
(Kaye 390) in order to avoid a strong resistance against the British rule. Thus, the
support of the members of the Indian upper and upper-middle classes is indispensable
for both the English and the Indians as these classes are the owners of wealth and
power. As Marx and Engels suggest “[t]he class which has the means of material
production at its disposal, has control at the same time over the means of mental
production,” (qtd.in Sinfield 1996, 66) which can either support or discourage
nationalistic tendencies in a society. Thus, the class or the institution which “regulated
and organized production also tended to be responsible for the organization of all other
aspects of life” (Marx and Engels 181). In other words, the side which persuades the
Indian upper class and upper-middle class men or the bourgeoisie to join its group

would become advantageous over the other side.

With regard to their religious disposition characters display different attitudes towards
Indian nationalism. As far as it can be deduced from the historical sources, Hindus were
supposed to be in close contact with the British since they were exposed to English
education longer than the Muslims were (Sahgal 57; Edwardes 145). Muslims rejected
to go to English schools and in the long run, they became underprivileged in finding
jobs because of their lack of knowledge of the English language (Sahgal 81). Besides,
the high number of Muslims among the sepoys in the Mutiny caused religious
discrimination among the British administrators and they tended to exclude Muslims
from military and governmental jobs in the Raj. As Aziz argues, “[t]his
uncompromising dislike of the Hindu prevailed until the Mutiny. Then the scales were
turned and things were never the same again. It began with the British belief that the
Mutiny had been engineered by the Muslims alone” (189). Instead, the British preferred
to employ Hindus in these positions. This situation created rivalry between the Hindus

and the Muslims. Subsequently, repressed Muslims began to look for ways in order to
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escape British hegemony. In Shadow of the Moon, Ameera’s husband Walayat Shah, is

one of these Muslims, who is in search of a way to end the British rule in India.

There were many reasons for the Mutiny and the most prominent one was the English
people’s being disrespectful towards the religions of the indigenous Indian people.The
causes of the Mutiny are referred to in Shadow of the Moon in these sentences: “The
hated policies of Annexation and Lapse, the suppression of suttee [sic], the seizure of
land, the deposing of kings and the curtailment of pay and power and privilege were as
nothing to this [cartridge problem]; for this struck at the deepest beliefs of men, in that it
destroyed their souls” (Kaye 375). The greased cartridge paper was the last straw for the
Indians because according to the recent rumours the English soldiers had been putting
bone dust into the sepoys’ bread and rubbing pig fat in their guns, thus disregarding
their Islamic, Hindu and Buddhist taboos since eating pork is not approved by Islam
and eating animal meat is not approved in Buddhism and Hinduism. About this issue,
Richard Popplewell expresses that “[t]he problem for Indian soldiers was that
[cartridges] were greased either with beef fat, which made them contaminating to
Hindus, or with pork fat, which Muslims could not eat” (13). These disrespectful deeds
of the English soldiers are perceived as a challenge to the Indian religious and cultural
identity by the sepoys. Eventually, “[t]he news that the 19" Regiment of Native Infantry
at Berhampur, a hundred miles to the north of Calcutta, had broken out into mutiny

spread upwards through India and fanned the panic” (Kaye 376).

Briefly, it might be claimed that religious problems triggered the Mutiny and at first
sight, all the Muslims and Hindus were expected to support the Mutiny and the national
movement, but there were some exceptions; for instance, men like Niaz took sides with
the English, though they were Muslims. Niaz “turn[s] from his own race to serve one
[Alex] of alien blood” (Kaye 373) since he wants to fight on Alex’s side against his own
countrymen. He brings pamphlets of Mussulmen for Jehad and informs Alex that there
are “Russian and Persian spies” (Kaye 374) in India to support the rebellion. Yet, from
time to time in Niaz’s relationship with his Christian master Alex, religious differences
become inevitable and very noticeable. Later, in one conversation with Niaz, Alex gives

reference to Mohammed and Jesus Christ and says, “[i]n the end there will be a
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vengeance which will be as harsh, or harsher, than the offence. That is the evil that
springs from such killing” (Kaye 456). Niaz tries to console him by saying that
everything they live is written in one’s fate and Alex should not feel responsible. Yet
Alex’s answer is significant in showing the different religious attitudes towards national

¢

problems: “...Niaz said quietly: ‘It is none of thy doing, brother. What is written is
written.” ‘“That is taught by thy Prophet, not mine,” said Alex bitterly. ‘Mine would have

me by my brother’s keeper. Here - take the gun’ ’(Kaye 456).

Thus, Alex takes the responsibility of his actions and he is aware of his duties towards
his nation. As opposed to this, Indian people tend to have a fatalistic attitude towards
life and do not struggle for national issues. Another significant point in this
conversation is the words uttered by Alex. He says, “thy Prophet” and “mine,” reveal an
“us and them” attitude and an othering process which is an important element in
defining one’s identity by looking at the differences. Kate Woodward also expresses
that identity is marked by similarities and by differences (7). In other words, identity
involves defining oneself by referring to binary oppositions and categorising the East
and the West in such a way that the West stands for reason, civilisation and humanity
whereas the East stands for supersitition, backwardness and violence or barbarism

(Leoussi 218; Good 268; Hall 2002, 272-274).

In Shadow of the Moon, along with the different religious attitudes, there are also
different urban and rural attitudes with regard to Indian nationalism. During the Mutiny,
both English men and English women begin to move to the rural places. They lead a
nomadic life in the villages and mountains since villages are considered to be more
secure places for the English people. However, their attitude towards Indian nationalism

does not change as a result of this move.

On the other hand, cities, having many educational facilities and modern schools, are
perceived as centres where national and anti-imperial feelings have risen and spread to
the whole nation. Moreover, city-dwellers are a further threat since they are more aware
of what is going on around them because of having generally received better education.

In line with these views, Ian Clegg, a researcher, argues that “[r]evolution as a concept
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is alien to the peasant consciousness, while the peasant’s relationship to the
environment remains one of passive endurance rather than active transformation” (qtd.
in Lazarus 200-201). This argument fits the behaviour of the Indian peasants in Shadow
of the Moon since they seem to be passive in the beginning of the novel. However, D.
N. Dhanagare claims that the role of the peasants and the agrarian aspect of the Indian
Mutiny are undermined by official sources and by historians (qtd. in Lazarus 197-220)

by ignoring their existence in the Mutiny. Dhanagare expresses that

[i]t is true that liquidation of the landed aristocracy in Oudh (U.P.) under the
principle of British paramountcy was one of the most important and immediate
causes of the revolt. But this does not mean that the entire uprising was engineered
by the dispossessed landed elite and that the masses played no part at all. While
participation of the peasant masses in the revolt was either at the behest of their
caste superiors or due to ethnic or religious loyalties to their chiefs, rajas or the
overlords under whom many of them held lands, an examination of original records
and sources by Sulekh Gupta has revealed that in those districts where the 1857
uprising was violent, practically all rural classes had been disturbed by the British

land revenue policy and administration... (35-36)

As it is suggested above, peasants have also supported the national cause, though their
contributions were not referred to in history books as much as the contributions of the
middle class urban dwellers. Similary, in Shadow of the Moon villagers are not in the
foreground, yet it is implied that the peasants seem to develop a national consciousness
as time goes by and this is illustrated in the scene especially where, without using
violence, the villagers take Winter and her friends as captives. During the Mutiny,
villagers give food to the English babies and show kindness towards the English people;
yet in the meanwhile they capture the English people. Thus, the peasants follow a two

strand policy:

Captain Garrowby and the doctor, with Mrs. Hossack and her remaining child — a
baby of six months — had been driven to ask help at a village on the outskirts of
Pari, and the villagers had taken them in and treated them kindly. But three days
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earlier they were put into a covered cart and brought to this house — they did not
know why, nor how long they would remain there. They had been given food, and
had not been ill-used, but the atmosphere and the attitude of their jailers was not

reassuring. (Kaye 552)

Kaye’s depiction of the peasants’ attitude towards the British Raj, their uneasiness with
the British rule, shows similarities with the argument in Dhanagare’s study which
suggests that “[w]ithout the agrarian disaffection at the grass-roots level, the peasant
masses would not have participated in the Mutiny on such an extensive scale as they did
in Oudh and other parts in north India” (35-36). In other words, peasants are not as
indifferent as Lazarus suggests: “Peasant insurgents in India during the colonial era, that
is to say, did not necessarily think of themselves as Indians, and they did not necessarily
believe themselves to be fighting for the liberation of India” (208). However, they are
not as dedicated to the national cause as the radical nationalists either. The peasants take
part in the Mutiny out of the necessity of taking their rights back from the English
administrators. They are moderate nationalists; they do not fight out of racial or
religious causes, but merely to exist as human beings and to obtain their rights to lead a

decent life.

It can be observed throughout the novel, the villagers are not leaders but helpers; when
they are guided well, they become good supporters of the national cause. The support of
the peasant population in agricultural countries like India, is an indispensable one. To
exemplify, when the 2001 census in India is taken into consideration it is revealed that
“[a]bout 70% of the people live in more than 550,000 villages™, and the remainder in
more than 200 towns and cities” (“Population of India”). Moreover, in the 1850s the
percentage of the population living in villages must have been higher due to the
historical fact that the influence of the Industrial Revolution was not felt very strongly
in India at the time and most of the people would have been living in rural areas rather
than in urban areas. Considering their potential power, peasants should be convinced to
support the national cause since “Fanon warned that if, at independence, leadership
were to come to rest in the hands of the elite classes, the whole momentum of the

struggle for liberation would be jeopardized” (qtd. in Lazarus 199). In other words, if a
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national movement continues to be directed only by the elite classes, then the possibility

of gaining independence decreases. Therefore, peasants should also be attracted to work

13

for independence. It is stated by Lazarus that “ [t]here is now an abundance of
scholarship to suggest that in colonial India, as elsewhere in the colonial world, local
struggles and everyday forms of peasant resistance were often entirely divorced from
and unassimilable to the “vertical” political concerns of elite anticolonial nationalists”
(207). Therefore, Indian peasants had to be persuaded to join the anticolonial nationalist

movements in order to achieve India’s independence.

In Shadow of the Moon, villagers are not mentioned much and Mary Margaret Kaye
may be doing this consciously to show that villagers are not interested in nationalism, as

long as they have land to cultivate and bread to eat:

Ploughing, sowing, reaping and irrigation would not wait while men sat in circles
and listened to windy and grandiloquent phrase-makers who promised overnight
Utopias provided that this or that class or sect, creed or colour were first destroyed
or routed... But they toiled hard and they were kindly people, and Alex listened to
them now and felt more relaxed and at peace than he had for many days. (Kaye
300-301)

The passage quoted above makes Alex feel at ease after seeing that the rural people are
not interested in national issues, instead they work in the fields and do their own work

in order to survive:

The cities spawned as much evil as filth. Murder and prostitution, theft and
trickery, intolerance, hatred and talk: a froth of talk that went in circles and was
seldom concerned with essentials...windy poison with which to disturb the hearts
and minds of the credulous, and which stirred up bloody riots between sects and
the followers of different gods upon holy days. Talk that was never of building up
but always of pulling down, and which could whip up hysteria with the speed of a
whirlwind. But there were few such talkers in the villages, for the work of the land
pressed hard upon the heels of those who took their livelihood from her. (Kaye
300)



66

Therefore, Alex suggests that Winter should: “...stay away from the city” (Kaye 429).
But later, Alex becomes alert “seeing in the faces of the villagers the ominous signs of
the sickness that was sweeping through India; the open insolence and hostility that must
be stared down or disregarded; the quick-leaping panic that must be allayed” (Kaye
455) because in the villages and the countryside there were rumours that very few
English men remained alive since the Persian king had sent help to Bahadur Shah. Very
few English men survived since many English soldiers drowned in the sea, and some
English children were killed with the curved Indian sword. On one of these days, three
villagers come to a village and boast that they killed English people including a child
and a woman. This makes Alex very angry and he immediately takes revenge and hangs

these three men and adds,

‘[h]ang him beside his friends, so that all may see” and continues “And tell any
who ask, that though every sahib now in Hind were slain, a hundred thousand more
- and ten times a hundred thousand - would come from Belait [England (Kaye
613)] to exact vengeance for the slaying of their women and their babes. For the
blood of such helpless ones is as seed which, falling to the ground, springs up in

the likeness of armed man’. (456)

With regard to his immediate violent punishment, Alex is questioned by the
Commissioner for fear that the former’s unfair actions might be heard by the authorities.
After hanging the three men without trial, Alex tries to justify his unfair deeds (Kaye
457). Alex’s defence puts him in a worse position than his violent act because he argues
that the villagers do not understand the law, but they understand justice. Thus, violence
directed against the colonised in order to control or to punish is tried to be justified. He
uses this argument to defend himself when the Commissioner warns him that he may be
in trouble because of his irrresponsible actions. In these passages of Shadow of the
Moon, the different attitudes of the British authorities towards the same event are also
revealed. The conflict among the British with regard to the application of justice and the

methods of controlling the Indian rebels is seen in the passage below:



[Alex] sent in a brief report of the incident to the Commissioner and was sent for to
explain himself. ‘You had no authority to do such a thing!” fumed the
Commissioner. ‘Disgraceful! Supposing it should come to the ears of the
Authorities that men had been hung in my district without trial? Why, I might be --
-- Upon my word, Randall, you take too much [responsibility] upon yourself! The
men should have been brought back here to stand their trial by the processes of the
law and----’

‘And been turned into heroes and martyrs,’ interrupted Alex bluntly. ‘This is war,
sir! What do these people know of Western laws, which are not even their own?
Those men were boasting to the villagers of murdering women and children and a
wounded man... They understand justice — not law! And if I had taken those men
into custody they might have been rescued ten times over on the way here, while if
they had stood trial, half the city and possibly half the troops would have acclaimed
them as heroes who had struck a blow against the British. We can afford no trials

of that description, sir.” (457)

Alex’s words, “[t]his is war, sir!” (Kaye 457), suggest that the end justifies the
means and that he may ignore the law as long as it is beneficial for British

interests. Alex’s unfair deeds reveal his double standards.

Furthermore, Alex, in order to hold all control in the hands of the British and in
order to guarantee their security, wants the sepoys to disarm. But his request is

refused by his seniors:

‘If you will allow me unfettered action, sir, I can maintain order in the district as
long as the regiments in Lunjore remain quiet. At the moment the sepoys are quiet,
but if they should revolt it would be a different matter, and I would again urge you
most strongly to impress upon their commanding officers the advisability of
disarming them while there is still time.’

‘I shall do no such thing!” snapped the Commissioner, his pallid face becoming
dangerously suffused. ‘What would happen if they did? Why - we’d be left with no
defenders and no defence at all! Disarm the sepoys, and we’d be at the mercy of
the scum of the city and every villager who could carry a rifle por [sic] a lathi [long

heavy staff, usually made from bamboo (Kaye 613)]!”

67
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‘It is not they [the villagers] whom we have to fear,” said Alex... (457)

With regard to the quotation above, it is worth underlining Alex’s emphasis on the point
that it is not the villagers who can be a threat to the British rule, but the sepoys. That is,
Alex has foresight and can see the danger the future holds for the English people in
India because he knows the Indian society and culture well. For example, when he
buries a Muslim person, he puts the dead body facing towards Mecca following Muslim
rituals. He establishes relations with the Indian people not only for the sake of
enjoyment and friendship, but also to get more information about the other so that he

can feel safe and secure in a foreign society.

Alex’s fears come true and cities like Meerut and Calcutta where British garrisons are
very powerful have hard times because of the sepoys. As stated above, Calcutta™ is one
of the places where the first British settlements were established with the efforts of The
East India Company since the beginning of the eighteenth century (Mahmud 183;
Delgoda 153). Those British garrisons were one of the first places where Indians were
trained as sepoys after Western military discipline. It is a real irony that it was in
Calcutta that the sepoys wanted to put an end to the system, the city which had created
the sepoy system itself. Likewise, “Delhi was captured easily by the sepoys [sic]” (Kaye
462):

Calcutta was filled with panic in these days, as telegram after telegram, message
after message, brought news of disaster. Delhi snatched from the hands of the
British in an hour! Meerut, with one of the strongest British garrisons in India,
bewildered and helpless and appearantly unable to do more than protect itself from
a peril that had passed from it to spread out like a forest fire over half India. A
hundred pleas a day poured in upon [Lord] Canning begging for troops - for British
troops. ‘We cannot hold out without troops. Send us help.” ‘The sepoys have

mutinied. Send us troops.’(460)
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But help from the British Army came very slowly and very late. This shows the English
attitude which does not take the Indians into serious consideration; thus they make the
mistake of underestimating the enemy. Not seeing the Indians as a strong enemy is the

beginning of the end for the British rule in India.

Moreover, there are differences between the Northern and Southern parts of India
towards Indian nationalism. In the South, Indian nationalism does not spread as fast as it
does in the North. The reasons of the limited development of Indian nationalism in the

South is summarised by Kulke in the following words:

...nationalism remained restricted to the small circles of liberal intellectuals. A
number of factors contributed to this situation: the scarcity of urban centres of
communication; the plurality of languages; the fact that the south contained several
important princely states (Hyderabad, Mysore, Travancore) which provided no
scope for nationalist politics; and the social distance between Brahmins and the rest
of the population. Although the Brahmins of the south did turn towards
nationalism, consciousness of their social isolation tended to make them very
moderate liberals. Northern liberal nationalists found in them faithful allies against

the radicalism of a younger generation of national revolutionaries. (262)

There are also differences in the attitudes of the people living in villages and towns™
due to similar reasons as underlined in the above quotation, such as the social distance
which is widened with the lack of trust among the peasants and the townsmen. The
peasants cannot trust the townspeople since the latter have become the carbon copies of
the English men in order to gain the favour of the English. This case about the middle

class indigenous people who live in towns or cities is clarified in the passage below:

The country people [peasants] are suspicious of the townsman. The latter dresses
like a European; he speak [sic] the European’s language, works with him,
sometimes even lives in the same district; so he is considered by the peasants as a
turncoat who has betrayed everything that goes to make up the national heritage.
The townspeople are ‘traitors and knaves’ who seem to get on well with the

occupying powers, and do their best to get on within the framework of the colonial
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system. This is why you often hear the country people say of town-dwellers that

they have no morals. (Fanon 1967, 89)

The last factor to be taken into consideration in the analysis of one’s attitude towards
nationalism is age. In Shadow of the Moon, elderly English people cannot imagine a
free Indian nation; therefore they disregard the realities. Whereas young people like
Alex are more conscious about the recent developments in the country and they do not
believe in temporary solutions found at times of wars and uprisings. Instead, he believes
in ruling through persuasion, not through force. Accordingly, he mingles with the
indigenous people and he persuades them to be on the British side; however his seniors
believe in ruling through force. They take harsh measures at times of crisis but in times

of peace, they tend to forget the existence of the indigenous people.

On the other hand, in Shadow of the Moon, at first sight, elderly Indian people seem to
be passive, but underneath this passive and obedient appearance, they strongly resist
colonisation. An old Indian man does not hesitate to kill his granddaughter as she hears
some secret information about the Mutiny (Kaye 435). However, young Indian people
like Kishan Prasad are in the foreground. They are determined and well-organised. They
follow world politics and attack the enemy at the right time; that is after Britain’s defeat
in Sebastopol. They carefully organise the Mutiny by preparing a detailed plan
beforehand. For instance, when the historical dates are reviewed carefully, the date of
the Mutiny becomes very significant and meaningful. As it is stated above, Robert Clive
is regarded by the English as a prominent™® figure in the establishment of British India
and therefore he is called “Clive of India” due to his contributions, “in the Battle of
Plassey around 22 June 1757. [That day], Clive defeated the Indian army and the British
East India Company took the control of Bengal” (“Robert Clive - First Baron Clive”)
and therefore May 1857, a hundred years later, is the revenge time for the Indians. To
signal the beginning of the Mutiny, the five chappatis, that is special Indian bread, were
delivered to each house (Kaye 359). Accordingly, on 12 June 1857, Alex feels that the
revenge of the sepoys is near and inevitable as 23 June is approaching; this day is

significant since it was on this day that Robert Clive had taken half of India:
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That night was the twelfth of June...and it lacked only ten days to twenty-third of
June - the centenary of the Battle of Plassey which an ex-clerk of the East India
Company, Robert Clive, had fought with three thousand men against an army of
sixty-eight thousand, and in winning it had won half India. The rule of the
‘Company Sahib’, said the prophecy, would last for a hundred years from the date
of that battle, and now that day was near... (Kaye 524)

Kishan Prasad, the Indian patriot and the Maulvi of Faizabad, a minor character in
Shadow of the Moon, plan the general mutiny of the Bengal Army (Kaye 420) and this
makes Alex anxious about the future of the British people in India. If the young and the
old Indian people in Shadow of the Moon are compared, it may be suggested that both
the young and the old try to get their independence from Britain, despite the fact that at
first sight the older ones seem to be content with what they are and accept the British
rule without questioning. However, contrary to the tranquillity on the surface, the
elderly Indians actually have a questioning and rebellious mind and resist the British

rule.

Though national consciousness is mostly seen as a positive thing in the development of
societies and civilisations, it may have some negative effects on some people. Karl W.
Deutsch underlines some of its negative sides: “At the same time, nationalism
developed among the disfavoured into a creed of bitterness, hatred, revenge, and
sometimes expropriation” (53). Kishan Prasad, who is a relatively young Indian man,
suffers from the negative effects of nationalism. He is full of hatred against the English
because though he is a clever and hardworking man, he is not promoted in his job due to
race discrimination. It might be suggested that because of these biased attitudes of the
English towards the indigenous people, he becomes a radical nationalist. “Thus,
nationalism produced dreams and images of savagery at the same time that it tried to
promote self-government, enlightenment, and social justice. Throughout the history of
nationalism in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, we find the noblest

aspects of life mingled with the most terrible” (Deutsch 53) because people from
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different nationalities massacre each other and cause bloodshed. This can best be seen
in the passage on human-sacrifice in which a white baby boy is killed and Kishan
Prasad and Dundu Pant do not show any reaction in order to prevent the human-
sacrifice, but they remain silent and present an indifferent attitude. Though they have a
noble aim in their mind, that is the freedom of their country, their method of achieving
it is terrifying. Thus, nationalism brings the noble aspects of life such as patriotism
together with the terrible aspects of life, such as killing babies in riots and wars.
Subsequently, these examples in Shadow of the Moon arouse antipathy towards the

Indian sepoys, who are the pioneers of Indian nationalism.

However, these violent deeds are not only confined to the young Indian men; they are
also carried out by the old Indian men in Shadow of the Moon. Another horrible act is
committed by Akbar Khan who is old enough to be a grandfather. He is one of the
servants at Winter’s house and has a granddaughter called Zeb-un-Nissa. Zeb-un-Nissa
has some extraordinary abilities and she can speak with birds and see the future.
Therefore, she hears the screams of the British men and women before the Mutiny.
Later on, she gets lost mysteriously and it is implied that this girl might have been killed
by her own grandfather’’ since she foresees the Mutiny (Kaye 435-436). In the case of
this girl, Mary Margaret Kaye may have chosen the name of Zeb-un-Nissa on purpose
because “zebun” means “weak, incapable and powerless” (Develioglu 1412; Ozon 912)
in Eastern languages. Furthermore, Nisa means “women” (Steingas 1115). Her name
meaning a weak girl, foreshadows that she will be hurt by the atrocities committed

during the mutiny days by men.

In Shadow of the Moon, besides Indian children, there are English children, too. During
the Mutiny, among the English, it is only the English children who are not very anxious
and are not full of hatred against the Indians. However, this is because they see the
Indians merely as playmates. Thus, like the English adults even the English children do

not consider Indian men as grown up men:
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[The English children] loved [the Indian servants], trusted them, spoke their
language with far more fluency than their mother-tongue, bullied them and ordered
them about, and ran to them with their woes. The Indians - any Indians - were their
friends and allies and playmates, and they would no more have conceived of
receiving harm at their hands than at the hands of their own parents. Less! for
parents could be stern at times and administer punishment and rebuke, but Mali-ji
and Ayah-ji, and Makhan Khan and Piari Lal and Sobra Singh, Havildar Jewrakun
Tewary and Sepoy Dhoolee Sookul, the dhobi [washer of clothes; laundryman
(Kaye 613)], the dhazi [tailor (Kaye 613)], the sweet-seller and old Khundoo the
chowkidar [night-watchman (Kaye 613)] - never! From all these and a hundred
more the children had never received anything but kindness and petting. (Kaye
463)

It can be deduced from these lines that Indian adults are even incapable of scolding the
colonisers’ children, or of administering punishment to them. Furthermore, they have no
identity as adults since English children put all Indians into the same bag and categorise
them as one: “Indians - any Indians - were... friends” (Kaye 463) since their first duty
was to show kindness and respect to the British people and their loyalty was taken for
granted; disobedience by them was unthinkable. Briefly, they were puppets who could
be governed easily. At first sight, this passage seems to be praising the Indians, but after
an in-depth analysis, it reveals the dominance of the English children on the Indian
adults. Ironically, a British child is given the authority to control an Indian adult. Thus,
here it is also illustrated that regardless of one’s experience and one’s age, in national

issues race comes into the foreground as a crucial factor in shaping all aspects of one’s

life.

If a close look is taken at the publication date of Shadow of the Moon, it is seen that it is
1957 which is only ten years after the independence of India. Hence, it is only natural
that English people including Mary Margaret Kaye have not yet gotten used to India’s
being a free country, since “the loss of [the] empire was a profound shock to Britain”
(“From Empire to Commonwealth”). Hence English people “reluctantly conceded

independence to India in 1947” (“From Empire to Commonwealth”). This is the social
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context in which Kaye writes Shadow of the Moon and naturally she is under the
influence of these socio-political changes. The social context is put in the foreground in
cultural materialism, which deals with the conditions in which works of literature are
written. Moreover, cultural materialism suggests that a work of art is embedded within a
cultural system that is specific to the moment of its creation, and therefore it should be
read in terms of the historical moment it is written. More precisely, cultural materialism
may be defined as “a literary criticism that places texts in a material, that is socio-
political or historical, context in order to show that canonical texts, Shakespeare
supremely, are bound up with a repressive, dominant ideology, yet also provide scope

for dissidence” (Wilson 35).

One of the forerunners of this movement is Raymond Williams® and with respect to the
relationship between art and social context he suggests that “art is conceptualized as
both reflecting the economic structure and affecting attitudes toward reality that ‘help or
hinder the constant business of changing it’ ’(qtd. in Viswanathan 200) and “[for
Williams] the task for cultural criticism is to accept seriously the challenge of dealing
with what is concretely manifest - the “way of life” as a whole - without isolating
economic elements from the totality or interpreting economic change as occurring in
neutral conditions” (Viswanathan 200). In Culture and Society, Williams puts forward

that

[e]ither the arts are passively dependent on social reality, a proposition which I take
to be that of mechanical materialism, or a vulgar misinterpretation of Marx. Or the
arts, as the creators of consciousness, determine social reality, the proposition
which the Romantic poets sometimes advanced. Or finally, the arts, while
ultimately dependent, with everything else, on the real economic structure, operate
in part to reflect this structure and its consequent reality, and in part, by affecting
attitudes towards reality, to help or hinder the constant business of changing it.
(274)
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Thus, the social context in which a work of art is written cannot be ignored in the
evaluation of the work of art itself as they are strictly united with each other. Therefore,
Shadow of the Moon may be analysed within the context of cultural materialism as
cultural materialism “calls for the analysis of... [the work of art] in terms of the means
and conditions of production” (Higgins 141). In other words, cultural materialism calls
for paying attention to the socio-political conditions in which a work of art is produced.
With reference to new historicism and cultural materialism, Kiernan Ryan states that
they “are united by their compulsion to relate literature to history, to treat texts as
indivisible from contexts, and to do so from a politically charged perspective forged in
the present” (xi). Parallel to this, Raymond Williams in Culture and Society underlines
the importance of the socio-political conditions by saying, “one vital lesson which the
nineteenth century had to learn — and learn urgently because of the very magnitude of its
changes — was that the basic economic organization could not be separated and
excluded from its moral and intellectual concerns” (200). Taking all these assumptions
into consideration, it becomes a necessity to know the socio-political conditions of the
1950s, the years when Shadow of the Moon was written. In the 1950s, Britain™ had
questions and fears about its role in the new world order. It was in those days that
“[flollowing the famous ‘wind of change speech’ by the Prime Minister, Harold
Macmillan, Britain gradually handed back its nineteenth century acquisitions” (“From
Empire to Commonwealth”). Besides this, it was the year when “the nationalisation of
the Suez Canal Company” (Gorst 56) was realised on 26 July 1956, which meant that
the fears of Lord Palmerston had come true since “[t]he canal was the vital link between
the East and the West and its importance as an international waterway...had increased
with the development of oil industry and the dependence of the world on oil supplies”
(Gorst 58). In those years “a decline in Britain’s Middle Eastern position™ (Louis 326)
was observed due to Prime Minister Sir Anthony Eden’s wrong policies. Hence, longing
for the old days and agonising over the past glory of Britain, Mary Margaret Kaye
seemed to be against Indian nationalism in Shadow of the Moon. On 24 December 1956,
in The Guardian, it was stated that “pro-empire sentiment was still strong less than a
decade after the loss of ‘the jewel in the crown’ - India's 1947 independence” (“Last
British Troops Withdraw from Egypt”) and the same attitude can be observed in
Shadow of the Moon.
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Cultural materialism also suggests that a person’s behaviour and attitude are constructed
or limited by some factors such as his/her class, gender, religion, race and national

identity:

[[Interest lies in ... particular, contingent cases, the selves fashioned and acting
according to the generative rules and conflicts of a given culture. And these selves
[are] conditioned by the expectations of their class, gender, religion, race and

national identity... (Greenblatt 55).

Parallel to this, it is seen that in Shadow of the Moon, Kaye brings both Indian and
English characters from different races, genders, classes, religions, urban and rural
places, educational backgrounds and age groups together to present a well-balanced
picture of the Mutiny days and to evaluate the Indian Mutiny of 1857 from a wider
perspective. After the evaluation of the English and Indian characters with regard to
these seven factors, the following conclusions are drawn. First of all, in Shadow of the
Moon, with regard to race, it can be suggested that, on the whole, English people are

against Indian nationalism, whereas, the majority of Indian people support it.

If the gender of the English people and Indian people is taken into consideration, it is
observed that this criterion does not make a big difference. Thus, both English men and
English women are against Indian nationalism and both Indian men and women are for
it. However, there is a slight difference between the contribution of men and women to
their countries’ nationalistic causes. Both English and Indian men are more active than
both English and Indian women; this may be a result of the fact that in the nineteenth
century women had restricted rights and power. So, they were not leaders; instead, they

assisted men in national matters as well.

When characters are analysed according to their class backgrounds, interesting results

are observed. Middle and upper class English people are clearly against Indian
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nationalism. Ironically, this attitude is valid among the Indian middle and upper-middle
class people, too. Many members of the Indian middle class and upper-middle class
believe in the continuation of the British rule in India. Only a minority of Indian middle
class and upper-middle class men have national consciousness and it is this minority
among the Indian middle class who plans and starts the Indian national movement. The
Indian working class people too support the English. Especially Indian workers who are
servants at the houses of English men tend to put their masters on a pedestal
Moreoever, most seem ready to give their lives for the well-being of the English people.
Thus, the attitudes of the Indian servants are contradictory to the core of Indian

nationalism.

As for religion, in Shadow of the Moon, it is clearly shown that Christian English people
are against Indian nationalism, whereas Muslim Indians such as Niaz are also shown as
against Indian nationalism. Like Niaz, some Muslim Indians contradictorily serve the
interests of the British Empire. This depiction may be taken as a distortion of historical
facts since Muslims were not liked by English people due to the historical fact that
Muslim Indians were the ones who refused to serve Britain by starting riots within the
British Army against the British Raj in order to revive the Muslim rule (Sahgal 57). In
Shadow of the Moon, there are not any detailed depictions of the attitudes of Hindus
towards Indian nationalism. Yet, it is implied that the sectarian conflicts among Hindu
Indians and Muslim Indians may be manipulated by the British (Kaye 368) to decrease
the Indians’ power and to prevent them from uniting against the British Empire because
the Indian Mutiny was one of the rare events in Indian history when all internal conflicts

and sectarian differences were put aside.

After analysing the characters’ social environment such as urban and rural
environments, it is revealed that there are significant differences in the attitudes of urban
and rural people towards Indian nationalism. Urban Indian people are revealed to be
more politically oriented and more conscious in national issues in contrast to Indian

villagers and peasants.
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Also, the characters’ educational backgrounds influence them to such an extent that
Indian people who are educated in English schools tend to justify the British rule in
India. However, in some cases it is observed that English education creates a sort of
boomerang effect and enables the Indians to see the real value of India and arouses a
will to become independent. Therefore, it may be claimed that Indians who are exposed
to English education become either admirers® of the British Empire and traitors for

their own country or ironically they become fierce patriots leading the national cause.

The seventh factor, age or one’s experience, is also an important determinant in shaping
one’s nationalistic views and attitudes. In Shadow of the Moon, nearly all English
people both young and old are against Indian nationalism, but there is a slight difference
in their attitudes. Elderly English people do not question the British rule in India, but
from time to time young English people have a critical mind and question it, though
they still believe in it. With respect to young and old Indian people, it is observed that
both young and old Indians take part in the national movement, but the young Indians
are more passionate, active and more fierce. The old Indians act wisely and are in the
background. They are mature and give advice in preparing and developing strategies

against the British administration.

In Shadow of the Moon, Kaye seems to be suggesting that Indians are violent, lustful
and are traitors. However, she does not openly use these terms but only makes implicit
suggestions. For example, the violence of the Indians is implied by stating that even
English children were killed in front of their mothers (Kaye 437 and 569); the Indians’
“lustfulness” is underlined by illustrating that “[Mrs. Batterslea] had been raped before
she died” (Kaye 475). Moreover, their being “traitors” is pointed out through the sadhu,
a Hindu holy man, by giving a reference to Niaz’s helping the English in India (Kaye
490). These examples illustrate that Kaye oscillates between a subjective, biased view

and an objective view of Indian people in Shadow of the Moon.

Moreover, Kaye makes use of national stereotypes, such as the lustful savage (Kaye

475, 511). In order to have a better understanding of stereotyping and national
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stereotypes, its meaning should be explained first. American journalist, Walter Lippman
“used the term [of stereotype] metaphorically to describe fixed and exaggerated
prejudices, which are held about members of other social groups” (qtd.in Leoussi 217)
in the 1920s. Reasons which lie behind creating stereotypes are studied by social

scientists and especially by social psychologists who reach the following conclusions:

The idea was that prejudiced people do not see members of out-groups as
individuals; instead, when they think of, or encounter, a member of another group,
they have a preset view, or stereotype, of the characteristics which the individual
possesses by virtue of belonging to the group. In this sense, a stereotype is a
prejudgment based on group membership. National stereotypes refer to the preset

views about members of national groups. (Leoussi 217)

This view may also be adopted to the case of Anglo-Indian relationships since English
people perceive Indians as creatures, not as individual human beings. Hence, the
English people, by categorising the Indians as creatures and by perceiving them as out-

groups, employ the othering process to the Indians.

Stereotyping may originate from some psychological defence methods like the

projection method:

The notion of stereotyping has been central to a number of psychological theories
such as that of “the authoritan personality”... Authoritarians... have a fear of
ambiguity and a need to categorize the world clearly. In consequence,
authoritarians have a hierarchical view, which divides the world into superior and
inferior nations. The authoritarian’s thinking is dominated by stereotypes, most
principally negative stereotypes about out-groups and positive ones about their own
group. Authoritarians are said to project their own denied desires onto the image of

the despised out-group. (Leoussi 218)

Being an English person among the Indians, Kaye’s descriptions of Indian characters
may be explained with reference to the statement which argues that principally negative

stereotypes are used for out-groups. In the Dictionary of Education, an out-group is
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defined as “that group of persons toward whom we feel a sense of fear, dislike, and
avoidance, and toward whom we have no sense of loyalty or cooperation (Good 268).
On the other hand, positive stereotypes are used for in-groups. In the Dictionary of
Education, an in-group is defined as “a group in which one belongs and whose customs
and habits are shared and which is characterised by ‘we’ as opposed to ‘they’ (Good
268). Accordingly, Kaye®' portrays the English people as the superior nation and the

Indian people as the inferior nation.

Another feature of the stereotypes is that they “are not individual prejudgments or
prejudices, but they reflect culturally shared beliefs about out-groups” (Leoussi 218).
This may be seen in the case of Mary Margaret Kaye’s attitude towards Indian people.
A social psychologist, Henri Tajfel’s, social identity theory also sheds light on the need
of a person to belong to a group and a nation. In this theory, he explains how individuals
attach themselves to nations in order to construct a group identity: “Nations are a form
of individual categorization whereby members identify themselves with an in-group
which is counterpoised to an ‘OTHER’ in order to develop a positive social identity.
Stereotyping is employed to contrasting images of (good) self and (inadequate) Other’ ”
(qtd. in Leoussi 216).

However, contrary to the prevalent image of the inadequate Other, through Ameera’s
husband Walayat Shah, Kaye seems to be trying to adopt an objective attitude and
illustrates that not all Indian men or Muslim men are bad or barbarous. Muslim Indians,
too, may have humane feelings and may have tenderness for people in need, regardless
of their nationality and race. Walayat Shah has human dignity and he refuses to approve
of the killing of the English children. In addition to Ameera’s husband, an Indian shop-
keeper, Dilatta Mull protects Winter from the mutineers (Kaye 447).Yet, Ameera’s
husband and Dilatta Mull are exceptions in Shadow of the Moon. Therefore, it can be
concluded that Mary Margaret Kaye cannot help drawing the Indian characters under
the influence of her Western education which implements the idea that the East is
savage and should be enlightened and guided by the West. Thus, the Western/ English
education made Kaye adopt a “paternalistic” (Memmi 76) attitude and as a result of this,

she seems to suggest that without the help of the English people and English culture, the
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Indian people cannot go beyond being mere savages; only if they are exposed to English

culture, they could have a chance to be decent human beings.

In Shadow of the Moon, Kaye creates English and Indian people from different racial,
religious, urban and rural and educational backgrounds and through these characters,
she expresses her ideas on colonial issues and on Indian nationalism. In the light of all
the examples given so far from Shadow of the Moon, it may be suggested that Mary
Margaret Kaye is against Indian nationalism and Indian independence since she adopts
the paternalistic attitude and believes in the continuity of the British rule in India, which

may stand for the general attitude of the English people towards Indian nationalism:

India was declared to be inherently unfit [by the English people] for self-
government and democracy - this inherence being the product of India’s climate
and history and racial composition, Indians were to be a permanently child-people
who must be ruled despotically - though perhaps benevolently - by the more
vigorous race of Anglo-Saxons. (Chandra 1999, 65)

Consequently, in the 1950s English people are unable to give their consent to the
independence of India, and insist on seeing it as a child-nation which is in need of
Britain’s guidance and protection. And the same English attitude is reflected in Shadow
of the Moon by Mary Margaret Kaye as well. Thus, the anti-Indian nationalist attitude in
the novel should not only be attributed to Mary Margaret Kaye, but also to the English

culture and the socio-political context in her time.
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CHAPTER 11
JAMES GORDON FARRELL: THE SIEGE OF KRISHNAPUR

James Gordon Farrell was born in Liverpool on 23 January 1935, to an English father
and an Irish mother. His father’s family is originally from the Republic of Ireland and
though they have an Irish Catholic name, they were Protestants and had settled in
Liverpool (Crane 27) after their life in the Indian sub-continent, East Bengal (Binns 29)
which was a part of the British Empire in India and where his father worked in the
rubber industry. His family’s experience of India may have inspired him to write about

the British Empire and India (Crane 13). Binn states:

In those days Chittagong [the place where Farrell’s parents lived in East Bengal]
was a small isolated port with a population of only eighty or so Europeans. This
was the period of the ‘freedom riots’ and the situation was threatening for the white
expatriate population. Farrell’s father was himself shot and wounded (although not
seriously) in a raid on the armoury at Chittagong. Farrell showed a keen interest in

his father’s Indian experiences. (29)

As observed in his famous Empire Trilogy which consists of “Troubles (1970), The
Siege of Krishnapur (1973) and The Singapore Grip (1978)” (Bergonzi 42), Farrell has
a keen interest in British imperial policies as well. These three novels present three
different aspects of the decline and fall of the British Empire. In Troubles, the period of
Irish history from 1919 to 1920 is scrutinised in The Siege of Krishnapur, the Indian
Mutiny of 1857 is depicted, and in The Singapore Grip, the fall of Singapore to the
Japanese during the Second World War is dealt with (Crane 13). Thus, in the Trilogy
the main theme is the attacks against the British colonial rule in general. Descriptions of
these attacks become more vivid and realistic because Farrell’s childhood covered the
years of the Second World War (Binns 23) and he lived in Paris during the Vietnam
War protests. Moreover, he worked in Arctic Canada, and at various times travelled in
America, Morocco, and Asia (Crane 26). Considering his above-mentioned experiences
of war and his Anglo-Irish background, Farrell may be expected to be more sensitive

than Kaye towards the colonial issues.
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Farrell’s interest in history and in writing historical novels was rewarded with literary
prizes. In 1971, he was given the Faber Memorial Prize for 7Troubles and then in 1973
the Booker Prize for The Siege of Krishnapur (“James Gordon Farrell”’), which dealing
with the Indian Mutiny of 1857, also deals with “the disruption of and overthrow of
European imperialism throughout the world, of which the Indian Mutiny was an early

anticipation; and the precariousness of civilization itself” (Bergonzi 63).

At the award ceremony for the Booker Prize, Farrell surprised everyone by making a
fierce verbal attack on the donors of the prize, the multinational firm Booker-
McConnell, bitterly accusing them of exploiting and underpaying their black employees
in the West Indies (Binns 31). However, this was not very surprising for those who

knew Farrell closely:

In fact Farrell’s interest in politics had developed many years earlier when he was a
student at Oxford. His mother remembers Farrell developing into a passionate
socialist and coming home in the holidays to rail against his bourgeois background.
Farrell’s friend the journalist Malcolm Dean identified the novelist as a ‘romantic

socialist idealist’. (Binns 31)

In 1979, Farrell returned to Ireland. He drowned on 11 August 1979 while fishing
(Crane 36). He was buried in the cemetery of St. James's Church in Durrus (“James

Gordon Farrell”).

The Siege of Krishnapur (1973) is based on a historically true event, the Indian Mutiny.

However, the setting is Krishnapur instead of Lucknow®. As Crane states,

[t]he action of The Siege of Krishnapur is set during the so-called ‘Indian Mutiny’
of 1857 and thus it does seem to belong to a particularly ideology-laden sub-genre
of the adventure story, the ‘Mutiny novel’... Farrell’s siege occurs in the fictitious

town of Krishnapur (‘city of Krishna’), where Mr. Hopkins, the middle-aged
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‘Collector’ of taxes for the District, heads a small garrison of British administrators
and members of the military and their families. They become trapped in the elegant
Residency on the Indian plain by the sepoy [sic] rebellion, defending themselves

against attacks for three months before a relief force arrives. (84)

In The Siege of Krishnapur during the sepoys’ rebellion English people in India go
through very difficult times. The British government in Calcutta does not take the
rebellion seriously. Therefore, they are unable to take measures against the sepoys on
time. These neglectful attitudes of the English authorities lead to the death of many
English and Indian people. Contrary to English assumptions, the sepoys manage to
spread the Mutiny throughout India day by day and they resist the British Empire longer
than expected. Similar to Shadow of the Moon, in The Siege of Krishnapur too the first
omen of the Mutiny is the deliverance of five chappatis, the special Indian bread, which
is used as a sign to show the coming of the Mutiny. Only very few foresighted English
people are able to grasp the fact that it is a signal for the coming of bad events. News of
rebellions at Meerut, Calcutta come to the ears of the English authorities, but they
continue to deny the existence of a Mutiny. They rely on the mistaken assumption that
Indian people would not dare break the sahib’s word, and thus they are not worth being
feared. Meanwhile, the sepoys continue to put their plans into action and they surround
the English Residency in Krishnapur. The English community in the Residency begins
to lose their hope of survival, but with the Collector’s efforts they succeed to keep their
morale high. Eventually, the English relief forces come to their rescue and the British

control over India is regained.

“In The Siege of Krishnapur,” argues Binns, “Farrell’s interest lies less in the causes of
the Mutiny or its historical developments than in the condition of an isolated community
caught up in the dramatic experience of being besieged” (80). Farrell takes “histories

and memoirs of the Siege of Lucknow®”

(Binns 80) as the basis for his novel, thus
making a slight change in the setting. He further omits some historical truths to disguise
the fact that English people are not wanted in India: “This allowed Farrell to use history
in a very flexible way. During the Siege of Lucknow loyal Indians left the city and

passed through the sepoy [sic] lines with messages for Brigadier Havelock, who was a
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leading relief column. Nothing like this occurs in The Siege of Krishnapur, since Farrell

is interested in emphasizing the utter isolation of his embattled community” (Binns 80).

Farrell focuses not only on the isolation of the English, but also on their sufferings,
whereas he remains indifferent to the sufferings of the Indian people. He seems to look

at the Mutiny just from one side, from the English side:

...The Siege of Krishnapur also has its historical absences. The ugly end to the
Mutiny, with massive and bloody reprisals inflicted indiscriminately upon sepoys
[sic] and Indian civilians alike, is simply omitted in the chronological leap from
September 1857 to the late 1870s which takes place at the end of the novel. At no
point during the siege do Farrell’s English characters discuss the motives of the
sepoys [sic] or how they would like to punish them for their monstrous
insubordination. Indeed, they do not discuss them at all, other than in relation to

matters of strategy. (Binns 80)

As it is stated above, Farrell does not mention political or military violence
against the Indians for their daring to ask for more freedom in their own

homeland.

V.G.Kiernan, in his critique of the illustration of imperialism in the New
Cambridge Modern History, has complained that “[a]trocities committed on both
sides [on the English and Indian side] during the Indian Mutiny are only fleetingly
mentioned. Imperial history altogether was a vastly more painful business...”
(qtd. in Binns 80). Farrell’s descriptions give us glimpses of the situation of India
during the Mutiny. Thus, only brief moments of sorrow and violence are
presented. Atrocities committed during the Mutiny are not given in detail, but just
implied or simply ignored. By ignoring the dark side of the British Raj, Farrell

tries to justify the British rule in India.
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Moreover, when the whole novel is scrutinised, it can be seen that many atrocities
committed against the Indian people in the Mutiny days are not referred to and are
simply ignored. However, the sufferings of the English, especially the fear of
English women of being raped, is referred to during the siege of the English
Residency (Farrell 224).

Though, Farrell tends to take sides with the British Empire, he is not carried away

with the British victory over the sepoys. As stated by Crane,

[ulnlike other Mutiny writers Farrell does not celebrate the end of the siege as a
great victory for the British. The colonisers may have won the battle (though at
terrible cost to both sides), but there are no fanfares, no sense of a glorious success,
merely the bathos of a few filthy, ragged, starving survivors so changed that,
significantly, they are hardly able to communicate with their rescuers. Farrell
shows that this temporary win is far less important than the fact that the British
have begun the century-long process of losing the ideological war. The security of

Empire is over. (93-94)

In an interview in 1978 with George Brock from the Observer Magazine (Binns 11),
Farrell remarks, “[i]t seemed to me that the really interesting thing that’s happened
during my lifetime has been the decline of the British Empire. When I was a child it was

very much a going concern” (qtd. in Binns 16-17). Furthermore, Colin Cross states:

[iln 1918 the Empire contained over a quarter of the world’s population and
dominated over a quarter of the world’s land surface. Fifty years later virtually all
British colonies had been granted independence and Britain had become in essence
a solely European power: ‘So far as the end of the British Empire can be set at a
definite point of time, it was the afternoon of 19 January 1968, when the Labour
Prime Minister, Harold Wilson, announced the final homecoming of the British
legions.” Farrell’s trilogy is implicitly about the decline of modern Britain and
significantly he selected moments in history which involved blows to imperial self-

esteem and a loss of cultural self-confidence. (qtd. in Binns 16-17)
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When the events in 1973, the publication date of The Siege of Krishnapur, are taken into

consideration, it is observed that Britain needed to assert her power in the world:

In mid-1973, India and Pakistan signed an agreement providing for the release of
prisoners of war captured in 1971 and calling for peace and friendship on the
Indian subcontinent. Also in 1973, India's ties with the USSR were strengthened by
a new aid agreement that considerably increased Soviet economic assistance; at the
same time, relations with the United States improved somewhat. In 1974, India
became the world's sixth nuclear power by exploding an underground nuclear
device in the Thar Desert in Rajasthan state. (“India in the Late Twentieth
Century”)

To assert her power, in 1971, Britain signed treaties with other countries situated in the
Indian Ocean® and with the United States of America (“EU Relations with British
Indian Ocean Territory”). Thus, in the 1970s India’s power was on the rise, whereas
Britain’s power, compared to her Imperial days, was on the decline. Therefore, the
theme of the power of the British Empire was an issue to be avoided because of the
sensitivity of the English people towards this unfortunate matter. About the significance
of the British Empire in the eye of the English people, Spivak says, “imperialism,
understood as England’s social mission, was a crucial part of the cultural representation
of England to the English” (qtd. in Crane 99). The failure of the Empire created a crisis
in “the cultural representation of England to the English, which was still being acutely
felt in Farrell’s 1950s and 1960s Britain” (Crane 99). A decade later, in 1973, in The
Siege of Krishnapur, the same longing or “nostalgia for the good old times of the
empire” (Nicora 356) can be observed. This nostalgic attitude towards imperial days is

defined as “the Raj revival” by Salman Rushdie (87).

Although, Farrell, too, was in favour of the continuation of the Raj, he could not escape
becoming the target of severe criticism because of his style in The Siege of Krishnapur.

As Binns states,

...The Siege of Krishnapur... is really far too funny to convey effectively the
underlying seriousness of Farrell’s critique of Empire. Certainly one never feels

that Farrell’s amiable cast of characters... is seriously or reprehensibly involved in
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colonial exploitation or repression. Farrell’s treatment of Empire is rather different
from Forster’s or George Orwell’s since the predominantly comic tone of his

narrative conjures away the problem of evil. (79-80)

Evidently, Farrell was exposed to severe criticism because of the usage of a comic tone
in his novel when dealing with a serious issue such as a siege or a Mutiny and also for
depicting the English in a comic tone at times. His comic tone attracts the readers’
attention in scenes of daily life such as his depiction of English people with their heavy
clothes in the heat of India and their fussiness® about their clothes and their food during
the siege of the English Residency. Their concern for their clothes goes beyond the
limits of reason; Dr. McNab has to warn the English community and the Collector for

wearing the right clothes for the climate after,

hearing that it was the Collector’s order that these children continued to wear
velvet, flanel and wool, while the other children in the cantonment were dressed in
cotton or muslin for the hot weather. Even as children, it seemed, they had a
position to keep up in the community. Only perhaps in the hottest period, when he
chanced to notice how red-faced his offspring had become, might the Collector

permit a change to summer clothing. (Farrell 61)

As it is stated above, even as children, the English had to keep up appearances during
dangerous times and this creates laughter. In another instance, the narrator emphasises
such a trivial detail like Louise Dunstaple’s wearing no longer the poultice of flour in
order to reflect the harshness of life conditions for the English people, which further
contributes to the comic tone in The Siege of Krishnapur since within the context of a
siege, the poultice is the last thing to think about. Another good example to the comic

tone in The Siege of Krishnapur is the following passage:

Louise Dunstaple, who had once been so fair, now looked like some consumptive
Irish girl you might find walking the London streets; in spite of the angry red spots
on her pale brow she no longer wore the poultice of flour... the temptation had
been too much for her and she had eaten it. To make things worse the women had

now discovered lice in their hair. (Farrell 257)
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Afterwards, the English women without lice begin to behave with malice towards the
ones with lice. Within the context of a siege, their anxiety arising out of trivial things
such as their exaggerated concern and fussiness about their appearance and their vanity
seem so unnatural and strange that these points create laughter and add a comic tone to
the novel. It is noticeable that from the beginning to the end of the novel, Farrell
preserves his comic tone, which is directed against the English, not against the Indian
people. This mocking attitude towards the English should not be perceived as Farrell’s
giving support to Indian nationalism, but on the contrary Farrell wants the English
colonisers to follow the right methods of colonialism so that the Indians would not want
to rebel against the British Raj. Farrell also suggests that instead of focusing on trivial
matters such as their make-up and costumes, the English should concentrate on the
ways and strategies of improving their relations with the Indian people such as learning
Indian culture better in order to establish a stronger and long-lasting dominance over

India.

His few depictions of the Indians are limited mainly to crowds in The Siege of
Krishnapur, except the Maharaj and his son Hari, which shows Farrell’s tendency to
deny the existence of the Indians in the British-India. However, the adjectives used in
defining the Indians give clues about Farrell’s contemptuous® attitude towards them.
For instance, Indian soldiers are depicted as “naked” (Farrell 71) and “barefoot” (Farrell
74) so as to suggest that they are so poor that they cannot be imagined to establish their
own country or defend their country. His reference to Indian soldiers’ nakedness also
imply their resemblance to beasts as they do not have the basic items such as clothes
and shoes to wear, not to mention guns. Moreover, the Indian Prime Minister is referred
to as “the so-called Prime Minister,” (Farrell 71) which shows Farrell’s lack of respect
for the Indian Prime Minister and on the whole, for India as well. The Prime Minister is
drawn like a cartoon figure; despite being a prime minister, he seems to be incapable of
any decision-making. The image of an incapable Prime Minister serves to justify the
British Raj in India. Furthermore, Hari and the Prime Minister are kept as captives

(Farrell 225) in the novel in order to show their misery and to insult the honour of the
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Indian nation. Thus, his few depictions of the Indians, as a crowd, as sepoys, reveal his

lack of will to recognise the Indians as individuals.

Another instance for the comic tone can be observed when Lieutenant George Foxlett

Cutter rides his horse into the drawing room while trying to act heroically:

[T]he young Lieutenant Cutter demonstrates his idea of the heroic by riding his
horse into the drawing room, jumping it over a sofa, attacking the cushions with a
sabre, and terrifying the women and the Indian servants. Although he does act
‘heroically’ in the subsequent siege, Cutter’s sudden death, when it comes, seems

‘disconcertingly trivial.” (90)

Thus, Cutter’s riding the horse into the living room and his attack on the cushions are
used in The Siege of Krishnapur for comic effect. But the comic tone in the depiction of
the English characters aims to show that “the English should improve their colonial
strategies and not make fools of themselves while trying to colonise the other” (Bozer

Seminar Notes).

Moreover, in order to be perceived as a brave soldier by the young English girls,
Fleury’s efforts to be a good fighter while fighting with a sepoy (Farrell 322) seems
funny, since he is a romantic person and the role of a heroic soldier does not fit him.
The scene of the fight between Fleury and a sepoy adds to the comic element in The
Siege of Krishnapur. Through the usage of comic tone, parody and mock-epic “the
heroic is ironized and conventional ideas of heroism called into question” (Morey 115).

And this point is further supported:

For example, the young romantic hero Fleury exchanges his threadbare garments
for a green suit cut from the baize of a billiard, which makes him resemble that
archetypical English hero Robin Hood, but which also has the unfortunate
consequence of rendering him a highly visible and popular target for sepoy

snipers... (Morey 115)
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In another scene, Fleury and Harry Dunstaple are in pursuit of a heroic action, that of

rescuing the English women:

While the Collector was observing the slow demolition of the mosque Harry
Dunstaple, attended by Fleury and a couple of Sikh sowars, had gone to rescue the
“fallen woman” [Miss Hughes] from the dak bungalow... this was exactly the sort
of daring and noble enterprise that appealed to the two young men’s imaginations,
rescuing girls at the gallop was very much their cup of tea, they thought. (Farrell
109)

Farrell depicts these two English men, who follow their sexual urges, rather then their
duties in order to criticise the English who put the British Raj at stake by following their

personal benefits and by losing their belief in the white man’s burden.

Another comic incidence which depicts the fight between the sepoys and the English
people (including the Collector) during which the latter use teaspoons and forks is as

follows:

Below nothing was moving, but there appeared to be a carpet of dead [sic] bodies.
But then he [the Collector] realized that many of these bodies were indeed moving,
but not very much. A sepoy [sic] here was trying to remove a silver fork from one
of his lungs, another had received a piece of lightning-conductor in his kidneys. A
sepoy [sic] with a green turban had had his spine shattered by “The Spirit of
Science”; others had been struck down by teaspoons, by fish-knives, by marbles;
an unfortunate subadar had been plucked from this world by the silver sugar-tongs

embedded in his brain. (Farrell 317)

In the passage above, the process of the decline of the British Empire in India is
illustrated by giving reference to the wrong policies of the English authorities and the
wrong behaviour of the English people in India. As it is mentioned in the passage
above, the English use violence against the Indians. Farrell is pointing out that the use
of violence against the civilians in India is one of the wrong policies of the English

authorities there.
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Moreover, instruments of civilisation such as a fork becomes a means of destruction
since the English use them as weapons. Hence, rather than civilisation, the English
bring violence and bloodshed to India. Thus, Farrell believes in colonisation through
persuasion, not colonisation through violence. He mocks the English, so that they could
see their mistakes and learn from these mistakes. Farrell by drawing bad examples and
by mocking the English, in fact tries to raise the consciousness of the English people

about the importance of the application of the right methods of colonisation.

In addition, Farrell may be suggesting that if more sound policies had been followed,
the Indian Mutiny and Indian nationalism may not have been realised. Thus, he focuses
on the process rather than on the end. The scene above is illustrative of his focus on the
process since the usage of forks and sugar-tongs as weapons is in conflict with the
British claim of bringing civilisation to the backward people or places. By depicting the
English people using “forks and sugar-tongs as instruments of killing and violence,
rather than instruments used in civilised life, Farrell criticises the colonial wrongs such
as the use of violence by the English authorities during the British Raj” (Bozer Seminar
Notes). In other words, he “is concerned with the gap between imperial ideals and
imperial practice[s]” (Taylor 41). Despite the claims of the English people having a
superior and a deep-rooted civilisation as it is also illustrated through the statues of
Plato and Socrates in the novel, the invalidity of this claim becomes apparent in the

passage below:

European civilization is personified by the giant marble busts of Plato and Socrates
that gaze implacably over the hostile plain, and which provide cover for Harry
Dunstaple’s cannon on the ramparts. Their final appearance, ‘terribly pocked by
round shot and musket-fire’, reveals the inability of Western systems of thought to
contain and ‘speak for’ the East... With his collection of artefacts from the Great
Exhibition, the Collector begins the novel as the embodiment of that part of
Victorianism which sought to exploit the potential offered by cultural and
technological innovation to bring Western civilization to the ‘uncivilized’ East.
The wealth engendered by capitalism (and colonialism of course) should also be
used to this end. [However, towards the end of the novel the Collector seems to

realise that India has a significant civilisation of its own.] He says, ‘It’s not simply
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to acquire wealth, but to acquire through wealth, that superior way of life which we
loosely term civilization and which includes so many things... both spiritual and

practical’... (Morey 116).

Eventually the Collector realises two facts; first, the inability of the English to bring
“civilisation” to India, as they end up bringing bloodshed and violence and secondly,
the Indians actually already have a civilisation of their own. Thus, Farrell seems to be
making the following points: In order to have a long-lasting colony in India, the English
have to accept that indigenous people have their own unique culture, which deserves the
respect of the English as well. After accepting the uniqueness of indigenous cultures,
English colonisers should learn to mingle with the Indians more easily and to colonise
Indian society, not from the outside but from within the Indian society. The English
coloniser should know the Indian society so well that he should manipulate their
weaknesses and should prove that the British rule is the ideal rule for Indians. They
should rule India through persuasion and through the consent of the Indians themselves,

not through violence.

Farrell criticises the wrong behaviours of the Indian administrators through Hari, who
would in the future hold an important position in the administration of India since he is
the son of the Maharaj. As an Anglophile, his lack of respect for his own culture, for

Indian way of life and his inferiority complex become the target of Farrell’s criticism:

Near a fireplace of marble inlaid with garnets, lapis lazuli and agate, the Maharaj’s
[sic] son sat on a chair constructed entirely of antlers, eating a boiled egg and
reading Blackwood’s Magazine. Beside the chair a large cushion on the floor still
bore the impression of where he had been sitting a moment earlier; he preferred
squatting on the floor to the discomfort of chairs but feared that his English visitors

might regard this as backward. (Farrell 72)

The passage above is one of the rare passages where Farrell directs his criticism towards
the Indians. In this scene, by criticising and by underlining Hari’s mistakes, Farrell
suggests that Indians are not capable of administering India as it is illustrated in the

person of Hari. An Indian prince, who is blind to the uniqueness of his own culture and
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imitates the English, cannot satisfy the expectations and needs of a large country like
India. Thus, through the criticism of Hari, Farrell justifies the British rule in India. He
implies that India is in need of British guidance because of not having qualified Indian
princes, kings or administrators. Like Hari, his father the Maharajah is depicted in a
negative way. Throughout The Siege of Krishnapur money, jewels and naked girls are
mentioned as his only concern, not India’s progress. Thus, the Maharajah is drawn as a

corrupt man, who is not good enough to administer India.

Hence, a close look at The Siege of Krishnapur has revealed that the number of
passages criticising®’ the English, yet in a comic tone, outnumber the ones criticising the
Indians. Nonetheless, this should not be misinterpreted and should not be concluded that
Farrell has sympathy for the Indians or for Indian nationalism. On the contrary, he does
support British imperialism, but he sheds a light on the wrong deeds of the British
Empire in order to suggest that if more sound policies had been followed, India could

still be a part of Britain today.

Moreover, Farrell makes good use of metaphors in The Siege of Krishnapur. Even the
title itself is metaphorical and this is explained in the following words by Farrell himself
in an interview with Malcolm Dean from the Guardian on 1 September 1973; “[a siege]
is a microcosm of real life and [the] human condition - hostility all around you with the
individual in a rather temporary shelter” (qtd. in Binns 18). Considering this
explanation, it can be suggested that Farrell foresees the coming end of the British
Empire and feels the rising hostility of the Indian people against the English people. If
this is evaluated within the context of the British Raj, and applied to Anglo-Indian
relationships more precisely, Farrell may be fearing that the English people are so
vulnerable against the problems which may arise unexpectedly in India that they will

have a temporary existence there, not a permanent one. As Binns suggests,

[t]he bomb attack [childhood experience of Farrell] on ‘Boscobel’ in 1941 and the
1956 polio attack seem to have combined to colour Farrell’s vision of human
existence as frail, insecure and temporary. In Farrell’s mature fiction human beings
and their communities are in perpetual states of siege, battered by circumstance

both from without and within. (23)
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The best example for such a vulnerable, insecure and ill man may be the Collector. He
is an English man with myopia and his myopia should not only be taken literally, but
also metaphorically. He can see the near future, the uprising of the sepoys, but cannot
see the distant future, the end of the British Empire. Related to the Collector’s illness,*®

Crane argues that,

[t]elescopes cannot help the Collector’s cultural myopia or his Whig view of
history, but the siege itself provides the displacement which unsettles his deeply
entrenched habits of sight and thought. His resulting illness (one of the recurring
metaphors of disease and decay, both personal and imperial, here as in Troubles), is
significantly a problem of the eyes. It leads him to retire to bed at noon, a sign of
cultural and ideological disorientation. When he recovers he becomes not a
collector but a disperser, giving instructions for the removal of everything possible
out to the ramparts. He realises that his confidence in the superiority of his own

time over all past times has quite vanished. (100)

After the loss of his faith in the superiority of his Anglo-Saxon culture over the
Indian culture, the Collector, namely Mr. Hopkins, utters the following lines,
“[c]ulture is a sham... It’s a cosmetic painted on life by rich people to conceal its
ugliness” (Farrell 343). At the end of The Siege of Krishnapur, the Collector
realises that Indian and British cultures are totally different (Farrell 226) and
consequently two different things cannot be compared and categorised as superior

or inferior to one another.

In the novel, not only the Collector, but also General Jackson suffers from illnesses. As
Binns suggests, these illnesses are not only reflections of historical or environmental

truths but they are also metaphorical:

In The Siege of Krishnapur “sickness functions as a metaphor for the rottenness of

the imperial order. The Joint Magistrate is absent from Krishnapur, having ‘gone to
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the hills for a cure from which it was feared he would not return’(p.42). The
collector’s wife is in poor health and is despatched home to England; her youngest
child has died of ill-health only six months earlier. Dr McNab’s wife has died from
cholera. Mr Donnelly dies of a heart attack and so, too, does Dr.Dunstaple. During
the course of the siege Mrs Scott gives birth but the baby is stillborn and she
herself expires shortly afterwards. In August two more babies are born and one dies
almost immediately. Little Mar Porter dies. This inventory of sickness and death is
in a sense more credible and realistic than that found in Troubles [sic], since India
in the nineteenth century was a land with a high mortality rate amongst Europeans.

(69-70)

Binns further expresses that the cholera outbreak in the English Residency can also be
taken as the “manifestation of moral decay and sickness”. In addition, as mentioned
above, the Collector suffers from an illness called erysipelas and therefore he is
delirious. He recovers when he abandons his social idealism, which may be interpreted
as his obsession with civilisation, which is a psychological illness. Not only cholera and
erysipelas, but “partial blindness” and “swollen heads” begin to influence the English
community and these health problems become the “physiological manifestation of their

moral myopia” (Binns 71).

Moreover, General Jackson’s poor mental health metaphorically stands for the
unhealthy-decisions taken by the British government in India, such as retarding the
disarming of the sepoys and ignoring Indians’ capacity to implement national
consciousness among their countrymen. General Jackson becomes the embodiment of
all these wrong decisions as they are in the same line with his physical qualities, too. He
is over seventy; his memory and his perceptive faculties are very poor, but because of
his age and his seniority he is promoted General. He considers that the Collector
exaggerates the events like all civilians. He sees no reason for the disarming of the
sepoys. He cannot evaluate the uprising in Meerut properly and “[h]e refused to accept
that the fires indicated disaffection among the sepoys and said so, testily... thinking,
however, that Hopkins and Willoughby could hardly be blamed, in a way, because they
were civilians and, like all civilians, spent their time either in pettifogging or in

‘croaking’ ” (Farrell 65).
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Though, General Jackson is not taking the Collector’s warnings and ideas into serious
account, the Collector represents the English race, the English values® and the English
attitudes towards life. In The Siege of Krishnapur, the Collector is the representative of
the Company. Therefore he is the stereotype of a nineteenth century English man in
India, who is a believer in British colonial policies. Even his choice of a job as a
collector is functional and is used functionally by Farrell. As Crane suggests “his
‘collecting’ represents the whole British philosophy which urges the accumulation not
only of objects but of colonisable (usable) countries, a philosophy of dominion,

possession, materialism, all in the name of ‘the spread of civilization’ ”(94).

Especially in the passages depicting the Collector’s defence-strategies against the
sepoys and in the passages where he gives morale to other English people in the
Residency, it is shown that he believes in the continuity of the British rule in India by
claiming that it is beneficial for the indigenous people. As opposed to him, Fleury, a
young English man, questions the superiority of the English culture over the Indian
culture. Therefore, Mark Saunders suggests that Hopkins, the Collector and Fleury,
“each embody [sic] warring sides of Farrell’s own psyche” (457). In the passage below,

Fleury’s and the Collector’s ideas are compared:

The Collector had been discoursing in an objective way on the perplexing question
of why, after a hundred years of beneficial rule in Bengal, the natives should have
taken it into their heads to return to the anarchy of their ancestors. One or two
mistakes, however serious, made by the military in their handling of religious
matters, were surely no reason for rejecting a superior culture as a whole. (Farrell

170)

The Collector here ignores the assumption that religion is an important factor in
the constitution of national identity and national culture (Delanty 150-151). In The
Siege of Krishnapur, many English people think that English culture is superior
and should be accepted by the Indians as the only true culture. Fleury rejects this
argument by developing a counter-argument on the basis of refusing civilisation

altogether. He suggests that “[i]t’s wrong to talk of a ‘superior civilization’



because there isn’t such a thing. A/l civilization is bad. It mars the noble and
natural instincts of the heart. Civilization is decadence!” (Farrell 171). Fleury
further supports his argument by emphasising that civilisation brings bombs and
death (Farrell 173). The Collector stubbornly prefers to turn a deaf ear to Fleury’s

arguments and preserves his belief in the white man’s burden.

Even the name of the Collector’s collection of statues and small scientific objects,
which was intended as the title for Farrell’s novel in the beginning, reflects his

belief in the white man’s burden. Crane remarks that,

[o]ne of the statues owned by the Collector is an allegorical group of figures called
‘The Spirit of Science Conquers Ignorance and Prejudice’, a phrase which sums up
part of this ideological justification, and one which Farrell at first planned to use as
the title for this novel. A phrase which was sincerely meant and without irony in its
time is full of irony in almost any circumstances now, but most particularly as the
title for this self-aware fiction in which the Collector and his Exhibition voice the

‘shaping concept of history’ which justifies the enterprise of colonisation. (94)

Farrell’s intention in using the statement “The Spirit of Science Conquers
Ignorance and Prejudice” reflects his negative attitude towards Indian nationalism
because here science stands for the British Empire and ignorance and prejudice
stand for India. Farrell may have given up using this phrase as the title, since the
word “conquer” is pejorative, depicting the English as invaders who kill other
people for the sake of gaining more land and power. Finally, Farrell makes his
mind up on “The Siege of Krishnapur”. In this title, he associates the negative
images with the Indians, as they raised a siege around Krishnapur. The irony is
that in their own land, they are defined as invaders, whereas the real invaders like
the Collector are depicted in a positive light. Therefore, critics such as Bristow-
Smith praises the Collector, instead of criticising him: “[i]t is certainly true that
the Collector represents the conscience of British imperialism, since he embodies
its most humane and idealistic side” (qtd. in Crane 95). However, from another

point of view, the Collector can be seen as a heartless coloniser, greedy for new

98
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lands and new objects, not as an idealist. Therefore, Bernard Bergonzi describes
him as the “expansive side of the Victorian consciousness” (62). Paradoxically, in
The Siege of Krishnapur the Collector and all the English people in Krishnapur
are portrayed as the victim rather than the victimiser. Hence, sympathy is aroused

for the sufferings of the English and for their insistence on living in India.

Likewise, the references to the Great Exhibition works in two opposing ways to
show the two different facets of the British Empire. On one side, the power of the
British Empire, on the other, its fragility in the face of anarchy is shown. John

McLeod in ‘Exhibiting Empire in J.G. Farrell’s The Siege of Krishnapur’ argues:

Farrell’s “use of the Exhibition” is “to reveal the collection as the
display/performance of imperialist culture and order. ... Farrell uses the collection
to demonstrate the inherent fragility of the colonially imposed order. The gathering
of objects in any collection or exhibition imposes a taxonomy which draws
together under a new heading a group of disparate objects, but the new group is
always threatening to disperse into its original individualities. Each single object is

a startling reminder of the potential for separation and anarchy.” (qtd. in Crane 96)

In fact, the Collector has fears about the fragility of the colonially imposed order from
the beginning of The Siege of Krishnapur; he is one of the first who foresees the coming
of the Mutiny. Due to this fear, he suggests to “disarm the native regiments” (Farrell 65)
to prevent them from rebelling, as they did before in Meerut. Rumours of the Mutiny
received the least attention from the English authorities, except the Collector: “Only the
Collector remained convinced that trouble was coming” (Farrell 14). As a measure,
“[h]e ordered the digging of a deep trench combined with a thick wall of earth ‘for
drainage during the monsoon’ all the way round the perimeter of the Residency
compound” (Farrell 15). The Magistrate and one of the railway engineers find his
measures exaggerated. He is exposed to severe criticism and disapproval as indicated in
the following words, “[w]ord of the Collector’s behaviour in Calcutta had already come
back to the barracks, together with mocking comments from brother officers at other
stations” (Farrell 44). Yet, he does what he believes right and takes measures just in

case a Mutiny breaks out.
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Moreover, the Collector has a strong sense of responsibility towards his nation and his
people. He says, “[i]t’s my duty. [ have a duty towards the women and children under
my protection” (Farrell 61). Since he disagrees with the prevailing belief that the sepoys
would not attack the English Residency in Krishnapur, he orders the establishment of
the mud ramparts to protect the Residency. Later, upon the General’s assurance that he
is “in complete control of the situation” (Farrell 66), the Collector does not take

immediate measures and waits:

A week of indecision passed. News came of a massacre at Delhi but still the
Collector hesitated to give the order for women and children to be brought into the
Residency; he could see that there was some truth in what the General had said
about showing fear; on the other hand, he continued surreptitiously to collect
powder and provisions to store in the Residency in spite of the General’s
disapproval. What he most needed were cannons and muskets or, even better,
rifles... but he could not ask Captainganj to supply them without risking a fatal
breach with the old General. (Farrell 66)

The English community in Krishnapur is divided into two; some of them are on the side
of taking measures against the sepoys, whereas others, like the followers of the General,
prefer to deny “India’s nascent nationalism” (Stern 107) and prefer to have a “display of
confidence” (Farrell 66) in order not to create an unnecesssary panic among the English
people and in order not to create self-confidence among the sepoys. It is possible that if
the sepoys see that the English people do not take them into consideration, then they
will be discouraged and disperse. However, it is seen that the prudent English people
are right since the sepoys arrive at Krishnapur to take the control of the English
Residency. The Collector is one of these foresighted and prudent English who does
everything to take measures beforehand considering the sepoys “might make a surprise
attack” (Farrell 208). Even under these circumstances, the Collector manages to keep
the morale of his followers high. One way to keep their morale high is to use national

values, national symbols and national honour. Therefore, he makes sure,
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[flrom the beginning of the siege, the union Jack had floated from the highest point
of the Residency roof and had constantly drawn the fire of the sepoy
sharpshooters... the flag was crucial to the morale of the garrison; it reminded one
that one was fighting for something more important than one’s own skin... (Farrell

180)

During the siege, the English people suffer from hunger, diseases and violence and
naturally, they lose their hope of freedom. The Collector being an honourable man,
makes plans: if the worst is to come, he would kill all the English people to prevent
them from being captives in the hands of the sepoys (Farrell 308). Towards the end of
the novel, he begins to oscillate between feelings of hope and despair. At one point in
The Siege of Krishnapur, he is described as sitting exhausted on an oak throne. Binns
suggests that “[t]he Collector, like a medieval baron, ends up sitting on an oak throne
which has lost one of its four legs - a striking emblem of his vanished authority and
personal instability” (77). Yet, considering the Collector’s strong belief in the high self-
esteem of the English nation and the sustainability of the well-being of his people until
the end of the siege, it seems to be otherwise. Eventually, he is rescued by the British
relief forces and all ends well. Thus, the Collector and in his person, the British Empire

preserve their authority until the end of The Siege of Krishnapur.

Binns suggests that the Collector’s returning to his home, to England, at the end is a
foreshadowing for the end of the British Empire: “Alone of the characters in The Siege
of Krishnapur the Collector is emotionally maimed by the experience of siege, and
returns to England in a mood of depression and disillusion. By the end of the book his
idealism and optimism are blasted and his mood is... dejected and perturbed” (75), but
one thing is indisputable that at the end, the Collector understands that “a people, a
nation doesn’t create itself according to its own best ideas, but is shaped by other forces,
of which it has little knowledge” (Farrell 343). The Collector’s theory might be applied
to the case of India: India was shaped by other forces, first by the Mughal Empire and
then by the British Empire. Karl Marx in “The Future Results of British Rule in India”

states:
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Such a country and such a society, were they not the predestined prey of conquest?
If we knew nothing of the past history of Hindostan, would there not be the one
great and incontestable fact, that even at this moment India is held in English
thraldom by an Indian army maintained at the cost of India? India, then, could not
escape the fate of being conquered, and the whole of her past history, if it be
anything, is the history of the successive conquests she has undergone. Indian
society has no history at all, at least no known history. What we call its history, is
but the history of the successive intruders who founded their empires on the
passive basis of that unresisting and unchanging society. The question, therefore, is
not whether the English had a right to conquer India, but whether we are to prefer
India conquered by the Turk, by the Persian, by the Russian, to India conquered by
the Briton. (5)

Accordingly, the novel’s ending too suggests that British forces would go on shaping
India for the time being since Britain seems to be the most promising party in the Great

Game or in the race for colonialism.

Another important English character in The Siege of Krishnapur is Fleury. In spite of
the English blood in his veins, he is in the habit of questioning the so-called services of
the English race in India. At this point, he is extraordinary and eccentric. He is an
Oxford graduate whose mother died in India twenty years ago (Farrrell 18) and he came
to India to write’’ a book/report about India. He may be described as an idealist liberal
humanist since he has a more positive approach towards the Indian people in general;
but his attitude towards the sepoys is ambivalent. Fleury is a new comer and does not
know India well, so he cannot make up his mind whether the English people, especially
the women and children, should leave India or not because of the rumours of a bloody

Mutiny:

Fleury himself was, in principle, all for bolting, if that was what everybody wanted
to do... but he knew so little about the country that he had no real way of knowing
whether or not the time for bolting had come. He had no sensation of danger in the
least. The result was that he tended, by default, to find himself in the “confident”
camp... though, at the same time, quite ready to leg it for the Residency at the first
sign of trouble. (Farrell 67)
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With regard to Fleury, Crane states that “Fleury is not, as in ‘straight’ Mutiny novels,
the handsome, young, British male for whom heroism is simply an outcome of ‘doing
his job’ while displaying the manly courage, self-discipline, and intelligence ‘natural’ to
the superiority of his race” (88). Contrary to the expectations of the English settlers in

the Residency, he is even considered to be slightly feminine and eccentric:

Before Fleury’s arrival in India, Dr. Dunstaple is rather worried about signs from
England that Fleury, when he appears, will be effeminate; there have been rumours
of his disturbing tendency to play the violin in a ruined folly at the end of the rose-
garden. But the doctor need not have feared; Fleury’s only use of a violin emerges
in an unskillful attempt to kill a besieging Sikh whom he strangles with the strings.

(Crane 89)

It may be suggested that Fleury is one of the the main characters in The Siege of
Krishnapur. However, because of his not being an ideal Englishman without any fears,

there are some arguments that the novel lacks heroes. Erll states:

D.C.R.A. Goonetilleke records that ‘[t]here has been disagreement among critics as
to who the hero of the novel is, and, consequently, as to the distribution of authorial
emphasis’ (2003: 409). This is one further clue to the novel’s wholesale
demythologisation of ‘Mutiny’ memory. There is no hero in a strict sense in The
Siege of Krishnapur, no character the reader would be led to empathise with
continuously. There is not even an anti-hero or a complete villain. This strategy is
part of the deconstruction of the British ‘stock-figured” memory of 1857 with its

larger-than-life heroes and villains. (176)

Nevertheless, Fleury is beneficial to his country. He intends to write a book about India
(Farrell 18) and uses his intention of writing a book as a cover to get information about
the Maharaj and his military power (Farrell 79). His visit to the Maharaj’s house
reveals the injustices done to the Indians. The local Indian army is forbidden “by law to

carry firearms” (Farrell 69) rendering the Indians incapable of defending themselves in
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case of an emergency. What is more tragic is that if the worst is to come, Fleury, the
Collector and Harry Dunstaple plan to use this army against the sepoys. In other words,
they plan to cause brother to kill brother by supplying the Indians with logistic support
if the need arises, but they do not ask for help from the Maharaj openly due to their
obligation to keep up appearances. They have to make sure that the British Empire
should not appear weak and vulnerable in the eyes of the Indian people, so they do not
reveal their need for the Maharaj’s army. On the one hand, Fleury tries to raise an army
but on the other hand, he can not help questioning the British rule in India. Though he is
British himself, he thinks that to some extent Indian nationalists are right: “Why, if the
Indian people are happier under our rule” Fleury asked a Treasury official, “do they not
emigrate from those native states like Hyderabad which are so dreadfully misgoverned

and come and live in British India?” (Farrell 34).

Thus, as Crane claims most of Farrell’s characters experience a dilemma about whether
to follow liberal humanist ideology or not: “A liberal humanist ideology which
[Farrell’s] characters can neither continue to believe in, nor yet reject” (18). Fleury’s
case is a good example of the Farrell tradition; especially the following conversation
between Fleury and Louise, reminiscent of one between Alex and Winter (Kaye 569-

571) in Shadow of the Moon, reveals this dilemma:

“Alas,” said Louise, looking sad, “I sometimes wonder whether we shall ever find
the right way. I wonder whether we shall ever live together in harmony, one class
with another, one race with another... Will not the labouring classes always be
resentful of our priviliges? Will not the natives always be ready to rise up against
the ‘pale-faced Christian knight with the Excalibur of Truth in his hand’ as the

Padre so picturesquely referred to him last week?”

“Oh Louise,” he [Fleury] exclaimed, “that is why it’s so important that we bring to
India a civilization of the heart, and not only to India but to the whole world...
rather than this sordid materialism. Only then will we have a chance of living
together in harmony. Will there even be classes and races on that golden day in the
future? No! For we shall all be brothers working not to take advantage of each

other but for each other’s good!.” (Farrell 125)
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Still, Fleury does not hesitate to use indigenous people against each other and cause
brother to kill brother. Fleury gets help from the Sikhs and from the indigenous people
to hurt the other Indians (Farrell 199, 318). Yet, as stated above, he is not totally carried
away by the white man’s burden and he even questions the concept of civilisation which
is generally associated with the white man. He is against the concept of civilisation
which is solely linked with materialism and technological development. He asks if
civilisation is only railways or channels or if it has an emotional or spiritual side (Farrell
35, 38). He is reasonable and tries to establish a balance in his behaviours, and in Binns’
words, he “sheds his romantic sensitivity and his sceptical, critical attitude to colonial
life” (76). In fact, he is a poet (Farrell 322). In Crane’s words, Fleury is “a self-made
imitation of a Romantic poet, a Shelley or a Chatterton, a pseudo-Byron... with the
addition of a little Keats... a pale Romantic hero of a recognisable, if eclectic, type”
(88-89), but he has to carry out military duties against the Indian sepoys during the

Mutiny as well.

The Siege of Krishnapur has fewer Indian characters compared to the English ones.
Generally the Indian characters are not even given names, but referred to as “natives”
(Farrell 188, 303), “monkeys” (Farrell 54), “sepoys” (Farrell 182, 243,294) and
“negroes” (Farrell 309). Exceptionally, the Maharaj and his son Hari are given more
space in The Siege of Krishnapur because of the necessity of depicting some heroic acts
by Fleury and Harry in the Maharaj’s quarter. Despite being from the same race and
family, Hari and his father, the Maharajah are on opposite sides; the Maharajah does
not support the British Empire, whereas the young son declares his loyalty to the British
Empire in order to obtain a certificate of loyalty and to return to the Palace (Farrell

134). Hari supports the British rule in the name of progress:

...evidently Hari and his father, the Maharaj, had had a disagreement over the
question of loyalty to the British. Hari, firmly on the side of Progress, had insisted
on leading the Palace army to their [the English’s] defence. But the Maharajah had
declined to let him do any such thing. The whole country was rising to put the
feringhees and their vassals to the sword; his [Maharaj’s] own power was certain to

increase once the Company was destroyed. He [the Maharaj of Krishnapur] did not



106

want Progress... he wanted money, jewels and naked girls, or rather, since he

already had all of these things, he wanted more of them. (Farrell 134)

Hari admires the British nation and its technological products (Farrell 75). Besides, he
has great respect for the Holy Bible (Farrell 76). He is also such an admirer of the
English people that he shows the Indian armoury to Fleury (Farrell 79) who does “some
spying... on the Maharaj’s troops” (Farrell 79). Hari is not aware of the fact that he is
being used by the English as a tool to gain the favour of the Maharaj’s subjects. Hari’s
loyalty to the British Empire seems to be a great opportunity for the Collector as “Hari’s
presence might give the impression that the Maharaj supported the British. At the very
least it would guarantee the neutrality of his army” (Farrell 134). It is only after his
captivity at the hands of the English that Hari’s eyes open to the reality. The awakening
of national consciousness begins to emerge in Hari during his captivity. He resists the
wishes of the Collector: “You want me to kill for British perhaps my own little brothers
and sisters who plead with me for lives, raising little hands very piteously? I will not do
it, Mr. Hopkin, I will rather die than do it, I can assure you. It is no good. You torture
me first. I still not killing little brother and sister” (Farrell 189). He regrets remembering
that “[he] killed little babies for [the] Queen” (Farrell 189). Eventually he is portrayed
as torn between his loyalty to India and to Britain (Farrell 226). Considering the fact
that most of the Indians’ social and moral values are constructed through English
education by the British Empire, Hari’s conflict, when he criticises the English rule, is

mstructive.

Hari is despised and leads a miserable life in the hands of the English authorities. In his

person, the honour of the Indian nation is degraded:

The sight which greeted him [the Collector] now in the tiger house was a pitiful
one. Hari no longer paced nervously up and down; he lay sprawled on a pile of
dirty straw, his eyes extinct. Around him lay scattered the festering remains of half
a dozen meals. There was a powerful stench of urine also, as if he no longer went
outside to perform his natural functions. He had turned grey, as Indians do when

they are unhappy. (Farrell 225)
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Finally, Hari is released and his final words reveal his ambivalent attitude towards the
English people. Surprisingly, he even gives a present to the Collector as a symbol of his

good intentions:

Collector Sahib, though I do not forgive bad treatment from Sircar and from
British Collector Sahib, I do not wish to cause personal grievence to my good
friend, Mr. Hopkin. I like to make Mr. Hopkin as private citizen a small gift of
Frenloudji book, which is the only object in my possession and to give him

handshake for last time. Correct! (Farrell 227)

Though, Hari is treated badly during his captivity, still he cannot really hate the English
since his feelings of admiration for the English seem to be dominant in his heart and

results in ambigious feelings towards the English.

Another important Indian character in The Siege of Krishnapur is the Maharaj. Though,
Farrell, like his spokesperson Fleury, is a “romantic socialist idealist,” in Malcolm
Dean’s words in the Guardian (qtd. in Binns 31), Farrell still depicts patriotic Indians
like the Maharaj by using negative stereotypes like lustful Easternmen in pursuit of

luxury and women.

In The Siege of Krishnapur, there are not only the English people and the Indian people,
but also the mixed-race people. These people are the most unwanted people by both
sides. For instance, the hybrid women are put into the least desirable and most insecure
room in the Residency during the siege (Farrell 229). Moreover, especially the English
people prefer to stay 