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Preface

and then president of the board of control for the Company, was
brought up for impeachment on grounds of corruption. But in the
United States, impeachment took on a more modern career, with
(unsuccessful) prosecutions of Andrew Jackson and Bill Clinton,
and preliminary charges against Richard Nixon around the Water-
gate break-in and cover-up. In the last decades of the twentieth cen-
tv  impeac! oo hasat vl dsa o0 he eat/ oral spectacles
¢ ¢ rtime. ndallowe ustos ir 'mas’ icwe  <he peculiar rela-

o1 hips the haw' srov wund ‘oul |, and in re  nt years changed
significantly, political ethics, public responsibility, and private vir-
tysThe impasiment b’ of Waman Mastivss takeson special in-
t « “inthi’ context.

I tif I e ae toon lerwr ng bout the in eachment trial in
the wake of the massive etrort to bring down a relatively progressive
President—an _effort that failed to_impeach but succeeded in dis-
t' ¢« ngatt¢ 1on wom’ aany .« Coaton dor sstt policy agendas

n > probe 'y bringini. Bush { th JiCsidency- the urgency of re-
-nitling the ¢ Wi of bis " emp 2 increased "_ramatically after I
had begun the project. I spent a year of sabbatical leave in 2000
2¢  reading’ ¢« mse’ o o the war, ons ting rchival collec-
! 1 inthe ritish Lib. ry, and ac ks ot d about Edmund

u e, onlyC wett nto it Chir dutiesin N w York a week be-
fore September 11, 2001. Soon thereafter, the U.S. administration be-
gano use therhle evs £ that'te pivdide 2valibi to attack
J' i and es’ Hlish wha ncrea: agl lool 11ik £ id even came to

¢ opularl des¢/™ec s, ap’ im ican imper  presence in the
Gult. The use of the charge of weapons of mass destruction as the
false pretext for the invasion_the direct economic interests of many

0 ( 2mastd  of war, t' atroc ‘es isoct =d ' +h’ 1e invasion and
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Preface

the occupation as well as with the internment facility in Abu
Ghraib, all began to look very similar to an earlier period of imperial
history, that of the British conquest and occupation of India in the
eighteenth century. As I thought about the various historical paral-
lels, I realized how important it was to revisit the most scandalous
origins of imperial history in Britain. And I realized that the im-
pe.  menttri’ oo Tastind Lo fron Lo _the nomr at when scan-
d’  as gen nely exp iged i m 2o peria ccord, played a

ac  more ¢ mnl atec wle s the history of er Hire. As I contin-
ued to research and write, I felt I was writing the history not just of
thewizhteenth avtury, bute“the praasstias well. Newor has the his-
to | theei iteenth c¢ turys¢ mc sos -evi v ayrelevant.

{f e corr otion/of po wer an me ey has beer  he main story of
empire, then ana now, I have always been more mterested in the
justifications of corruption than in corruption itself. In particular, I
he ¢ ocused” nthcwa’ nwh s rerer ty s/ <ey part of the
1 ploial stor how the ! hntradi 1o oicarly en ire played them-
~_lveout throc " ineoricc 7 Cat so creignty in Lidia, assumptions
about the meaning of military victories and political treaties, and
pre  mations oo legit liac -bC iol he ast) dia Company
it ¢ tiontc ne Englis statea [fi 707 nim} al activity in re-

ic  to the™ wart gnty L4 My hal rulers (1 well as myriad
other Indian political powers). Few contemporary commentators
wermmnaware « e needa i dresprie of pavere ity in the In-
di 1 ontext ind no c¢ tempo 1y ‘as2 exer. o 4 about the du-

¢l of Co wany nule ws EJd° un Burke. Ne' rtheless, the sad
rony was that the impeachment trial seemed to consume this con-
cern. By the end of the trial there was a consensus that the 1765

gr’ 1 by the/ lughai i rto « = € impe y ¢ the "Diwani” (the

Xi
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Preface

right to collect revenue in Bengal) was a sufficient basis on which to
predicate imperial occupation. At the same time, the Company was
newly ennobled as the legitimate agent of British interests in politi-
cal as well as commercial and economic matters. The trial had
brought the corruption, venality, and duplicity of the British pres-
ence in India to the attention of the world, and yet in enacting the
r¢ ~ mist age’ wa CEdet Lo Tark w00 i aica’  made empire
¢ ¢ anatt Wl extensic of Bri h' e’ _nan  ommercial rights
n¢ nterests 2url® s ex ward® ary mpathy for ¢ lonized India and
Indians, something that has seemed to many as inconsistent with his
cemeervative patiiaal ideasustill e even as itenintentionally
I I >d tost ctify the [ loniza bn fInc . Ai o ae trial, as scan-
al hecome dent'“ed ncrea’ gl with India self—Indian cus-
toms and culture—it became the principal justinication for empire
rather than the unfortunate means of empire’s creation.
Ly previ s bocw, ¢ the ¢ on | his ry ¢ ca ¢, explored this
i in how mpire wa ustific a1 . wasalrear well aware of the
“my _rial role . Crepre. U Laon (ot to mentic - the constitution)
of India as a land of backward and barbaric custom. The aim of the
p. ntbool las en 2t une ssta e the well” nown scandals
¢ t >Fast diaComj nyint re ' chce. .rybecame either
ory ttenort hent edvi hind ele erand mor compelling impe-
rial narrative of an exhausted land that virtually invited the British to
carmuer it. Hiians of "o haver " enitnobsesved that the so-
¢ « politict  cultural hdeco bn :bus ancy  ndia in the eigh-
e h centl v walmoi st foi ott | but suppre sed by a narrative
in which the decay of India became the primary reason for the ease,
and inevitabilitv_of European conauest. These same historians have

]

d ¢ mente/ withiner singly det led © d i Hhu'  arguments the
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Preface

extent to which the subcontinent was far from decadent in the de-
cades before imperial conquest. But while most historians have also
been well aware of the scandals of early empire, the implications of
these scandals, either for the impoverishment of India’s own history
or for the history of Britain itself in the late eighteenth and early
twentieth centuries, have been little noted of late. They have also
be' argelyis SiC vinpt Ll the SOl ese zend of writing, ei-
th r vimpe 1l history © forthe m' =" “new  dcal histories of
lo al Sout Asi< ‘mu of# nsp ed by work 1 subaltern stud-
ies, and concerned with the late nineteenth and twentieth centuries
in te larger histoeal copteniaf natissatist neabilizaton.
v delvec nto the s¢ ndals ¢ er vire.. soor. < .ized that along
th heram ntgred’ Com iny raders (whe vere far more in-
terested in using Company access and perquisites for the purposes
of their own private trade than they were in stocking the coffers of
th' + ‘mploy/ ), thc ored stsca dal htac con wrp' o the matter of
e ignty— e princi; | subjé ¢ ¢ iy own ea  work. Much of
~e1.inous pri.  aade wo i iact | edicated onhe unscrupulous
use of a Mughal imperial decree of 1717, which granted a suspen-
sic:f tariff 4 05 we @ g w t o de limi d conditions.
17 1¢ ituatic set the tt e for i = ¢t e m. se and abuse of
ne  grants, w22 5, 4, wen’ ats, nd unders: hdings, each of
which—most dramatically in the case of the Diwani grant of 1765—
besme the pravvfor the nptigen S aventien ris'its over trade,
re 2 e, law nd land [ the |t © an hope o oint stock com-
ny hat wa. st thdvan time/ ste  atically vio -ing the terms of
its own relationship to the Crown and Parliament of England. As [
read further into_the archive_I found mvself rereading debates over

th 1 ative s¢ ereigiy ¢ differc +Ii ian = lers o ¢ of which had

xiil
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Preface

been principal sources for my own early dissertation work on the
princes and principalities of southern India in the eighteenth cen-
tury. And I realized anew the extent to which even my early “ethno-
historical” efforts to unpack the indigenous meanings of sovereignty
in the eighteenth century had been affected by the imperial context
of scandal. In particular, as I situated the arguments of Edmund
B e the d” it erlod o Sthi S0l ale gsid hose of James
Iz Pherso —the forg ~of Os i =« ada.  jor beneficiary of
or Iption & wnd he' wwakl Jf A ot (the My nal “governor” of
southern India)—I realized that arguments about sovereignty in In-
dizwere almaesn!ways asngentanthe pasticulawpolitical rela-
t 1 that v re in pla during he vears Hf ¢« est and scandal
>C twhicl  was/mow riting
And so it is that writing tiis book has brought me back to my first
efforts in historical scholarship, begun thirty vears ago. While seek-
ir 2 baddre’ topicaiis’ esha ag  doy thi = ¢ mesand misde-
e ors of gh office. 1d the :cl iaaon of th idea of empire as
= legitimate po Cal foris e ne v world ordeof the twenty-first
century, I found myself rereading arguments over whether the
p. cesand ! gs Ssou’ Cin adie cic ade endd Lt rulers or part
¢ ¢ complc y layered olitica ys .mina_ g in Mughal sov-

1,

re. nty. I rc w a. s s 1 de by Burk and others about

the relationship between sovereignty and culture—Burke made the
sprous (butetinically annheticmmen thatewvereignty de-
j 1 edon/ haredrel iousct ur betv enro < andruled, an ar-
ar ent thae mugha caus | ¢ abarrassmer  when he subse-
quently crafted the universalist basis for British sovereignty in
imnerial settines_ And I came to see once agnin how historical ques-

ti 1 have g vay o.tes’ iacing eve ast ya .1/ ualarly reframed

X1y
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Preface

and recontextualized over time. It has been refreshing to return to
texts and questions I first considered more than a generation ago,
and humbling to realize how flawed was my naive belief that I could
simply reconstruct Indian understandings of sovereignty without
considering contemporaneous European debates about sovereignty.
But it has also been gratifying—and more than a little exhilarat-
ing o com’ & appr’ iaw the o) in whid o the arcane
el r historic |ambitio ofaye ng = itestt  nt marinated in

¢« thusias. woft o5 weas die continue to. cem relevant not
just to the larger global history of the eighteenth century, but also to

theweessing gla'issues Hatmanfrgetes todan

se 1n wor. ag ornthi orojer du ng a year ¢ sabbatical leave
trom Columbia 1 2000—2001, and finished writing the book during
subsequent summers spent in our quiet and sustaining retreat in the
B¢ ¢ hires. A” houg T v dma ria Tha cor ult 1 in the library
> tF - Tamil Nadu Rec rd Off - ¢ & aie Coni mara Library in
~lacas many yo o oefore, and st of the soces for this proj-
ect either in the British Library (which includes the records of the
Int  Office 27 wer or i Gic hrar aco lun via I diversity; [ am

~

gl t altoth archivist ind lib ri oth 11 utions for their
sis- nce thre =hd cthy wreit 0
My principal interlocutor from the beginning to the end of the
prat has beariny wifeerhcollemmlan i Balie. Although
dy 1 ymyw konthel okshe ru red  .tht. / aunting tasks of
it: ghera certa® n dthe he st book, s  never hesitated
to take time oft trom her own work to read, edit, and comment on
drafts_or discuss.my persistent questions about Burke’s contradic-

tic . the d¢ s of we/ awab f / cot  ‘hic ¢ _ still thinks I
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haven’t explained properly), or more generally how to frame this
book for the multiple audiences I hoped to address. She has lived
with this book as much as I have over the past five years, and yet not
only has maintained her (and my) enthusiasm for the project
throughout, but also has made sure that I worked to keep a balance
between the historical subject and the contemporary issues that
h'  made th "\ ary s G tless ol ell

I we mi htomy endar ¢ 29 CParc  Chatterjee, who

as ead the »ntid 'boc wtwid "an  given enth iastic encourage-
ment and advice along the way. Meanwhile, he has begun his own
exsiting projes’in rewritearts of thedmpaesial nawative of eigh-
t - h-cent yIndia. | e indt e ar p occe « on with the In-
i eightel th c4otul in a/ ad ite seminar ve have given to-

gether at Columbia each 1all since 1998, a seminar where I have
tried out many of the ideas behind this book. Gyan Prakash, too,
1’ anearl chap.lra’ (mac ter 1csi ges ' it critical stages

1 cdevel bmentof isproj t.

I'have benc 4 from 07 Sppol ity to give lectures based on
this project in a number of venues, including Columbia, New
S ol Uniy sy, Hap® o, . vide iy, JC A, 20 1 three confer-
¢ 1¢ s:one 1 history.  Ann | bc 2" aigan, ad the other two

n mpire i Sad a Fo Na Me co, and Vo s, Greece. Akeel
Bilgrami, Stathis Gourgouris, Mahmood Mamdani, Peter Perdue,
Spetota Sen, A nStoler " Sanjan S mahwanyarrhave all given
t o critice encourag nenta 11 ides ipor. < contributions to

1e oncep. aliza®wn' “the/ oj t I am als grateful to Sunil
Agnani, Andrew Arato, Amiya Bagchi, David Bromwich, Jane
Burbank, Jean Cohen, Fred Cooper. Fernando Coronil, Val Daniel,
F ¢ Dim/ k, biase’ it Du ra, Ded Fe. a  Chris Fuller,
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Catherine Hall, Adeeb Khalid, Arjun Mahey, Ussama Makdisi,
Karuna Mantena, Rama Mantena, Carole McGranahan, Uday
Mehta, Aamir Mufti, Gyan Pandey, Neni Panourgia, Anupama Rao,
David Scott, Patricia Seed, Tom Trautmann, and Deborah Valenze.
My graduate students at Columbia have provided suggestions, en-
couragement, and critique through the years I worked on this book:
Iv Idespea” iy “ete’ ai Yog .. ¢ ane i,/ ahul Govind,
A'1 Kape 1a, Elizal th Kc ky Mo han © gvi, and Karin
tz. vitz. P ‘=S¢ n," hased sse ation on the “ast India Com-
pany in the seventeenth century will soon be the basis for a land-
mar'=book, readn carly ot and pead o extvamelyafetailed com-
m o
Jo ce Selt r hadhed a we ler 1l editor. S| evinced excite-
ment for the project from our first conversation about the trial of
Warren Hastings and has made me think seriously about the obliga-
tic | historia’ , haveto/ ate t¢ a b vade Hub = £ 1e kept me fo-
o 5¢on th details o orepar g oook for ublication even
ne [ was dise. 7 Cd by ve 7S erist o in my new | osition in univer-
sity administration at Columbia. And she arranged for two extremely
us/  reading’ oo carld uie oft i usc otbe leaders whose
a¢ 1 comn ats made’ e viev  he " afreshi om the perspec-
e British iete’ Tanc sk Ogre hy. Julie CF lson has immea-
surably improved my prose and citations. I am extremely grateful to
Yosh Chandsrand Nev v Cza awhinlabord tirelessly to
h¢ ¢ neloci -, and the footnc , 1 nve che o Ces for the proj-
i, well ai he ilPsstre ‘ons i the ook. I must Iso acknowledge
the immense debt I have to my mother, Annabelle Dirks, for sup-
porting this proiect in innumerable wavs.

vriting’ ooutuie/ story ‘e pire,  ha ' en inspired in
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particular by the work and teaching of two mentors, Bernard Cohn
and Edward Said. Bernard (Barney) Cohn was my graduate advisor
at the University of Chicago and continued as my unotficial advisor
for the rest of his life. He was an erudite scholar and incisive critic of
colonial history in South Asia; his pathbreaking writing and teach-
ing on South Asia helped to reinvent imperial history and bring it

erious es and modern

Asia; dward Sa S tal Orientalism was

nched the larger
field of critical colomal studies and cast into sharp relief the contin-

ui i - : become his

e book, since ated within months ot each other in the

\N-COPY
AM COPY
AM COPY
AM COPY

xviii

0 [ [ CopinThe Presiinst and s o anvart folege




AM COPY
AM COPY
AM COPY
AM COPY

James Rennell, ;General iew of the Principal Roads and Divisions of

Hindoostan, 1792.” From Memoir of a Map of Hindoostan: or, The Mogul

AM COPY

0 [ [ CopinThe Presiinst and s o anvart folege




AM COPY
AM COPY
AM COPY
AM COPY
AM COPY
AM COPY

0 [ [ CopinThe Presiinst and s o anvart folege



= Prologue e

Every schoolchild in Britain, at least during the years of Britain’s

' la_ Ho' = of Calcutta.
| ug Overnor, or na-
e aglish fort ¢ Calcutta in June

1756, forced all remaining English prisoners, along with a motley

col'==tion of P ese, A aian, ~+herldier-~into a deten-

esome Pprison-
n as the “Black

om which we
ciation o1 resh air” In the
ened the r

oners were dead, “smothered in the Black-Hole prison.” As Jonathan

o su’ 1vors—put it,
nnals| [ the wor in t like it in any
or proy wHe' o & ircumstan. s attending it.”!

An unparalleled event to be sure, the Black Hole became a

I;utiny”

women, and children were slaughtered in Kanpur and Lucknow—
eclinsed the earli
b the hd ors

, 123 of the pris-

ives of India

y, at least un-

n English men,

ones and filled oolbooks with new para-
la

event was lit-

\
\
\
\
\
\
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Prologue

tle reported at the time—only coming to the attention of the FEng-
lish authorities in London a year later when Holwell himself arrived
by ship—it was seen in retrospect as the necessary occasion for the
defeat of the nawab (provincial governor) in late June 1757. Holwell
himself, then the governor of Bengal, made sure to erect a monu-

ment of the Black Hole in a central square in Calcutta in 1760. He

p.  edper ws
forI'  woeful 1
lcutta as

eadly night. r a , drank their own

ed the recapture

new powers over

sweat, and cla ition_i ir pit of despair. “Figure

and action, thus

eighteen fC_t, in a close sultry

night, in Bengal,” he wrote, before describing in melodramatic de-
' aG it wing regular-
to urther end of it,

seated mys f on the platform
between Mr. Dumbleton and captain Stevenson; the former just

ti
o make him a reply.”
for Hol he felt his own d
k ing “it’ slow uppr ﬁ .
2
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Prologue

painful.” While Holwell took care not to blame the nawab for any
deliberate cruelty, the prison guards were contemptible. “Can it
gain belief, that this scene of misery proved entertainment to the
brutal wretches without? But so it was; and they took care to keep
us supplied with water, that they might have the satisfaction of see-
ing us fight for it, as they phrased it, and held up lights to the bars,
thy leymight .00  nops o ein il div siop  But the story
w | llof it >rnal con dictio : t o’ of b " Jell’s movement
is| clied by he s imo howt un ers of peop  in such a small
space, the windows were apparently barred shut but nevertheless the
gusa's enjoyedsaring inend thesees epan grest uncertainty
al v whow actually/ sidetl cc¢ ,des ora v
A ording » Holwell »e hip' clf as tound al - the next morn-
ing, and immedaiately haulea before the nawab, who was incensed
by the fact that he had found no treasure in the fort. When Holwell
tri’ | o descr’ ctowien vabti hcd ible ffel agf [the prisoners,
1 wwab n rely “stop me sh¢ v Gicling oo he was well in-
cornid of greac " isure bo S ourit, or secrete, in the fort, and
that I was privy to it; and if I expected favour, must discover it.” But it
wa  otto bed an wog iy haur i ar ady’ cen removed,
n' I Hsby C vernor Dl <e,wh a0 ed fre . orin Holwell’s
os ‘desertc. 74 ort b yni - merchantt nd military men
a few days before.” Part of the mystery surrounding why Holwell
hireldf did nat it the"ievol aurihanof' e possibility,
n: o vy that ¢ wasarr gingi tl trar ler ¢ < e of the trea-
ty. conten. for h'vow wuse. ! stc ans have be 1n to cast consid-
erable doubt on Holwell’s general account of the events during the
siege_and leading up to the_infamous night of June 20, suggesting

th' =~ ven th/ cntry w £ = fort. € tl nay bs' ald rs might have

3
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Prologue

been prearranged.® Moreover, serious historians doubt that the story
of the Black Hole itself is true.” At the very least, it seems likely that
most of the deaths of Englishmen in the fort were the result of com-
bat rather than imprisonment, however unpleasant imprisonment
might have been. Whatever else happened, the account of the Black
Hole turns out to rely entirely on Holwell’s “eyewitness” narrative;

al itoneo” . arter o tard oo ts. the/ .ack Hole have

' =< ative, .d the fourteenth

I ¢ tracec rack to H well’'s ;| ne
7a¢ narratea. xted Tyea late
It the great atrocity story of eighteenth-century imperial history
wporfabricated s tvas of avse bagedon thefacts gorrounding the
v v b’sefft stodriv, the Bt sh hut ¢ Bei. »© When Siraj-ud-
)aa beca e natab' » Apri of = 50, taking = er affairs of state
trom his grandtather, Alivarar Khan, who had just died at age eighty,
he was well aware that the British were engaged in more than simple
tr ¢ ofthe/ rtthe,cld ned. i en nel tisl. ea’ iptain, Captain
ol e, wri = about t o injus e coiaed the 1awabs by various
~ge ts of the < pany o e theall of Caleda (without a men-
tion of the so-called Black Hole): “The injustice to the Moors con-
si.in that,d S Sy 00O rtes pa itte o 1 ¢ here as mer-
(1 ts—to otectanc adgew at 0 were  rservants, and to
ac custorr ad -we . ade’ hal oretence pr ected all the Na-
bob’s servants that claimed our protection, though they were neither
opervants » i mentts, ane ot dustroks or passes to
1 1 oersof ativestot’ decus m ce.t heg o prejudice of the
@ Hb’s rev aue;/ay, nore/ e | vied large © ities upon goods
brought into our districts from the very people that permitted us to
trade custom free_and by numbers of impositions . . . caused eternal

¢ . ouran’ compuiy again us tC¢ rt” s small wonder

4
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Prologue

that the nawab had become concerned, and no surprise either that
he began to feel that the Company’s treasure represented ill-gotten
gains at his own expense. But however one might represent the siege
of Calcutta, the most conspicuous violence had been done to the
Indian part of the town, which was set ablaze by Company soldiers
on the first word of the nawab’s advance.
the Briv .., = fal" . 'cut .. “ho livel reversed dra-
w ¢ allyby  evictory Plasses n =27 assey _If was not a ma-
c1 litary vioarvd des; e thd lep ation it sub. quently received
around the putative military genius of Robert Clive—so much as it
wasthe negotiateautcomefthe dasivian by Mir Ja%or to conspire
w/ 1 e Eng sh. Butbl 757ttt B ish' d bo 4 on a trajectory
I itary c¢ques'mnd ccup: on aat gave the | control, at least
tor a time, not just of growing swaths of India, but of Indian history
too.” It is the storv of this last. and perhaps most important, conquest
th' | hnstitut’ theical ¢ oject’ 'th boor Bu. or abrication, co-
'¢ i histor, mirrors th gener  d - Jiaons anc lisplacements of
caplial selfre, 7 iintatic. e ust of imputec barbarism to jus-
tify, and even ennoble, imperial ambition. As this book shows, em-
pir asonly/ sic weal” Jiw for Cuw ne inig s origins were
r¢ a  once s scandal’ ould lc 1 make  ccessary, the tri-
np ofemp gt f. B fe ver astturn tol o scandals them-
selves, for they will provide the themes that make the fabrications
of pepire relexsmmot juet T thog v wn colawized, but for
th s° who di the color ingas el For. thc o idals of empire
> not j it thavbas for # = ¢ ation of Bi ish imperialism,
but also the origins of modern understandings of corruption, sover-
eignty, public virtue, the market economy, the bureaucratic state,

hi' ¢ /,and ¢ ntrawti¢ ,the i al1 Hosit yo. <z’ dal for empire.
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Scandal

M EuropCallan Ithe Thizx

— FRANTZ FANON, THE WRETCHED

M COPY

al for those who were colonized. It is

d or those who

o glan gan either with
o and _ften less-the -honorable men

(such as pirates) or with the outright expulsion of less-than-desirable
s

)
u . On : 2 { and was the
o con Ol the ci €o therwise they
first cl » k an the Eng sh—startled into

identity politics and national claims by their violent if often also inti-

ncoun ‘ J ey vould iphon off the
ial pr¢ s of em a 0
. And e le to the hei

clare indepen-
of the importance of India, 1t also heightened concern about scan-

da the East. And there wa al anlen
East]® na ] Yt conducted
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its first century in relatively desultory fashion, establishing coastal
forts; engaging in trade; forming alliances; contesting the Portu-
guese, the Dutch, and the French; and on occasion attempting to
take on the Mughals themselves. Late in the century, the Company
tried to develop an imperial foothold, without success. The Mughal
empire was at its peak in the seventeenth century, although Maratha
p. rrose 2 oo weste Sal hsot oo 'nc . dul g those same
v a .Fortu >swerem le,bat sv =27 ight,  ie was expanded,

n¢ erritortc wwed clal ed St t - seeds of e pire were slow in
germinating; the British imperial presence did not take on major sig-
ni“aance, evens®w Britaine o ntil the“'ane eighteent'scentury” com-
1 = ced inf 588, The Slorioi R volu’ n 1. 7 = have been de-

g1 d prin. oally/» a wiate/ (e Hlhitical turn il of the previous
century, but it aiso had important economic effects, not least the es-
tablishment of the English stock market. And the most prominent

i

s« shares’ adeaon ¥ chan, Al ywc¢ ot ‘as

1

ndia Company.

' ire an| capitalist  were | it ana in ha , and they both
vo'ed to spav. " ie mou L oritist state.

Scandal was the crucible in which both imperial and capitalist
el asionw o, . Voo e ECin a G ompd Ly's charter was
¢ ically orfeited it 1693, € aares' re used to influ-

n¢ parlian. atad sup; wtfef “ha rrenewal. | 1695 the report of
the parliamentary investigation into the developing scandal over
qu ik fortunestnde thras 'ehribe Lingler trling led to the
¢ 1 issal of ne speak¢ of the 1o e of Jom s, the impeach-

e of the wd pisia atof # ¢ ncil, and tI imprisonment of
the governor ot the East India Company. If the Company did in the
end secure its renewal, the experience left a bad taste. suggesting to

1t sthattt onlychd e was etv enc icer = nonopoly and a
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free-for-all in which pirate vessels could vie with East Indiamen for
control over a new global marketplace, as well as new territories.
Nevertheless, the Company not only survived into the new century,
it soon also became a steady source of wealth for parliamentarian
and investor alike. In addition, the Company took much of the
credit for—and profits from—the new trade in tea. In the last years
of /  sevente” .ii antud G the © ooC the ightt nth, tea from
C 1, lacec with suge from { 7 247 dies, ‘ame the staple

at. hasrer. #inat inti End sh o ot Spices, s <, cotton, and an
increasing array of other Asian commodities established Britain’s de-
perance on thewlobal earamy epanan thessecupad growing le-
gi' o cyfor| eroleof ! ¢ East di Con any.

B scand.  and's ( ep ast cia Hn with me antile trade and
imperial venture, nardly disappeared. In fact, the eighteenth century
could be said to _be the long century of imperial scandal, a time
wl o trade/ nd Caap’ o lea o | icce ve wrid 5 around the
7 1¢ ments| English | litics,” alt ) and socic . By 1788, when
“dn'ind Burs ", Gssionac ) denooaced impel ] excess at the
spectacular impeachment trial of India’s governor-general Warren
Hi  ags, ithe "oC med Cuc ly o ogi ed rov’ aout England
th t adia ha been pill ed by ;r¢ i lccess 1 of increasingly

1s¢ 1pulous. ehd 5 (1 hatt vas e term use  for Englishmen
who returned from the East with huge fortunes that allowed them
to o like prin vith “= 8 itsg" o ing! wh corption of “na-
w o the t¢ n used f govel orl of » wvinc o n the Mughal

ip e.)Ina heeclibe tthes ed  regulate th East India Com-
pany 1 1783, Burke had painted a terrifying picture of nabobs mar-
rying into the families of the old gentrv. buying their way into Parlia-

i}

m | and d’ doying st sle parn of it estin 0 ind economy.!
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Imperial corruption had been at its highest point well before the
time of Hastings, cresting during Robert Clive’s years of greatest in-
fluence—from the 1750s through the 1770s. And there had been two
major and several minor parliamentary inquiries into Eastern scan-
dal and a successful—if somewhat limited—attempt at regulatory
legislation, in 1773, amid many other efforts to stem the rising tide of
¢/ ption. B0 ior 4 Lcd v ab LoC s ¢ rup’ on came later,
¢ 1l preocc pying the aetropc ta 290 iencc  the 1780s, a new
ra freforn. wath® (he =an abr 1d. During { s decade, the Pitt
Act of 1784, which was designed to rein in Company excesses, was
oraof the mes'anortantsmasuresmamad by Parlizeient.
1le mos significan’ inquir. : ¢ acer d ti / _rsonal activities
1¢ acquist. ons ¢SGR et G el live, later 1 ighted and chris-
tened the “founaer” of empire, was unabashed 1n his extraction of
loot and his collection of “presents.” He was almost brought to dis-
g | becay - of i il ustenc Lor <eep g & ‘ag .re (land grant)
vi 1 him | Mir Jafe  the n val oo oengal. | his thank-you gift
car s atthe ex, 7 ue of GO Lny po_fits and was huch criticized by
Clive’s enemies. But Clive was not only able to convince everyone
th twasaz® Ssar front dcs agh Gl ron and® ot part of some
¢ r of und handed 1 zotiatic ); " secu . from the Com-
ar  the rigi *o aw £ woe’ aye - from the I ngal revenues for
the rest of his life.
“Me Battle" Tassey iovnm haditoad ben thevoccasion both
f: leestal shmentc hefirs ta sof’ iper. ' ile in eastern In-
ia nd for' e msive orival en chment of - ompany servants.
The select committee of the House of Commons that sat in 1772~
1772 estimated_that “presents” worth over two million pounds had

b o distrib’ ed inser al bet er 757 d 1, 5/ 1\ growing num-
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ber of Company servants were amassing extraordinary fortunes sim-
ply by taking bribes from successful contenders in the internecine
quarrels of state.

Presents, as they were called, were perhaps the most direct, and
speedy, means of enrichment (and the one preferred by the higher
echelons of Company employees), but they were only one way to
an a fortus” v ile 27 0O mpa L0 ata ed /£ monopoly on

11

tr 1 betwe¢  England nd Inc 1, od g1 freedom for its
tvi tsin Inc atod igag 0“4 anl 7 trade, bot up-country trade
in India’s hinterland and trade between India and other ports in
Asiz=Despite sernimpediznts foranecanstradizyin Bengal in
th'  shteen’ century,’ ofitm gii wer two ./ .ree times what
n chant ¢ uld ¢spe in B: air and on son  commodities—
such as salt, betel nut, and topacco—that were in etfect reserved for
European trade, profits in_the 1760s were routinely 75 percent or
be « The I' dle ¢.'Pl" sey I¢ to ncrc ed rit’ 1 control over
1 d¢ 0o Chit —both bi ause o 1ev cccss to co modities such as
“pitin, and bec ™ Cof the " Dunt ¢ new capital Circulating in Eu-
ropean hands—as well as additional opportunities, and capital, for
in! | trade.
v outhe: India du hgthe o d, vas. ams were being
tre ted by C st iy s¢ emt ron he nawab ¢ Arcot (the puta-
tive governor of the Mughal empire in the south but in fact a largely
in¢wendent peas for! werl "> nevonly/Som trade but
al')l oma ( mplex wi of rel ior cen ring ¢ nis growing in-
" bl dness. © ccedve’ tomps y ¢ acials retur @d from Madras
with huge fortunes after only a few years, some returning to London
with the promise of a regular salary for renresenting the nawab in po-

lit © circles’ tere.ireg itswe - gi n by he' w ) both to these
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lobbyists, as a way to secure influence with the king, and more im-
mediately to Company representatives, many of whom were senior
Company servants, as a way to defer (and supposedly guarantee)
repayment of debt. These unscrupulous representatives not only
made vast fortunes from extortionate rates of interest, they also came
to dictate the nawab’s political and military policy in the interest of
s¢ ing gres’ . enud o nay oo lne sbilit s in the falter-

L1

i g Augha mpire we : thus = n ito ev. greater profits for
1e nglish.

Perhaps the greatest beneficiary of the nawab’s “generosity”—and
agmaniated Conenny poliswand pa'tiae—wss Pay! Benfield, who
t o shvilif d by Bur inPa ar ntv 5nc o ubjected to par-

a1l ontary | cviewnof ' he so el erienced ¢ ner by Clive or
Hastings (in 1700, however, he was banished from India by Corn-
wallis).> But associates, representatives, and beneficiaries of the na-
v | of Arcd conti.iael 0 exe tp ssure on . op' any politics for
‘a :some  ontempo| 'y obs¢ el iave sugges d that as many as
we e membe i Parlic U —n st of them "ith parliamentary
seats purchased with money from Arcot—continued through much
o ccentw’ W vang aic ter¢ sur e wab
I sthus’ hall wonc -thatt g == numi of Company ser-
ar who r¢_wnd to L alad wi fortunes t¢ nvest in huge es-
tates, titles, and seats in Parliament were called nabobs and roundly
ca'emned, <0 Tiscorna e old bty ad  ristig mercantile
¢ t alike ‘or some’ bpserve. st has .ord " itham, these na-
ol brougl with®hei the ¢ ru; on of the I st: “The riches of
Asia have been poured in upon us, and have brought with them not
only Asiatic Luxury, but, I fear, Asiatic principles of government.

\' | out co’ ecticiss, [ athour ny hatwr  in el 1n the soil, the
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importers of foreign gold have forced their way into Parliament by
such a torrent of private corruption as no hereditary fortune could
resist.”® That this new “Asiatic corruption” was very like the “old cor-
ruption”—the system described by historians as a network not just of
any particular class or interest, “but as a secondary political forma-
tion, a purchasing-point from which other kinds of economic and
so¢  power y' .o, ned’ (. anc nly high' nts the claim
by ( rathant hat the 1 bobs I 1 | an intan  ited by “Asiatic

in_ ples of | wer® jen. WInd® ' { - more that oth political and
economic corruption could be pinned on the activities and servants
of t= East IndaCompansthe bettan“ald warrupyson”—with its
oy 1 ircuits| @ patrona , powe¢ a1 we: h— ' protect itself.
' lis act wa nowlrel hore 4 am ically illust ted than in the
widespread support for Edmund Burke’s assault on Hastings—even
among many with little specific interest in Company affairs. But if
th’ ¢ rvants ¢ the Com/ ny we »s¢ ato rry sith nem the fruits
) b Asiatic corruption and th ac wipanying © reat to the stabil-
.y ¢ogentry pioge whe ey recarned to Erijland and played
their part in the eighteenth-century transformations of English polit-
icd  conomy’ e Jomy’ oy . =lf  OiCD ated scap’ al of an even
h' b - order What was uppos¢  tc been . .ading company

th n easter. e’ Spor, st oy rliamenths  become a rogue
state: waging war, administering justice, minting coin, and collect-

ingmvenue ovardian te

" 10 Comp aysevan who/ rvi d the rigort Hf the steamy In-
chan climate not only accumulated massive private fortunes; they
also_engaged the British state_in actions and commitments that oc-

ca ¢ edcoy deravie s’ pticis; ar son im w .espread disap-
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proval. The Company waged almost constant warfare, both against
the French—making Asia not for the last time a principal theater for
European conflict—and against a growing array of Indian armies.
Even the much heralded assumption in 1765 of Bengali Diwani
rights—the transfer of the right to collect revenue directly from Ben-
gal’s landholders—which led to a negotiated commitment to pay
P' amentad (o0 ation” L2 00 o, Lo dly/ mpensated for

*he lesule  the spectacular

€5 pany ( ficits, wb h wer al
rc ceering “Ce ipar “ser’ nts  The subve ion was in part a
massive bribe to Parliament to maintain the Company monopoly,

bptit was alset of a carmomisstaatemthe foras of the assault
¢ | 1e Con any fron] ne Ch ha Mi stry, ¢ cerned as it was
it the sta 'ike ¢hara erof# > C mpany.

Indeed, acceptance ot the subvention effectively gave the Com-
pany sovereign rights over conquered territories.® But it also increased
fi ¢ cial pr sure Cat’t ~ Con an  esp iali w) n it turned out

a Clive’s xuberant stimat  w Cvastly ex gerated. Military
‘ictiries had 7 ic at gio Lot o the Compe. 'y and the British
state, and speculation in Company shares after the assumption of
th Diwani pf Cue sstait oic wess con ro. 5. S n financial cri-

¢

s. ut pre ure on ¢ mpany uj = . hon  and often led to
re er explc »te i e herc he Diwani d to the outbreak
of grievous famine conditions throughout Bengal in 1770. The

11

Divani also b an exiinting arkenin Covnpany shares,

£ ¢ news of Com-

@ o oble t' - burst by he ent of e d ade
ar militar_setba s." 'v177¢ the Sompany hi  not only brought
about a world credit crash; 1t had also come close to bankruptey, in

both financial and political terms.
ie parli’ nentaiy it quiry 1 o = cact isit.ng ot Lord Clive in

7 comb ed with ¢ = near ar upwy of tt  Company, occa-
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sioned the passing of Lord North’s India Bill of 1773, also known as
the Regulating Act. Hailed as an effort to control the independence
of the Company leadership in India, in reality the act was little more
than a justification for bailing the Company proprietors out of a
huge financial hole, since Lord North had arranged for the state to
lend the Company £1.4 million to avert bankruptcy.' The bailout in

P mons
the sv v of nabc ause it had be-
p itting members

had significant shares, and often proprietary interests, in Company

: indigated by Parlia-
bo means he had
ention po “ies to which he

orace Walpole wrote,

e opp/ sions of I ‘ led there
der th rapine an ¢ e Company
d now Engi. . amour here.

Some books had been published, particularly by one Bolts and

. Dow
e, whi carried t
rmer re h

and extortion, with heavy accusations of his monopolizing in

ive; and the

, usurpation

en defi e or”

ies wer, mputed t

b
il

ei

illions

to inspire horror.

St criticis’ s and sc i g, lit was still seen
ny in | citai > only ha —wnatever s moral charac-
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ter—with the courage and the vision to secure Company interests
in India.
Robert Clive, by all accounts an impetuous man who was judged
a bully by his contemporaries, had become a “writer” for the East In-
dia Company at the tender age of seventeen, and had begun his In-
dian career in Madras. After establishing a reputation for heroism in
s¢ ern Ind® (O eciat i the | o st e of arcot), he was
¢ v 1prime responsi lity for “lii fmed alcut  tter its seizure by
1e awab S aind Dat winat 6. s troops de ated the nawab at
Plassey, a haphazard encounter that only emerged as an English vic-
tomebecause of M Jafay’sssotiatetsmnortfor Clive. And yet the
F 1 2 of PII sey sealed Clive’st pu atior s thi < aqueror of India
a¢ oundel femiirel hortly her after he was amed governor of
Bengal, and then, after a briet return to England between 1760 and
1764, he was sent back as governor with the mandate to restore Com-
p o autho/ yancio/ cept e ! wan (rig © ¢ revenue collec-
b1 over I ngal fron. he My ha _iiiperor. A 1ough he only ar-
ve s after the -0 impo. 0 Cpattl - of Baksar wi concluded in the
Company’s favor, he attained his public apotheosis in the accep-
te  cofthe ‘wa nand® s wgu aoe fa ew £ om of territorial
I for the Sompany. n hiss e © the e of Commons,
xl' rting pa ‘em itary wns Jatic for and rec gnition of the ex-
traordinary accomplishments of the Company under his leadership
(¢ in theavext of " Tiadings' v nlf woainstavharges of per-
s« corru ton), he | budly | as dth  ‘the ** apany had been
ar formea -om/vea ferst: usi¢ aband of i rchants engaging
only in commercial enterprise. He told the House in 1769 that he
had been solely.responsible for the transformation of Company rule

£ 1 itsorig usasamil rana acc sequ atia w3 .ng operation to
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a great sovereign power. For now, he claimed, “The East India Com-
pany are . . . sovereigns of a rich, populous, fruitful country in extent
beyond France and Spain united; they are in possession of the la-
bour, industry, and manufactures of twenty millions of subjects; they
are in actual receipt of between five and six millions a year. They
have an army of fifty thousand men. The revenues of Bengal are lit-
tle: Hrtoffor i ong L mye . hre vear ater he spoke
el 1 more ¢ nfidently, ssertin “ =2 ressiv teps, the Com-

ny 1ave bec med yver mns< tha tmpire”” E tin the interven-
ing three years, the famine, the stock crash, and then the collapse of
Coummany fortuanut a 2t diffepsntanin oo his ponarks.

> ve’s pe onal actit s, the, —i par’ ulai % acceptance of

tti  presc ts asiwel as his agl e (land gri t)—were in the
larger scheme or things smail beer. Un the one hand he explained
that it was customary in India to give and receive presents. On the
ot' = hand,/ wing cor’ sared im It t¢ he  ay > at the same
i 1c e char »d all of I Com; ny oicagues w n corruption, he
cair2d his ove T Ciative L0 As e went on ) say when con-
cluding his defense in 1772: “A great prince was dependent on my
pl¢ re, an 4 wic b lay ©oamy oo it sicht ¢ bankers bid

11

a¢ 1t each Hther for 'y smil ; d thr¢ sh vaults which
>r¢_hrown « end mec ‘and sile on either h 1d with gold and
jewels! Mr. Chairman, at this moment I stand astonished at my own
meration.” A angh O vas visdttedyis sel“rlefense led to
m o more | iestions, | oth abi 't s ov act. ¥ and about the
a1 cter of . ompiuy © le in/ (dil leaving a t nt on the origin
story of empire for many years to come.
Clive himself had chastised Parliament both for insufficiently ap-

pr o ting hi contou’ ns ar, fo not tin_ b’ dly enough to
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consolidate Company gains. “It was natural to suppose,” he argued,
that such a glorious imperial conquest “would have merited the
most serious attention of administration, that in concert with the
Court of Directors, they would have considered the nature of the
Company’s charter and adopted a plan adequate to such posses-
sions. No they did not. They treated it rather as a South Sea Bubble,
thasanytht o0 lid 2 o8 tan o Rut iven’ e misfortunes
¢ | e Cor sany betv en 17¢ a ' _ th¢ comments were
g ly dismi ed < id & hous Cl > was allowe  to retire with his
fortune intact, the select committee recommended a different kind
of “~terventiom+"an that=wued £+ Cliin, Ind-zd, Clive cor-
r > v unde ‘ood the | msequ t  cgul’ ng. o+ 5f 1773 as a per-
or. - rebuk  He #omi itted /11 >—though | rhaps in part for
reasons of ill-hearth—the next year.™
Warren Hastings was elected governor of Bengal in 1772, and ele-
v« tothe/ ssitiosioff sverne ge ralt 177 o cisely to oversee
‘e cform | Compan activit i1 g, Hasti gs's first act was to
sak-direct cor Ot the t i ial @ Cministratior: of Bengal. He also
took direct responsibility for the administration of justice in Bengal,
el lishing# api me & aice Cal e adt ple’ enting his own
1 a todra; new code of civii aw =" adus 4 Muslims. With
b oty annu fea® Ly 00 Sasd O, 1 was suppc d to not only be
above corruption but also root it out across the range of Company
agrwities. He siven A" ifhicut i of wasurion a reasonable
f i cial re¢ m for th' propric brs nd.s litic.  “countability for
ar ament ' aile Woepi rthes ac assuming n v forms of admin-
istrative control, and extending Company operations more gener-
allv_Successful in much of his agenda. he spent most of his time

ir 1 epic [ ugglewit Phili Fr cis,i e ¢ r appointees to
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Hastings’s executive council. Francis opposed all of Hastings’s ex-
pansionist activities in an enmity that became personal because of
competing political ambitions and mutual disdain, which included
moral censure over sexual scandal on both sides. Injured in a duel
with Hastings in 1780, ostensibly over the war against the Marathas,
Francis returned to England intent on continuing his war by other
m¢ 5. He b Lo othes ooc onf o0 »f © dmu’ 4 Burke, and

L

s¢ 1 fter hi arrival in© ngland eg >4+ apply ¢ detailed infor-
att n that ¢ dind dy ¢ Bur s dision to pur 1e Hastings’s im-
peachment."”
e famousAtiales of £sge thetwese dwown up by Burke and
pr s atedto/ e House/ Comi bn ni17 »pre @ aclear picture
th new f¢ ms of near al tha' hac accumulate. around Hastings
in the decade arter Clive’s acparture from the scene. Hastings was
an educated man. unlike Clive. Schooled at Westminster, a com-
m' | admif stratcorat or tha a = Idie. he' or _d his way pa-
i a upth. Company adder | d| o troul : for reasons that
~er. Burke coi.ied as oz mo - to do with' blitical ambition
than with personal gain. In holding Hastings accountable to Parlia-
m¢  Burke /ey the o s in wiog ting he 4 plicity of em-
o' 2 self. T two prin pal chi ze med . stings’s relations
th ndian 1 ared 0 the Gr9 nar | Burke arg ed that Hastings
had deliberately violated the Company’s agreement with the raja of
Beres, makir -arietve" wauthr Y derands 2 7 him and ul-
tir ¢ ly proj king him' > rebel an cttb [ lea < ne raja’s defeat
d’ e annc ation/ I B hares/ 17 . Inthe sec. d charge, Burke
held that Hastings had also violated the Company’s guarantee in re-
gard fo the lands held as jaghires by the mother and grandmother

of i nawal’ >f Awadh® who v re’ so k bwi 1s ie “begums of
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Awadh” because of their high rank). Other major charges brought
by Burke against Hastings were of a more traditional sort. Burke al-
leged that Hastings had received “presents” in a way (and on a scale)
much like Clive before him, though he acknowledged that many
of the documented presents in fact were handed over to the Com-
pany. He also charged Hastings with using a wide variety of con-
tr ., from o L opivt S0 wovi s th arm’ for reasons of
1t nage.
£ d yet I stind Tcai atod D kiown as the | vior of empire in
large part because his relations with the rulers of Awadh and
Bpoores were 4 ian by hissessedimaad ito hiath pratect the territo-
r | sains ¢ Clive arf  check the exps sion i/ mbitions of the
e ithas. I fightag' se M< uth | Hastings- ke Clive before
nim—ran up huge debts, and clearly used a variety of irregular
means to balance the budget. But he also followed the successtul
() pany s itegy of d° iberar de  ptio  pr esd g disinterest in
{f hsion v aile workl s reler es. wsecure  eater and greater
pov or, and te.o " ial auns ) ovel those fertile' zgions that consti-
tuted a buffer between the Mughals to the north and the Marathas
t¢ e west ver hout S woli ar. eth Is ¢ nned a period
y 1 astand ds of pul ¢ virtu an 7 e coi ption—especially
or e Briti wdst indic weht lgec dramaticall  his own relative
moderation (compared, that is, to Clive) came to seem scandalous
free the hind " of theitineacl wtrig's In foot, most of the
j o ntsthe could be scume ed vere: ken' < re the 1773 Reg-
la g Act' ent o ( “ect (4 Hug  even then  had been nomi-
nally illegal for Company servants to take presents), and those re-
ceived afterward were declared to the Company, and in most cases

r' t ned. A orthoard awo ¢i rge Hal ngs 'ef ided himself by
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noting that both the raja of Benares and the begums of Awadh had
forced his hand by engaging in acts of hostility first. He also argued
that he had made reasonable demands—given the relations of pro-
tection between the Company and both Benares and Awadh—for
financial contributions to war efforts that had been precipitated by
the threatening activities of the Marathas. But his most successtul
de’ sewasip’ .co ath? i ads o0 ke that Jy the time he

1

st b d dow from the overnc ze ' p he  d secured India

>
T

ct 2 Comp av.' ke tirad Tag nst Hasting might have been
the national expression of a bad conscience, but Burke no more of-
ferad o give Indhack to ' Mugha'sthan did Hastings offer to re-
tu 1 s early vinnings i the C' ap ay. Ir eea, ¥ trial of Warren

st 1gs was tongiteve simp! the continuatio  of earlier parlia-
mentary efforts to take contror over a rogue English state, to harness
imperial power—and wealth—securely to Britain. And once that
wi  ccomp! ned,“whg ver i ploicur  pe tigl |, or financial,
‘ w esof V. rren Hasl gs, em’ re  Caano lor er be a scandal.

T trial was 0 part the " ision Uf the India /o t of 1784, known
as the Pitt Act. The act was meant to bring the Company under con-
tr¢ o stemm’ g terri S war on. d 1 o’ g the politics
1] | nances fthe Cor hanyar it 1. £ while the Com-

ny vas put' ded nea har' Tof  Hoard of coi ol that itself was
now answerable to the Crown and Parliament, the governor-general
wamiven far e powen i Indit Huntings ad possessed.
17 > st ney governor/ » bene  w Lo Co. « dlis, fresh from

s ¢ featat’ rktoy'u, It with' re atation for | Hbity and reform
that he sustained until his retirement in 1793. Cornwallis imple-
mented new regulations concerning private trade and presents, in-

crl | d salar scales; ar’ stanc il d pr edc es’ or recruitment
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and promotion. He also dealt Mysore’s Tipu Sultan, adopted son
and successor of Haidar Ali, his first major defeat in 1792. His crown-
ing achievement was the Bengal Permanent Settlement of 1793—a
fixed-revenue agreement with local landlords (zamindars) fashioned
in large part from the physiocratic proposals of Philip Francis—that
was designed to provide the regular funds necessary to pay new
s¢ esand G in 0L st ol e wl succeeded by
I &t Shore Compar servan vk ha' ‘een:  ajor player in de-
at  over rc en’ syst e < ore ontinued t nonexpansionist
policy of Cornwallis. But when the marquess Richard Wellesley
toa's the govarwship ineaS, thewwsilitareorofilarof the Com-
jr escaleé d back t the le¢ »1  Cl : an /7 astings. Despite
w 1 conc nin/on nand he eturn of m: Hr financial woes,
Wellesley used the power tat had been conferred on his position
to_mobilize Company forces once again. His forces defeated, and
ko 1, Tiput ultarr—w' Dse al. nc with e’ ep’ 1 made this vic-
n all the| reeter—a lenga d = ,uciabad a1 Awadh. In so do-
‘ng, Wellesley " “only hio i mo- = of the map _f British India; he
also worked to make the map itself seem the natural outcome of
B hinters “70 un’ OO wee ua. tin, o he ad not get into
o1 ole. Ing ad, he we catapu =d cw ag, ssive, and milita-
st nation sm’ yap el ofn ional hero!  his exploits. Em-
pire was no longer a scandal; trade was no longer the primary mis-
simmof Englis' e terprises isiotismnnnthe ivoeria’theater was no
I'1 cravic Burke hd done’ sv rtkw L
£ hough Velletvy’s roflig’ y1 ded the Cc  pany in a new set
of financial troubles—the India debt rose from £18 million in 1802 to
£22 million in_1810—subseauent debates over charter renewal no

101 or focu’ d on'uie/ sectac s ¢ corr otio. th' had character-
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ized the long cighteenth century.”” But the debt made arguments
for free trade increasingly persuasive. When the Company charter
was renewed in 1813, all trading privileges and monopolies were re-
moved, save for the tea trade with China. Indeed, the greatest con-
troversy of the renewal debate concerned the role of missionary ac-
tivity in India; before 1813 missionaries had been prevented from
pr¢  ytizing /0 OC wpan’ (G ooy | e hor he ploential disrup-
tii 1 woull cause. T!  rising nf s»+" in C pany politics of
1a es Grar and Wil o V' ibe Hree, promi cnt evangelicals,
forced a change, and the directors reluctantly accepted the entry of
mis~nary activ”
> publi’ debate ar ind chi te enes I, n < of it generated
. ssionar, bublivsts vorke/ o cus public | tention on spec-
tacular examples ot “barbarism” in India. Now when scandal was as-
sociated with India, it was attached to Indian customs rather than
Br 1 hvactivir s4' Ided | Indic sec mea na fg ndal in an en-
il hewwi  withscal lal noy 1 fe (uicof genc ¢ Indian custom
~tht? than pe.iar Eng. ™ Cxcest Under nev missionary pres-
sure, it became a scandal that the Company allowed the continua-
tio 1 British® Ciiic sy oft o bar pia fcel ofs¢’ (widow burn-
it ) rthuge > (highwa robber n er wit_ultic overtones)
r aals suc wasd oo wind ig” form of ¢ votion involving
hooks embedded in the back). After the first decade of the nine-
teets century s harde i imagi Pritich, parmentarian—
W i or Tor —beratin/ he Br sh' 1 In 1 foi ¥ ur barbarism as
“ul had a e juira’ wyes  be ore. Even a2 nabobs were re-
placed by bureaucrats who were earnest, mostly middle class, and
increasingly professional, Indian rulers were progressively converted

fr¢ © heir pg aons'as el ierall s o men >sii i ppets of a new
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imperium. And even as scandal itself became institutionalized, it
was displaced onto a civilizational map shared by British progres-
sives and conservatives alike. “Anglicists” such as James Mill and
Thomas Macaulay might have criticized Orientalists such as Wil-
liam Jones for their rosy view of India’s past and their disinterest in
India’s potential progress, but they were all committed to the impe-
ri rojectad’ Cao mpal oo wse oo rec cond nnation of the
I'¢ npres t
1e new . aner’ 1 m dat< vas. congenial ) the next genera-
tion of Company leaders—including Thomas Munro, Mountstuart
E'="instone, '+'~ Maleaand (© - -les Metcalt—as it would
F'v been i ach earlit to Cli »a 1H: ings 4 d although after
Je esley’s 't epartie ©om Int a1 1805 impe 1l expansion pro-
ceeded in fits and starts, even as it continued to be condemned in
Britain for its expense and sometimes for its appearance, it contin-
U ¢ mabat¢ tortien’ chali ent oy, 'L 2 C okl s were defeated
14-181C the Mari has we b g down 118171818, Sind
vac laken in. 7 ;and 107 0 wal annexed aft" the Sikh wars of
1848-1849. By the time Lord Dalhousie annexed Awadh in 1856
th could ¥ i dou” aie the i fPL sey/ ad inaugurated
£ o0 turyo! clentless i perial  pe o whate 1 dissension there
a¢ oeen elv ' aint 2. ape v or betwee it and the British
state. Charles Metcalfe, one of the early nineteenth century’s most
revcted Contav grand e wrannn sS2vhatappears now as
t o reed o Il imperi’ power o epr cnte i Tabhor making
ar and . 1dlin®wic other iatl for the sake Hf our aggrandize-
ment—but war thrust upon us, or unavoidably entered into, should,
if practicable, be turned to_profit_bv_the acquisition of new re-

s ces, tof yadawor force o« fenc hal vel ave, and extend
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our possessions in future unavoidable wars.”? As he made clear,
while the British preferred not to take responsibility for their impe-
rial aggression—shifting their own agency onto India—they were
more than happy to take advantage of Indian “agency” whenever
they could. Only the Great Rebellion of 1857 put a stop to formal ex-
pansion, but by that time expansion was no longer necessary. What
the  itish s

imperial au-
shell of Com-

ntrol just as well

and ¢ mantled
ule—

by other means.”

perial history,
extent to which
eart of imperial beginnings—not to
pire itself—have been either laundered

tio. \li< and capitalist
been taken at
the basis for its

orms h
ra rather t

reinvigoration and legitimation. The history of empire—or of the

C i h t ec wr cn about as a
nagemel r ich dal was an im-
di entto $S m] ny rather th 1 endemic to it.*

At the same time, the overall importance of India for England in the
e efforts to
mperial histo-

Seeley’s charge

at most Englis e eighteenth century took place over-

so accept his conviction that i won_more by acci-
an by/ csign, ® e b ine

se
d
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Yet the scandals that came from both private profiteering and im-
perial aggrandizement were the necessary features of a system of
conquest, expansion, and exploitation that has not only been seri-
ously underplayed in imperial history but virtually erased from the
history of early modern Britain. On the one hand, the traditional
field of imperial history has been unable to accept either the funda-
- ally sca il s chd O of i Lol ipa hubid cor the extent
t vaich th scandal- howeve i b 5 cori ied to have been

1s: vantage asfd the »lon® “d— has been co titutive of the his-
tory both of colonizing nations and the modern world more gener-
al'>=On the ot whand, thelvistoryat Peitaingn the long eighteenth
¢ o aryiss lwritten/ ,if Inc (¢ for’ ati ¥ rthe Fast India

.0 pany) ' s alrest atirely re vant to the  1ain events of the
time.”” New works in imperial history have made increasingly clear
that empire has been constitutive for Britain, arguing that even the
o « work 7 1mpciialt story hat ok ¢ gle ald iemes has been

>¢ ly com icitin the elebra hn  aiunatura ation—of the na-
o1l bounda: 0t knov e itst i As Kathi-en Wilson has re-
cently suggested, “Empire was, in a very real sense, the frontier of
th ation, £ pi e w' e, adel e, esse 2 of ontact and ex-
¢ 1z ge,bo dariesde nedcr ia .onal . ntity—white and

la &, civiliz. Las® “save ol an. vengeance- were blurred, dis-
solved or rendered impossible to uphold.””

“uring thedwhalf cesminof dev’dization, whon new nations
F'v beenf gedwith| (thec tr icto lega < of their histories

t aperial’ ibjedon’ ad ns on st mobilize on, new national
histories have also emerged. First born as histories of freedom strug-
gles_these histaries have generated counterhistories. which in turn

I« spawn/ newind of his ric con bve. ‘es nd debates. But
P
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with all the vital contention in these new fields of history that have
challenged the neat divide between history and anthropology (in
which history was accorded to Europe and North America, and an-
thropology was the domain for any real knowledge about the rest of
the world), the one point of agreement has consistently been that
imperial history had been written in the service of empire itself. De-
spi- widespra® . i ognit o thel o0 of €k erf Jue, imperial
h' .¢ 7 has | rsisted in phold g = ame’ 1 the  rspectives of its
/M mperia. »ask’ esp aorer’ jon reformulatic |, and the occa-
sional onslaught from other histories. Astonishingly, much imperial
histeaw is todayet Mavrittena S the toalsnfthedsistoriznris to achieve
bi 1 e, and serspectiv.in the is rical ccoc o Ut the costs and
n( tsof er vire. Jude 1 ape im crial sigh of clief has been al-
most audible in some recent writing, in which the historical stance
of objectivity is said to be possible now that historians no longer
ne ¢ o take/ des."imy/ ral b tor —as en. er vy clear from a
2 e oerusal of the nev fiveve it Cxjord His ry of the British
—mf e—has 1o, ignoic ¢ exp.osion of revii onist writing that
has subjected most histories of empire to withering critique.”!
v histor™ v tingd Lac of it oo e rgir of the histori-
cf 1 ofessio  has begu toexc at " inge s intensity of the
m imes in b freq et any itten, and ¢ en long-delayed
effects of colonial rule on the colonized.” Indeed, it is now widely
acented that e mialisipe® i ha far o inuengon the colo-
ni o world | anhasbe i1recog ‘z¢ ever nac o atsthat take for
i d that " apire was riven/ ;tl relentless f ces of economic
and political exploitation. I he institution of caste, tor example, a so-
cial formation that has been seen as not only basic to India but part

off ¢ ncient’ Hnstitadol was fu da ente ytre sf¢ med by British
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colonial rule. Colonial rule has often been depicted as weak, and yet
it produced ethnic violence, religious exclusion, political weakness,
civilizational embarrassment, and nationalist extremism, often in
the name of precolonial tradition. Colonialism played a major role
not only in the creation and delineation of institutions and forma-
tions that have been characterized as “traditional,” but also in the
fr aring apt OO oropt g of th 0 ot 1 ve B Cn accorded at
I's only p- visional s usas © 1w =7 Colo 1 modernity” has
ec me sho hand for sseri' g rms of mor rnity—including,
for example, democracy and the public sphere, secularism and cul-
tysa! pluralismaem well asdencermsia, apd thessrts—that both
I ¢ thetra sof colof al don hat nar exp < nefundamental
ss. es of st aethivg t t not/ ng go was wid v presumed to be
progressive, universal, and value free.”” In many parts of the world,
colonialism was the fundamental fact of modern history.
« Hlonize/ wercin [ me s¢ se  en i ore ac’ sstul in erasing
‘e normi_ of the in_ 1ence/ i1 _iiansm o1 ife at home than
‘e, were in o .essing ctfecof their act'“ns abroad.” After
all, the self-representations of imperialism were hardly taken at face
vi - bythed o ed G nder o st ard tly hegemonic
(o1 itions.. But thing were ¢ er = "hom. where self-repre-
en tion wae setd ily ¢ ofe Tfas oned to une rplay the colonial
encounter, but also deeply complicit in nationalist triumphalism
arr'w'mperial ' sonsc if npete tive starberertainly from
t o ateeig! centh cer ary. Art th isw cre v o Cturn to scandal,
o1 focus'  the/van slsof £ api and its rep sentations—espe-
cially once Burke had done his work—is to reopen the history of
Britain in the long eighteenth centurv and reexamine the founda-

ti 1 lrole ¢ cmprciy e his ry moc rni ite Lt
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Many of the elements we have come to see as fundamental to the
rise of the modern West were produced in large part through the im-
perial encounter.’® The scandal of empire is not merely the simple
fact that empire has always been a scandal (even in the days before
the full elaboration of racial theory and national suppression). Nor is
it simply the larger history demonstrating the extent to which the
hig vofemp® Zi0 shiste "ol me st o afte the s xt. The great-
e¢ s ndal, i otherwo s, hasl er 2o+ sure’  “mpire from the

stc v of Eut ne £ Jelf" en < en  some of th most critical ac-
counts, as the fount of modernity). And so we will return time after
tima'o the maw ot of erava. whpssanda' hecaper normalized
in [ assum ions and/ tegort o nods ity < | for which the
" ic betwe  theswor s of ¢ on ers and col lized was funda-
mental. For this nistory, then, the trial of Warren Hastings will serve
as the emblematic moment. when scandal was decried with public
fef « andelf juencl,af yetv en cand  wa ng so much oblit-
>t asitv sappropr. ed by rit .o own lau h into the mod-
~n orld, witn T Jication it site structure, ks national econ-
omy, its confident claims of modernity and civilization, its embrace
of | irgeois i v athe iCal tab aa, owe las/ global politi-
cf ¢ abitior Thus we| turn t it = 0 wh  private corrup-

mn as conve fedd o p liad Jtue 1 rogue trad g state fashioned
as the means to acquire an imperial jewel, a scandalous monopoly
mawthe politn ' hasis far "ubal guin et dominaton, an invidi-
or | storyr¢ ritten as | e natic al ic.

S¢ ndal ite 'fis a"vect far hi¢ sric  form that ¢ ly reveals its real
meaning long atter the public outery and formal investigations have
ceased. Scandals noint to the underlving tensions and anxieties of

an ¢ =2, ever as they vtk iro ca  to| sol ¢ ses by finding
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new ways to repress these tensions and anxieties. Scandals require
careful management, and they elicit widespread vicarious attention,
because they invariably produce a spectacle in which we see how
the mighty have fallen. Whether caused by sexual indiscretion, ex-
treme political ambition, undue greed, or other appetites driven by
the desire for self-fulfillment and self-aggrandizement, the public
u  ding of “ail ol prt lac aubl Gl atic at 2 Cosame time it

boo reat « er that authority

I ¢ mesa orality pi "7 De it
il e subve ted £ the wles< d ¢ aventions ol »ublic (or private)
life radically changed, scandals in fact usually lead to far more be-

-lic s=andals-become ritual

nive outcomeas Far the st partme
1 o entsir vhich the icrificc »f T 2 rer tatic one or more in-
wuals all ws miay' hore tco inue their - andalous ways, if
perhaps with minimal safeguards and protocols that are meant to en-
sure that the terrible excesses of the past will not occur again. Scan-
d | oftends eadioref ms, b th reto. s u wal” work to protect
‘e otentic agentsof  andal ' h¢ Gianitsact | victims. Indeed,
‘it the scana ™ Self tha " ist be erased, not e underlying sys-
temic reasons for scandal. The scandal is only the tip of the iceberg,
th homentd Sca st i e e we s te cond al the far more
¢ 1¢ mic ex csses that, tleast’ r1 = time. .ave become nor-
1a zed thre =h irno les on' ctions abou ree trade, public
virtue, corporate responsibility, political self-determination, and na-

tigel sovereian
1e scar) ils of Cliv  Hasti s,” 1d B ifiet « re both parables

i 2 largel tructve ' impe il | ced and ex) oHitation, and only

the most extreme examples ot imperial business as usual. If the early
scandals of emnire had been taken seriouslv. empire itself would

v been [/ ¢ vicam/ ther ¢ an lastii s, @ atd aly was empire
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hardly abandoned; it was reformed precisely so that the private and
idiosyncratic excesses of venality and corruption attached to particu-
lar individuals could be transformed into the national interest, both
metaphorically and literally. As it turned out, the most egregious
scandals of empire played a critical role in making empire safe for
Britain—and for that matter much of Europe as well—in the nine-
tec and ty" Lo h cet L for o pe iseld the grandeur
a1 | ope of ighteentl entury ca ‘o' atalle _d Burke to per-

i uch po. ! oliv: alm® e the thetori | excess—and as
the historian Seeley would later say, “unreasonable violence”—of

~£ “ur—ason-Yle violence”

Bur'w's assaulteHastinas o centpon
ag 1 ttheir derial'sub® ctsof I lie oule e nc @ 1y justified, but

o astitutic alizefoi n imy ria uture that y Huld last another
nundred and fity years. Witiout scandal, in other words, it is possi-
ble that empire would not have emerged as so dominant a force in

r

th’ | story of ne niiete ith ai " tv ntiet cei ar .. By the same
« e itwor lhaveta nmuc n . uan the scandals of em-
. -rel0 bring do e Bric ' Cinpircs Scandal bo-! allowed empire
to be “reformed” and made empire itself far less the issue than the
scials therr® Sive

1 asitis atthelarg ~narra e 7 Jook I ses on the indel-

e clationsi »h weer wmat ¢ a | scandal. ‘T e history of em-
pire is narrated through the successive parliamentary inquiries that
breweht imperia mandalo i tiong i ations culpnating in the
tr' £ Warr¢  Hastings ad his| rer 1al 2 juitt  1795. Edmund
]l isthel wprdigo st an’ Ro crt Clive ani Warren Hastings
the major actors, of this drama. But the drama is not primarily about
the excess of scandal, as fascinating as it is. so much as it is about the

cq ¢ tutive [ araciar ¢ scana  fc emp e, o d/ ie constitutive
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character of empire for England. What follows, then, is a different

kind of imperial history—an imperial history of modern Britain that
uses scandal as the cover to investigate what became the normal,
and legitimate, enterprise of empire. In the chapters that follow, the
imperial “encounter” is the foundational moment of British moder-
nity, not to mention a story with monumental relevance for the pres-
e/ Thisens Ll nisud o ettl ool nc fustd 1 the history of
e sritish = npire in { > ninel :n 2= carly’ ntieth centuries,

ul Iso for™ = bi ory. “aoth’ “er ires, with i plications for the

twenty-first century as well.

I' > ite thif arge can 5, wha ‘ol ws ¢ 'y cc ¢ ins the imperial
a¢ unter © tweernBr in ay It a. As a cor -quence, perhaps
the major scanaal of impenal history is left unexamined. I refer to
slavery, of course. the subiect of extraordinary attention in Britain
d 1 agthev yyea.oth® Burk brc cutc his as/ igainst Hastings
rliame . On. M 12,17\ iam WIlE force, a reformer
vhi'later der.. Ced Bi.. ror i failure to «_olish sati (widow
burning) in India, gave the first major abolition speech before
th House ¢ Cui mon® i lucr S a. Hpe pet’ ons calling for
! e bolitic of the sle > trade n s ber _ this speech, the
ey yforme Sad v fc "H ing e Abolitior Hf the Slave Trade
had begun its agitations to recognize the scandal of slavery and regu-
lavrhe tradeslaves, A0 masong it vang e froershame at the
¢ 1 Olicity - the Briti  emp1 11 suck leinc  ictivities to con-
er s about. mang vati zslay’ as  artofa Chri lan conversion ef-
tort. During the same years that Parliament considered the charges
of impeachment _it also investigated and examined evidence on the

s’ trade./ rlian.ent’ cfeate al lto: olis sy a trade that was
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introduced by Wilberforce in 1791, though it had, a few years before,
sought to regulate the slave trade in some small measure. Edmund
Burke was an early supporter of abolition, though by 1791, in part be-
cause of his desire to distance himself from Jacobin positions, he de-
clared that “the cause of humanity would be far more benefited by
the continuance of the trade and servitude, regulated and reformed,
thy >y the t . strue” oo “bot oo the 7% P Wilberforce
a1 | e abo! onists co inued| p ot ircas succeeding only
16 7in fine vt Ssing Parld ner to call for ¢ end to the slave
trade.
e history ot tavery thaialls a yamesimilasstory shout efforts to
cl" i ethe ¢ inofscar al fron in eria Srita / since Eric Wil-
- histor: s have a wed £ it { > abolition  slavery was de-
signed to allow an emerging market 1n labor to take over the task of
slavery, controlling labor through the scarcity of employment and
th' 1+ eof ch’ pwagisu nertti atl bugl he' we' ous exercise of
) p etary 1 hts oyer | ople.’’ Dt iiistorian have viewed the
~oolZonist mo.iint as o Laame tal part of . general reform-
ist concerns of the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries.*
By  centwe Jias hergl goo tha acc blic mist iovement was
o'y bleto  cure any ope of 1c or the  ss of the Ameri-
n Hlonies v wan’ Hme 2t Car at empire it lf was imperiled
by slavery. While the assumption that empire could only be profit-
abluwith the oS slaves wide Landittle sontested until
th + nerica; Revolutic thecc ce ofe ccle « aanin 1781 that
ve v callec nto ¢vest n the' mc | state of th British Empire”
was perhaps the real sign that slavery could become the scandal of
record. ! By the end of the eiohteenth century. it was clear that scan-

da | ereno/ ngergood orem ‘rel ndt tsc ad’ sthatcould be

33

Copyriet" > The Pre~" "=t and/™ " ~s of "*arvarc “ollege



Scandal

seen as a blot on the moral justifications of imperial activity had to
be exorcised once and for all.

In writing the history of the making of British empire, scandal
thus occupies a key role. For empire to be both moral and secure,
the principal scandals of Britain’s global engagements had to be ex-
punged from the imperial record, and then shifted inexorably onto
th  olonized G wtsof iy e S 000 was nes’ cially insistent

1 ¢ em,re airingfur erlegic tic == nuch = cater vigilance af-

4

o1 1e 1807 ote

no accident that William Wilberforce shifted his attention from slav-

arli_ment Jrov 1 largely inc ective. But it was

A |

er' sati durisethe secan'wlecadp ot the niveteent!s century, sym-

/" _om colonizer to

b | ingthe nore gend ldispl er :ntc can

ol hized. 7 emphe I same/ e orally sanct ned expression of
the national interest in the global context, the histories of imperial
formation shifted in turn_from the scandals of Europeans to the
sty lals the bpotlirexp’ med' ad astih ! B sort an rule. While

‘e scand swerewr enintc h¢ uiares and ustoms of the col-
onized throug i emeig O ethiiigraphic im “rial imagination,
they were also evoked with special sharpness in the use of atrocity
st s to pred Caw mpd arn olve G And o it ne writing of a
¢ 1 nichis ryofemy einth ni o ncer .ywe note the al-
10 sacred . abd acce ledd 5t gruesome e of the “Black
Hole” of Calcutta, a natural forerunner in many ways to the atroci-
tigeef the Graam Tabellionn @ “Sepr ™™ ting™ of 1997-1858, which
1 1 arsed t! earlierh rorsar g eris toa o cralized sense of

e atural " tht o®vm, re in/ e heteenth-ce ury Britain. If In-
dian atrocity became the pretext for imperial conquest, Indian scan-
dal became the_clarion call for the imperial mission_based as it was

o | eidea/ the vurd® (ofer Hir

34

Copyriet" > The Pre~" "=t and/™ " ~s of "*arvarc “ollege



Scandal

In thinking about the role of scandal and atrocity in the history
of imperial formation and legitimation, it is impossible not to be
deeply disturbed by the continuities with a present in which scan-
dals, most recently of the U.S. relationship with Irag—including the
original arming of Saddam Hussein by the United States, the de-

layed reaction to Hussein’s use of torture and genocide, the shame-

le e of th te
v doani rial war,
cts for es

civilian casualties, and the systematic torture and sexual humiliation

mpire, as man

served, is transforming i into new forms of global power that use

ation, or direct
ed States has re-

1ea ev 2 er ance the past
5S e e sun to set on
ca ever serve : a lesson for our

present and future, the history of empire as recounted here should

rerd us th “mperi iti er' = ungrcumbered by
1. Ind¢ d, scanda P a
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Corruption

TheirQIgeanl, nd the Miia

are given to sea and winds . . . In India, all the vices oper-

ate by uc d
often | splayed, b
dispen a

stroyers of the nobility and gentry of a whole kingdom

will fi t co int , b of
elegar > and host and the
husbai man’ il nd, that

in India has torn the cloth from the loom, or wrested the

—EDMUND BURKE, “SPEECH ON MR. FOX'S

COPY

trade, t integrity and mana-
m e

robi If, but in for-
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mal terms it began in 1675, when the right to trade on a private ac-
count was extended to “any commodity . . . to any port or places in
the East Indies to the northward of the equator, except to Tonkin
and Formosa.”' This new rule led to the rise of “interlopers” who op-
erated on the high seas as virtual pirates until they were suppressed
in the early eighteenth century, and then to the use of trading privi-
le  granted? ;10 wgha't Lol vitie o0 Cc vap’ Lor private pur-
1 s 5. Desp e periodi efforts > ¢ st ¢ tide . corruption, the

ot cil in B+ W ian: aved Jice o what was. common percep-
tion when it noted, “If the Company allowed no private trade, their
sements must.ate.”? Asanheas thatssn of the century it was clear
t 1 there v re great f tunes| b gaip |in > a, and not from

1 neager alariengr. ted t¢ Co  pany servar 5. Much political
capital was earned for and spent by etforts to secure appointments in
India for young men eager for the riches of the East. And while
st of the' meiper ned a vou gag frc » 0 pical disease or

i¢ ap,ag wingnun ersecl od iwanesof a nd unimaginable
~tEme.

Meanwhile, the Company grew in domestic importance as it be-

¢/ cthe ch® S acie” Ure apu o bt thel ate through its
I s, and s Compe v dire¢ 15 = U incr. ing influence in
ar_ ament. o=’ th ©Cad pan was obligec to lend £3.2 mil-

lion—in effect its entire equity capital—to the state. In return, not
or'ndid the £ many so majettica favoramwhich helped
1 2 > Com' nybonds 1emo. se refs moi o cstment through

e rsthali fthetven wv—i* Isc vas given a | aranteed monop-
oly tor the East India trade. Between 1709 and 1749 the total value of
exnorts from Britain to Asia accordinelv doubled to over one million

Pt dsayd ;dunng/ esesa e arst > C oy failed to pay
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yearly dividends to its stockholders only on two occasions.” But few
histories of early eighteenth-century Britain note the extent to which
Company interests were critical for the regnant Whig governments
of those years, let alone call attention to the immense importance of
Company stock for the state as well as the emerging global economy
of investment and speculation.* Within India, Company restrictions
on wvate trad v e mf Lo vanc oo all after 717—when a
NV ¢ al firm 1 waived ¢ custor ;fe £ alanc de in commod-
es ichass 't sa' pet whet ‘nu opium, anc obacco—private
fortunes were increasingly visible perquisites of Company service.
These fortunsimaon canto plasssimpastant sole in domes-
tic [ litics a* | econonr s asw | dwas  Stc, 2 son, for exam-
:, ecame e firty B hgal v Hol to enter th House of Com-
mons, having also purchasea the estate of Lord Dawley from Lord
Bolingbroke after his retirement from India in 1730.” Formal remit-
tar o range’ tromi l5¢ oo t¢ 120 boo | yea b veen 1731 and
1,6 but thi loubtless: flectec bn  «uinall per >ntage of the ac-
alealth taxc ™ iom Ine 0y Colpany servai.., given both the
formal restrictions on certain kinds of trade and the dithculties of
cu acyexcht gl etwel S mar o no amg y cases, remit-
tz ¢  becar :in effec’ therfc ne " _matic .1 trade, in com-
oc lessuch At Hond and Old ndinillega ransactions with
China (for tea) and other trading companies.
pite dran = mincreahath imiel @emparrtrade and in
pr i o fortu s during e first all of th' eigh < (th century, de-
ne nceon Iver/ullh vimp’ & ( ritain hadli e else to finance
trade) and on the tavors of Mughal officials made both the Com-
panv and its servants—in India and in Britain—anxious to secure a

gr’ | 1 econ’ aic and 1 aticar vol old. | he' il ry reversals in
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southern India against the French and its allies in 1751-1752 gave the
first real indication that the Company could field a successful mili-
tary campaign in India, either against Indian troops that had until
then consistently overwhelmed them or against the French, who
only a few years before had been the first to demonstrate the possi-
ble superiority of European field artillery over cavalry. At home, the

fc al poliet oo nint® 'Coan | G0 aex ansid L continued to

L s
_ctors,  r whom any ma-

I Hgmaf the Con anyslt ar

or| ilitary ¢ send lurc wreat’ ied  oth profit mm gins and political
fortunes. But Company aspirations were never contained by domes-
ticsomplacensaven ast'nlogicafatate burildingvas never fully
a [ rentev 1toitsow archit ts. hes ath® "/ wardi Khan, the

av b of Be gal, #v17 v and/ e 1 sulting coni t over his succes-
sion provided the opportunity for an important victory, and, less
than a decade later, the establishment of a new imperial order. That
th o 1ew ord ¢ leao @ host 1 m¢ iate isis w0/ sore diminishes

e cale of ansforma mthar tl ,l.cdther w, often extraordi-
aar,, opportt. 25 for g iadize ent on the part of Company
servants and investors alike. As it happened, a rather unpromising
C  pany ad e er BOOOC gl oo ch f th credit for this
¢ a hange h imperic history 1 = %2 " cour to Robert Clive,

/h was acc dint lo'l" et Vac ilay (amon; nany others) “the

founder of the British empire in India.”

(1, inso e waysar mprob ble and’ ate1 © me and fortune,

eg 1 his I' Nan forec like # any other wayw d youths of eigh-
teenth-century Britain.” The son of lower-level gentry who lived be-
yond their means_he was sent to India at the age of seventeen with
t' > opes th chisicstlt sness' igl bep cto o to augment his

n y’s poc ‘on. Thrc zgh his atl s connect ns, young Robert

>
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secured an apprenticeship to the East India Company as a “writer”
(clerk) in Madras. Bored with the bureaucratic banality of his job,
he soon transferred to military service, possibly because of the tur-
moil attending hostilities with the French as a consequence of the
War of Austrian Succession. With the luck of connections forged in
his first military service, he was appointed commissary of provisions
for  ropeans’ S0y aftert Op cec i .Ciooellt This post un-
el ¢ cedlye ned him e hugt ur 257 500C  tween 1749 and
53 1n part v san’ of « mort itic that came | th the mobiliza-
tion required by renewed hostilities against the French. It was also
duping these vamnthat Clivpestablishadia renutation for reckless
va » on the vattleneld chougi th' histc ot i actual military
ol tsiscle ded Mwla «imp’ ial agiography, st fueled by the
voluminous writings of his associate and business partner, the histo-
rian_Robert Orme.® Macaulay wrote that Clive quickly proved he
wi  qual tof ny ccian® ad: i ad | e el e red on of the war
5 o1 entrust | to Clive t wou'  pi Saoiy have | cen brought to a
eey close " apparc.. T playe - an importa . role in two key
engagements, the first when he held the fort of Arcot in a sustained
sie¢  thesece G =n b ica for¢ i chi opein support of
N I mmed \li, one o he tw¢ :l: to be  .ne the next na-
tb- "he Eng b ces' wrast Ctor s despite tlir relatively infe-
rior forces, and Chanda Sahib—the other claimant who had been
supmrted by themench- Lilled e deouentint of the bat-
tle  adrar tic revers of fori he he F tish' » iptured the bal-
c¢ of powe in thCa haticf m e French a 1 secured an im-
portant ally in the nawab ot Arcot. And Clive took much of the
credit. He returned home to England in 1752 at the age of twenty-
se o witha' bungori¢ and a_1b¢ ntia na v’ nt.

Joon Clii s return; e bai 1 = 5 iamily ot of debt and re-

41

Copyriet" > The Pre~" "=t and/™ " ~s of "*arvarc “ollege



Corruption

deemed the family estate, living a life of conspicuous opulence. He
also sought to convert his economic fortune and military reputation
into a political career, but failed to buy his way into Parliament be-
cause of an ill-advised alliance with the Earl of Sandwich, who
in 1754 was on the wrong side of the prime minister. His fortune
and prospects diminished, Clive decided after only eighteen months
tc urnto /) Lo ndest Lo madi Gl ate by ' Company di-
1 o rsgive the likeli hod of © he o4 stilitt vith France. The

ec 1enrol. wofd ¢ cc vmad er ¢ Bombay ga - Clive the oppor-
tunity to take over command, whereupon he used his position to

1ton soMarat-= fort accused

ta'sfull credi?e®s a sucenfal asgon
¢ | arborin pirates ji ¢ dowi th' coas Wi o ae subsequently
u aeyed t¢ Madr he ound/ m It, once aga by default, nomi-
nated for the largest assignment of midcentury, the Bengal cam-
paign, undertaken to regain Calcutta from the new nawab of Ben-
g | siraj-ud Daule,ag’ as nover  his ry s/ | to avenge the
"1 ble bre ality of the 3lack I ble “iivearrive: in Bengal in early
,ancary and ¢ wared O ita i surprise night raid. After sev-
eral fits of indecision and indications—even to some of his most en-
thastic bied Lap. rs— nn ary. cone ete ce,/  was neverthe-
I 5¢ able t secure b positi 1. "t cnege ted the right to
et mentar “fort cat s’ [the hawab, who  precarious politi-
cal position was threatened by the resurgent energy of the French as
wi s by the " macy of. nberp ot ar aancesn the immedi-
@ > akeofl ssuccess’ ntoth na absh

I hestal.  quovas' stored che Halance of p wer shifted irrevo-
cably some months later when, in early May, Clve decided to back

Mir Tafar, one of the nawah’s most senior generals and a relative by

0t lage, ir’ neftoitt¢ mseac he awal Dei at —and precise—
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negotiations over the terms of the coup ensued, with a critical role
being played by the most important merchant of Calcutta, a man
by the name of Amirchand (Omichand). Clive was able to secure
an agreement with Mir Jafar, but he deceived Amirchand by draft-
ing two treaties, the forged version of which promised Amirchand
£300,000 for his efforts. The great Battle of Plassey—commencing a
ye: o the dam Lid the 0 ull ole o se ed i perial fortune
w | s bag | onadc dle dec pt 2o orme lies, the Indian

in :and th' mes lanc oo atc hingstoco  e. And the battle
itself, seen by many as evidence of Clive’s military genius, was in
fagt=mear dispe'saved i e endo by the earldeath of one

of 5 1j-ud-I' ula’s mos rustea er cals. dth !

e but crushing
" re ion of Mir J#far.m Vhen/ lir atar finally. bok the nawab’s
throne—after arranging for nis son, Miran, to capture and murder
Siraj-ud-Daula—it was clear that the political and economic for-
tu’ o of the & aglisifor’ s hac ha jed = - g .4 ne Bengal na-
v b ftreasur was open ! forth di .oudon of | oty and rewards,
~ad T the aftes i of toap, Clive secured ' lunder and pres-
ents that made him a fabulously wealthy man. Clive’s presents alone
an  ated to/ cu er £ 0,00 0 cC aue. ne ner/ s share of the
' i ry spoi nor his s bseque ly “ iann. y in the form of
jal vire (late et ) wi that gh! £27,000, g¢ d for life.'! The
House of Commons select committee ultimately compiled a list of
prevmats worth et £1.2 207 00 thy distvhutedsw the English
in 7 7alon¢ indonei agines ‘er mus iave < . far more than
ac ountec. “Thd¢ @ar 'ndia’ on any also se¢ red effective po-
litical control over the wealthiest province of the Mughal empire.
Shortly after_the Battle of Plassev. Mir_lafar made Clive a
m/ 1 tbdar (¢ nigh-ianl® 1g ser. nt/ f thc Mu_ha' cmperor) with
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the title Zubdat ul Mulk. At Clive’s request, the nawab devised a
scheme to attach the £27,000 jaghire to this award, but he did so us-
ing revenue on lands in the 24 Parganas, territory already ceded by
the nawab to the Company. To many, Clive’s jaghire seemed like a
direct deduction from Company coffers, and it fueled a growing
group of detractors who chafed at his new fortune and disputed his
u fthe st o flitapt S0 ces

;. rio . per’ nal and politi-

1

¢ | ain. In ariouslett s, Cliv. be =+ .rticu. . his own defense
f1 5 preseri inld guz »tha® nti pated the fii | reckoning of his
career in the hearings of the select committee of the House of Com-
maws some fife vears ot He ptondSstlypmaintened that pres-
¢ t were p/ missible i heyw e¢ reny unt i’ for genuine ser-
¢ and i hey/"d ' » har to he interest: >f the Company.
Presents were not to be negouated or agreed to betorehand, and they
were to have no strings attached.” But even by contemporary stan-
d ¢ 5 in Er land; wh¢ - “olc ror ptio | fic rid ed, his rewards
e edexc siveand | sdefer :s o Clivel buld hardly claim
“gn_ance abo e sharc " voulc teap of the cinquest of Bengal,
and the amount of his share eclipsed that of most other beneficiaries
o perial & Lia 0 Cal Cann vbot s sese s v initially over-
< a owed I the enor ity of € iv " ary a_ political accom-
lic ment, U it crea ot res res for refo 1 grew, especially
after the Company’s financial crisis of 1770, the immediate pretext
forthie select mittee’ " rings it ad, wrost deates over cor-
r ¢ oninl liaswirlet irounc Cli s ce spic o lack of modera-
o1 which' sjagiire, orett nz sthingelse, ime to symbolize.
Mir Jafar only arranged tor Clive’s jaghire after the passage of two
stormy years in nost-Plassev Bengal_during which zamindars (land-

16 ¢ )and ¢ erlocal It ders, erc ants nd e/ s used the coup
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to test the power of the new nawab and the English. The English
rivalry with the French had moved south to Hyderabad and the
Carnatic, diverting troops (though conspicuously not Clive) away
from Bengal, which itself suffered only minor threats from the Dutch.
Much more serious were potential threats from continued Maratha
ascendancy across the subcontinent, though luckily for the English
thi sed no oo chal' o0 Tarit Gl ye s BCi759 not only
di ©irJafar cemto he :consc di AN powe e did so in firm

ia ce with® lived hd © ».Ca’ par | despite ter ons over the dis-
covery that the nawab’s treasury did not come close to yielding the

1l

antanated lootsnd even oh Gl inflexiblaabout his ne-
g¢ ¢ »d shar Indeed, ! live nc nc¢ @ dis ayec 2 deration in his

o aition « Mir/fa1 egenuw’ : f ancial diffic lties than he did
appreciation of the need for niexibility in his adherence to so-called
Indian customs of exchanges. gifts, and honors. Moreover, Clive’s
ac . tance ¢ s measd tari s us ad t 100 he ughire exposed
o at diction bothin I own 1 ati Liip to the Sompany (not to
~eron the C.77 1) ana = s un__rstandings = Mughal institu-
tional and political forms. What, after all, was Clive doing proclaim-
in¢  fective 4 v, 'y vee oty ver adi whi becoming a
h' b anking  fficer of t > Mug 1«

Fi more a i ve 10 \Re alv s Clive's de berate expansion
of the system of private trade, encouraging—doubtless for his mate-
ria’ well as ~""al been T—the & then717 Maghal firman

% 2n used before,

by { mpany raders. D' taks, o ‘te pass , hat

t eiruse :cala®la sri17e’ wh 1 many loca tontracting mer-
chants, who had handled most private trade, were replaced by Com-
panv servants wha used their own agents. or gumashtas. In 1757, just

af’ 1+ he Bat' = of liass’ , Mir fa broc. mc " hatever goods
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the Company’s gumastahs may bring or carry to or from the factories
... You shall neither ask for nor receive any sum however trifling for
the same . . . Whoever acts contrary to these orders, the English have
power to punish them.”"* This was a strong endorsement, and it was
used to combat the many ambiguities that had attended earlier uses
of dastaks. The firman itself was a document that by Mughal stan-
df 5 constitt Lo eithet LD or -l iol nor/ ¢ basis for the
I'a ofuni rmclaim nade b th' “ae Jany ¢ s servants. In par-

ctar, itde ded” “dia otse Ctic “private” ti le in all the com-
modities assumed, and it granted “privileges” rather than “rights.”
Trade in comaetities spatine saltped hetelmut wasbased on spe-
¢ 1 privilel sthathad oberc uli yvar ove Y various political

s s of th Mughals orivil es hat allowed hough only for a
fixed period, poutical as well as economic concessions.” Clive’s
expansion of the “empire of free trade” exacerbated the aggressive
p ¢ cading/ botiu M/ nal ¢ il es a 1t ./ anings of—and

n s of ac ss to—lo | mark pl &0 As wit: Clive’s culturalist
~ccant of co s cone g poosents, thesc misreadings were
clearly not unintentional. But they were used locally to excuse and
fi' er impg’ wi e rant sons at e oa. o fucticd wd importantly
1 stifylo lactions latery i vy ing .1es. The court of

irc tors wa. 'se! indc ma< asic  about the ature of the prob-
lem. As they stated in a letter of 1765, “Ireaties of commerce are un-

deood to ba ™ the mr Thene ™

~

he wtractig parties. Is it
t o possib tosuppc  thatt » C urt. Dei 0 y conferring the

riv ege of adind ret »f cus m¢ ould mean n inland trade in
the commodities 1n their own country at that period unpractised and
unthought of bv.the English_to the detriment of their revenues, and

1. oftheir wnn.cre! nts?.. w lon fin =u' (a construction
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was ever heard of until our own servants first invented it, and after-
wards supported it by violence.” Not that the Court was deeply con-
cerned about the abuse of the representation of cultural difference;
as they wrote some three years later: “Our chief object in confining
our servants to the strict letter of the phirmaund [firman| has been to

do justice to the natives in restoring them their rights, yet we never

to giv y entitled to
protc ion it gi simply wanted
fits fo is ither for its eco-

nomic encroachment or its cultural misrecognition over the years.

to William
he right of di-
he Mughal em-

peror and the 1 i poth full sovereignty and unparalleled
riches:

1l be li odi mn ining the 2. olute posses-

sion of these rich kingdoms; and this with the Moghul’s own con-

e W
n t

come yearly
sion of three

provinces abounding in the most valuable productions of na-

re and o an ¢ leser i ion; and
cther/ be worth | e ; a roper mea-
res to e © A on m acqui hich, under

the management of so able and disinterested a Minister, would

ove a sour immense wealth fo the ki ight in
e be { propr a 3 ir’ aishing the

il A A
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heavy load of debt under which we at present labour. Add to
these advantages the influence we shall thereby acquire over the
several European nations engaged in the commerce here, which
these could no longer carry on but through our indulgence, and

under such limitations as we should think fit to prescribe.'®

ing imperial ex-

his own role in

would certainly
managerial and

administrative costs as well as military obligations. But if managerial

s h be d one cannot
e emp ¢ solely « ere would have
e¢ noimp - an. o di e that as much as

Clive was resented, he was also envied. Envy and ambition made for

y
nch were

attle in southern India. 'The Annual Register, edited by Edmund
t Clive “n ith all propriety be said to be the
di

a
r' | stsubj/ cintict owever, have a

, to England in

eated in a major

Burke, reporte

\
\
\
\
\
\
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title to match, and he set about to use the patronage of the duke of
Newcastle to procure one, though in the end he was only awarded
an Irish peerage, of inferior stamp. This time he was successful in
his bid to enter Parliament, but his political interests moved him
into Company affairs and in short order into a protracted battle with
Laurence Sulivan. Sulivan had been chair of the Company’s court
of ctorsfre” v, 2and’ O nho Lol wt sca’ of Clives en-
ri 1 ent,as ellasthe «tenttc vb % vera. . the barfor cor-

pt nonth mar fou = C< ipa servants. & livan was also in
favor of commerce without war, since war was always expensive and
theolitics of amire potatally dissstmaus. Puringthe 1760s his
cl’ & weapo against ¢ ve wa ‘h¢ fagh , at + which Sulivan

sc early ¢ -stiorwar sough (o nul at every Hossible opportu-
nity. Clive had unsuccesstuity contested Sulivan’s leadership, in the
wake of the 17603 Treaty of Paris that ended the Seven Years War but
ga - he Fre/ nwiat ¢ ve bc »ve to b ina ore riate and dan-
70 5 privil es in Incd . Suliy 1's scaction vos to suspend the
cayrent of jag.. " incomic T Ciive.

In part because of the humiliation that attended this double de-
fez  Slive ded wcu rett L adie cuc vion that cespite Clive's
gl a reputa o there, ‘emed er _ven t chaos of Com-

ny affairs & ot 5 de, bt U In ced, Clive's successor Henry
Vansittart had been overruled by his council in conjunction with a
bre" with M fars su ar, Mmoo disast ous massacre
of 5 ishsol ersatPatt had o 'u :d:2 |thc o as the prospect

n v warfa agai’sti »naw . I tas Clive | ‘pared to set sail
tor Bengal, his political prospects were enhanced at home. Sulivan
was replaced by Clive’s friend Thomas Rous, and Cliye’s jaghire was

re. | ated by ne Genel CCou B leftl Hr 1 iz vith two main
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goals: first, to reinstate the dependence of the Bengal nawab on the
Company, and second, to reform Company corruption. In part be-
cause of his new persona as a political representative of the Com-
pany, but also because of the mess he had left behind in Bengal, he
was now ironically to be the agent of Sulivan’s reformist charter. He
was to insist that Company servants abstain from trade in salt, betel
n andtobs” _o; adha ol ten O aev »volid whereby “cov-
¢ i tedser nts” coul molon :r| ee sreser above a set level.
Jn can ha 'lv.¥ ‘mc wane’ JfE - contempo ries who felt that
once Clive had secured his own fortune, he wished to deny one to
armone else.
I >spite € wve’s clair that he ha settl | afic «* n Bengal before
1s| rior de, rturevn & 9o, he dll ad a lot to swer for. He had
dramatically raised the stakes for imperial plunder and Bengal had
been hit hard by the steady extortions of Company personnel. Clive
b ¢ also rait d expictt ons 1 lc al re nuc v ich caused the
1 natior, »f Comp: v rem ar 5 wom En and. Meanwhile,
it Jafar haa 7 laustea - Leasul ), in part by giving extravagant
presents. Further, he was seen as insuthciently resistant to the efforts
o cnewM gue smp’ on, 0 ah s, she adfarched as far as
't 1inan forttotal backs m e of - atrol over eastern
nc . Shah'' "amt lad @ s d © 2 question © customs and pri-
vate trade, much to the distress of Company servants. Accordingly,
M- Jafar was ‘= to st Tewn 4 b e Octe'ver 20, 1760, to
I " placed yhisson: -lawN -k sim. hist < cssion was costly
r-1e new. awabwl not ¢ iy - ded Burdw 1, Midnapur, and
Chittagong for the maintenance ot British troops, but also handed
out various presents to “the Finglish sentlemen,” incInding £20,000

f/ e inte’ n govery |, Jono har Holl " =0t Oo for the new
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governor, Henry Vansittart, and another £150,000 for the Company’s
council, along with a guarantee for another £18,000 a year for the
governor. But these gifts just deferred the nawab’s financial crisis,
which came to a head two years later, again over private trade.
When, after a series of altercations that turned river trade violent,

Vansittart reached an agreement with Mir Kasim to waive some

of/ obligat® o" wpay’ o n e oo s Lotrap’ ( (for a bribe
of ¥ »,000), he Com nys ¢ nc == ited = 1 overruled the
ve 0T

Faced with an unsustainable financial burden, Mir Kasim
magmrhied on a Poticsh gardennin Patser W hemouncilivesponded in
Ju 763 by/ cposing b hand| stc ng ! rJa o Vir Kasim exe-

te  ffty-si. Britighy pi oners’ 1 I ma, retreat! z to Awadh and
atlying himselt with Shuja-ua-Daula, the nawab of Awadh, and so-
lidifving his alliance with Shah Alam. The three engaged British
for « several mes_ver/ .enex vea but cre. . th end decisively
1 e ed—d: oite Briti.  casua es . ciwse to - ne hundred sol-
—ert —in the o0 Cof Bar i in Ol bber 1764. £lah Alam settled
with the British, Shuja-ud-Daula withdrew, and Mir Kasim fled in
dis 1y, Mir/ lar s sam’ sac assC e gz Loagal evenues once
a¢ 1 tosect @ hisown 1ccess 1, 1g £37, 500 to the army,

fo=< eir. Hsts in the ¢ nfrontation with

0C 00 to ti w4 ipai
Mir Kasim, and reportedly up to £530,000 for individual losses sus-
taim! becausan “the visn hacessataf private 4vide. He also
sit 1) lanew reaty waii agall| yn nts< duty + ept for a minor

, 1 rcent ¢ salttBu less t' n | year later,  February 1765,
he died, and his son, Najm-ud-daula, succeeded him. Once again,
presents were demanded, this time against the express orders of the

Pz ments/ enera: C¢ rt. Foo on |, ita 1bti s/ cmed their last
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chance to get rich quick. And in any case the bounteous riches of
Bengal were fast disappearing.

When Clive returned to Bengal in 1765, he came to a land that
was more securely under Company control than ever before thanks
to the victory at Baksar. And yet he also returned to a land that had
been squeezed dry by the very means that had earlier led to his own
e/ hment .50 stagt ao nen .o he cner  Court’s direc-
I ¢ against aking pre nts, fo in o’ pany vants to sign the

ey covenar I S we ' ha S be a1 deeply re¢ ated in any event,
but was resented especially because Clive’s jaghire was widely seen
tohave beent'vsause ot covemmmant'setirecting; and because
(1 :enfor, dtheney banwi  d poti atl . His second act

a¢ o mee. vith e I ughal® mmj ror, Shah 2 m, in Allahabad,
where on August 12, 1765, ne accepted the grant of Diwani, or reve-
nue-collecting power in Bengal, on behalf of the Company. The
g« of Diy ni miant/ .atthe Sol pany haa ald o give £325,000

t > Mugi lempero nexch 1g oixeeping e balance of Ben-
salevenues, w0 Collecee T liect]ly Dy the Comy ny rather than by
the nawab. Meanwhile, the nawab’s position was much diminished,
f¢  though? Ji ntai® “ap wer G poice/ .d judiciary, he
1» onger | da finar al basc D 0 Clive: elief that the as-

ar Hotion of 2.2 vani anld lave een accom  ished six years be-
fore, this was a monumental moment in the history of empire, mark-
ipwhe final 0 vapriats £ dirgmthori overa vast tract of
¢ s m Ind  Sovereig ty was ill ede’ o ti wughal emperor,
ul iven th Con/an, polic in| .ch matters; he formal conces-
sion of sovereignty was meant to keep the peace both across the sub-
continent and in Britain, while consolidating real economic as well

a | litical ¢ premacy/ Beng It act, live +l" elied on earlier
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systems of revenue collection, to be presided over by the newly ap-
pointed agent Muhammed Reza Khan, inaugurating what came to
be known as Clive’s dual system. Under this system, the role of the
nawab became almost that of a pensioner to the British.

Clive’s elevated position did not, however, translate into his being
able to enforce any serious ban on private trade, despite efforts to
cel  lize and® il wl it Gl gl SO0 rall amp tee known as
th [ ociety | Trade. I eed, t s/ ‘a4 ilowe  Clive to control

¢ e of tai wer' Stioir wall< ing iim to rewa  his friends and
associates and punish his detractors. It now became customary for
a du'y of 2.5 pasmt to basid on peast e but sfanything the

C' 7 any’s 1 1ance on/ ivate t d¢ oritt om, o ation increased

I

o1 e next ewyelss, | otil the Rep lating Act ¢ 1773 brought salt
and opium under formal Company monopoly and made private
trade more dithicult overall. Harry Verelst, Clive’s successor as gover-
n¢ | rote ir’ 769 Liat/ e age s ¢ LBur eai ‘ra’ crs had spread

‘e Hanefu| ffects of nhonop ;¢ & Catortion Hn every side of
~er " DesprecLive’s aie - ac relanciation off rivate trade him-
self (although he never made much of his fortune from trade), noth-
in¢ anged /v Clid wae sske o na nd/ cfend himself
b’ o Parlic 1ent in th hearit ;¢ Noth, that is, except

¢ assive a. ond atme taf e [ wani. Far fr n conferring the
wealth that Clive promised—which was to justify a regular payment
fromthe Comanto Parlis it of [0 oowvear invexchange for

th | nbival¢ t assump Hn of v ril tal < vere. in India—the

: J
" w ailed tamdur i anciz cri . The mon on in Bengal in
1769 and 1770 hnished the depletion of Bengal’s wealth that Com-
panv presents and trade had _begun: according to some estimates,

or - ird of / engars pd alatic. pe shec ron ot Jation and dis-
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case during those years.” Bengal was a wasteland and the Company
almost went bankrupt. Clive seemed accountable once again.

In the last act of his career, Clive was in fact brought to account,
if feebly. He had returned for the last time from India in 1767, busy-
ing himself with buying estates and consolidating a political bloc in
Parliament of old supporters and fellow India hands. His promotion
o cimport oo fthet gt C.0 o\ hathd s demand for
1.t nal co pensatior 1s well 5t 22 on I India Company

‘o, whicli alme 0 dc Hledt 1 vioae the year of his return. But
the problems in Bengal caught up with the price of stock in 1769,
whan it lost asmarter oftmaluepalveast owernight>A number of
J o tinent! jureslost’ ousan: of oun | inc » ag Sulivan, who

ac oy ther eturrnd t the di ctc hip, and E nund Burke, who
had mnvested his tamily fortunes with his cousin William, who later
became an agent of the raia of Tanjore. It soon became clear that
t' - engal £ nine‘vas/ part usc by c rup ‘or nthe trading of

c¢ oy Cor oany serve ts, whi ha  aocu the sh tages to manipu-
cat¢ he markc T make T torttes. Alexanc - Dow’s History of
Hindustan was widely seen as a direct attack on Clive, especially the
th volume® Juc thedt Lir) o ad vas il m Plts’s Considera-
to1 on Inc in Affairs Hublist 11 ' ame y 1, which charged

Sl with s had s & arad in -t for £32,0 0.7 And then the
Company’s credit failed, leading directly to Lord North’s Regulating
Aviof 1773, vt set th s fc ~ug'oan.”Before the act
v ¢ oassed! wowever, | live w b ush 0o IV ment to defend

ir elf agal st chiger hatw e 1 sed first by select committee
and then a secret committee that looked into his Indian affairs.

Clive used his most recent sojourn in Bengal as a reformer to but-

t7 ¢ his cla’ 1 forapp’ patior at rth cc de ination, and he
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gave several speeches before Parliament that were judged brilliant, if
sometimes excessive, rhetorical performances. He also attempted to
put his own actions in India in the context of his version of imperial
history, which took into account Indian customs, the transforma-
tions he had wrought to the East India Company, and the monu-
mental benefits he had brought to England. He noted: “From time
im  morial 7 a0 wendt S0 tom oo G atry’ or an inferior
n' ¢ tocor intothe resenc’ of w’ lorw = Outa present. It

gi 5 at the' Tabe' "anc »nds® (th lowest mar vho has an infe-
rior. The Nabob has told me, that the small presents he received
amaented to 20000 poundinvear e Leanhelievahim, because
[ 14 vthat| night hay receiv. 'a muc dur. o ay last Govern-

v Clive ere irwert Tnoti stl view of “n ve customs” but
also his perspective of his own status, commensurate at least to that
of anv Mughal nawab, if not grander. He went on to say, “I'he Com-
pa ¢+ servan' nave cvel eena us med ore iy presents. Even
2 o weto partin | = Cou ry cawies, whi  our possessions

ere very conti. - and i the "overnor anc bthers used to re-
ceive presents, and I shall venture to say, there is not an Officer com-
m: ng His< wajc /s £y . v o nc req ved presents.”
A" d his war @ small proetop f¢ ' stabli nent of empire:

el ne hous Gat Zto wltd Cou 1y consistin of 15 millions of
Inhabitants, a revenue of four millions sterling, and a trade in pro-
porimn. By pratinsive shointhe @ myhave become Sover-
ei 1 of that mpire. C vitbe 1pr sed’ atti i servants will re-
it rom a¢ ntag v re tlting' on heir situatit 1?7 What indeed
would be the price of impenal sovereignty? Besides, and here he at-
temnted to defend even those he had alienated through his own be-

1

la? ¢ eformi’ zeal,” Th" Comj ny serve !s." h' enotbeen the
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authors of those acts of violence and oppression of which it is the
fashion to accuse them. Such crimes are committed by the Natives
of the Country, acting as their agents, and for the most part without

7).

their knowledge.”” And he sought to defend all the Company na-
bobs from their reputation in England: “Their conduct is strictly
honorable . . . there has not yet been one character found amongst
th sufficie” &y agitic Sl oM 00 ito chib® i the theater
i e Hay arket” | ferring o ¢ . Foo  scandalous play

12 directly” #iri 4 hi win2" “le ing role, he save voice to a re-
frain that would over the years increasingly drown out concerns
abowt British.acndal: thatthe realshannac wane perfarmed by Indi-
@ < nhemse! .

C 1 the ¢ » har!, C ve de’ ad himself by lefending his col-
leagues, though ne also maae a great deal of his own probity in his
last government as the Company reformer. He argued, for example,
t' ¢ herew mnovuyg monc dly fsali vete my' and tobacco in

‘e ears17  and 176( could ¢ ca iawanto ain and a scarcity
of “2e in the 01770, 0 that “hdeed his € orts had precisely
been to end the excesses of private trade and the taking of presents
d® g those® Car Butt i oth ce 0 ref ed to see any-
11 wrong vith thep sentsl h pted ¢ carlier occasions.

01 rticular, wesd Sstel Mastt Uhi lefense of b jaghire, which in
the eyes even of some of his most approving biographers constituted
hiztchilles’ b7 Spea'smabout'veeliihe sai'y “When pres-
¢ t arered ved as the orice o er ces! the < on, to the Com-

ar and to at Piice tho be ow 1 those pres ats; when they are
not exacted from him by compulsion; when he 1s in a state of inde-
pendence and can do with_his monev what he pleases; and when

t! > are not cceived t¢ ne dis lve age the C4 apany, he holds
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presents so received not dishonourable.”” He went on: “Was 1, after
having resigned my life so often in the Company’s service, to deny
myself the only honorable opportunity I ever had or could have of
acquiring a fortune, without prejudice to the Company, who it is
evident would not have had more for my having less? Was I, when
the Company had acquired a million and a half sterling specie, a
rey 1e of ne’ il oot Lol nur o 0 1ony 4 dividuals had
th 5 sh the| fluence ¢ the sul es >+ "arm.  _quired fortunes

fc y, ffty, © tvat ise whvt’ Susi d pounds, v s | to have come
home a beggar and depended upon the mercy of the Court of Di-
regios?” In whatithen begahithe cpainlity evan of hiv closest asso-
ci ¢ hepr/ laimed t& che ci Id pro¢ ce 1 o+ witnesses now

E slanda 1in Pong Jall ¢ wh n know] th: [ made the hon-
our ot the nation and the interest of the Company my sole and prin-
cipal study, even to my own private disadvantage. Had I been desir-
ot make /¢ ot wios¢ dvang res hicl by L ind “ommander in
2 e and at. e head ¢ a vict¢ ot aiy [ mig  done, even the
,~ge.., great a, .5, wowno .ve bcin an objectcarce worth my
consideration.” As quoted earlier, after invoking both the wealth of
ca ed Ben® ;< ol the pov whe v a1 ow' hands as the
ciot L hestt d “astonit edath o ceratic %

St h moduc sHat “of e was ot only far  ful, but rhetori-
cally relative, both to the continued rapacity of other Company ser-
vari—keepinasimind Ho Clive ot nglichandedlly raised the
st' « for th¢ orruptior fther bo —ar toti  .pposed wealth,

w , and ¢ nde/ v he had ¢ ne d for Engle d. Paradoxically,
even as he failed to comment on the way in which his jaghire was
seen by most to be a direct drain on Company wealth._coming as it

dil © -ven b¢ sre thc' DS ani— at ¢ terri rie. ha nad previously
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been granted to the Company, he also failed to distinguish between
private and public wealth when speaking of “England.” As he noted,
“It will appear by these calculations that the Company have ob-
tained eight millions five hundred thousand pounds sterling and in-
dividuals three million five hundred thousand pounds, a clear gain
to this nation of twelve millions sterling.”” Not only was corruption
bl essasul ., mtald piinteg oot pub ¢ good did not
I\ to be < varated, 1¢ stofal vh >+ hatiol  interest operated

11 ealien” eatd Of 1L Na 10 the  terms, em] e was able to jus-

tify corruption and cleanse greed.

Afer monthenChearine o d twe - -=ateammittzes, one select
2 ¢ hesec 1dsecret, .live’s' fai wer fana. < onsidered in the

el tes tha ed tenthe hassin® of| ord North’s Regulating Act of
1773. A week arter North's pill was mtroduced, john Burgoyne, in
presenting the secret committee’s_reports, proposed three resolu-
ti 1 the fi | “thecall crritor la quist ns' ad by subjects be-
"n dtoth Crown”; cond, hz wasillega or private persons
0 Lppropriatc " revenie ot suc- possession.; and third, “that
there had been appropriation of such revenues.” The first was a
d® t challet _c' nthed Soni, wny; oo ror nand chird, to Clive
{1 ais coll agues. Afl - along n ames' cous debate that
ast 1 virtuai wthe Ggh' an® it o May 21, the louse not only re-
jected the resolutions but also passed another: “That Robert, Lord
C' = did, at ¥ e tir ader “=nderiterous services to
I's buntryl  Hewas{ cordin y¢ owe oke o s jaghire intact.
s urke wi te, Cfive' ad “tV s ¢ me out of t  fiery trial much
brighter than when he went mnto it.”*
Despite Clive’s momentary victorv._the scandal around his vast

f/ 1 nedid/ stdie-Sod after sy lian nta. e Leve, the Regu-
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lating Act was passed. While some argued that Clive had played a
significant role in drafting the provisions of the act, it was far more
universally agreed that he had been the principal object of it. The

act established a supreme court in Bengal, giving new powers to the

governor-general—appointed now by Parliament—while balancing
these powers by the establishment of a new and powerful council of
for appointe” U, e CT gl s ¢ ool 2 bi' sought to put

ir » ceaw crange o checkss 1 2o aptic. Jf the Company

C

vi ts, raisi =thd sala hs of ey ompany se ants, while both

prohibiting presents and placing some new restrictions on private
traf's= Significant™an imaetant prasision fepdealing with the ex-
cé 50 of Cd pany me hants s ther Ina £ as dropped be-

as of ade  withwy g ap of/ ywi ul parliame tarians who rep-
resented the “Arcot interest. 7 And ninally, the bill made possible
the granting of a_major loan of £1.4 million pounds to keep the
C/ 1 oany aff at, wiia v tous | ovi ons | en e epayment but
), gnifica ly, toclai  direct gl &'ie Cor any’s revenue in
“engl Thus o oagh no iy wiys the bill ©las an important
marker in the history of Indian corruption, it was not only watered
do  duetot” “po erof o< mp oy oo h o side adinside Par-
li' ' atitw  alsointl endal ut _emern:i uther than about

he moralic_ord onde 23

«t i was still se¢  as a rebuke by
Clive, who as mentioned earlier committed suicide shortly after pas-
sagmf the billeensible ™ easorn™ M her'th (thoagh this attri-

7 uicide itself in

br 1 1 migh be due t¢ the scc de uss e

;henth-c¢ tury/Tritc 2).” ¥ urrt . Hastings, - ho had become
governor of Bengal in 1772, was appointed governor-general, with
the mandate to_hecome the Indian agent of reform. In many ways,

he¢ 7 sin fac mucii be’ rsuit 't n C et he .ae inheritor of
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this new mandate, which had been designed precisely to undo what
Clive had done.

Most imperial historians agree that the Regulating Act was too
attenuated—and too internally contradictory—either to solve issues
of Company management or to stop corruption, although it did put
in place the structural conditions for the rivalry that was to bring
F cishis &7 opp mtmd Can Y He oo 0 st sgrad L Significantly,
'l und B ke had bl none/ 'tI 22+ ores. d the Regulating

«l asign b th ol ne, wmers’ Con crn about it reasing state con-
trol over commercial affairs and of the particular political loyalties
of = Rockina'w= factio=oo#th whi='-"~ wa=ssoci=ted. Indeed, in
1 7 Burke' ad claim¢ that © ver cap’ 1 dii o _r has bleen] ei-

e redress. | or ingo. zto b s0: e glrealt g sstions of presents
are tew; the business of monopoly, and oppressive trade is almost
knocked in the head; the trade of the Company servants is almost
k¢ ked in/ 1e head; £ e ane chy of th Cc wpsf y—the greatest

ic ance—  reforme by the be  ung of a stem, one of the
‘no-. beautifu, 2 seen ¢ Cishelin any placc *® And Burke had
held that the proceedings against Clive were “illegal, unjust, and
ir | litick,)” 4 gue s vol o ly @ wis he eledt and the secret
¢ 1 nmittees hat had | en co tit ' U inqu _ into his affairs.

liza® 'n ¢ he compler y, and scandalous

o cally, Be e’ rst1
character, of Company affairs in India came through his kinsman
W am, who 2d as a ot fopnia w Tanjere from 1778 to
1 5 Willia  had beel anent 1si ticis esto. i fast India Com-

ar  stock « er thvas. mptic ol Diwani—a ¢ lamitous enthusi-
asm for Edmund since they pooled financial resources and were
both seriously affected by the crash of 1769—1770. But while this set-

b ¢ did nd turn &d/ ind a in Cliy | W liZ s involvement
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with Tanjore did have a strong effect on him. Shortly after arriving
in India in 1777, William had managed to persuade the raja of
Tanjore to hire him as his agent, following the model of the nawab
of Arcot. Rumor had it that he was put on a retainer of £8,000 a year,
returning to England to press the claims of Tanjore against those of
the nawab’s many agents, not least the other pair of cousins involved
in/  affair, J© 00 d Jad S5 aepl 000 Tnt 79 K joined forces
w 0 Ldmur  to write | ract c¢ nt fmef e ea. . historical trea-

e | ritten B, fan . M what On, - aming mai  of India’s prob-
lems on the “Muhammedan conquest,” but even then he was aware
that*he Britisharwe playineiless thanhaniginsole. Whether or not
E v nd’s st den char - onn tte cor rni. / ompany affairs

s riven L the /vos, <t of/ ‘of tor himseli hould the raja’s

i
position improve, his growing famiharity with the activities of the
Company through his association with William clearly had a very
st 1« effect/ 1 hisi.iew' Once »ne osh ver =c¢/ ades on Clive,
1 v ssoon|  became lasting g .sccritic. hile the story of
e Lobts of theivab o1 Dl rare. figures im ortantly in impe-
rial histories of the conquest of India, it was in fact of critical sig-
1 1

nif e for cvel ! red Ui, mot! case s o 'e i transforming

B ] sview 1boutem re.

Indeed, it was in southern India that the limits of the Regulating
Acind the exiiinss of thaamps e st eanegious in the
ye rafter | 73. Begii ing w h | ae - ‘essi o of the nawab,

al mmed i, in"r75. corr 101 associated v h the European
presence in Madras grew at a dizzying pace. By 1763, when George
Pigot left the post.of governor with a fortune of at least £300,000, the

le/ | of geng lizea cor ption as  agge ng. ’i¢ . had not only
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accumulated a major fortune; he had also secured the promise of
a regular salary for representing the nawab in England upon his
return, in what became a common extension of the politics of brib-
ery and influence in Madras and London. It was also reported that
he had led the nawab into further expenditure by persuading him
to send his third son to London to present a diamond valued at
£/ oo to tht i Eve al sact o Maas, i Lether political

|

¢ ¢ onomi wasacco paniec 1gde. ads by individual
Jo pany sc_mant or, “*s_ ser , and other ‘onsiderations. In
addition, Company relations with the nawab of Arcot, and their
meragement.atis relatioawith theathermolition! forces in the
s 0 1—mo/ importar, y Tan) e, Aysc , ar. ./ yderabad—were
il n by pc onaltroi
Ironically, the debts of the nawab turned out to be the basis of his
political power and the reason for his economic survival. In the ab-
st coloniy cheaisy of aid-ei ate th-¢ atun M ras, it soon be-
i - clear! at the be invest en . wwn was 1 the debts of the
aavb. Compo™ servarie U _a wit - each other or the privilege of
lending money to the nawab at usurious rates of interest. Becoming
o of the /0 wa. et s ffor o » posibi® Ly of receiving
I'via presc ts to sub tute fc r¢ ' cpayr ats—which were
1e selves ¢ wnd ude, wlas in © inciple, as t  offer of rights to
collect revenue directly from villages or regions nominally under

.

ngbi contra’ T iader thentem faining,’2'is meant that
@y revenu collected Hver th ¢ atrac d ai < at, by whatever

1e s, wou be pwfitt Vhen' b ned with p- sents of diamonds
and gold, this profit constituted a tar better return on investment
than the most lucrative private trade in Bengal or the most favorable

F ¢« IndiaC mpanystt kont »h nee hat =/ /en when (espe-
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cially when) the debts were not fully repaid. Meanwhile, the nawab
would borrow more money to pay for additional presents, and save
himself the bother, the uncertainty, and the expense of maintaining
and administering an elaborate revenue collection system of his
own. Indeed, the dependence of Company servants on the wealth
and perquisites of local politics gave the nawab a new kind of politi-
cal wer, as/* il haged Lic tso ca bt on Z d entitlement
th ¢/ 1ade hi  asindisp asable = h¢ wae® ‘nkru,  Given the list of

od ors, the' »wa' was' wane’ “cc vinced that' > matter how in-
debted he became, the Company would never force him into total
bap'suiptey, evarin they woo'd nevpstaia thestroub! s to regularize
ei’ . his fin" ices or hit «dmin; rat n. B idet " Company was

it died ir. he vipal 'leled’ var e and ven: ty of a growing
group of Englishimen whose accession to the position of nabob was
entirely dependent on the survival of the nawab. As a consequence,
th' « bts of #* ¢ nav.ib ¢ Arcoc ver enn: he in/ torm of Com-
> 1y oolitics hat both | rodied re .ouial perfc mances of sover-
~gn _uthority =" inade . 0ld ¢ truption” of “nidcentury Eng-
lish politics seem tame by comparison. By the late 1760s, there was
ng 1 Englis’ Gac in M odiac wvho vas ot s doud  on the take,
] | achne takerseer =dtori e " leseve  aigher.

B' hetime M=! nm AL Ccec dtothe nav bship in17ss, he
was already deeply entangled in complicated and largely dependent
poliral relaties i vith the ™ anany ™ had yanted e Company
th 1 ictaro; d the tov  of Poc ar lee’ 174¢  hen he was still

nl hding te he thina b, an’ in | 63 he grant  the Company a
jaghire.’” The jaghire was for an area consisting of 2,284 square miles
in the region aronnd Madras_He collected tribute from the rajas of

Te ) e, Ven! cagin, Pul «kotta Re anai apu ' :nd Sivagangai,
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as well as a number of smaller “kingdoms” in the Tamil and Telugu
regions of the south. As in Bengal and other parts of India, the Com-
pany nominally conceded its dependence on the sovereign authority
of the nawab, and through him on the Mughal emperor. But given
Muhammed Ali’s political dependence on British power, no battles
such as Plassey or Baksar had to be fought, and the distant relation-
sl betweer® ic awabt Lt e M ror / ade the fiction

S

WL

1
¢ vereigl depender e far 1 rc rical” " un had been the
as in Beng “he' re U Di ni. [uhammed li’s first act as na-
wab was to set out with Company forces to collect tribute by force
frpe any southen rulerssmappessataulngmble, agreeing to split
@ cvenue roceeds | th the So pan: The o vab sent similar
¢ litions; gainfsit.  Com ny orces, to er age the southern
palaiyakarars in 1760, 1765, 1707, and 1783.
The nawab gave fabulous presents to senior Company servants, in

e

14 ¢ part tg’ asurc ais/ wn pc tici surv al 1oa /4 ntext in which,

p cially a bri176s, b was in ec giy worrie  that he would be
petoned oft. U nawa.  Conly jave present. to a succession of
Company servants who either had or pretended they had great influ-
el onpolit i lsod Lpic ada G o theyt servants to rep-
1 sc thim  England Setwee 17 2792, casta dozen Eng-
sk aen acte v Cint arlid ent vith seats b oaght with nawabi
money. The nawab also gave presents to defer the repayment of

1

mnting debiatracte ™ Tina whitt st @ reasgi; the most im-
i 1 ntofy ichwast ttheC i anv. sistc # be given the full

ip lated r¢ enue/®r i = jagh 2. e Compan s need for regular
cash grew with 1ts indebtedness, a result of its expensive wars first
with the French_and later with Mysore. At the same time, Company

s+ nts len’ moncy (¢ umnst ¢ aci - Col par. o/ .cy) at usurious
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rates of interest to the nawab as well as to his revenue officers, or
amildars. Although these same Company servants engaged in pri-
vate trade, it was far more remunerative to invest whatever capital
they could raise in the indebtedness of the nawab. The nawab of-
fered interest of 20 percent or more and his bonds began to circulate
widely across Madras. The creditors were usually repaid through
co.  nationg’ -0 1 pari L and oo atre ted £ venue assign-

L

w1, prodi ingacon licatec nc cpenc  c fabric of rights

d | ivileger athd Uthe Sam iny  ghire and it he extended ter-
ritories of nawabi control. By 1766, almost every European in Ma-
dra=—as involva" "~ some = ovith i dobis @ ther asoreditors or as
ey ¢ tors fol others. Sit e so 1 n men ont o d to the Com-

ny nad a\ sted foter tin ' i1 ebtedness ¢ the nawab—the
creditors were especially notorious among the rich nabobs returning
to England to buy estates and seats in Parliament—it was also as-
su 1 | that 7 the “aws did & fa  eve go' an’ upt, his debts
s u be ho sred bvth Comp y.

D pite the .7 Crse log L the U stem of cor- _ption, there was
never enough cash or revenue potential to stem the rising tide of in-
del  dness, g e shth G stain Cvo e se al athe usurious
r¢ < of inter t. Beside: the Er s ~ors or . wanted to take

'* as ossible bac to England and

el money « ot 1 as e
their dreams of princely life. The nawab was thus encouraged to en-
gagwn periodiannsfare e add v resarcest o the private
as v laspul cneeds¢ the Ca pe v. W lea < with Mysore in

b7 egan fc defelvive cason’ ity s pursued i large part to pro-
tect inancial interests. Many Company servants felt that if the reve-
nues of Mysore canld be assumed either by the Company or the na-

wi ot woul' proviae { steady ou e ot =pa ¢ ¢ for loans. As
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Francis Browne wrote to Orme in 1769, “Such who were most con-
siderably involved in the Nabob’s misfortune greedily embraced ev-
ery occasion that flattered them with a prospect of recovering their
property, and there are not wanting those who conjecture that the
war was commenced with a full hope of obtaining this end by extir-
pating Hyder Ally on that throne, who in turn was to resign the terri-
tc  Of Arcots” ui Com® Ly rhi i nal Lpult cdebtsand all
t e xpensc of the we 7 The ho 127 irectc  reprimanded the

Az ras gove ame [ fol ks o inl est, writing “We are alarmed
that the debt to individuals should have been the real motive for the
agmmandizemernt ot Mahaewwet Alland thatove arewlunged into a
v 0 o put/ min po’ ssion t M ore . v wes for the dis-

ae ge of th debt™Ine ed, th bo d wenton{ observe that their
greatest apprehension was that any revenues procured from war-
fare—pursued with Company troops and money—would be “ap-
p ¢ to the aschiige/ this' @bt 1stec ot i applied to the

(g ortof © > war”* | e gov nc  Cuarles Be chier (one of the
aavob’s largeo 0 Cditors,, T distissed, and to: directors sent a
committee of three men out to Madras to investigate the scandal on
th hip Aurd v ich i ter sicl e ff t Cape of Good

1 11

o > some ime in 17 5. Bou ic ved ti cfore to keep his

ori ne, was. anld ed © end Jen hore corrup  governor, Joshua
Dupre.®

1

“ncern ak the sibem e in M ha ' mous "ed when news

2 ¢ tthe 7 tal thre: of the M hre. ler,” ' dar Ali, arrived.

"fac, erson wh had gone tc /adras as a purser

le awhile, »~hn
but managed because of his political connections to persuade the
nawab to emplov him as his agent, had returned to [.ondon in 1768

v o direref rtsorcor ption' ad  andi M
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Madras might not have been the cause of the credit and stock cri-
sis of the Company in 1769, but it contributed powerfully to a gen-
eral sense of panic. When Bouchier was ordered to resign, a new
council was appointed, and the directors at home decreed that the
nawab’s debts to the Company should be given precedence over the
repayment of private creditors. They also commissioned Sir John
Lii ay to ses’ el the 4wl aple (oo atic s to/ vestigate cor-
r' t nand 1y causes  rpolitt 1l =ed Uinti Company’s rela-

m.ip to i wnart b, L adsat U el of assistant, Seorge Paterson,
soon became one of the leading figures in the nawab’s court. In ad-
ditiam to boasti=that he 4o vareatmainato halp thenawab estab-
lic | ontrol | ver his d¢ s and ni cial fair. < Jeit in the end

th atsucc s, dutng e fou yed  he spent it Madras he man-
aged to secure a tortune tor himselt. George Dempster, MP for
Forfarshire, wrote in 1775, “There is lately come to Dundee a cer-
tai | abob fif n Midra® dis 1. me : Par sor. H< aas acquired a
‘« L e of fc vthopsar pounc 1 ilastern I nce has given a
~ostsplendid oL L Te  ontint d to drink vty freely till five,
and then beginning to turn a little riotous they display’d a truly Brit-
ishrit by d¢ Lo hing® Lian dec wc bou e, 4 d glasses, and
it ¢ levery ingthaty sbreal bl =" "roon - Thissame Pat-

5o earned  war aal o e Jon five hundre  pounds and en-
gaged in no private trade, nor did he lend money to the nawab or
tra’ ' his bor e mads e fort Hre'n fronresents.

 erson, [ o record | his ji v tol dia stylish diary of
1€ at volu s, wite. Chis ¢ ad cfforts durit  his first months
in Madras to be taken seriously at the court, or darbar. He worked
assiduously to establish a personal relationshin with the nawab, us-

in" ¢ inflat¢ reprcsen’ 1on ol Lin say’s) eni otd dary powers to
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suggest that he carried with him some of the authority of the king of
Fngland. He praised the nawab’s poetic sensibility, believing that he
had developed a special relationship with a man who would on oc-
casion shed tears when he thought Paterson displeased. Over the
years he spent in Madras, however, he became increasingly suspi-
cious of the nawab’s motives, especially when the nawab appeared to
bl 1 mores L et Lo th ¢ wo0 ngs hme such as John
I 2 dherso  He (like many ¢ rli w2e® ders)  iled the nawab’s

ot @ an O1 atal” len” “int’ ue’ nce he no  nger felt he con-
trolled it.

'~deed, Pateoom ultima' "' dism=~" *he w-wab 7=someone who
¢ t Inoth trusted t¢ 1onor | the hiss Hrd < ' 5 financial com-

il aents. T e leaing mpres io : the nawal  court in the first
nalt of the 1770s, Paterson wied to mediate all ot the nawab’s rela-
tions with both the Company and its servants, telling him whom to
tt . and w' sm tcave . He dvi d th nai b/ id his creditors

>C tconti ctterms, | erest1 es i politica yoals. He encour-
~ge~ Lindsay " Lefena - iawal more vigor-usly than he first
seemed inclined to do, and disapproved of Lindsay’s efforts to de-
n  Apresen’ o othed iwar “He O on con’ res to plunder
! e labob.

I adsay di et sag »df lun rom the na b, offering to be-
come his agent in London upon his return (for which he pestered
themawab fer Witional s by upntthe rimvab Foally disowned
F'o . Whe' Lindsay I' ¢, to be ey ced y Rc < "Harland, Pater-

or secame oth stvre «vto ¥ - n sion and of ial representative
to the darbar. By this time, Paterson had learned the rules of the
game, and in making the nawab’s interests his own, began to secure
b wn cof ideravie [ (tune. e sed e g w' g antipathy be-

v¢ 1ther waband ¢ = gove or usiua Dup —who according
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to Paterson had “acquired a fortune of near three hundred thousand
pounds by bribery, rapine, extortion and every species of corrup-
tion”—to foster closer ties to the darbar.** And he became increas-
ingly tied to Paul Benfield, a man whose name came to stand for the
corruption of the Company in southern India after he was vilified in
Burke’s famous speech on the matter.
field hat G ved 270D ras. e hn at i 1764 as a civil
a1 n ect, er neer, ani contra or =7 ¢ ear 1 his initial for-
ne rom the wild g 0 am i Me as during t > early heyday of
Company relations with the nawab. Benfield was an early enemy of
Duynee, represestna in pas'smnew promnof eeeditopswho had ini-
ti; 1 been ¢ se to the aja of an re b the 4 adually shifted
" oii oyaltier o thewaw 1. ata' ut e time Duj > was making his
own major break with the darpar. Bentield soon came to believe that
the debts of the nawab were the most profitable investment in the
cq 4, offeri” s hinisor’ very  rge¢ pans 117 2. ' cerson was ini-
i Iy keptic. about Be eld, ¢ iir iiarasche er wanting in in-
_gri, but he S0 began - Lpportaim, at varic s points advising
the nawab that Benfield would be his most reliable ally. When Pat-
ers  wasabo® W e Luie shel Gl ogge ed ¥t Benfield re-
pl ¢ him ac he nawab chief ¢ nf  athe d, however, Pat-
50 becamc tisi' sion Lwd [ B field, whos self-interest was
always several steps ahead of him.* By then Paterson had also be-
copmseriouslyemachante T ith th ab. e lasventries in his

" ¢ terms that he

di’ v describ the nawz in the ta lard’ riewn

d| cguntc se oy a ding b lag year in Mac 1s. He wrote that
the nawab was given to the importance of trifles and honors rather
than reform and_management. and that he ultimately doubted the
ng | ’sstead stloyaity’ ther gli %

i eed, Po crson’s fir - India m s trot ou amiliar terms of
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colonial disparagement, expressing horror at Indian religious cus-
toms and unease at the systems of government that seemed endemic
in the Fast. As summarized by Pamila Nightingale, he also began to
see the Company with rather different eyes: “Whatever the failings
of individuals the company represented permanence, government
by rules and method, and respect for individual rights, as opposed to
th mpermad Sic andd LCC ity ¢ woo, tie ad ad dtrary power.”V
I ¢ ort,he 1dged his ‘llowc in = iess . nly from the per-
pe ive of v ansab’s mnas ut £ lure. His ) lgment” was per-
haps not unaffected by his realization that he had used the same
mathods to acermulate bivaalth thathad cnce seamied so unprin-
¢ dtohl twhend ie by he Th naw % ultimate failure

a¢ hat he ad ntval wed ! ter n the satisl tion of believing
that his own tortune was ecarned for the greater good of the nawab.
Paterson was also upset that the nawab never fully trusted him, or for
t' ¢ matter / ly ot ie @ ympar se ants. ho 1d¢ sed his position

1¢ entered s court. ¢ cours th acsuon of Hlitical loyalty was
ex_1 for figu. " ich as . son, ho had to poisuade themselves
that their own fortunes contributed to the greater wealth and pros-
p. vof Bri*t ;0 d nd juse eca oo he hond they funneled
i tc heBri heconor . Nabc ;v " parage apon their return

5] itainnc ol ecal oot

.ass. axiety on th- bart of the aristoc-
racy and landed gentry, but also because the admixture of public
arorivate gat T iwas haeeccept i anincor tional benefit
¢ ¢ forth¢ : whoacd osted th ley Isof Hrru, i 1 that were com-

10 in don stic 2/ oliti  Int' lc ¢ of displac ment that charac-
terized most ot the writing by English nabobs about Indian princes,
it was clearly far more convenient for Paterson to blame the incon-
st 1y of B ern “des’ ots” to a t 2 gre 1 o0 W tern merchants

1¢ 1dventi -rs.
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For private as well as public reasons, the Company took great in-
terest in the political and economic relationships between the na-
wab and his “feudal” dependencies, encouraging him to squeeze
them for revenue and wage war for additional booty. Most important
in this regard was Tanjore, the kingdom that controlled the rice
bowl of southern India. Although Company servants tried to classify
the Jaof Taxm oo nasit pic wmil o, la Mord of the nawab,
h' v sinfa anindep adent] 1g =4 Collac I descendant of

¢ cat Mai hal g o waiit Dec yin debt, t > Company con-
spired with the nawab to initiate a predatory raid on Tanjore, using
thewather flimsvatext thatthe Mapseansulenaf Rapsanathapuram
(ju 1 othes uth of lar ire), oo m¢ lya cpei '« ¢of the nawab,

d alled f¢ helpa™Vi n thes st ud in 1771+ s largely unsuc-
cesstul, planning commencea tor a second one. 1 he only problem
was_that the Tanijore ruler had begun to establish relations of de-
pe « ncy thf agh soow' gina tec ess¢ we ir particular with
D 1l 3enfiel  Soon. he ever,; th . auvice a1 concurrence of
_ritica ofhicials, 7 nawau - Jnt Bofield out, th-bugh a combina-
tion of presents and negotiated loans that made Benfield one of
the — wab’s pi.Gp ered O Mter sap we rep! Ced in 1773 by
A" x ader W ach,ami whol pe o Cure 1. ortune through

¢ od grac wef le no ah le . wvab was giv 1 the green light
for another attack on Tanjore, using the argument that Tanjore
hadveen fomear g reba i ameunt e sethermpalaiyakarars
(¢ 1 5). Thi dme, the 1id wa suc essi  In' U ig Tanjore, the

w. doubi 1 hig'eve wes (' 'm 1.2 million) though the cost
ot the two Tanjore expeditions was said to be closer to £950,000.
Meanwhile Benfield, whose influence with the nawab had grown as
qu - yas hi oans,der’ nded sh eof et 1jd ¢ revenues. Al-

150 h the i wab gave he ma ag¢ icuc of Tar re to one of his
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two sons (already locked in battle over who would succeed the
nawab), the acquisition of Tanjore did not in the end have the effect
he had imagined. Instead, it both increased the nawab’s indebted-
ness to, and dependence on, men such as Benfield, and intensified
the pattern of mutual dependency and intrigue that dominated Ma-
dras politics during those years.
ie diree” .o n Lo oiioad S0l seas? gly concerned
¢ ¢ tthele ‘Isofcorrt tionir /Ma e ththe  legations headed
y  ndsay a L H< lanc havis® ave ed little bui lew advocates for,
and creditors of, the nawab. In 1775 they decided to replace Wynch
agmavernor wit'nCeorge Pt whehvad heenrovermor more than a
¢ ¢ de befe - Pigot I d exhe ste  his/ rtur £ id become con-
or od that e namab ad ne el ent him hi’ >romised pension
nor honored the grant of a village to his Madras agent.* He repre-
sented the groun of older creditors, most of whom had returned to
E . and be® e thoras¢ idenc of | °nhc Tar \he [ become disap-
bi ed wh 1 the_nav b cea’ 1 .aiig then money and gifts.
Pigotwas the . Upronu. 7 Cof thise who worliZd to persuade the
directors not only that the nawab had to be restrained, but also that
T ore hadd oo had uce ol B Gic aw o art his Company
‘e tors. T > Compa ’sassu pt “ e Di ni in Bengal had

wal whi 1 given the  tractability of the

1a  the pc anet thet
debts seemed to be on the increase) additionally suspect. There
wi those whaimen argen "that tf waburas preposefully split-
t iy heran of Comj nysery atc nd» ng . + Ore as a resource
as for rec iting llic ces w1 ¢ aer Europe  powers to throw

the Company out.”

Pigot was sent to Madras with express orders to
arrange for the restoration of Tanjore. Shortlv after Pigot arrived in

N = ras, in/ ecemwer 75, I ar ounc d t. . € ympany’s inten-
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tion, with the additional proviso that it house, and pay for, a Com-
pany garrison, which would offer military assistance to the nawab
and the Company when needed (but also keep a check on the na-
wab). The news about the restoration did not go down well in Ma-
dras, where a vast majority of Company servants felt that this deci-
sion would seriously compromise their own fortunes by making it
im sible for" .0 awakt Oay € LD ns. Rigo’ first concern
w | contr  accessto e naw o.| an’ cer ho Irived, however,
& o mana_d.# per. aded e N adras counc  to depose John
Macpherson, who by that time had become the nawab’s greatest
sup~rter on theauncil £ooottend=the noab’s Aorbar without
hi 1 rmissi¢c " He als had B 1fie I's d Hashi 2f _nt) flogged for
" >¢ merea. 1. When' seem/ th  the nawab ould actively op-
pose him, Pigot tnreatened to imprison him, much to the consterna-
tion of most Company servants. Pigot refused the offer of a large
Tz rejagh’ tron.the awab;, nd avel !'to an’ re where, with
7 a pomp  ad circur, tance | N uliof 177 he restored the
~ng_om to the U Bentic 7 Ccont L anied him t& protect his claim
to at least £200,000 granted as partial repayment of nawabi debt that
ha  censec’ cu the® dije nre nae 2L oafie’ subsequently
o/ 1l ned tI - council = have | g¢ ' Dwlea, that these were
wi = rather has’ Jubll wela® s ¢ d conseque ly could not be
considered Company business.
as only 1 whis reb e Mamthat ™igot began to realize
th ¢ tent of isaffectio’ with tl r¢ orati 1. hh V' d only recently
a1 d that' e natub’ ndeb’ In¢ 5 had incre: >d exponentially
during the last tew years, and was astonished to discover that the
Comoany promissory notes (aists) were not paid directly from the

Cl 1 ticrev/ ues but b’ furop an gent sai k¢ ). In June, the
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Council formally opposed Pigot’s efforts to ignore Benfield’s claims
and forced a reconsideration of the restoration itself. Eventually, in
his deep frustration over the continued opposition of members of
the Madras council, Pigot had his two principal opponents from the
council, Stratton and Brooke, removed. He could now control the
council, which was evenly split. But his opponents had too much at
st toquits v, and SO0 zin o0 doided O stage a coup.
€0 he nig  of Augu 24,170, =% isset  and waylaid on
1e treets oo Mad 5 a Land ptil usly put ur er house arrest in
St. Thomas” Mount, some distance from the city. The council re-
cemrened undathe leadas'n of Convns Stigtton an! declared that
t o estoratt n was ill¢ al. The ha b, 2 cora < o many reports,
p¢ ed his' easwss ¢ d dist bul | largesse t¢ his principal sup-
porters, thus increasing his debts to what at this point was close to
two million pounds.
soonal ne Comp 1y'sdi ctc  hea ot e/ volution in Ma-
‘a they o ered that igotbe et awa. Buthb the time their let-
cerrived on'« " Uiores oo Ldras L the late suimer of 1777, Pigot
had died in custody, ostensibly of ill-health. The bearer of the letter,
J¢  Whitel v nmga’ Jpi visio wge erns arthe rebellious
¢ cil wa ent hom in disg cc¢ "= _n eve aally they got off
/it minisce b 5 an thad cid atal charge’ - a misdemeanor.
The news of the Madras revolution caused initial consternation in
Esfand, andemithe oo forptsblivtion #7a raft of pam-
j I s and/ ustorical { atises, ‘iv. ed £ the »f st part between
10 defen ng tHone ab ar th e defendin Tanjore. In large
part because of the continued political influence of the Arcot group,
however, the outrage disanneared into the vortex of factional poli-

ti « In the/ nd, wie ¥ 0 face ns f cri itor w' ¢ so evenly ar-
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ranged, and so much more interested in their own fate than in that
of either Pigot or the raja, that the furor subsided with no major ini-
tiative for reform. Thomas Rumbold, a major creditor of the nawab,
was sent out to be governor in 1778.

The failure to reform the corruption in Madras was made espe-

cially conspicuous when Rumbold returned to London in 1780, af-

ere tw, S ¢ w urof 4 but £750,000,
chatl st£180,0 n d as es from the na-
ike ot n < hi |, he returnc  with a commis-

sion to act as the nawab’s agent. He was soon elected to Parliament

‘e repotion Lo=" North. The
0 itic kness of Lord
er umbol left Madras than

control over the Carnatic hinterland,

Rockingham faction to agitate for inquir-
wi. se/ busin William

a ,wok up ne charge, along
mb_r of the fac_on (and George
Pigot’s brother). In particular, Burke made much of what he chris-

 Cian ing t' lati¢ ship between
' @ h me ne member of
. e

an
h
Sp

te
b

t
u a; acquired

d to seats in

ey contrived to get themselves decorated with titles and dis-

inctive ap ions. Whatever was the object they in view,
k ey neve ailed'w sk ﬁ ta ist* s, by enlist-
7!

5
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ing under their banners. But what was most singular, and most
alarming too, was, if report could be credited, that the Nabob of
Arcot had actually six or seven Members in that House. It was
therefore to be feared, that in all enquiries of the nature of the
present, it was more the intention of the Ministers to screen his

good friends, than to bring them to justice.’

om e that ) to into Madras af-
it produ i tt aind motior  “which together

comprised a comprehensive critique of company policy in southern

‘ i ¢ : i st, these rec-
i , asi ing sent to Ma-
i rs regarding the
brother of John and by
e of hit nost Coge ¢ ' i
nly of whi ¢ iz .
u.__bold, w c blick Trust, and

High Crimes and Misdemeanors.”* In the end, the provisions of

ment Ty i cution, saved
oldfi naguil i widely acknowl-
that t of i itic  malfeasance was

in large part responsible for the sorry state of Madras. And the fallout

fre the pro led asid t forhe subsequent
k i i an/ lsin Madra relatively little at-

ention was paid to them, certainly in comparison to the scrutiny
n to Warren Hastines. An

st1 SV a for that matter

e prosecution of

t as subse tly give spite Burke’s

nal in

76

0 [ [ CopinThe Presiinst and s o anvart folege



Corruption

too venal, a villain to pursue for the kind of political drama he envi-
sioned. So when Burke went to work for the select committee in-
quiring into Fast India Company affairs in 1781, his attention shifted
to Bengal, and to Warren Hastings. It was not until 1785, in the inter-
lude between his advocacy of the Fox reforms and the commence-
ment of the impeachment hearings, that he turned back to Madras
afft . On Fe' Gl 28, 20 05 arke ol 2 i wsp’ _ch about the
c¢ r otionre resented | the e us =% veen nawab of Arcot

d is credic s P ket auaed tha he first set - debts to the na-
wab, those that had been made before 1767 and in that year received
theattention of " liamept+'od beemaannine But habelieved that
th " »wset| claims (" nount. 7, - nc d, tt “ o million four

n edtho and your 2”)we a  igantic pha om of debt” fab-
ricated by creditors who worked in league with the nawab to defraud
the Company and even more seriously the people of the Carnatic.
H' | bclaim/ that"the awab. ‘A" btar  his re lors are not ad-
/st es, bu ollusive | rties, 2 1. dic whole ansaction is un-
o1 cdalse colonid false w oSS T litigation i hot, nor ever has
been, between their rapacity and his hoarded riches. No: it is be-
tw him a* uv a ¢ o 7 a oo ed. atin’ on one side,
al | 1epub ‘revenue andth m ' Uinha ants of a ruined

ur ry.” Burl weet dnuc 51 S th efore not fi n treasuries and
mines, but from the food of your unpaid armies, from the blood
wit'eld from 2" eins, a0 nhipt @S the tcks ¢ the most mis-
er 5 of m¢ thatwe etop: ap exte ion,  ry, and pecula-

n ander t - fals'ina es of £ bt s and credi s of state.” The
most fraudulent debts were contracted in the “ever-memorable pe-
riod of 1777, by the usurped nower of those who rebelliously, in con-

ju- & onwitl ne Nuvol tArcc he over irnc th lawful govern-
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ment of Madras.” He quoted from Henry Dundas’s own findings of
the time; Dundas had written that the debts “will not bear inspec-
tion, as neither debtor nor creditors have ever had the confidence to
submit the accounts to our examination.””

In Britain, beneficiaries of the nawab (“the Arcot interest”) at-
tempted to mobilize support to reimburse the nawab’s debtors, even
it eface @ “oil B0 UG ey ool mab bs woe draining the
11l ccoffc of Engle ditself v i mpri ¢ interests. Of all

1e orrupt© ahol® Tthe aned Do - as seen as © ost egregious was
Paul Benfield. Burke called him “the chief proprietor, as well as
thechief agestdirectorand conten'lar ofthis gtem of debt”
F1oteld’s ¢ iims had| een s: 11 rans  be. ¢ a1 £500,000 and

3¢ ,000, th ugh #wva  nteres an/ commissior. n a wide range of
transactions that garnered nim a regular income ot around £150,000
a vear. But he had used his fortune well, securing the support of
b ¢ Dund# and Iiitit nis pe iar cntar bia 1 So. “Every trust,

¢ hono | everv di nctior w: o ve heap  upon him, Ben-
del He was w7 ice mac ™ airec r of the Ind' " Company; made
an alderman of London; and to be made, if ministry could prevail

(¢ Tlamso w whe iice sho voi; ear hey' ere prevailing)

7
1 -

1 p sentat : of the ¢ oital o h _.om." 'nfield, who had
ec  sent ba 'wtet Donc 2af L Pioot’s death, 1 naged to use the
system of rotten boroughs to buy a parliamentary seat as MP of
Croklade in 202 mavhich o ald o ns anmbserive until he was
f i y bani ed from| idia by Cc awal | in" «© ). That Benfield
ac ooth se. wred /sea ‘or hit sel ind funded| “ats of up to eight
others brought the corruption of the Company mto the sanctum
sanctorum of Burke’s own faith in_Fnglish government: “A single

E 1 teldou’ eighsthe’ all:a in 1al, v olc g/ ooughtto have
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fattened the region kites with his offal, is by his Majesty’s ministers
enthroned in the government of a great kingdom, and enfeoffed
with an estate which in the comparison effaces the splendor of all
the nobility of Europe.”®

Benfield’s electoral effort, Burke proclaimed, “was managed upon
Indian principles, and for an Indian interest. This was the golden
cu  fabomir® Lo - thic O halic Co e K aica’ ons of rapine,

u 1 and o oression, t aichw  h 2o

by tli~ jorgeous eastern

1l whichi 2 iy 60 he st Hple so many of e nobles of this
land, had drained to the very dregs.””” The gorgeous Eastern harlot
of w'vch Burkewnle, of avne, wapthomawa® of Anoot in drag. As
c¢ « med a’ 3urke pr¢ ssed t be bou' he | 9 exploited peas-

ts fIndia; e wamme exere od y the seduc e power exerted
by the opulence ot the east. Kapine, usury, and oppression were all
joined under the name of fornication, and this golden cup of abomi-
ng « twas o red «o'dif actar \th 1co apt el vod citizens of
9t 1 by ti promise f inste ¢ ¢ .aacation ¢ d untold riches.
~arl” not only 7 ed oud T Orie alist fantasy of the Fast as fe-
male enchantress and victim both; he ultimately could not keep
hip  If from/ ain g the Sasc ort5ec dan The' narge of rape
w | aever ick whe the 7 ti = judge a whore. The

a1 asmatic. har' er - thetaw s debts we  the illicit issue
of collusion and desire, a combination that Burke found especially
dre*ful in hist e yearsn "o aft' s hadmenpand his famous
tr 1 nthe¢ dlime anc he be: Hf ® I pitc o ch rhetoric that

dr od the © fferiy i ses of nd  as “fellow-¢ izens,” it is hard
not to read Burke's words as anything other than his desperate con-
cern to keep the scandals of the East firmly outside the borders of

Br ¢« I By e wassigl dlyaw el atev atsi il ia were vital to
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British politics, economy, and society, he never embraced the impe-
rial ideal without ambivalence. India might have an ancient consti-
tution of its own—and empire might be a worthy extension of Brit-
ain’s own ancient constitution—but there were clear dangers in
bringing the two together. The underside of Burke’s sympathetic
rendering of India was his sense of its horror. The nawab of Arcot
' thave bt JiC aupst Oo wac oL tor o but e also became
25y abol of ow India’ as corr oti «*% Callov. uth of the Com-

ar service ate’ yw hited imi se wealth b also with its irre-

vocable, and deeply sexualized, alterity.”

VI n Burl began sj aking ' 1t 1 In an & 20 in the debates

ve Fox’s 1 fatedi'na  Bill £ 17, he had b' n especially con-
cerned about those returning nabobs who used their corrupt for-
tunes to buy themselves landed positions and political power. He
b srovide! asfrijate) agan. hcc atol e ¢ ssé obility afforded
"/ e imp ial conne fon ag i Uicadsheet’ nt or Haymarket
“kit"“bout nac " in onw. " ton ., he had in"ighed against the
surreptitious entry of this corruption and its widespread influence:
“T ymarg’ aw ourd s sty Cl sr L to yoar senate; they
¢ s your ¢ ates by I¢ 1s; the ra ' v valt by demand; they

he sh and’| wte® 'you wela® Uns  hich lie hei v on your patron-
age; and there is scarcely a house in the kingdom that does not feel
sgue concerna hinteres it mali ouneforrrof our Eastern
¢ v mmen appear of cious ¢ d | seguc ag’ 7 s is where the

u einfav cofrdum nlInd an the Burkea inst revolution in
France merge, for his greatest concern seems to be about the conse-
quences of imperial excess and corruntion for the values in England

t' ¢ underg’ 1 its aicil t con. tur n. E ot Bo ke famous sympa-
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thy for the Indian peasant here too betrays its real motive in his fear
that India has corrupted Britain. He contrasts the fortunes accumu-
lated from imperial exploitation with hereditary wealth both be-
cause of the horrible oppressions that made them possible and be-
cause it was impossible to draw a veil across the origins of this new
class of unprincipled, untutored, and uncultured nabobs.®” What
th¢  bble wa .00 o th JiiC vin | .0 wa alres y knocking at
B« s doc . That né obs bo sh he' way 1. the gentry and

o arliame tnat da' ndad nt and deadly challenge to the
ancient constitution.

e worry thetvthe copian oftsmnize voauld land to the cor-
v t nofth metropo was 1, E tke’s lonc it underwrote
"> | rvasive lisdaitsfol he nat bb o at used talc of corruption to
justity fears of social transtormation. Burke was more concerned
than many of his contemporaries that these tales were at the expense
off | lanpea ntsacwe! ispri es. ew: noc ' une that legiti-
1t trade v s the.en; e of 1 bg s and the | :velopment of a
~ew vorldly enc ) ienmen. 7 ivid Ihame and Acn Smith, among
other figures in the Scottish Enlightenment, had both argued that
tra  was to 2 wcw ares wace wict wie ad' en/ hunting and
gi n ing,a  odeaton :ofect o1 _ansio.  nd social better-

er Trade " weld “real swnd athy s well as w o alth, the circula-
tion of ideas as well as goods. Burke accepted the general premise
thawmade was o necessnnd gt T wasavorried that it
w1 lead | revolutic ary chi g¢ not. ast v < ase of the easy

d¢ rom tre = to Aedr from/ ed o speculati 1, and then from
speculation to peculation. He defended the role of the East India
Comnoany, but he read the excesses of its servants as the dangerous

ur .| side of/ ading soc’ 1y
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When trade was uncontrolled—unanchored by the social charters
of eighteenth-century English society—it could quickly develop this
dangerous underside, nowhere perhaps with as much ease and suc-
cess as in an imperial theater such as India. Empire thus had simul-
taneously to control the potential excesses of trade and to realize its
political ambitions in an explicit political apotheosis. In order to
p.  cntcorpd Lo wabret Sulmer oo ng ew/ rms and levels
¢ ¢ rruptic athome, hadtc e; !+ LyEin  nd’s own ancient

o1 itution, with® s Fo lam® it a 1 its elite | dership firmly in
command. Thus it was that the excess of imperial corruption, em-
be'shed with=oh rhete-! ferve='-=Bui'~ beec-—ne the neces-
s 1 ground orcleansi ; Engl 'd: he s rrup o of Benfield and

. ngs—L{ hugh/iign cantly ot hat of Clive -became the clar-
1on call that woutd warn Britain against moral and political corrup-
tion. In the end. Burke used India to protect Britain from a revolu-
ti 1 oy shop cepeisan’ apsta:

I rBurk atleast, ¢ ruptic in ua was ot itical importance
‘oriae futurc T Dritain. 0 one aust wonde why he spoke so
much more about corruption abroad than at home, when “old cor-
n  on,” tha' pa sitie sice wtha axc the wea' 1 of the nation
£ diverte it into { > pock s o arrow Olitical critique,”

ce edtom el orm adel serc sthreattot  body politic.” In
the 1770s and 1780s most radical observers in Britain, from Thomas
P to WilliomnCobbetniare el monmnrmedabout the local
s I mofcc uptionth wasn st all< caps ' edin the patron-

s¢ aetwork and 4opre ed lit - ¢ acern for th corruption of the
nabobs abroad. I'he domestic network enabled the elite to profit
enormously throngh legal means, most of all from the influence af-

f/ ¢ d by th immcase owers fp ron: o th \d° cctly connected
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wealth and political power. But these powers of patronage were im-
perial in a variety of ways, in relation both to appointments abroad
and the purchase of estates and parliamentary seats at home with
money plundered abroad. Popular discontent, meanwhile, was di-
rected toward safe targets. Nabobs were figures of fun, or scurrilous
critique, on the part of the older aristocracy, ever alert to the threats
of/ vmone Ji = tog i nlike L0 st oot He concerned
th ¢/ failure > enactsc erefor s o Llow '« growing revolu-
m! y fervo. ‘¥ ncc oo st Channel- must have been
tempted to deflect local critiques by making Hastings into a paradig-
ma' figure of e uthe em'liment oS aarruption iteslf. Pitt, atten-
tiy | hewa sothtopd alarar el :dis nter / ded with Burke
s. ne tim. and s r¢ rmsbk hi homeand: road were hardly
less conservative 1n intent. In the end, however, Pitt could not agree
to ground all of Britain’s discontent in the figure of Hastings.
ke was’ oth piisci itanc igh to i sto the degree and ex-
«« .t Fcorru ioninIn a. But' hy .u e choo as the object of
s vondetta Fregs, a i no wos not just fatess corrupt than
Clive or Benfield (let alone all the other nabobs from Madras), but
aly. dmired i w Ip® ais rh /e lea o of/ Crsian and his
r¢ p tfort ngs India ** Has g 1 mai ways like Burke
m f, ama of < Cat1n wlled anc ensitivity, b dly a iigure who
could carry the full weight of British corruption in India, the accu-

1

mu'ed censue T the o ot nal "o thoend, Marke’s choice

L

of 1 stingsy safatal 1 scalcu tic  driv hm < Oy his concerns

h( ne thar sy hitvea holitic el agement wi  the situation in
India. The difficulty at home ot course was that the radicals failed to
understand the imperial dimensions of the political and economic

e’ while ¢ nservadve such'e Bu teus lar m' _rial analysis at
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least in part to shift attention away from domestic politics. To insist
that empire was constitutive for the emergent discourse of corrup-
tion, and that it played an important role in the performance of re-
form in the late eighteenth century, is to attempt to combine Burke’s
imperial perspective with the more radical critique of “old corrup-
tion.” Few contemporaries within the British political scene were
al  toimagit o0 hag Lol ntio

-

s of © ve and Benfield,

hi h set th staet for' wrke™ fasst It on Hastii s, say little about

iese st les of cor iption| y o

the extent and influence of corruption, beyond giving figures to sug-

o't plunderedsfrom India by

gartthe enorme dimensns of
t' 2 nost u' crupulou of the Jo panr ser « .. It is doubtless

u' that th distivstic betw/ n | 1blic good = 1d private benefit
changed consiaerably during the period under review. The concep-
tual contours of corruption were given new meanings by efforts to
n ( astrefgt athe Cop vany ta ben he ald orruption” that
"¢ driven’  much o husine; ar poaucs in | ontemporary Eng-
‘an_. This ki nistoric T onter Uis necessary, out it can also re-
duce the sense of shock at the level of corruption and provide addi-
tit | backg® aic for ¥ UGl mth OO ruy fon” llone, however
.t ed, he lly provic 1 the ea = crof  dia’s impoverish-
1e - or Bric w’s¢ idus elisd lon Mleanings ¢ corruption might
have changed over the last decades of the eighteenth century, but
thcale of ¢~ Hon ie rering ' ever e lod'rat it, and the
¢ ¢ tsof th® corruptic were ¢ =ry el g fo ' ua as well.

I rnow, »weviyw will d or e discussior Hf the relationship
of imperial formations to the wealth of nations, m order to consider
the next great scandal of Britain’s relationshin with India. I refer of

¢ « setoth’ sovernory neral. ip. Wa' mi st’ gs, who was put
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on trial in the great impeachment hearing in the English Parlia-
ment from 1786 to 1795. For if the scandals of Clive and Benfield
were spectacular on their own, the scandal of Hastings became, lit-
erally, the greatest spectacle of late-eighteenth-century Britain, and
the symbol for many of what the imperial relationship between Brit-

e long years,

ain and India had become. And yet the greatest irony of this spectac-
andal
at it to the
0

i t
im
ed fr a ever. The i
had been cleansed of corruption, but what replaced it turned out to
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Spectacle

To th%Qm g, i[hose nxr

raigned for desolating the provinces of their dominion in

ey
a who
enlarged

ed:

— WARREN HASTINGS, JUNE 2, 1791

k Mial ofCQs I many achntS not just the

trial of the century, but the most extraordinary political spectacle in
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Every step in the proceedings carried the mind either backward,
through many troubled centuries, to the days when the founda-
tions of our constitution were laid; or far away, over boundless seas
and deserts, to dusky nations living under strange stars, worship-
ping strange gods, and writing strange characters from right to left.”!
Gilbert Elliot, one of the trial’s managers, commented, “[The audi-
e | will be &0 mo!t ol the oon T e, 4 aen the doors

o1l

¢ ,andt ntherev lbea st e isa e pit of the play-
ot e when “art < poow K© o [ ar ... The adies are dressed
and mobbing it in the Palace Yard by six or half after six, and they

1

sit=“om nine " twelve hefve thehonin esstheginses: . Some peo-
p 2> nd, [ ieve, eves wome — mear .adic  iave slept at the

of ehousc adjoiting Vestmy stc Hall, that t :y may be sure of
getting to the aoor in time. - The tormal trial commenced in the
House of Lords on February 13, 1788. Elaborate arrangements were
n > tocg rol eiid £ comr da the rus o people who at-

n odthe  heningda  Inad tic iearly 1 lords, there were
,ad_es, lawye, o0 both 070, anc two hundre” members of the
House of Commons, which had voted to impeach Hastings the year
b’ e Thes dcc —“d0 e n & awe ol wredt atin, her head
¢ ¢ plain, vith aver slende pr ' Jof di .onds”—took her

la :inthe =2l Ox, « mad hf = young pri e, the duchess of
Gloucester, and other attendants, among them the dukes of Cum-
be''nd, Gloy or, and*" 2 Thy 7 ne " Wales vas there, with
¢ 1 les For who, after .dmur. Bt ke. 1" the » 1 of “managers,”

0 7 with™ «ch ¥om_ ent £ ire as Charles irey and Richard
Sheridan. And the throng who pressed to procure tickets for the
public seats of Westminster (spending as much as fifty guineas for

tt tsto ke’ speecies) iade v the -ank hd' “hs 1 of London so-
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ciety. During the opening days of the trial, the galleries were graced
by Joshua Reynolds, Edward Gibbon, and the diarist Fanny Burney,
whose colorful account of the trial furnishes many details that were
not part of the official transcript.

Surveying the vast assemblage, Burney described the entry of the
accused man, Warren Hastings: “T'he moment he came in sight,
wh was ne oo call 200 ate o0 his wiu! oummons, he
w d alow  wtothe nancel r¢ 44 artfac g him ... What

‘a ful mor. t suc va e l—  man faller rom such height
of power to a situation so humiliating—from the almost unlimited
copmmand of satwre a pastnfithe Fastomn Warld torbe cast at the
fe' | hisen nies, ot th Great Til nal’ his' < atry, and of the
Cati hat lal e, aseonl d in/ is | ody to try € d to judge him!
and shudder

at least, if they did not blush.”* Macaulay, many years later and with

Could even his rrosecutors at that moment look on

ay . farm¢ ~amuiivald cthar Bul ey’s, aine 2 imilar picture:
" n| culprit vas indee not u vol ., or that g at presence. He
~adaled an ¢ Gve anc’ Cpulott country, hi'l made laws and
treaties, had sent forth armies, had set up and pulled down princes.”
M/ alay qui Goe 1 ned ar s g aaae s one his® rory, only his
vi © Butl virtue w. on tric pr ' pecat  of his greatness
d lory. As' “wrld “mac el in is opening - eech: “We have
brought before your Lordships the first man in rank, authority and
sta; we hayemaght he®vou o ond, e chin; the captain-
g¢ ¢ alin i uity; onel 1 whor al he £ 1ds, " ne peculations,
t :violer =, allthe' ranny o | lia are emb died, disciplined
and arrayed.” By the time he brought the charges of impeachment
against Hastings_the “savior of India” had become a svmbol for him

oft I hatwa' otteriint’ = East, otl »fth ‘ap. si¢ s abuse of Brit-

89

Copyriet" > The Pre~" "=t and/™ " ~s of "*arvarc “ollege



Spectacle

ish power and position and of the alarming possibility that the cor-
ruption of India would enter Britain through the sanctioned suc-
cess and fame of Hastings.® All the sins of Robert Clive and Paul
Benfield, who had bought their estates, their titles, and their politi-

cal positions with the ill-gotten gains of empire, were laid at the feet

of Hastings.

ay, as Macaulay

or Burke to com-

plete his speech. Macaulay wrote, “The energy and pathos of the

orator exp NS 0 ~nteadmi~tion from the
i E , m med to pierce
: e lac s in the galleries,

ays of cloquence, excited by the solem-

d round; hysteri-
n was carried out

in a fit.”® Fanny Burney, less undone than some others among the la-

ecaus n th stil’ mpressed:
en h d, y, - wing, and ral; when he

declaimed, energetic, warm, and brilliant. The sentiments he in-

eiv i coloured;
t 1 rtaining as it
nd uotations, as r as they were

nglish and within my reach, were apt and ingenious; and the

ild and s n flights of his fa ing forth his cre-
k Mtive i natica i le ried, had a
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charm for my ear and my attention wholly new and perfectly irre-

sistible.”

Burke was known as a great orator, but on many previous occasions
he had overdone his performance, and had not always chosen his is-

sues well.'” Now not only was he near perfect in seizing and shaping

th ritof t nt;
of hi¢ 1ll eloqu
ke ha u

virtually all of his hard-earned political capital in an epic struggle

that seemed

asion, spending

D ’

thatwonce he expes sec porwn the House

derstandings of the nation, you know
way was the opinion that nothing rel-

me nearer to

>uradon ta
Ity is in a

over.”!! Burke had immersed himself in East India Company af-

fair  ndim eg ¢ wit p ad ¢ cmporaneous
dge ¢ ndian ev @ 0 oin e made the In-
victim ast om | he begu of Awadh to

Nandakumar—household names. In his opening speech to the
H of Lor. “descr e ing"utions of the

; not to know or

eat measure got

residencies.”'? By painting Hastings
sibl
0

as a_villain wh r Company

p Burk¢ oug ritish in India

\
\
\
\
\
\
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on trial. By suggesting that Hastings was the single cause of the
Company’s defiance of morality and public law in India—"“if you
strike at him you will not have need of a great many more examples:
you strike at the whole corps if you strike at the head”—he at-
tempted to make a debate on India the occasion for the cleansing
and regeneration of the imperial mission.” Generations of histori-
ar all of the . uckd o mas 0 d L atiof ity of Burke’s

7

¢ »s ssionw n Hasting have j lgc b4 —ana ¢ trial—a failure,

ot becaus of I istit_Ws o atu  acquittal ¢ d because of the
ultimate ignominy that was attached to a trial that squandered nine
lo==years of =olilic atterton. Butt=tBui'= wagesponsible for

R ish activities in

¢ > ing su/  a great | iblic s cct :le 2 unc

i —how cer itttur. d ou! -is emarkable, ven if India had
hardly been unimportant i sritish society and politics for the previ-
ous thirty years at least. And. as it turned out, the trial was no failure
a -

I some | s, Burke vasan/ ali .y Ciampic  for India. He had
‘eg..ded the " leding. " rarlia ent against Clive in the early
1770s as “illegal, unjust, and impolitick,” and did not believe that the
r¢  tsof abt S othot Cail rye sc ific gre or state regula-
o1 of the ompany. A pror n¢ ' aber the Rockingham

ol cal groc B¢ ke v wale o - ampion of  Hrd North’s Regu-
lating Act of 1773. His real interest in India began only after his
cavin Williazeont to M has in Arrivtag afor Pigot's death
i ison, ' lliam be¢ me an gc of " e ra,  Tanjore, a post

el eld for he nd v i year’ n | hgland and dia. Biographers
and historians have discounted the importance ot this connection,
thongh Peter Marshall has noted that Fdmund was_“perhaps insuf-

£ 0 atly erit al ot Wilt im’s v sic of tI rig s/ .d grievances of
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Tanjore.”” The dispute between the creditors and supporters of the
nawab of Arcot and the raja of Tanjore was the occasion for active
politicking and pamphleteering during the late 1770s, and many
prominent figures in British public and political life were drawn
into Indian affairs as a result.'® Whether or not Burke took a dislike
to Warren Hastings—who had supported the nawab—because of his
co 1, it was Gio o thet G0 hat . Ars becs ie concerned
al 5t Comyp ay corrup onintl ¢ %’ rthe  Ots of the nawab

A ot.

Burke played a key role in the activities of a select committee that

P -

wagstablished 2780 tawmart on renqal ofboth the 1773

R’ 1 ating # (and the Jompa ' ¢ arter 3ecc s che Regulating
" t| ad bee respausil . for ¢ at g the suprc ae court of Cal-
cutta, the commuttee’s review also entailed a serious examination
of the court’s influence, especially in the wake of the Nandakumar
ca - Nandak mar,"ho' adbe  th diwe ot e/ .wab of Bengal
110 4, was promine tplaye in o compler Holitics between
~e1owab’s coc i Con Uy sernvaats. In Marc: 1775, he alleged
that two critical appointments at the young nawab’s court in 1772
ha”  een m< O ¢ thet ayo for il or sibel of £35,000 to
F st ags. Ne dakumar dnoti va ' "Hast. s enemy, but by

¢ id1y7os ekt ime nae dlia e with the Hvernor-general’s
councilors who, led by Philip Francis, opposed Hastings on almost
evermmatter of 7 apanyat e Soptevews, Nasslakumar’s ac-
ct 4 onsspi edadan’ rousc fll ratic bey » nis control. He

s ted for hrgin‘ta ¢ cume it an earlier s aggle in 1769 by
other contestants tor power in the nawab’s court, even as the coun-
cilors used his evidence to_sully Hastines’s reputation in England.

H' ' ags resy ndea vy [ cusin, Ne daky har' © 0 ging the letter
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from the nawab’s mother that had been the only evidence for his
own acceptance of a bribe for an appointment that, in any event,
he made with the full approval of the councilors. And so when
Nandakumar was tried and sentenced to death in the supreme court
for the earlier forgery, many assumed that Hastings was behind what

some later called a “judicial murder.”"’

irke’s se!t oc mmit O il o« hoo serit  of documents
t a dortray | the cou ashav. g = don  uaan customs and

‘ac ions, al. whild cong leriz® fu- pean conce s about the racial
composition of juries. Although the select committee did not in the
eptaccuse et Hastinewar thealvinf justice, Fliah Impey, of
1 1 casanc/ Burkesu caseal at| omr ayp i soutside of Ma-

ra and hi concémt discoy  n re, stems fr¢ 1 his work on this
committee. It was reconvened in the winter of 1781 with the much
wider mission of examining the relationship between the East India

b2l

() panya’ (the nat’ :mh: ita 5" o1 adi

“tviis during 7 ame tioarke Cime into clcit association with
Philip Francis. Francis had just returned to Britain after spending
s¢ 1 tumul Due eard 5o of Uan ner versd 1 the supreme
¢ ciltha wad been ' nstitul la ' awia owers (including

et power « art  de wient Of © 2 governor- mneral) under the
1773 Regulating Act. Francis, widely thought to have been the anon-
yrs authorat ™ e wicke ™ Timius "o rnine British politics
i’ eyears cadingup o (and nc agal aptly «f n) his departure

or- adia, wo bot!bri ant at 1 a bitious. An. nprobable candi-
date for the council, he soon became its most vigorous opponent of
Hastings, in alliance with_two of the three other conncilors. Before

c

g | ;toInf a Fraacis' vas br fec oxter ver by Clive, who had
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turned against Hastings because of his alliance with Laurence
Sulivan, and when he arrived in Calcutta in 1774 he was ready to do
battle. Quickly determining that Hastings was not going to consult
him in any serious way, Francis began by questioning the propriety
of the “Rohilla War,” a matter that was later to become the first
charge for impeachment, though it was defeated in the House of
C¢  nons.” 2 (00 ted M nob 00 wel intol e nineteenth
ciul y, but terseen | yetar he aed Ssary ' ensive move on
¢ rtof Ho vngd ind" weat "C' npany, the = oody annexation
of Rohilkhand was conducted by the nawab of Awadh with the use
of ©“ampany treve ! Has' s hadoa'aasly posssed 4've nawab for
q ¢ cash t¢ cover Col pany ¢ dts and. id si ' . no more con-
m bout t. | canmaig than/ > ¢  about ano er one to annex
titawah that haa been conaucted without the use of Company
troops.”” But he had enforced Clive’s earlier, broader stipulations
th' = ad plac 1 Colipa’ troo, « f¢ a n¢ inc asi crable sum, in
A a a1 to st the nay b's eff ts| occome 1 ore independent
~onthe Comp " UFranc.. " Lacipiing (and lat” fueling) Burke’s
charges, held Hastings accountable as well for his efforts to con-
tai e Marg a5, moth Siad r it cias ags sup’oort for the an-
n' & on of | Hhilkhanc [n dev. ng = Ly stre sy for Company
v 1ance o+t subl st at, - oastings was - rtainly no more
ruthless than Clive before him, though in fact he pursued policies
thawrere at opeimore sutiined api e leng-lasting in their ef-
fe' < ButFri ciswasa¢ manti hi yppe on, « .wenton to op-
s¢ lasting. »nalost wery »' el hat came bi bre council until
he lett in 1780.
Francis believed that the majority_onnosition to Hastings in the

su ¢ me col cil—.rar’ s was up ortec oy, ' Clavering and
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George Monson, with only Richard Barwell in Hastings’s camp—
would lead to a speedy recall and his own replacement of Hastings.”!
But in 1776 he lost his majority—first Monson died, followed shortly
by Clavering in 1777—and his personal relations with Hastings
steadily worsened. Still convinced that he was about to be named

governor-general, Francis was also embittered because of Hastings’s

T nse to a g a/ oung, married
hwon n.”? He v 5 r ing « /n a ladder from
oman m er eless took | ecial umbrage at

Hastings’s censure. In a letter to Lord North, dated December 16,

172% he wro
ermit 1. now/ y cilur LorMonal favor

and protection on a pomt purely and exclusively personal to me,

of which the meanest and most ungenerous advantage has been
aken b

roper

I. 1
nection | 2 ip no direct

roof eve ever C. e e rench woman

whose Husband is a writer here, and who, I understand, intends

0 prose b I. ir’ , forgetting
he uni history @ ri a vored to turn
ntoana. te, ng formally as ¢ hatter of crimi-

nal charge against me before the Court of Directors.”?

eyea ‘ n hoff, after pro-
ho had been an
alcutta. Hastings’s first wife had

years after his wife’s
lov ' = affair with the

a ge x-husban

impecunious portrait painter in

died two years after they w
, it wa' widel, as;

96

0 [ [ CopinThe Presiinst and s o anvart folege



Spectacle

wife of a medical officer, Thomas Hancock, posted first in Madras
and then in Bengal. This affair—with Philadelphia Hancock, who
was also Jane Austen’s paternal aunt—did not lead to a divorce,
but it did produce a daughter, whom Hastings supported until she
reached her majority.** Given Hastings’s compromised life, Francis
was doubtless especially incensed by his moral censure. Although
Fri s neverd s My ad i L his ol an ressi —refusing a

fc 1 | chall 1ge from e cucl 1d

sand ' 1 fighting a suit

at’ ras brot_ht ¢ the' wred = cc 1t of Calcu a—he later took
the Frenchwoman as his mistress (Francis’s wife had stayed behind
in Fegland dusonthe yean e wagin'ndia)etle didiso, however,
or y ifter h' ing been orced’ » | v a. nsic v Jle sum to the
“ o1 hwom: s huthan per t'jU zment man ated by the chief
justice, Elijah Impey, Hastings's good friend.

Relying on the belief that the court of directors would not look
kiz = on Ha ingsv oy aued ilit yex 'na ard  Francis failed
« r¢ ize the xtentof | stings su wicimn Engl d, as well as the
~zgroz to whic. 0 Cn those 7 Drital - were clearl ) conflicted about
their political ambitions in the subcontinent. During the 1770s there
wa  rowing 4 cug ‘tHop' Liac he | arae s o 1 ¢ stitute a ma-
i¢ 1 reat to e Britisl oresen’ it "' U Afte  decisive defeat

fi ces fror. Rad Hay© we=nd Vin liance with he one Maratha
leader who had made a treaty with the Company, Hastings at-
ter'ad to sea ““ranci<’t eport T allaut acwult. Francis,
h¢ v ver,rev. sedanall jedun s adin with ' stings, opposing

y ilitary ¢ tong'the again  the Vlarathas or zainst Haidar Ali
in the south. As convinced as Francis was that Hastings’s actions
would be rebuked by Comnany directors and stockholders in Eng-

laj | Hastind was iieve’ aeless vstt hatic ly s op' ited for almost
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all the actions that later occasioned his impeachment. Francis, never
one to understand that his very tenacity made him steadily more
unpopular, was adamant in opposing Hastings in all his military
ventures, but this last disagreement almost had fatal consequences.
Soon after learning that Francis had reversed their understanding,

Hastings sent him a letter that he planned to present to the council

t llowin it :
n truth, ru mi  of candor, ¢ vinced that he

is incapable of it, and that his sole purpose and wish are to embar-

ass and - e whr or which
¢ u sts, redit is con-
. 2 bec the tendenc and such the

manifest spirit of all his actions from the beginning. Every fabri-

to famine or to massacre have found

nown they
ining finances
ay. | judge of

, which I have

found to be void of truth and honor. This is a severe charge, but

ibs e pe’ iasion that
justi 2 If, only redress
; e been a vi , and which

25

threaten to mvolve their interests, with disgrace and ruin.

de alleng istin - to . “T am prepar-
nswer t Py sentme le night,” he wrote.
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“As soon as it can be finished, I shall lay it before you. But you must
be sensible, Sir, that no answer I can give to the matter of that paper
can be adequate to the dishonor done me by the terms you made
use of. You have left me no alternative but to demand personal satis-
faction of you for the affronts you have offered me.” They met in
the early hours of Thursday, August 17, 1780. Shots were exchanged
an’ rancis v v ande” o mgh o0 orte 'v—!' a bullet that
lc ¢ Tinhi eftshoul r. He co =2 bona  returned to the

w il in the hird Jeei £Set em 1 to declare hat he had never
been party to an agreement with Hastings. Defeated and dejected,
hemailed for Ex'ond on > ambepa ™ Nespite higeleparture, the
dv T nfact] donlybe n.

S¢ n after rancyre ned/  E sland, he e ablished contact
with Burke, whose opinion or Hastings took a decided turn for the
worse. Francis, who supplied Burke and the select committee with a
m' . of infld imatc.y ¢ cumc s, early bla; 4/ major role in
1 n gBurk againstH tings,© d = Sapplyingl n with the mate-
~al Tat led to 7 Chargee  linpechment. Buiiz spent much of
his time between 1781 and 1783 working on the newly reconstituted
sel commi® -, okir’ i abu 5o Col wan’ rule in India
bl i hing w1 the cau s of H da 4" lnvasic  of the Carnatic

d en mo sed Jto s ogr s, conduct, nd present state
of the Maratta War.”® With the news of Chait Singh’s revolt in
Beres, Burke -=d for all for™ngspanly tefind that East
I 1 Comp! ystockhc erswe o rwh min,  pposed to such

n¢ e. Dur. 2 thetn. erof’ 83 Surke begar vork on what be-
came Fox’s India bills. The bills were defeated in the House of Lords
because of the exnress disannroval of King George I1I_as well as be-
ca ¢ Burke/ isunaole’ s rous. iy najo up, b or his view that

st agswas aerogtof levilit Br unias well 2 india. But by the
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time the Pitt bills were passed in 1784—looking very much like Fox’s
carlier legislation—there was widespread agreement that Hastings
should be brought home and replaced by a less controversial figure.

Nevertheless, when Hastings did finally return to England in 1785,
he was well received by many, including the royal court. Mean-
while, Burke worked at a relentless pace to publicize his concerns
al  t Hastig® .o byt o0 wen w0 as illind o accept that
s 0 of Ha ngs’sacti as werc cc e ncis was in regu-

ir ontact w b B ke, \ mmd din; on the drafte f all his speeches,
supplying him with the local knowledge he needed. Boasting in var-
iguasletters thatihe, alonavith Bl haditngethar changed the
¢ U seof Bl ish politi | Franc  w ked iose .+ th Burke on the
1 scene | the fiste —the ol la War”?

"I he formal assault on Hastungs began on February 17, 1786, when
Burke requested that certain papers concerning his conduct be laid
b i eacor nittecof/ ¢ Hoo = ¢ Con hor I ling several ses-

or inApi Burke pi sented ve ,“wo charg  of “High Crimes
-nc¢ Misdemeo 55" Beg. 7 lig wit! the Rohill"War of 1774, they
included the “Benares charge,” in which it was alleged that Hastings
h' driven ¥ ie  Cht O50 vh ¢ oo res o el lt in 17815 the
¢ 1c gethat astingsh'  confi¢ 1te o Dranc o2 the landed in-

or :and tre yerd Jtth hea s o \wadh; the = varding of corrupt
and extravagant contracts; the illegal receipt of presents from Indi-
arHastings'swnue pettnthe @it ofthe Movatha War; and
J'1 ngsst atmentof e Rol la iz |h K+ The allegations

e draftec n drimar pros¢ o tablish gen al criminality but
more to make an impression than to convict according to the legal
standards used in impeachment trials. As Burke wrote to Francis, his

1

P 1 osewag nottocor derw aty lco ict 'r/ iastings (a thing
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we all know to be impracticable) but what will acquit and justify
myself to those few persons and to those distant times, which may
take a concern in these affairs and the actors in them.”' Burke did
not at first believe there was any real chance of conviction. He was
also more concerned to play to the gallery, and, as his own words
make clear, to vindicate his campaign, than he was to open himself
to/ harge of " oo vive ML 0 P

2

<. e itt 4 dcipated that
B I 'sinatt ition tol¢ al proc lu =i cdoo s cause, politi-

1

lIy swell & 'ega” | Bl ke rd Stec he languag Hf law.”

In the short run, however, Burke’s rhetorical attacks had unex-

peatad successamman thowe'whis rhatesia warked horcollapse the
w' 5 probl’ 1 of Indi onto | = | rsor of I+ igs. And when

st gs gavhis oot lious 4 d - zalistic defe se over two days
in early May berore the House, he discovered, much to his sur-
prise, that he had lost more support than he had gained. Pitt, for ex-
an o, beliegf d thao'He ings's hilt 2 to, Imi sof ¢ faults in the
‘2 2¢ contex of the mi toriou ser <o ne had  erformed on be-
Calfeof British o Crial 100 jushied—even ' ecessitated—the
trial. While the first charge on the Rohilla War was defeated by
a;r ofnot o0 Sled Ly hany Uose et o b oteve that the
it p chmer was doo ed—th se =" on B res, was judged

ou ds for 1i »ead imei hue leve ed majority Hf 119 to 79. Pitt,
who had voted against the first despite his reservations about the
Ro'™a War, hain his o neec i ustiting anonetary de-
m o onClL tSingh b tthen| o1 unc  tha » ne of £500,000

s ccessive. Pitt some L mog’ dist bed that th Benares episode
could be read to imply that matters ot political policy and financial
interest had become too entangled. In voting against Hastings, Pitt

as ~ shed n' ay observ' s whe el ved | at, wve iment officials
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would seek to protect Hastings, both because of their enmity with
Fox and because of the royal court’s support for Hastings. Pitt’s vote
accordingly made clear that Burke’s mission could now be seen to
transcend party politics. All of a sudden, impeachment seemed
possible.

As the drama unfolded, seven of the twenty-two articles were
a¢ oted, wit' “u. char® L0 serr 0 ou aspe s of Hastings's
1l yin A adh ("Mi emear s 2 &7), 1 <en into thirteen

ep ate cha es s ikinn fore Gtal ftwenty act al “Articles of Im-
peachment” brought before the House of Lords. The managers of
the'mpeachr b presents ' complataavidence on'y on the four

* wadh, presents,

j o cipal ¢l rges, nan’ y Ben esi 1e b ami »

A¢ contrac confnlet g thei cas tor the pros. ution on May 30,
1701, without aaaressing the other charges. In the Benares Charge,
Hastings was accused of forcing Raja Chait Singh to make various
a . donal ¢ atary Cop .butic i1 1775 n ¢ e violation of the

o pany’s ttled agrc menty th «iaja, and - provoking Chait
s5irgh into reolon noe .y by thaking otheextraordinary de-
mands but also by attempting to arrest him in his own palace in 1781.
V' n Hastix® 5 e hassyd wcu 2 gC e zer ralg' p, Benares had
with © death of the na-

1

I ¢ formz subordi te to / ac
salof Awa it 1775 thad Jom any assume - sovereignty over
Benares. Hastings was concerned to maintain Benares as a buffer
stbetweenatndh andTimoal, et e coulonly be done
I 7 lowing ta signif ant m' su  of - ‘tonc & The Company
w issued | canalide ee] tV st ulated that enares pay an an-
nual revenue ot slightly more than £250,000, and be asked to main-
tain a cavalry of two thousand horses for the service of the Com-

p ¢ From' nat tiae/ 1, the aja vas 1 que i referred to as a
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zamindar, or landlord, even though he was granted greater rights
than most others denominated in that way. After several years,
Hastings became increasingly suspicious that the raja was hiding
great wealth that could be extremely useful for the Company, stretched
as it was due to major expenditures associated with the Maratha
campaign, and began to worry about the continued loyalty of the
raj iven the® o0 vent i nl powac of e M rathas and of
NV s e. Hel usused = =amb il 227 Je trc  relationship to

<1 -greate. ubs® yaii smor cm atic proofs.  loyalty.

The managers presented Hastings’s actions as violations of the

trestsrather thase logicalstansiopsn 04

ompany severeignty, as if
th o was in| ctno cor radicti i alar r fic 4 1 political rela-
"~ nin whit | the/wltii ate se re aty of the | ughal was com-
pletely elided ana the nature of the zamindari relationship totally
undefined. Zamindars were both revenue agents and local sover-
ei¢ 1+ and w/ - treaed /oy ditt ser v del nd. 7 ¢ which part of
1 ofinitic was take  most| ri¢ iy at any © ven time. In at-
-mj.ing to usc U sidee e Cussificatory ¢lin—collecting a
steady revenue, and expecting political, military, and financial sup-
pa om a g uie ated Ciasi ngs oo v ¢ ng/ aat the Com-
o' 1 1ad dc : before ¢ d wou ¢ i Cto ac or the rest of its

au cin Ina T Sis Lot 4ed Dsol o Hastings ¢ his personal ex-
cesses, so much as to say that in larger historical terms the question
of pess was< 7 avant. e over ' i histereal evidence
th <[ 1is was| e way th¢ Sompez yv sah toc » id from being a

di g corpc tion/ v a’ wereil | p ver. Besides ilthough Francis
opposed Hastings on the matter of military policy with respect to
Benares, Awadh_and the Marathas. he had no obiection to the

Cl 1 any fo nally'ued ring s ver gnty ver me - of India and
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acting accordingly. In other words, in the prosecution of the im-
peachment, Burke was right to say that Hastings stood as a symbol of
British rule in India, but was wrong to believe that he was in any way
an exception. The Benares charge could therefore be seen as em-
blematic of the entire political history of the Company from the sev-
enteenth century to its demise as a result of the Great Rebellion of
16 858,
I 1stings as certait - awarc of = 2o ‘nt to ich his relations
/it Benarel werd drec axted Lon Hf previous | bmpany strategies
and policies. He can therefore perhaps be excused, if not for his ac-
tys'scrimes, farteing due i foundsd b theturn afevents in the
t 2 He for «ditalm¢ impo ‘bl to b ieve  what he saw as
1s| arrowl; defin! q rrel ¥ h | ancis woul have surfaced on
the national stage 1 so dramatic, and personally threatening, a way.
Convinced that he had saved the Indian empire virtually on his
o he be -vediiat’ e wo d 1 urn » a er , welcome. He
ot tless f¢ nd it diffi altto ¢ mp icad the t ce of Burke’s per-
cor disdain. " inust @ Lave 1oled to unde “tand why he was
impeached, in some fundamental sense, not only for doing what all
o spredee’ sui ad/d e, atfc oo it tterd ind in some re-
¢ e slesse egiously) Siven ! ;¢ ~vith I icis and his sense
12 Burke vi oot ran et all, e initially 1 oused to take seri-
ously the need to mobilize support, beyond licensing his private
aget, David St to el Tiize I se “hougleventually he
s ¢ rahug sumtoti toobti 1< ths porc /s hurriedly pre-
ar | and t lioug'vde vered' efe se in the E ase of Commons
was symptomatic of his general attitude. Although after the negative
vote on the Benares charge he seemed to wake up to_the political re-
a ¢ sofhis’ :turn, ne/ asun: 'e  take onu 1< nis life once he

a¢ eft Inc behind. " ad his' na was hardly 1elped by the fact
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that a diamond that he had been given by the nizam of Hyderabad,
and then sent on to present to King George IlI, arrived the day after
the vote on Benares.

When the House reconvened after a summer recess to consider
further charges against Hastings, his position was very precarious in-
deed. And any lost momentum was immediately recaptured by the
rhe ical flo it vof Proiias .She ol the brillt ot playwright
w o oresent  the cas¢ concer ng o’ on fi  the begums of

va_ 1 with ¢ wela® ent wthat “xc ded his mc  successtul thes-
pian efforts. Once this vote went against Hastings, impeachment
seemad inevitah' o In Mawe %7, Hastieoa wasforma''y impeached
by | Hous¢ »f Comm/ s, ana e asev srei i for trial to the

ou :of Lol . Hattng - only' Hn! lation was t t Francis had by
that time so alienated parliamentarians, his venom so transparent
that he had angered even those who supported the impeachment,

th' | e wasvy’ ed oisthe’ “am ¢ ma ger:

~y {2 time Lo 2 madc oper.ig speech, "0 February 1788,
he was at the height of his career, with political and rhetorical power
to/ tch. Hit woi o ofd taic venl ang ere . W iminster Hall
ar | cross t nation: | impe: 1, re, W en Hastings, in

e ame of .t Sly U oliaid T w ch he has' isgraced,—I im-
peach him in the name of the English Constitution, which he has
vigwed and baeie —I isch hivthermameo” Indian Mil-
lic 1t whom e hassac 1ced t in stice I 1.+ ach him in the

. and by _he b, tsof ¥ m:  nature, wh h he has stabbed
to the heart. And | conjure this High and Sacred Court to let not
these leadings he heard in vain!”* Eyven if Burke miscalculated the
le/ | bossibi® ies t¢i sy Jess i1 ola hing is | lit al strategy, he

v ardly | faulted © - his | olie wiac in imp aching Hastings
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he was putting empire on trial before the entire nation. He asserted,
“It is according to the Judgment that you shall pronounce upon the
past transactions of India, connected with those principles, that the
whole rule, tenure, tendency and character of our future govern-
ment in India is to be finally decided.” And more than empire was at
stake: “My Lords, it is not only the interest of a great Empire which
i of the British

nation will itself

i cerne is/ .. nos r
1 Br
e to decidc »y the case of this

gentleman whether the crimes of individuals are to be turned into

prtic guilt ional+ in t issvation will con-
ese o mces. .. y wi cta permanent
s > on the honoty, h' nanity of th- Kingdom.”*
e moral politica

akes were thus very high indeed. As
Burke went o

st tho er

say, “Thev were crimes, not against forms, but

la
ert” I ese laws ernal, at least in

fundam to allow a differ-

at home. In part
ed Britain itself:

“It is no derogation to us to suppose the possibility of being cor-

ruind by th ic mp’ evimen grvrupted.”*® But
was ¢ mmitted d o vers i of law for larger
a 1nsas :
od forbid it should be bruited abroa e laws of England
re fort! rich uad c l; T , the miser-
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able, and defenceless they afford no resource at all . . . God for-
bid it should be said that no nation under heaven equals the Brit-
ish in substantial violence and informal justice . . . that, in order
to cover our connivance and participation in guilt, and our
common share in the plunder of the East, we have invented a set

of scholastic distinctions abhorrent to the general sentiments of

ankind g ¢ eny t. knoy :dge ofall
at the @ a S0 g part of the
rld bo ;

, the r ion o

t of the
n

bout t! ancient ell. To convict

f British sover-

cignty.

In one of his most ringi

there is no action which would pass for an action of extortion, of

p tion, o an’ i op Tes ur e, , Africa, and
rld ov "7 Dissec d ast. s own defense,
1l argue (SIS its. wn laws an¢ ‘onstitution, and

that in any case no British subject could be exempt from British law.

N niel Hal
k gs hi

ft
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ested, view of the powers assumed by various rulers in India, was
in fact far more committed to Indian law and political precedent
than Clive and other British officers had been before him. So em-
barrassed was he by this part of Burke’s attack that he had his coun-
cil later disavow the entire section of his defense, and in his later

speeches he always took great care to emphasize his record of com-

ent to ces adi at. v th . mention any-
touch g on the es 7
anwh S ts in this irt of his oration,

painting Hastings as scornful both of the lawful exercise of power in

existent law, prior to all our devices, and prior to all our contriv-

nces, p t to o bei hick ve are knit
nd cor :cted inth = : ni out of which
e canri stir.}

B did not ve differences between

and ain.

substance, and

il A A
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Burke gave the law of caste as an example of difference. But he ar-
gued that universal ideals encompassed these particular expressions
of difference in custom and convention. Indeed, Burke went even
further to assert that Hastings would be held accountable by both
Fastern and Western law. In yet another flourish, he suggested that
Hastings would have been far more horridly treated under the law of
Ta®  Hane, fo© Ci0 wpled i wen Gl co 'd ¢f intenance for
th 1 mishim atof “any uman ez 07

It ubordir: “nad s 0v wcort ctic  about univ: sal value to these
scattered references to Eastern constitutionalism, Burke caricatured
borsHastings as'vhis intas'sd audiemaa sinee Hastings knew far
m ¢ about/ ndian lay than © arl  did ana % parliamentary

di hce car 1 litthwab st the nc at constitut n of India itself.
L hroughout his speeches he stressed that Indian difference was as
important as universal morality; ridiculing the position of the de-
fef )/ ‘hatthe eopicof ' tiaha “n laws o1 htd ho distinctions
) 1k, nol mnse of h our, v p poy of th 1 own.® He ex-
coulled the vio 00 of “Mc i ietart “aw, which ¢ Dinding upon all,
from the crowned head to the meanest subject—a law interwoven

wit  he wise® ur mog’ iar d, & w st light ned jurispru-

4/ thatp napsever «istedi th - AL yet he confessed

at 1 India v oth Cwe wwad uing ulf betweer  he ideal and the
real, between the theory of the law and its practice. And besides, his
hesest criticiennside £ Hastimmwaseoor Indm agents, or
“I' 1 ans”® [ dging the 1tobe “l vca 7 h < aracterized this

ou of age s asiuisy . orw rcl nts, on the ne hand, and as
diwans, or agents, on the other.” Burke began by blaming Hastings
for_confirming, establishing_and increasing this system—"“the in-

st 1 entoft’ ~greawst/ anny at’ erw ex <if J, of the basest

109

Copyriet" > The Pre~" "=t and/™ " ~s of "*arvarc “ollege



Spectacle

peculations, and the most scandalous and iniquitous extortions
upon the Country.” He soon gave away his prejudice, however, by
blaming the banyans themselves. “T'hrough them Mr. Hastings had
exercised oppressions which, I will venture to say, in his own name,
in his own character, daring as he is (and he is the most daring
criminal that ever existed) he dare never have entered into.”
R* rving hic /C0ast s iin w He ) pr cipa agent, Krishna

entii  reed. “While we

1l

v aNan | he wen mtoc tig o

re. ere boa nos Bn hne or, careinmo  than half the ser-
vice nothing but the inferior tools and miserable instruments of the
tyseeny whicha the losmart ¢5the Naties exemise, to the dis-

i

¢ 1 of the Sritish pd crand >t > rui of & 2 at is respectable
n g theil wn ¢oan men/
Indeed, these natives haa been the instruments of the ruination of
British character. the cause for the degradation of British law and
i e in i EastiDf pite ©ostin s’s ¢ ciaab® ation of Clive's

exace oated its worst fea-

1 system frule_hel ad—u vit .y
curc. In these " isages o0 thus Detrayed unlaracteristic scorn
for Indians, and for Indian institutions, revealing the extent to which
th gesture v d £ rtar ol ule sl 4 rerence in the
¢ 1¢ opnly su ained his. wn cor  at " e ane  at constitution of

riin with™ a2 Jal ¢ 9@ llen o universal orms and values.

Burke’s scorn for certain Indians came out most clearly in his use
of"vhn DavidiTrterson’snvart opierbances invthe district of
J'i purin’ orthern E hgal. b er nal' sed' < the disturbances
el med frc 1 the/se '« extor’ ni dtorture by e revenue agents
of Devi Singh, the man who had contracted with Hastings to squeeze
revenue from Rangpur. Although the report was not only unreliable

Bt lso hay 'y Hasdng s resp asi ity, = e s« '/ od atrocities in-
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censed Burke, who put them to extravagant use in his speech. Burke
described the use of public floggings to obtain the revenue demand,
sometimes the flogging of a man’s children in front of him. But
there was more. “Virgins,” Burke went on, “whose fathers kept them
from the sight of the sun, were dragged into the public Court, that
Court which was the natural refuge against all wrong, all oppres-
sic. and all #2go  Th O the .O00 e " day’ in the public
C v ,vainl nvoking  justic w 'a" rshi s were mingled

th he cries. ad< San £and idig ant people, 10se virgins were
cruelly violated by the basest and wickedest of mankind.” Now he
hac'~is audiena=i-tually.='ast, an m=~ont-ued: 't did not end

' differed in this;

th' ;' The v es of thel eople’ 'th cou 1y c
"t ey lost eir homol in the ot m of the mc  cruel dungeons

.. but they were dragged out, naked and exposed to the public
view, and scourged before all the people . . . they put the nipples of
th' " omen / o tho'sh® p edg o splitt am o ind tore them
7 0 heirbc fes® Jusi s Burk we Uiwosaya ast, “My Lords, |
~n hamed to [ iarther, s, SEoridan swoorid and had to be
carried from the hall. According to observers at the trial, “In this part
of / speechd iy ke LosC ntio we am e vit d—more har-
r¢ /i z—anc nore hor 1c—th 11 attere. e on either fact

fe cy, perli e Crfc wedd for The agitatt 1 of most people

was very apparent—and Mrs. Sheridan was so overpowered, that she
faipid 7% Shos' mihereafter ke T M e tapseds Tom stomach
cr 1 s, and’ ad to be! crsuad 't thes ord ¥ ncellor to con-
u hisspec h thd iex Hay.
Sexual scandal, of course, was the most riveting of all, and ap-
pealed to the general theatrical character of the trial_which many

pr . nentw nen aaer od. Ti us of s¢ nal’ ol ice as a means
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to blame Hastings not just for all he did himself but also for the ac-
tions of Devi Singh—the torturer who was said to have virgins deliv-
ered to his bed each night—was especially drawn to the increasing
importance of women in the mobilization of political opinion in
late-eighteenth-century England. Much of Burke’s rhetoric seemed
calculated to mobilize the paternalism of men and the sentiment
ar sensibilitt oo omed U0 Thert o0 alal =d i ais parliamen-

orkit.  of the hearts, the

t n peech Theycot Inotb 10 *h

i cring lip wthe rick 2o t¢ Us, - e loud and et tremulous joys
of the millions whom their vote that night would snatch or save
frpen the tyransnof copmfavoun ™2 Andwrhile Parke horrified
F'5 udienc  with his’ arefull re leres ima, < St the torture of

o/ en’s bl asts, fie ©as set 1g p his sube juent assault on
Hastings for the violation or women in the case of the begums of
Awadh, where the sanctity—and by implication the sexual propriety,
it~ hitco’ dbealle —of | rdi  (the eci g of women) and

‘e Drienta nharem ha. beens ori .y violated » Hastings and his
‘ne - India it,o 1 as case T Cmint e, in a way aat dramatized its
exoticism and difference, and rendered into the object of Britain’s
p . ctive, 2@ . pviard o, 0 mev oo B ke'st aetoric consis-
{0 v highl hted the = nderec ar ulizea haracter of impe-
al candal,” wt40 whe wwat iniss hore clear t o in his opening
speech on the impeachment.

- 11

ss dramat®hut far > pot « demningwas Hastings’s
1« nthe? idicial ' ler” of Ja; aku' ar. b+ - did refer to this

1c entin' sopdring neect co  lemning Hi ings in particular
tor refusing to allow his council to hear Nandakumar’s charges, pre-
suming that if false the council (still_with a_majority opposed to

F o ngs)w ddsuicly avefo ad em | . I st sequent speech
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to the House of Commons in the spring session of 1789, Burke pro-
claimed that Hastings had murdered Nandakumar, only to receive a
censure from the House for having spoken of a crime of which
Hastings had not been accused. But Burke had decided not to in-
clude this charge in the impeachment trial for several reasons, chief
among which was that Elijah Impey, the supreme court justice, was
br¢  htto the io e form Col e i Sll m tind ay 1788, De-

Ll

sj ¢ nhaving  far less | wiable ep thar. .t possessed by

him< tal v, and wasp tected in part by

ast ags, Imp wde’ ade
the concern of government (and Pitt in particular) not to appear to

ove=se the im=-hment ~ess yi'momon moch waat stake with

1 1

H i ags. Alt bugh the © cter pr. 'uc d by lanc % ‘nar was widely

i edtoh ebeswfc ed, it/ as  -carthatexe ition was consid-
ered extreme for an act that nad had little material impact (in India,
too, forgery had never been considered a major crime). It was also
clf | hat H& ings oo o0 ber it bm & na sur ar’s speedy de-
v s¢ ThatE ke wasu  bleto se  cnargew  certainly injuri-
cas L his ultin 7 Succese it ha pened, by th time Burke was
censured for invoking the charge in such a direct manner, both Pitt
an’  oxwishe W = thd JCca and ane hus to d p the trial. By
th 5" me, m 1y of the anage fe = while ¢ impeachment

«dised ini artet Uisse witt ad 10 chance of iccess. Sheridan
was one of those heartily sick of the whole affair. Despite his repeat
per“mmance in i Housen W hordin ™' celnbrate speech con-
cc 0 1g Hast gs’s extor’ on frori he seorr s ot + dh (which con-

1¢ 1 with® s stfved ollaps in Burke’s a1 s), by late 1788
Sheridan was reported to have said that he wished that both
Hastings and Burke would leave town for sood ** Burke resisted their

en ties—i’ teed e [ s ren ig ated vyt 1ewed opposi-
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tion—and the trial dragged on for another six years.* And it dragged

on in part because Hastings’s defense team had successfully per-
suaded the House of Lords to insist that all the charges be heard be-
fore any vote would be taken. As time wore on, England grew weary
of the trial.

‘ S ed~=d Britain’s in-
n the land just
el: hecame onc f the first to con-

¢, defending France’s ancient (and monar-

the rhetorical excess he had used to

ig allies

Shortly thereafter, the king dissolved Parliament and new elec-

ti . h - , it was Febru-
or. B early Ju that kept defer-
n, parlia ttei fan only four of the

twenty charges had been examined. Hastings had already petitioned

forspeedy ion rial i or igoring, the fact
t had

tions)

spite his previous desire to
een bro e knew that th

h . H
k hange’ 1rrevoca
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himself in far stronger terms than he had used when he first spoke in
Parliament years before.

“You have been told,” he began, “that I have ruined and depopu-
lated the provinces entrusted to my care; that I have violated treaties,
and brought disgrace and discredit upon the British name in India;
that [ have oppressed the native inhabitants by my extortion, or arbi-

tra.  lemands . ey e thave oo ol t pu' Lc treasure by

~t< Jobea  ce to the orders

o' f ion;ar thatlha : been il
. superic. I Vs s lant of the gen' al charges urged
against me.”! In reply, he said that he had “increased the revenues
of prrgovernmasifrom thamilliopa e fve” He he' st up the testi-
m  Isof ¢ ntless In' an rulc 5t the rass ' leld in high es-
:n for his' beraly a 1 upri itn s, to which e added myriad
other testimoniats trom “nauve inhabitants” who made him proud
of his actions in India to this day. He confessed that he had on occa-
sic | eviated" lom wie | cise s tr¢ tiony of ti e ot of directors,
o ¢ aswere that in e h case e ., and cou 1 still, justify his
~zciton. And o Sted tiie 0 cou - had repeat - lly honored him
in ways that could only imply their fundamental satisfaction with
hig ~ vice.
1 tingst mwentir bgreat d ' cgara. | the charge that
b violatc #he Leat, withd Jhai Singh of Be ares, unjustly ex-
torting huge sums from him to pay for his military debts, Hastings
assmred that ClanSingh s “sot apn e ent Prvice.” He was,
lil s fath¢ and gran ather ¢ fo. hin the" il of the nawab
A adh, w» hadral ferred Ser res (along v th Ghazipur) to
the Company betore Hastings’s administration. On the one hand,
Hastings now took pains to_stress that Chait Singh was a proper

zda o dar (la’ dord),; an’ nad i fu righ attc dif _ to that status.
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“My Lords, I scarcely need tell you, that whatever our various reso-
lutions or opinions might be, individually or collectively, they could
not affect the right or title of Chait Sing to the Zemindary, nor the
tenure by which he held it. He was neither more nor less than a
Zemindar.” On the other hand, he argued that his demand for addi-
tional support from Chait Singh in a time of need was neither ex-
¢/ onalnot La ted s jul gth Ll b song aed as an exer-

£ a0 wh 1 have said,” he

¢ 5¢ of “ab lute pow " “It © llc »

1 tained, that® “eve +Ge' rmi ent has, in - ne of danger and
necessity, a right to increase the taxes and revenues upon their sub-
je='= we had 2'wthe samoo=ht to = -=22ce t*» tax, ~-at, or revenue
¢ hatevel hame be/ wven t¢ Cl it St ss y ' payments, upon

(N

it whow ourubjc 1 whe -ve necessity shild require it, and
of that necessity Government only could judge.” Hastings added
that he had onlv made the demand after he had commenced the
v 1 vith the Viaracias/ id hay wec ved | teli er - that there was

d agerof newedw witht > F il And t on he took care to
“ev._ his eartic " Cimulac t cerinly did not “se the words arbi-
trary power in the sense which has been imputed to me. The lan-
g e dtistt Ovoang ay o o, f o i ebte’ ror that part of
1y efence o the ass ance ¢ a. " but« I can aver, that
ol ngmor was iear. wial itra. power than iscretional power.
I considered myself and Council as invested with that discretionary
peor which i mandea 0 Chin® e 0w theiarmies, which
t o Legisla re has la ly cor rr in. grec & extent on Lord
0 wallis © aglyVes he ha' arr sted Chait = ngh when his re-
quest was ignored, but he did not do so with any “disgraceful re-
straint.” Indeed_he had acted with prudence._and consistent “with

t' » aterest/ my sapel s, an of e pc olet he 1 I governed.”
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On the subject of the second charge, concerning the extortion of
money from the begums of Awadh, Hastings disavowed the charge
that any acts of cruelty accompanied the resumption. He admitted,
however, that he had not only consented to the nawab of Awadh’s re-
quest that he resume the confiscation of the begums’ treasure, but
had also encouraged the nawab. After all, Hastings reasoned, the be-
gu' had give® i sevid Lo fth Ol ore or C it Singh. But
bl ¢ d that/ lastings ¢ qued t tt % ams. in fact no real

chi o the tie surd hey 'aimd Cas| jeir own. Tl y had simply ap-
propriated a large sum of money, left in their custody by the older
begen’s late it vnd upern' s deathnsninstthie digtates of Islamic
la’ .| heyga theircor ntnei er  ran Hfth .+ oney to be used

di ‘harge ' e corvide ble d¢ ts = the late hu and, nor to help
f1s son upon his succession. 1 his was tar from being a case of a son’s
heartless theft from his mother with the support of the Company, as
all ¢ dbyth! srose_atic Inas. el as B ting hz aninterest, he
) o againa ued that! e Con ar  was in dire  raits, committed
Coyed its meas S the ao [ late i litary effort 0 fend off threats
from the Marathas and other enemies of Company rule. “My Lords,
Id ostsole” iy fecls® Tuie Tac o he stof ny judgment,

1

n' i yduer ardonth onehs 11 ws ot tice, and on the
ne to the i wwae® Stm, s yer
The charge concerning the begums of Awadh had been presented
by~ whard Shav v, and e perlnihe mnst elantrifying event
of I early{ al days. It nis firs pc ch b ore' < House of Com-
b Sheric. 2’s orvor; had p!' ed nimportan  ole in recruiting
Pitt to support the charge, and when he expatiated on Hastings’s in-
iquities before the Lords, he played to a House in which many in

th' ¢« diencg ad pad ¢ arly to adi ssio Sp. kit 2 for four days,
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Sheridan claimed that Hastings had ordered his troops to invade the
women’s quarters of the begums of Awadh, despite his full knowl-
edge as to “how sacred was the residence of women in India.” As
he went on to say, this “threat, therefore, to force that residence, and
violate its purity by sending armed men into it, was a species of
torture.” Hastings was thus charged with violating the special pu-
ri Of these tae wort Sy ad ¢ ool ving the 4 rine of Indian
v b anhoo  with mer. nary sc lic =+ 0 we.  nemselves neatly
th ated wit. thed qair. sof evi ingh, who I d performed such
gruesome torture on the naked bodies of Indian virgins. Sheridan
alssemphasizathe terrih' o hreach ot “Slialwiety” snforcing Chait
§ 7 atotu tagamst) smot r dg adni Moy, a charge also
ol 1byBu ewhml decla’ iec hat Hasting had made “the pi-
ous hand of a son to tear from his mother and grandmother the pro-
vision of their age, the maintenance of his brethren, and of all the
a ¢ nthoy nolaof I tathc 7 E ke v nt' » # say that the be-

n shad b :n “berea dever f1 .. jcwels: ti rtoilets, these al-
cere of beauty, ¢ sacrio [ asly iivaded, and Tle very ornaments
of the sex foully purloined.””? Once again, this explicit language of
s¢ b violatit vai wiold LCct sin nac to| eser’ a gripping por-
11 ofther veof Indii alitere as| "' meta; orical condemna-
o1 of Hasti =s.«" a vit »ue an  ith neither  ruple nor even a
shred of moral concern. Burke thus assumed the mantle of universal

o lity agaisiithese theaning! K

and sexoudized images,
v 1 hevok 1the hort | andi :¢ Hticie dfar  ton, of an audi-
nc thatha alreZ’y b nace to edtodescri ions of the East as
teminine and, behind the veil of punty, deeply licentious.
Hastings did not rise to the bait; instead, in_his response he talked

a ¢ tthe p’ itical'Con’ xt, an_ the 1nar ‘al e/ | of the bureau-
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cratic entity he had to manage in such difficult circumstances.
Nevertheless, the charge concerning the begums did more political
damage to Hastings than any other, and the resonance of this sup-
posed crime against two Oriental matriarchs made the facts of the
case largely irrelevant. As in the Benares charge, the complexity of
the actual case revolved around the ambiguous relations between
th¢  ompany® ..o wad' Lo dsc o a et ¢ crence to the

H R

ol 1; tions ¢ Awadh to haintar a , force r the Company

w lastop widd Soni wnvd el with signific nt subsidies after
1775. The Company was frustrated by the extent to which the re-
sovmies of Awad'had beaslienate ! though grantsrof benefices
ar | ighires| ) extende. memb s = the yal' s 1y as well as to

‘aords, 2 mindts o oths lai holders an ng them. But of
all the wealthy retainers in the kingdom, none secemed to control
more resources_than the begums themselves, both_through their
jal 1 zsand /[ the Weag’ es the \cc rolli . Fi i 5 could hardly
0 ve deen a used of | arienc, 5ol ior desin | some access to
s ealth, give e larges T ins Eocould make “bout the level of
nawabi debt, which was close to £625,000 when the celebrated events
ot ed. And e end aic egu 5w = 1 the/ mpoverished,
n | fact v Hlated, be use st it dons . 1 been taken to

ev atany i+ i usic wint hel enana (hare ). Hastings was
vulnerable for having intervened, both directly and through his resi-
depin local e affaires ™t ouapnin g e intanrity of the be-
gl jaghir, andthen' ianagii tI rrec mpt.  and he was cer-

n. notwis toasicia hims w1 theattack 1 Fyzabad in the
larger context ot his own rhetorical claims about noninterference.
But once again these were crimes of empire itself rather than of the

da = dly ex¢ s of Gie [ wvernc ger ral. | hes <l rges, however,
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especially as painted by the fevered rhetoric of Sheridan, were pre-
cisely the kind that fascinated and compelled the British public,
who found it more difficult to forgive Hastings for this than for his
other alleged misdemeanors.

As for the charge that he had taken presents for his personal en-
richment, Hastings had little difficulty disposing of its force, espe-
¢ rinthed tai nd o (Gt 17 i hist nal £ tense, he suc-
¢ a2 ly not¢ that the aly ger in 2 lice i was held against

i was in i thic Jwn ard < aic he would h dly have supplied
had he thought he had something to hide. Second, he argued that
thewresents insmestionsvn realssthing-more #'van the “com-
1 O Zeasu orenterl nmen ll¢ ranc grai = routinely by the

av bontl occaron fany/ gn ry’s visit. “I ill not pretend to
deny, I never aid deny, that | accepted the usual entertainments
which were then (for it was previous to the Act of Parliament prohib-
il the re¢ (ptoipre’ ats) u all give to = ator, by the vis-

°¢ .. Itv susualin ae coy 1y aaicis imyp ssible for any per-
cort o read an, - Cntal i withCut knowing lat the custom has
prevailed all over the East, from the most ancient times to the pres-
el Mypred' osos,a9 was ofor oo, d i seiv/d the same, and
i w snever eldcrimi alinth m. o Ggsall defended himself

ga st the ¢ wrad nat™ what ake  other presc ts, and only cred-
ited them to the Company after he feared disclosure and scandal.

1

NVt commen s on theiiel hay wver that Fostings kept his

¢ 7 accour , very cru cly, anc he he s mec o afused about ba-

1

¢ udgeta . ma’rs. Vhile® {ai ngs was rig tfully accused of
carelessness—including failing to report and itemize presents and
on occasion neglecting to return them—he was clearly far less avari-

¢ ) thanl precceed s
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Although Hastings seemed to fall between the cracks by having
accepted hospitality in the years after the 1773 Regulating Act had
tried to clamp down on all Company corruption, the truth was that
most of the presents he was accused of taking were either subse-
quently handed over to Company coffers or used to defray Com-
pany expenses during his own tours outside Calcutta. Hastings was

cel alyno @ 0 nd Sooere o to aglad 1 he knew he

h' ([ ) depe | on a he dsome Jo  »aw’ pensi  rather than his

m l-gotter aind 5 st »ark’ 5 ac aittedly aris cratic tastes. Un-
like Clive, he accepted that he had made errors, but steadfastly de-
niethat he didewvith aps'tent to!s59d the govemiment for his

¢ an instant,” he

pr ¢ - gain. never dii narbot su hat’ ugl

n ked,ac ngarickl topu hi sinto persp ctive once again,
that he had in any case been too intent upon the means to be em-
ploved for preserving India to Great Britain, from the hour in which
[y 1 inform (thaiirg te me at stra  ev v/ rve to dispute
1t mpire ith us_to estow th .oacupon 1 self, or my own
L ivi 2 fortunc.

Sensing at last his final vindication, Hastings dealt with the other
ch® sin ey v e pf iy oty iase an, ot ung his inno-
ol uC , corre ing misr¢ resent: or =’ aisini aation, and fre-

le1 y resort. b e le wer Oter of his great. complishments.
Hastings emphasized the strategic and military crises that he man-
age'mnoting thee simp' "0 co agunst thersame limita-
tic 1 hat Lo Cornwa s was | es atlv. 50 ¢ »f onting, namely
"t the res wees'f I Ya ¢z 1ol in time of | ar, meet the ex-
penses of India.” He went on, “Your Lordships know that I could
not_and Lord Carnwallis cannot do.what every Minister of Eng-

lai | asdon’ since wie/ cvolu. n- [cot Inc be ow the utmost
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extent of my wants during the late war, and tax posterity to pay the
interest of my loans.” By comparing his plight with that of Corn-
wallis, who was that very year forced to assume a large loan to sup-
port his own military preparations for an assault on Tipu Sultan,
Hastings clearly attempted to have some of Cornwallis’s reputed

glory, and unblemished moral reputation, reflect back on him. He

eatly ize : ial¢ rictures placed
e imp¢ al missio stress his accom-
i ments n . ly saved the em-

pire; he had done so at a time when Britain had lost America and
hadwut itself 21 s ‘o' mositian altagether. He had
w 0

rnwallis could

f its empire,
r which [ pre-
sided, was not only preserved entire, but increased in population,
ealth, ,
ave b¢ 1 told by

ave dis

my measures
in India, I ap-

peal to the general sense of mankind, to confirm what I am now

i h na c cte ver stood
@ i an left it.”?

astings also took credit for transforming the administration of land

revenue in Be for instituting ¢ civi iminal justice,
Mtablis ga W 0 i es, and for ce-
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menting the Company’s subsidiary alliance with the great province
of Awadh. He created the conditions for Company trade in opium
and salt, and held off famine even when it crept to the borders of
Company rule. Finally, he had raised the Company’s annual reve-
nue from three to five million pounds. “I gave you all, and you have
rewarded me with confiscation, disgrace, and a life of impeachment.”

h these< ..o s, B
q t I, everr fhe had > wait| 10 927 ir yec He had finally

aiy, hcan oo o ssup’ g his own ac-

er able to' sked lomi tund iwa  from Burke During the last
stages of the trial, Lord Cornwallis came in to testify, having finished
hisgstnt as govarm-genera' ot Indiae o defepded Fostings’s repu-
ta- & and I¢ acy. Desp > Hast gs' repe od 1w sts to schedule

] mentar sessicvssi istoe el le the trial, | dgment day kept
being postponed. Uver nine years, the trial had mn fact consumed
only a little more than a hundred days, but delays, adjournments,
an | e sche' dling of s¢ s1ons' nic other husi =s< nd crises con-
7 r¢ toma  forinorc ate de ys copunsibilit tor which was in
_ctiiared eque ™y boti. 0 C5). B)the end Buii:, now expecting
defeat, sought to drag things out further, using up the last nine days
of . trial i L)yl for /0 CC mluc gl nec  Cloure was only
r¢. ¢ »d on| pril 23, 1 )5, bel e od hc e With all the

ar es in tit oH< se ¢ M Tyer 5, only twe y-nine peers de-
clared themselves willing to take part in the final deliberation. War-
rerastings v naquitte o larg “arition of 2 the charges
ag  t him, he penu’ mate i pc chm it tri * 1 Great Britain

d ded.

Peter Marshall, the leading historian of the imneachment, has sug-

gd « notor thatuie/ alwas m hum  tal il ¢, butalso that
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its real victims were Hastings and Burke.”* He writes, “Whatever
view is taken of his shortcomings, there can be no doubt of the sever-
ity of Hastings’s punishment, even though he was acquitted.” He
continues: “To Hastings, incapable of seeing that he had any real
case to answer or that he was not the victim of lunatics and vil-
lains, the humiliation of being subjected for seven years to a fero-
ci  prosecs’ oi. mustd O men. oo 7 L oarshd cites Thomas

P |

I 2 aulaya 1JamesN 1, who -c .osto. ¢ charges but felt
ey rtheless: at? stin, shad® cer l-used, as fu her evidence that
Hastings did not deserve his ordeal. Burke, though his judgment was
“diasstrously a4 alt)” wasetivate e by o tenagiauas devotion to
t . Wish® ginretrd sectth B ke, !  his s .sake, had been
of tedin' e Hovse, flarshs cd cludes by ai erting, “The dam-
age done to him by these years of trustration is icalculable.” Per-
haps Marshall cannot be faulted for feeling that both Hastings and
E ehadt :nhiine mnayc ast aed, vth frit " But what does
0 an for| historian|  castt! se ouguresa ictims, especially
vhihy it is im0 L that w0 lince 10 especially Cagic when it is in
vain—when, as in this case, the whole process seemingly had no
r¢  aistorica” sae 2?2 L7 e ot i ria and observers, Mar-

1

¢ a hasju red the it Heachn nt  beer sham, with little
It hate infi wpaed On ¢ herd itai or India.” | though he would
have wished Burke success, both to increase regulation over Com-
pa affairs 200700, genestareatenmesiv (arresponsibility
f 7 heevel soflndia 1e now -r¢ ugol sthe  apire itself was a
rc em. W_ile thotnn couls a1y have bee expected to bring
an end to empure, it could have led, he suggests, to something more
than_disillusion and apathv_In his view. not only was Hastings let

¢ 5 h1eimp’ 1al projeg’ Contiri =d arefc mec
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The trial, however, was hardly a failure, even in Burke’s terms.*®
Burke succeeded in directing Britain’s full attention to the iniquities
of the nabobs and the corruption of power and wealth that attended
the idea of India. The trial made it clear that even great men were
answerable to the judgment of the ancient constitution when they
abused their office in imperial theaters far away from home. The
reg  tory cop’ i of Pit i bil il ete od B otings’s return
a1 | nt Co wallisto | dia bec m' 24" Jublic  d and generally

cc tedinle sen’ (be used the rial. Even 1 bre dramatically,
the trial produced the conditions not just for empire’s success but

S L

alspeor its trans®wmations™ e a pateiatic epterpriss by allowing
B/ | aplatt rmonwl ‘htor ke lear iatc o re was a sacred

p asibility mpie w tobe ol hager the pr¢ nce of unprinci-
pled pirates, but rather an amair of state answerable to the nation. If
the massive personal corruntion of old was no longer acceptable,
n¢ | rwasa stalscpar’ onbe vec am wop v ding company
v 1 e Britt 1 governt nt (ev 1t Ggu they ¢ atinued formally
-~ biseparate).ien Bri - Caders —from Mar | aess Wellesley to
Lord Dalhousie—would wage war and annex territory in far-off lands,

the  ere noy’ sud 0int i e oo, thal the presumed

o]

D

r justific ion,and  athee ) 7 latattc ued this new im-

T - L

i, mission dalt tar” pu Haid to the s ndals of empire;
it also raised empire above the possibility of scandal. The only scan-
dal"at remaine’ of cours s on¢ ' ieeitloor Bw'z, nor for that
m o ~subse tenthisto insof ¢ ap e.we Id o ive assuch: the
m alof eriire iM0If.
The disillusion and apathy so bemoaned by Marshall provided
proof of the trial’s imperial success, India had been a sensation in

Br ¢ Vspub® affaisfgt Jolon, hec use ¢ thel nd donal scandals
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associated with Clive, Benfield, and Hastings. For much of the eigh-
teenth century, the economic, social, and political consequences of
Company activities were palpable in myriad ways across the full
spectrum of British society. Even before the trial was over, however,
empire began to drift from view, along with the sins of Hastings,
which were increasingly seen as excessive only in degree. Hastings
¢/ Inowbe & dind 00 ntex Ll 716 ing 7 putation as the
¢v rofln 1,andat! imew m == was. aralized as a nor-
1a state prooectd oni v vel normalizal n also made em-
pire seem less interesting, both less destabilizing and less important.
Epon more iraeinlly, thad'witiminisamroces enasted by the trial
@ ¢ worked O sever Iy asaff: sf mP tain / empting Britain
o imper. ' dan‘or: thesz e ne that Brit n could claim an
autonomy that made empire seem largely epiphenomenal to the na-
tional story. Sir Iohn Seelev was right to declare, when he delivered
b imous | cturcoond npert. hi ory & Car b ze in the 188os,
a ‘wesel a,asitwi o, toh e guaered ai peopled half the
vol-dina fitco i ience oo LA he trial of Virren Hastings was
in large part responsible for creating the conditions of this national
al esiac Byt Lo gh 0, as - ice tha Sritd o had taken an
i s arviev ofitshisto , hews in = able t 0ld India into the
o1 ofthe i =mdd onv “Ca er| itain.”

Burke at least had been clear that empire was not produced in a
fitfabsence " vind. Bt altinei ancen wagiot to rehearse
t o oryof  apiresor mnssoir ic aste ansi ¢ its future, not to

re - imper | exinst v so p ch s to launde it (and thus sanc-
tion more of it). Despite his impassioned excoriation of imperial ex-

cess. he neither condemned empire nor did_he seek to question its

¢ ¢ 15.Corl rCruwse € Brien s serte tha 31 e became exer-
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cised about India as a coded expression of critique concerning Eng-
land’s treatment of Ireland. But Burke’s obsession always seemed to
be far less about India (or for that matter either Ireland or France)
than about England itself. Burke believed that the case of India
could be used not just to sanctify empire but also to bolster his idea
of the ancient constitution. The origins of this constitution might be
shi dedin v G nand® oo bu o ity vas £ him the nec-
es 1 found onforall hatwa vec 2o agin  atemporary Eu-
pe Hisgrea dess’ rov wthe® len | Revolutior setrayed both his
own monarchical leanings and his monumental terror at the pros-
peataf change*d India o' beenghath the wnginess ! undesirable
cl 1 eand{ ourceof/ mptatt 1a 1lfar syt # ndermined tra-
" ic al forn of privile.  and/ otc ol. India re esented a whole
nost of threats to the structures of British society that had to be pre-
served at all costs. In a peculiar sense, the same French Revolution
th' | 1ade In® aseelite’ wost E tor sofa awe i e India all the
v or impor. at to Bur —whi 11 auowmer rez on he refused to
“uck down whe i inted w00 byioth Fox and it
Burke’s demise came soon after that of the trial itself. He retired
fr¢  Parliame (il 7944 sce wrhowiie spe ch ¢ Hastings. On
t « ybefo hisretire ent,so e " sof . House moved a
te. fthanks »#th® nati wered the mpeachme | only to face op-
position from a small but determined group who sought to separate
Bur''s extrem 4 irressrhle avfrons thogevof the rest of
th | anage; The vot carriec th ugh’ ith " ¢ eable negative
e Not lor aftey"las ags’s £ qu  al, Burke b ame ill and was
sent to Bath to recuperate. He went mto a slow but steady decline
and_died on Julv.o. 1797. During the last year of his life, he wrote

se’ | letter’ suggcaind ais de e - atta  vi lie® 1on for having
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spent the last fifteen years of his life on the Indian question. In one
letter to French Laurence, to whom he had entrusted the task of pre-

paring a history of the impeachment, he wrote,

Let not this cruel, daring, unexampled act of publick corruption,

guilt, and meanness go down—to a posterity, perhaps as careless

s the pr , ve. on,; ach will be
est fo in its ow . Let ndeavours to
ave the. m guilt, be my honument; the

du
)

only one I ever will have. Let every thing I have done, said, or

ut the i 3 b ¢ty this bar-

arous i | le and nations,

nd of a o« ain.  ever Europe  ccovers its civi-

nc n epitaph !ny enemy of em-

ut Burkes call to remember his Indian struggle

he “dominion_of the glorious
sper tio e

outrage

Divine provi-

c
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dence”—had been sullied by the cupidity of men such as Hastings.
Britain’s civilizational attainments and aspirations had been put at
risk. In gratifying their lowest passions, the nabobs threatened not
just to take empire down, but to destroy European civilization itself.
While we cannot fail to be moved by Burke’s passionate commit-

ment to the cause of imperial reform, we cannot forget which civili-

zal  heso r
ke wat Iso distre for noble reasons.
st 1gs ha rar. anr ]l pension | £4,000 (with a
)

large advance to cover legal expenses) after his acquittal, a sum

‘on after his
ing debts—in-
ebuilding of his

aylesford—nor signified the end of the impeach-

amily estate in

ment cloud. For Hastings still shunned by Company directors
e

h
ad turne
board _wou._ be no placc “or him in Indian

affairs.”

the ti tria” Liau t India had
ed as © ll. Britai i pire; a new na-
n st ferv . SUEE lishment of the

nation and a continuing source of credit to it. It still took some time

e s he ¢

s, wh e early ages of the trial,

n 1813, when he was asked ouse of Commons

to testify on the subject of harte ewal for the Company, the
by on/ simuiian Is it eads uncov-
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ered, and stood in silence.”® He testified that he was horrified at or-
ders forbidding Indian sepoys from wearing caste marks or symbols
of their religion, and he was dead set against allowing Christian mis-
sions to proselytize freely. He argued strongly against allowing “the
lower order of British subjects” to settle in India, for they “will insult,
plunder, and oppress the natives.”®" He had also been much in favor
o cllesleys ol ge, a0 il mee o¢ hve o the carning of Per-
¢ 1 Urdu, nd Sansk' . Shor  a = aiun  ant return to the

lo se of Cc vma’ , ho eceit da honorary di torate in civil law
from Oxford. He died four years later at home in Daylesford, draw-
ines handkers'of overvnface imtminutas befeue he drew his
f i privat  breath.

I was n  unt'»w ! afte’ hii death, how ver, that Warren
Hastings’s historical vindicanon was complete. Histories of empire
written in the late nineteenth century praised Hastings’s role as the
g o lian off mpu;nf ng i = ¢ out 'y ¢ hi ‘misdeeds.” By

¢ Lord| 'urzon hi  made¢ a1 ic what w 5 then widely ac-
_ep-2d, that 1.7 ligs wao 0 Jieat Lad ill used 1-an.”* Subsequent
biographies in Britain (and America) have continued Curzon’s
tr don, fin g Tasti’ o ave oo mig tily 4 Longed, heroic
f-u derof \ apire that e was.

I astings Lo what s athe’ Uis. 1 s portrait st es down at visitors
to the reading room of the India Office Record room in the British
L wary, and biomsacy as of the Simyertantcvons of the im-

j r lpantl on,even’ amo: ra lvcl sten '

ostimperial Brit-

n contint to i de @ Ifl wa emporarily  victim of empire,
he 1s now acknowledged as one of its most important founders. Yet
Hastings’s sufferings, not ta_mention the question of his historical

g 1 arein/ metandd rentar cne besy  tho 2o« Like Burke, if

130

Copyriet" > The Pre~" "=t and/™ " ~s of "*arvarc “ollege



Spectacle

in a somewhat different way, Hastings was instrumental in the his-
tory of imperial formation at a critical time for Britain. Losing Amer-
ica might not have been the cause of King George’s madness, but it
would have brought considerably more national despair had the im-
perial theater not simultaneously been expanding and transforming

in ways that were foundational for Britain’s economic expansion and

p al dev . ~ed ing’ «nd Burke for
i dern ¢ pire—a a 0 ation—to suc-
nd it S 1L to enter t  nineteenth cen-

tury with a hope for the kind of greatness it soon came to take for

d a ern Britain is
ie | rtain modc . In producing,

a1 ot empire, they both played epic roles.

his epic was the impeachment trial of
ort fa en as it pres-
< 1 tablisi 1ent of a secure
in' e east. At t @ same time that

transformed

o~ & >~

1 C
1al ¢ erce. And so it

ions of th

perial relation-

ship that we now turn.
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\ M Such Qongerlre, are TMTL
every respect; always more or less inconvenient to the

count’ v, icht ¢y ar st ne lest' ctive
to tho which ha @ rt lunc  their
govern
—ADAM SMITH, THE WEALTH OF NATIONS,
In his impeachment assault, Burke had condemned Hastings for his
or. hut al. raid d larger ques-
i @ i of rule in India.
IS hash’ 0 t and forcc 1l denunciations

of the economic consequences of Company rule just a few years be-

fo e com en ria “th rt of the Se-
mmit, >—a co ad “Appointed to

e to Coi ider of 1e Administ tion of Justice in

e Provinces ot Bengal, Bahar and Orissa,” and headed by Burke

(w rote all few words of the re
W "ora nn ,

fa “drain of

—the id
n ruin the Brit-
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ish provinces was developed in terms that were much later made fa-
mous by the great nationalist and economic historian Romesh Dutt
in his celebrated Economic History of India.' Burke used the Ninth
Report to attack the system of commerce that had developed under
Company rule, in particular lamenting a system in which a sig-

nificant amount of the land revenue was used to finance its own

tr . Ashe
certai ‘o ue >f Bengal ha Heen for many

Years set apart, to be employed in the Purchase of Goods for Ex-

: most valu-
y arriving 1 England in a
on the public

a su’ .us Produc-

pied so i me World. This
5 mj  also a recip cal Supply, by

which the trading Capital employed in those Productions was

ontinua then e ent of a
ribute’ nd not a ot untry, wore
his spec. us an " de - .
rke’s conviction that the notional i ent” represented by
1 evenu' and rcali ﬂ e it. 2’< rosperity alone,
134
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and that the annual tax paid by the Company to Parliament
(£400,000)—what Burke calls the “tribute”—paid by the Company
constituted an unsustainable drain on the economy of India. Burke’s
critique became the basis for a critical economic history of British
India, and has been invoked with approval in most important na-
tionalist writing about the effects of British rule on India. Much of
By s analy® e, agt o0 here oo ert d i Lact from the
w t gsof P lip Franc. whow k¢ 2w’ com, aensive critique

th politicc veca’ dmy £thd Co  pany durin his time in Cal-
cutta in the 1770s. Francis denominated four “articles of tribute”

1

as o~ tical for theo'=ain of »'th frop= P -=0ale "he £+t was the “in-

«

ve 1 ent” w ich was ¢ seribec s “cle ack 9 iedged Tribute

n 3engal s Eng'snc the s ‘or  was the rel ttances made to
other presidencies (Madras and Bombay), another “direct Tribute”;
the third was the transfer of private income to Fngland; and the
fol | was t' trancler/ incc e | bhm | vac ot e’ But Burke
7 ¢ learsp ification wella h¢ iicarforce Francis’s insight
~atilie politice 7 Zonomy T omm - ce betweer! Sritain and India
was predicated on unequal, and unfair, terms of trade—on the part
of hits prit o ndert waa wste oo s set/ [ the political
d° v aation  the Com anyov th "7 ‘nsul atinent. And he

in dthe pi wret tac st Cd E hgal in the | itk and dramatic
terms that would more than a century later be cited to explain why
Indwbecame i nwerisha aring ! vy yoars wien Britain at-

\* trial revolution

ta 1 world conomic/ hwer th hul  bot an 1.
d| creasel nits/vm. ercial api ity
Burke addressed the economic ettects of empire in a context in
which arguments around the advantages of free trade were in ascen-

dg « , and ¥ whica tf genc | ¢ rept ¢ or hd Company had
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made clear that monopolies were good only for a few unscrupulous
individuals rather than for national economies. Adam Smith had
published his influential Wealth of Nations in 1776, and while he
was not a critic of empire per se, he was a severe critic of monopoly.
Merchants and manufacturers, he wrote, were always “demanding a
monopoly against their countrymen,” and since they were the ones
w  derivedd LC" weatet o mtag oot e n°onopolies, they

AL

y o ration todoso. uthe: yu .gly i this not only dis-
ar d the 1 dsib® Thar "of & lrke forces, but orked against the
public interest as well. He recognized that the interests of merchants
ant'ssovereignannlers wardifferentMerghants sscured profits
b aying ¢ eap and | ling ¢ . over gns, « ever, were con-
er »d to kK op prives’ rimy cte goods as 1¢ - as possible, and
prices for domesuc goods as high. 1t is in the interest of sovereigns,
he insisted, “to allow the most perfect freedom of commerce.”
i the ca’ of ttoE< Indic Co pany the aof spoly par excel-
n °, thei erestsof | erchar a overeigns vere diametrically
opp sed not <7 “ror ree s of poofit and naonal interest, but
also because merchants claimed inappropriate forms of sovereignty.
S hwroted wac e “a0 Lune matic (o he lomy ny in India] is
1 :¢ ssarily bmposed | -~ a cot ci “ rchai | a profession no
ot textrers 'wal pece Wle utw ich inno ¢ ntry in the world
carries along with it that sort of authority which naturally over-
ay o the peor'tind wit's i fored main's thewwwilling obedi-
¢ ¢ 7Inth caseotln aespe all “suc acc il can command
o¢ ience ¢ 'y bvitie dlitary or¢  with which ey are accompa-
nied, and their government is therefore necessarily military and
desnotical.” Further, Smith _noted_that the sovernment would be

st crvient/  the nater’ cof m aop ly, 0 d ¢ asd uently . . . stunt
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the natural growth of some parts at least of the surplus produce of
the country to what is barely sufhicient for answering the demand of
the company.” Indeed, Smith believed that if the policy of the Eng-
lish Company were to continue, it would prove “as completely de-
structive as that of the Dutch.”

Smith was aware that private trade could hardly be prevented
un monop’ ,  aditt L Te a ool YL ser’ ints naturally
el I vour tc ostablish | e sam/ m en "in 1 ur of their own

wi 2 trade” wofd o pllic st de  the comp: y.” And because
private trade would likely be far more extensive than public trade, it
won'? have evarmore dizen “acts gt country. “lie monopoly
of | these antstend  ostun he aatur  gre ¥ of every part of
"> oduce’ » whith U ey cht e i deal, of wl tis destined for
home consumption, as well as of what is destined for exportation;
and consequently to degrade the cultivation of the whole country,
an o redug’ che tam) cof i ‘nl oitar . It 2nd to reduce the

1 a1 tyofe rysortof  oduce ve Giacofthen cessaries of life.”

~efeling to tio T Cgulati 00 of U173, he note that the regula-
tions sent out from Europe had been well-meaning but structurally
fla [ As Sp¢ i Ssend L is | var, ing lar/ vernment in
w 1 every iember o he adi ni =t wishe o get out of the

ur ry, and " el den. wtad ave  one with th - government, as
soon as he can, and to whose interest, the day after he has left it and
card his wha't stune s him, [ sfe@’y ind “erent though
th | hole c¢ ntry was| vallowe  u by ear. < ake” It was of

ar : no ac_ dent/fiat. ‘mith/ as  riting his g at treatise in the
mid-1770s, in the wake of the great Bengal famine and the parlia-
mentary inquiries into the corruption of Clive and his group. The

si¢ | impor’ ace ¢i tht Comy ny' or Bi ain s onal economy
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and its seemingly devastating effect on India must have deeply influ-
enced Smith as he developed his own account of the nature of com-
merce and the role of the market in a global context.

Smith, like his various interlocutors who shaped the Scottish En-
lightenment, was anxious to rescue the idea of commerce from the
reputation it had developed in relation to the Company. The worry
th the corp’ Jac vof o0 pi wou Ll to he ¢ ruption of the
1 e opoley snotBu >salor  a S (h’sc  Jue of monopoly

ras leeply @ Quet Jed” wthe car als surroun ng the Company
during the years he composed The Wealth of Nations.

CSaith, of avvee, hadotber di ot comcernsfrom those of
F i e He ¢ ubtlessI¢ <ed for ar toa’ iyw = waade with India

oU 1be fre motitstc mono ly atalso of pc rical interference,
though given his tocus he was less worried about the specific out-
come of political relations between India and Britain, as long as
¢ ¢ mnerce ( uld it “Smu i - Hu ea 1) bertson among

h s, had| gued.thal rade w 1l¢ .avcpenefic 1l national as well
_s g obal effec " ieating - jast a- _brant econ ny but a more ad-
vanced society as well. Trade would create interdependency and
sy athy agd Cii »oae’ Lia tor waa ean o, ti circulation of

N ideas ¢ d values ' well @ cc ties & . money. But de-

pit Smith’s eli™ Vof « O ipar | his genere confidence about
the role of commerce necessarily came largely from a history that
winnleeply camimted tomon ! enterise atifter all, it was
I o selyth® recognitic  of the icl sof’ e E. 0 the vast reserves

r1 v mate s ar ol rcop aoc ies that cou | generate the ba-
sis tor global dependence on commerce—that drove the thinkers of
the Scottish Enlichtenment to theorize a world in which economic

¢ ¢ lation,/ iterdcper’ cncy, ec lizat n, « e’ nce, exchange,
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and understanding would predicate a new kind of social and politi-

cal future.

Despite Smith’s and Burke’s rhetoric—and indeed many of the ar-
guments that had been mounted against monopoly forms—the

gradual demise of the Company monopoly in the early nineteenth

e uncertainties

the growing po-

botworivate ic ¢n i g e regulation
iminis y, trade itself
s ardly f : ¢ ithian rinciples. While

ree trade and o e most important ideological

pillars on which empire consolidated itself, empire itself made free

T
lor on the

u. iled the desire for

wer mith, like the

part f the great nine-

teenth-century British liberals James Mill, Jeremy Bentham, and

of empire.”

the liberating

(¢}
SHES
- o
=
58 =
o &
S £ =
2 =
S &S
oo @

ept empire as a

necessity, if only mn the short term.

emnire becam ural in na
k MP 9

nd it was hardly surprising that

itain’s grow-

e of
tr

uments in fa-
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vor of a firm, if benevolent, imperial hand. The global utopia of
the new world of commerce and exchange did not turn out quite as
predicted by the thinkers of the Scottish Enlightenment after all.
The history of the East India Company’s monopoly is thus the ex-
ception that proved the rule of capitalist modernity in Britain, both
in its early phases through the end of the eighteenth century and
la inits gre Gl emidt Lc tbso Gol atc armd empire during
t e rsthal fthenin :enth ¢ nt ='* nefu  astance, the East
a¢c  Comp. whe bed wabld o b sin to comp e with the Dutch
and establish a reputation for quick and regular profitability pre-
cisn'y becausarivhad bassrante! manopaly statss and official
s 1 don fr¢ (the Crof 1, asw la becz seit = olished a system
(i ernal ¢ vernavce’ atwa' s ¢ icientasity s careful to main-
tain close relations both witnh the state and its investors. East India
trade began with pepper, much of it from various Southeast Asian
i« ds, and’ ater c.ver’ ied t¢ ncl de o er. ic/ such as cloves,
1l 1eg, m. e, and cii .amon >0, wowever, Hods from the In-
diat-mainlana 7 Zame ey Lore 1o portant, be  aning with indigo
(a textile dye) and including saltpeter (used in preserving meats
alormaki® gl wow e wel s e vilest ach as calicoes
£1¢ silk. AT arehouse! stem v s ¢ o8 lied 1 arious port cities,
/h e Comy wwd pres ot 5 s¢ up warchor es (factories) that
organized local trade and stored at the ready the goods that were to
bemported varthe are £ Co shize. Ear'von, the Com-
j 1 realiz¢ thatitsty erequ =d 1eu offc » andin1613, and
za 1in 161 the /viti had/ ric 5 engageme ts with the Portu-
guese on India’s west coast that allowed them to establish a base in
Surat. Soon thereafter the Companv was able to secure official per-

7 ¢ on,in/ ¢forniofl prma; frc 1the Aug ald Hurt to establish
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warchouses and settle its business agents in Mughal territory. From
the start, military and political considerations were critical to the
Company’s success.

The early success of the Company did not mean, however, that
there were no critics of its monopoly status; indeed, it only served to
make the possibility of engaging in Eastern trade more attractive.

€

the king in

10
d ot t ew the charter.

t changed Sromwell’s mind

after a few years; in 1657 he issued a new monopoly charter for the

and j nths'ster £740,000
a -n c re that led di-
r the Con any. Charter re-

xed issue once again in the years after 1688-1689,

scandals (the speaker of the
was charged

pport renewal),

\
\
\

ny chartered as

the Scottish East India Company. The Crown, desperate for funds

e, e at £ ympany trade
up auction, selling
n  tumn for a l¢ n of two million

pounds. After years of intense politicking, however, and a hostile

b t from 3 oldep pany, many
m hg  been di e, ted Company
ed in c ags 1 e cctively ble led the different

actional parties nto a single monopoly venture.

price for this succ as to Cr of slightly
k han t mi r@ e ad arguments
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about the question of the monopoly, and a profusion of tracts that
had appeared to argue for free trade. But these debates can be mis-
leading in retrospect, for they were driven by the recognition that by
1709 the East India Company had clearly established itself as one of
the leading financial institutions in Britain. The growing number of
merchants and investors who wished to secure better relations with
th Sompap® o hunit Lo thel o0 tar ¢ the some form of

1 11

1 0 opoly v s necesse , and | de the ¢ npany could not

ac ced eith vatd me win dia  ithout the ¢ ect support of the
state. By then, the Company was one of the key creditors of the
Coowvn—seconialy to thePank of Wealancdand s4was also a ma-
i ource ¢ contracts| Lond¢ n cha san 9 mtegral compo-
er of whe histovan. have ¢ are erized as tl financial revolu-
tion of the period between 1088 and 1756. During those same years
the Company was the single most important source of shares and

i

s« sforth’ zrowi.ige nang ma et.\ aen o’ rn finance cap-
al vas bor it was cle rthat! a1 Coichis kit and at this level,
vac aecessarls, |, woal. It diso ¢ ar that the “late was not about
to lessen its involvement in Company affairs. The Company was lit-
el sthe “skf Joi weert i
I the ¢ ly eighte th cer iy ' ange commodities in-
ol din th' ¥ad indi 24 nac -xpanded a well. Perhaps the
most critical entry to the trade was tea, itself responsible for a mas-
simrhange intndietans™hits o lendynfter 4o initial period
i 1 aich it’ as viewed sape’ ici asdr g Te 4 as introduced in
e econd ' lf of the' wente ath entury, anc oy the early eigh-
teenth century had become an article of mass consumption, along
with_the sugar from Jamaica that also sweetened the bitterness of

¢ ¢ eand ¢ ocolae, t 5 othe tre cal ¢ mu dit s that began to
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be imported into Britain at roughly the same time. That tea became
the national drink of England was not unrelated to the fact that, as
Sidney Mintz has put it, “the production of tea was developed ener-
getically in a single vast colony, and served there as a means not only
of profit but also of the power to rule.” The linked commodities
of tea and sugar were thus both closely tied to empire. As Horace
Wi le note i lette” oL 9 t¢ woo e & oann/d L am heartily

1l

gl 1 nat we hall keep amaic: n ast I~ s another year,

at ne may sved ne lavi ast ckof tea an sugar for the rest
of one’s days.”"” Although the trade in tea was made possible by the
colany in the "ot Indieswwnthe pialitoentlycentyr all tea was
gr v inCl ia. Teaw anidi 1i port tco 7 ustain tremen-
" u orofuts, . did st ¢ mpete vit local manu  cturing, and de-
mand for it seemed steadily to rise; 1n the early eighteenth century
some 200,000 pounds of tea were imported into Britain each year,
an | y 1757/ 1s higare/ achec a1 s gger g s m/  three million
> a s, by v ich point had b o1 uic domit 1t commodity of
~adc The duty 7 ca reac 12 plocent before L was finally con-

trolled by the Commutation Act of 1784, but tea continued to pro-

du  enormg’ el vevel s s th s has emd d rose to the
o' r where early thit  millic p =7 of tea  cre imported in
13- 814.

There were two problems with tea, however. The first was that
thex“hinese im0y accan honly i buon imvexchange for
te | radual the Chir ‘e did | cc iein restc / various Indian

OC cts, inc iding ol n pie g ds and, inc casingly, opium.
'I'he “country trade,” as it was known, was developed in effect to pro-
duce and then _exnort local o0ods for the China trade. to substitute

“o 1 ncy” f¢ the valli® (that. ad icree ngi ' ned the Com-
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pany’s finances. The second problem, and this intensified as opium
became the principal item of exchange for tea, was fear that reliance
on a producer not controllable through direct colonial means could
be dangerous. As a result, the development of tea plantations in
India, first in Assam and Darjeeling, and later in Ceylon and south-
ern India, was strongly encouraged, despite abiding concerns to con-
tr  luropead oo mer’ L dlia G = P cipit as end of Brit-
# 2 contr¢ over the irteen ol ‘ee [ Noi = America. By the
mof the ™ hart' ‘rer. wal £ 183 Furopean ttlement in India
was made possible precisely to allow for direct control over the culti-
vatan of cropssinh as teasnffee, andindige
ie Fas' ndia Cor dany I 1 = en . nce < to maintain its
10 opoly I th oyor ¢ mmer.  w 1 its port si lements in India
and with China, but in order to do so it established other monopo-
lies as well. Even the reforming efforts to stem the tide of private
tr ¢ , espe¢ ily nohe anter ad cgio. ot ad’ outside formal
o pany 1 mnagemer becar o Loiwnities t establish monop-
olictover the O Loy trac ot excaple, the op -am trade was sub-
jected to monopoly control in 1773, with deleterious effects on In-
d® peasan’ i opivd wa her o to e ptocured at fixed
1« and d¢ veredto € lcutta he ' lacew  re it was to be re-
ne . Curioc ' er1, wthd eve es from op  m were treated as
tax or excise funds rather than as profit from trade, with the unin-
ter'ed conseatine of diviing teant e whig'vthis profit was
¢ 1 ected © the color .ation| th Ind 1ecc  ay.!' Indeed, the
h - a trade vork/" n e ges ral  to disguise he weaknesses of
the Company as a corporate body and its growing level of debt in the
years between 1769 and 1702. It is imnossible_therefore to evaluate

t' > conomy’ impucat’ nsot it trac in. di¢ —both for India
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and for Britain—without looking at the larger global picture that
Britain’s colonial presence in India made possible, including coun-
try trade as well as profits from China, along with the private for-
tunes attained through informal, improper, and otherwise largely
invisible means. The economies of both India and Britain were
transformed through their relationship in the second half of the
eig. enth ce’ &, andd i s g oo amang’ n everything

AP I

fr 1 haval a1 military ower t in and amercial capac-

v sinsepa hlad bm' em® re. ad yet the f ts that the Com-
pany was so financially challenged and that military expenditures
in fodia kept 24 eg to thewchallansss have madacarly empire

se¢ 1 —at le/ = in the [ nals ¢ m ‘h ir ser. !

story—simulta-

ol lyalos gprewost nfor rit 1, and one = at was neutral or
even advantageous tor India. 1t was very much the other way round.

Some of the kev British actors in_the imperial drama of the late
ei¢ 1+ enth cd ury ergt mong he  stto ect, the “conomic con-
U aces o he Com| ny’s ¢ tic v with Indi - The conviction
~at'“mpire co. ' lated a0 Sus el nomic drai on India began
with critics of Clive such as William Bolts and Alexander Dow,
the heven @ o llyd aiy ere [ au me lasi alarly disturb-
it ¢ alysis ¢ imperial | onom ;.. o as17,  Alexander Dow

set »d that™ weat 5 de “eed ad | mmenced | ith the Battle of
Plassey, and that it was a direct result of foreign dominion. He calcu-
late'that Bena ot appratelyr“millivn eag'vyear through
ex ¢ tionof vecieand euse | m aons esit + and trade, espe-

Al in basic ~omr »di s suc’ as It betel nul and tobacco. He
also claimed that the levels ot taxation had risen to unprecedented
levels. and that “seven entire battalions were added to our military

es | ishmer (oen.ored neco et ns. . [the Lo ried terror and
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ruin through the country.” As he expostulated, “Though they ex-
ported the specie, though they checked commerce by monopoly,
they heaped oppression upon additional taxes, as if rigour were nec-

12

essary to power.”"? British justice protected natives less than despots,
and property lost any security it previously had. He recommended
an end to monopoly, a reduction in revenue demand, the enhance-
nm ofthes Cai wof 20 Dpc wal (o h ¢ er i atical and cul-
tr remec s for the ckof ¢ s wnd ad fa. Cssin the rule of

el jal. Vere tcaf pile Goud Jco cerning imyp rts and exports for
the years 1766, 1767, and 1768 suggesting that Bengal exported ten
tipees what itisarted, netins. “Whatarar swms had formerly been
r 1 tedto! elhiwere’ mplyr ml rsed ythe « 1rnsmade to the

n; ense c¢ xmer/yor denga' .. ow widely ¢ ferent from these
are the present circumstances of the Nabob’s dominions! . . . Each
of the FEuropean Companies, by means of money taken up in the
¢ try, hat grecay ( darge. the  ani al' e ments, without

Ic hgaru cetothe ches o the ovince”"

‘erelst further ob-
cer d: “Tt win 0ty be wo i ied thiany countr, however opulent,
could long maintain itself, much less flourish, when it received no
- rial supt LS, ad vl Gie hala O ins b of pove one-third
¢ i whole carlyvalu wasyc ly od™

Lo’ he ombinatior f revenue extrac-

e “drar. "of ealt
tion and trade—what since Francis and Burke was understood as the
usof the “trit ” or the " estm 70 fii 1 thes rocurement of
¢ 1 noditic andvaric  rawn ter Is— peci ' when combined

it the for s of funt 1 exes sec over the op ations of internal
markets, has been seen as tundamental to the rise of imperial power
ever since. When Romesh Dutt wrote what in effect was the first

«

onalist’ cconuini¢ uistory »f = dia, | sec 2e’ natural that he
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would begin by quoting Burke and others to make the point that
he was doing nothing more than working out the details of an argu-
ment that had already been made by the British themselves.” Sub-
sequent debates over the economic effects of British rule in India
have often hinged on the stress given to the relative enormity of in-
vestment and tribute. Historians who have downplayed the nega-
tiv. le playe” oy he PG have. o oan fficid ngures about
tr 1 and as¢ med that. nd rev. il =2 erely nvested in local

ve ament; . ase’ tho' wved suc  against the 1 have observed
not only that land revenue and trade were both part of the drain,
buta'so that ansalculatisn s taking e atheial priass as the base
w/ 1 invari sly serve [ astical to nde aluc % actual imports

d’ nderes mateshe' ofits.! Ci cs of empi  further adduce
the extent of “private” corruption, adding that any reasonable esti-
mate would have to take into account the enormous amount of
st sling, n° ch ot ¢ aduce 'l bugl con abd id such as dia-
v or s and © nsported. at of I' iia o variety . means to conti-
~oni Europe 0 ie it 1o s we, surreptitioty to Britain. For
example, the historian Irfan Habib has recently estimated that while
the ain froet oc al 20 0ol ar t ci. na hrof n the official
ol els of 1e Comp ay alor w .nd £ 7,651 in 1779, a

C,

or accurat st ate 1 faat’ oul be £1,823,4¢ . Using a variety
of calculations based on extrapolations of extra-official activity, he
sugmsts that thental gaien S Brita thewpengvof India was
w | ver tw¢ million pf ndsa’ ar 117° -17¢ £ sing to over 4.7

II' n in 1 2. Pt ¢ °n us g = ore consery ive calculations
on the basis of otticial accounts, Habib has calculated that “the trib-
ute amounted to.o per cent of the GNP—a crippling drain for any

eq | my.!®
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While the debate is in large part about the numbers, it is even
more crucially about the evaluation of historical context. Holden
Furber, for example, an economic historian from the United States
who argued against the claims of nationalist economic history, has
noted: “Those who believe that contact with the West tended to im-
poverish India at this period do not contend that Indians could
th  selves he Ou el Sl texp ool woo o I rope for sale at
& p ft” It ead, they nerely ec *h»a e su of Indian wealth

0. d have' »end eatt if e Eu pean empi -builders had not
been abroad in the land.” Beginning with the conviction that trade
itea'Swas a goadithing, andad stine'sting efects grthe economy,
I isumed hat India’ econo 'y = s fu lam o uly stagnant and

er inly url kely #opa icipat/ n ¢y global col merce that would
commence the great transtormation of capital. With these assump-
tions framing his analysis, he then estimated the difference between
it | rts and’ xporifor neyel 517 3to 93 1 @ er to assess the

i aitude | the draii believ g = oo e only rue ‘drain’ result-
ng rom cont. . ith tha 0 was the excess ol _xports from India
for which there was no equivalent import.” His most liberal assess-
o includ’ g vated Cine mee s la all ¢ dcial exports, is

¢ aly £1.0 million ai wally. = hie T Crnot |, was a “drain” in

oC s. Buth liee intc non’ ete theideaof tribute. “A notion
that India was paying a tribute of gold and silver to her European
camuerors atintime a0t nd mfadatton indiet.” He wrote
t 2 ‘Dutt | d those v o follc "ec 1im/ ere  ieoccupied with

e dea the Tndiziwas eing/ ste atically loo d by the invaders
trom the West that they failed to study the process of Furopean ex-
pansion within India in all its aspects.” That said, he remarked that

B mself! dongy'bd ansu  a udy. nd ad oncentrated on
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the effects of this expansion on Europe. And yet he felt sure that the
so-called drain had limited effects and could not be linked to a no-
tion of tribute that took into account the collection of land revenue
for the simple reason that most of the “profit” of empire was rein-
vested in India. “In so far as the monies received by European Fast
India companies or European governments in return for bills of ex-
ch® eorbop’ /oC “toid Lviials Ll w2 spd cwithin India

tc o intain. ‘mies, we > wars, or o adm  trative services
> 1 ’

a

or was cel. nlv' 5 d. noef Jeal  from Indic o the world out-

side.”! Aside from the fact that he still did not account for £1.8 mil-

thiovie ameextragedinary assess-

liop=n year by vmawn calslation,
m o ofthe { stsofani perial. ~c atio

W ether ¢ ued/with e pas on e rhetoric ¢ Burke or the po-
nitical savvy of Dutt, the idea of the drain has been so powerful in
part because it neatly captures the sense of India’s wealth and poten-
tiz | ingsloy ybutoar¢ abso. =d v Bri ind i crial power. As
11 age to. <plain wh the o1 ¢ ¢ Gicatand | oductive land of
~engl had bec ™ Uruined, 7 isforted into a plite of famine and
misery, it is easy to understand why “the drain” has taken such hold
in/  debates” Vo he e Lo m e soqe ace of @ pire from the

n

lz ;| ghteer 1 century > the p se the ¢ 0 is in fact only

e ay tom s the'« stsd em e, The dra only calls atten-
tion to economic loss through the balance of trade, defined as the
nelmmnount ofmmoditF e sperttot tor'ndia s official and
ur o cial tre 2. This n¢ amour he bees talec o d using official

d¢ accouri withon' estind es’  other rem: ances, including
illegal ones, and on the basis of rough notions of the surplus of
country trade and the parliamentary inauiries that looked into the

m' ( corrup onscandsd ofthe im  Itde sno re’ iire a preoccu-
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pation “with the idea that India was being systematically looted by
the invaders from the West” to suppose that official accounts are in-
sufficient, and British parliamentary inquiries inadequate, as accu-
rate measures for the costs of empire in macroeconomic terms. Mo-
nopoly control over country trade, the rampant use of the dastak
(privileges giving preferential treatment to Company traders), mo-
n  lies goy® i othe Lot don o s s ch 2t Hpium and in-
¢ z andn re genera control ve wwic ganc  .arkets would ob-

10 ly skew ‘theit “stac sics sign ficant ways. dditionally, there
were a multitude of ways in which wealth was removed from In-

thosasulteaf privete and often il-

di=—much of === noted-lier, ac
I''1 rade— ithout c¢ imens, atc orm of ¢ v cnsation that go
el beyonc wven tea slyses/ D tand Habil
But if many or the resources that stayed in India in fact simply
reproduced and expanded the imperial apparatus itself (inevitably
16/ ngton reililit/ mittai es’ wel  w. ti he meaning of
i1 estmer anyway? his is| 1y .ooc critics . empire have in-
asto] on the 7 Lof the  Cate, or it links t..2 drain of wealth
through unequal trade with the extractive powers of a colonial state.
F erssend aie hed L s o e i hortd ice was inextri-
¢ b conn  ted to hii 1otion at .oniar_ ate itself was like
ny other ste ot 10 we b Tlast ssumption- the basic conten-
tion of every colonial occupation—was that when resources were in-
verd in themof milnreprntnss whactiognras well as ad-
1 0 stratior tself, this as cla. fiz e as euti ' einvestment” in
¢ s ecor. my. Juin' stmer in ther words! vas nothing other
than the use of the “tribute” to support the colomal state itself. But
the colonial state not only did almost nothing to invest in infrastruc-

tt or proy ie meanii jtul ac ain ratiy ser o¢  for agrarian or
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any other purposes; it was in fact designed entirely to extract re-
sources from India for the enrichment of the Company in particular
and Britain more generally. In the end, the argument over how to
interpret the economic data concerning the impact of the British
presence on India hinges on whether one views the colonial state as

legitimate and benevolent, or as fundamentally extractive in a way

n igeno u
t - late e ni cteenth cer iries, the British

gradually appropriated revenue rights with the simultaneous aims of

v g ‘na the'r owpepolitical and
i ( a ic ur hey also per-
' ic  allies to of 1 military aid in

g and supporting Company troops—the equiva-

ights for military bases but also requiring funding

C

and strategic effects of early imperial policy, what were the immedi-

nd fi i metropole,
ac u ian Tribute to
s| as approxin tely four million

e notion that the British presence in

pounds, it is har

y pha

were

its

T

incon ial_w it was benign or not.
e

ses
o th es went up as

\
\
\
\
\
\
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dramatically as the efficiency in collecting this revenue across large
portions of Bengal and Bihar. When in 1793 Lord Cornwallis en-
acted the “permanent settlement” of Bengal, an assessment of land
value that was to enhance agrarian entrepreneurial investment be-
cause it was fixed in perpetuity, the consequences for nonpayment
of the full taxes for that land—at a rate that was fixed at a rate opti-
' or the 20 00 stalt e s¢ ol mia that sose to 50 per-
¢ 1 of the states cha ged ha Is' *% ‘cnsui decades. During
1e ame yea wthd Srest e o jeal atsincrease even in areas well
outside formal Company control, as for example in Mysore, where
theuler Tipu©altan wasmeezed Sommonay aftesthe negotiated
s | ment [ 1792 (en/ g the nir Mvs e Vi v Awadh, still the
¢ plary 1 litica’ally “was » «d¢ o pay Rs. 8 akhs annually for
the nine years preceding 1705, and then Rs 5o lakhs annually until
1801, when the Company coolly annexed half of its territory.”” And
th © were v ultipicotl” Janct ry conc ic ‘ed | from deflation
s' ting fr¢ 1 the decl e of by io .iports, to e demise of inter-
aalirade in S due T LC division of Berijal’s exports of silk
and textiles entirely to Europe.”!
dyetm® .y werid Luse dan one e dig’ unt the notion
{a empirc 1ad seriot econc ic o on li 4, protesting that
1e clatively e’ 3ritt w»sd net n India cou | hardly have had
the dramatic consequences imputed to it. Peter Marshall, for exam-
plmoted thad P eitish e ants, proallysshen Fosy were armed
vt politic  power,  uld w h adse e pi T for themselves,
al tis har to s vhe thev' bul have laid I ngal waste in the

»7L

space of a few decades.”* Like other imperial historians with this
belief, Marshall_ domesticates the Company’s civil and military ex-

p ¢ s as I nan Lath¢ than' ‘ur bean n | ¢ ecause he also
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believes that the British presence stimulated some aspects of pro-
duction and circulation. And yet he concedes that there was little
in the way of capital investment, and even less to suggest that In-
dian merchants were better off after the Company established itself
than they had been before. Marshall reverts to the managerial and
financial problems confronting the Company in the years after the
gre. ngofthe oo i (170 .o coll ciC anu dire’ 1y in Bengal),
ir 0 ng Fu er’s cano c obse at. »*' "the  aal “costs” con-
m d by the smn® ial U e wd ¢ 11 ng steadily = iring the last de-
cades of the eighteenth century. Accepting the parliamentary view
that-the Comnremneveramvered-“om. theofinansial woes that
aft .\ od it a’ rthe gra ing of el diwa |, Fu » wrote that the
p tance « the soofi from/ e hina trade = iring the critical
decade from 1783 10 1793 was 1n part to serve as a screen for deficits
incurred on Indian account.” suggesting disingenuously that the
Cl ' trade/ us intact/ atirely nd vena at. i f¢ the Indian ac-
o1, “the | bmpany \ s alres y | iwapt ana vas certainly not
~lovo.g towara " ency o s decide” He the concluded that
given these financial challenges, “The Company’s governors could
on  solve th i wbled 570 vma i, on dow' the road of
o I e.”B
W at Furb 2@ at £ this® Gate ent is in sc e ways obscure,
since—averse as he was to any structural argument—he hardly con-
cedtany inev ity tosnial ¢ “ann thawne hand, he
ol ¢ edtha noamou :ofevi on tha 3rit  idia was a wast-
s setto E tain/ull have! bul tthe proce  of European ex-
pansion in India to a halt” On the other hand, he held that imperi-
alism_grew both_from some _Furopeans’ desire to participate in the

pr o offor¢ ntrauc, 2 tthe ea iess¢ ana iy sities of Indian
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society, and in particular out of Indian powerlessness at sea.” Yet he
averred that “nothing in these pages gives the slightest warrant for
thinking that . . . [the] hypothesis as to the all-important role played
by Indian wealth or ‘Plassey Plunder’ in stimulating the industrial
revolution should continue to be viewed with anything but skepti-
cism.” In short, while empire was the result of the interests of the
fe  oeing s’ ao ed 0 Gl of L0 any it dF not harm the
1 a vin It a, or ber fit thel ha i ritait. 0 any significant
ray Furber' sncl® est wshd "by oting, “The rive behind these
events which took place between the American and French Revolu-
tigns sprang £ forceswithingaiahteenth-centry  capitalism,
v 1 htrang °nded na’ mal b¢ nc des.’ atw i< [ could not help
al eave B ain »istt s of I+ lal dmitain alon possessed the sea
power to conquer this empire and the strength to withstand the dele-
terious effects of imperialism when thev came.””* Here we read that
t! o legative _tfectoof £ iperic sm vere. 1 B tait rather than In-
a n arc crsal that cems ¢ gg g, espect ly given Furber’s
Jlatas for hisce i neunc 7 Inc Zed, the only vay to understand
this apparent leap of faith is to appreciate the extent to which impe-
ri aistorian’ suc has 7 ocs need wea o ue ritid uly that British
11, howe rextracti ¢ orinc ui ' Cpresc  od the bequest of
ap alism— 4 par wlad e mulating a1 important effect
that the opening up of Indian markets availed—to a feudal and stag-
ngotIndia. Frevivach a s mactive ire would lodly be seen as
s ¢ abad/ ing. Tha! mpire ‘as losi | prc < ton—at least in
11 5 of Co apapofir aces + rr¢ ly conceive —provided proof
positive for this view.
The relationshinp of empire to the Industrial Revolution in Britain

b« eenye’ nothirbd eofct te ion. ub ' te: “During the
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last half of the eighteenth century, European enterprise acted as a
powerful catalyst on the economic life of the Fast.”*¢ But he saw no
evidence that the India trade acted similarly on the economic life of
the West. Likewise, Peter Marshall, in his careful study of East India
“fortunes,” discounted both the notion that there was a significant
drain on Bengal and the idea that either public or private expropria-
tion  f Indiar® o0 reesd Cic ted - o in ny 4 nificant way.

L

[ « d, hev ote, “It s¢ ms ger -l ~acce =d by economic
stc ans tha welat vely. hunt int© sources of = apital existed in
eighteenth-century Britain and that an over-all increase in capital
acemmulation vemot a mas s factorintha depnlopmant of industry
la the c¢ tury. Whi was nc de was. e di # on of compara-
el small s ms iv'» n nufac’ rir or commur cations. There is
nttle to suggest tat money made m Bengal was directly used in
these ways, excent by isolated individuals.” Whatever wealth did ac-
crf - vas iny/ ed ulag and ¢ nsp cuou cor an' don, but even
15 ould [ ve been| = mini al .poitance  Britain, where
~arlCrasserte 7 Cthe nac L ine s ine as a who!Ulin 1770 was £140
million.”’
s last a< “rue s 20w ssha o apefal € ight of hand.
Q v the v ys in wh h ecor m " Urians all ideological

3 1

m ; have cC »at Cont 'ert" “ec 1omic signif ance even of rel-
atively small numbers, or rather percentages, it is no longer possible
to fomiss the a7 amic o en: “thedia t=de for British
in ( rial gr' sth, whet' 't one’ bp ves. tho.  bnsequences or

t. here is f corse’ nside blc oom for de ate over the pre-
cise relationship between the supply of cheap raw materials from,
and_the emergence of expanding markets in_the colonies, on the

or  de, and he succe’ and s ‘le fthe ndu ri¢ Revolution in
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Britain, on the other, but that there was a strong connection seems
now beyond debate.” Recent work in the economic history of em-
pire amply supports the views of Burke and Dutt, if in more mea-
sured and dispassionate ways. For example, one plausible and ex-
tremely careful estimate of net transfers between India and Britain
for the years between 1772 and 1820 confirms, “once again, that
s¢ ingly ne’ ol e md il Tes 1ol ou hatigl al income can

1 v | their ignifican’  when Jla <4 a mc  .ngful context.

)

fack’ 5 iv wned ssar to consider e importance of

a1 ng othe
Britain’s national debt, in particular the relationship between this
de"and natieetereditTomsfersiS e emypire hadenormous sig-
v 1 ance f¢ Britam v en it s | onfre ted” « ie need to raise
ir s forits. massitn el ense z oz during the  ench wars” of the
carly nineteentn century. As one economic historian has recently
observed, the very complexity in the course of industrial change fol-
16« d by G at Bitair® setwe 17 o an 185 h< ‘made the rela-

b1 hip bel een impe al trad an  Goiaestic pisperity as difficult
0 ¢ ecify as o inposs.c o dis-iss. The Intastrial Revolution
was not just “an affair of steam powered cotton mills and iron works,
b’ on teck o, ms tht UL car W att ty i he nineteenth

¢ 1 ary, af r the ke colont ¢ = lons | 1 been made.”*’

1

al er, the 1 taet al KEowlat nw s itself the 1o alt of other politi-
cal and economic transformations, from the financial revolution in
themighteenthetury—a ™ nh as yore s wagignificantly fa-
¢ 1 tedby' eroleof’ eCon ar —to .ew. /. which imperial

12 ets pro. ded fzac oppe’ ant es for expar ion in key indus-
tries as various as the manutacture ot woolens, silk, lead, tin, copper,
and watches during the last half of the eighteenth century. Broadly

b5 lindug ual progré not ¢ ly  ve b tan a1/ -w cutting edge
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overseas during this period; it also made empire all the more sig-
nificant, at every possible level, for the structural development of the
Industrial Revolution.”

Imperial historians such as Marshall have also traditionally
doubted that imperial policy was ever driven by either real or per-
ceived economic interests associated with Britain’s Industrial Revo-
lut . Marshe Sl writt L is e oo v ¢ feu! o identify di-
ve s and sor ctimes co licting ler »a% i the'  dsh presence in

shenth-ce warvd udia with< “on| nic forces & home. The East

India Company’s monopoly was still intact. It was under pressure

fromeother intes'a. and s 'woresgmanmightbe given some sup-
p¢ ¢ ythen ional govi ament bu nge ral’ / .ttern of trading
n ned ve. congwwva e ../ o can the Brii h private traders

resident in India, tor all the vigour of their enterprise, be regarded as
outriders for the new British_industries.” Significantly, Marshall ad-
dy ¢ theim/ rtancof e mo Hpc vast vin, e ced the proba-
5 it that B ish econe aic inf es wiove colo al policy in any
znicant way. Lt Maio " has!Clso argued’h more specific
terms against the notion that developing British interest in the raw
m: lals of ¢ w0 nd G with iCl cte thel mportance of
t 5 Olonial harket for adustri e aor ¢ ated the impor-

ac of color e insic wined cas - chas Awad Marshall dispar-
aged any structural relationship between empire and economy in
part'y turning# e indin b oer@ni s an! motivitions of Brit-
is' 1 perial zures. Ab 1t Wel sle fors lamj » Marshall noted
"t s exp asive/'myp dalist’ in¢ ed needed o prompting to
pursue an aggressive forward policy, but commercial calculations
were alien to him_He despised ‘commercial prejudice and the eager

de = of tey sorary m¢ antilc hdv tag L tie of sovereignty
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must, in his view, ‘be deemed paramount to . . . mercantile inter-
ests, prejudices and profits.” As Marshall went on to note, he might
have worked within an economic context, but there were no eco-
. “e M 77;2

nomic 1mperatives.

Wellesley was doubtless an imperialist for predominantly political
reasons, and indeed his capacity to run up debts for his aggressive
' ary polic 50 en ¢ i the Lol f L ung onomic cast of

Ll

111 LP Bu his biogi dhical | s , itse. cflecting the ge-
e1  disavo. lof om ercid mco ves behind e “high minded”
sentiments and aristocratic perspectives of Britain’s political leaders,
haetly tells usenthing abeot the S50 af egnnomisvinterests. Nor
¢ ¢ itseric sly addres the ect o1 ceft :ts ¢ o perial expansion
n e wide ariet"of  ntexts 1al ehned, intc dreted, and mobi-
lized the stranas of interest and policy that made up the “impera-
tives” that provided increasing support for empire during Wellesley’s
p o dofru’  Weiisle wasti les awar tha. H< ungs and Corn-
al sbefor aim of tht Comp: ' Clator cast ind the economic
_ftets of polic = policies. iced, ' ellesley hirelf wrote that pro-
viding the China investment with cotton from Awadh was “an object
o = greate’ cur que’ C, the e ‘me he v s making more
i« more | litical in ads in w7 Whilc  mphasizing “the
1a v politic o inta, 2.2 vou  be deriver to the Company
from the possession of the Doab,” Wellesley also was clear that “no
c@try can 287 ha morat™ marony it an ' cedaProvinces . . .
1 revenu  will grea’ excec al my./ iculc ¢ s of its amount;
a¢ he con aercd wili eam e ¢ wealth hith  to unexplored.””
"The story ot indigo made even clearer the direct economic incen-
tives at work in the expansion into_Awadh.* Indigo_nroduction be-

g = sacor cniericch’ el t¢ the emi nco »ff rtunes made by
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Company servants and merchants, but it soon became one of the
most profitable crops of empire, second perhaps only to opium,
both of which were produced in steadily larger quantities in the re-
gions that Wellesley absorbed in the annexation of 1801 (and that set
the stage for Dalhousie’s subsequent annexation of all of Awadh in
1856). That opium and indigo hardly benefited the local cultivators
is7 nderstat” oo Neo® ) Hidtlh oC0 » el wser up financing
th | crative China tra : and = 1s =29 ing ¢ mous profits to

iti 1; they '« o bt ugli mant Joly  onditions t¢ he Indian coun-
tryside that lasted well after the formal end of the Company monop-
olyor India trad‘excludive China) w2913, fadigo 2150 devastated
th ¢ il inw{ sthatpro ledai 1d ind. toc < arate symbol of
"> onomi_effec’yoft mperic ru on the Ind n countryside it-
self. And the eftects of the opium trade on China of course went far

bevond the damage caused to agriculture in India.

9 1l had ai 1ed eloqu tly the he Soiipany hi designed modes
~ cc-lusion bed i its so i lign povers and its'-bmmercial func-
tions that had worked to enrich its servants at the expense both of
the —itish na® Jias ater” Can thel wia ooy latid o Indian mer-
ol 1 5 were oreed oul Hf busi s .nopo. practices, while

ds s and « 't ors © we dee d by the d conian lowering
of prices and raising of rents. At the same time, he had believed—
in /"5 sense 277 mating honcl of " urber ind Marshall
ra 1 than | utt and I' bib— at e o ds v » were produced

a1 fcial p.es dinc sell f¢ a | ofit in Brita |, at least not for
a profit that benetited anyone other than the nabobs themselves.
Burke advocated the end of force and the opening up of a free mar-

ke sing lay uage con’ stenty th| e ar mc ‘s/ - Adam Smith,
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although he did not go so far as to recommend an end to the Com-
pany’s monopoly itself. He believed that the Company should cease
interfering in the country’s trade and allow genuine competition
and participation among native merchants. Of course, neither
Burke nor Smith could properly appreciate the extent to which the
language of free trade, which increasingly permeated Company reg-
u onsandd oo totat o0 eef SO0 rtregl ations of 1784,

2t "hang  nat only became

1 1toad ‘esstheu >qual { m
0. 2 as Cc mar’ por =als we' >xpanded tl bugh the century
and into the next.”” Indeed, Burke accepted the general premise that
tre'= was bothcessarvemn! good Pt hiserincir ! concern was
I ¢ he Ind n peasan’ than ti  E tish’ HOlity % he was worried
1a commec e, esincic vinas m  ral setting, ould lead to revo-
lutionary change, not least because of the close connections be-
tween trade, credit, speculation, and peculation.
¢ 2 have/ en hcw el ruptic pr idec in ¢ wy/ ay to blame the
(¢ sses of arly capii ism o th g.ced of a ew unscrupulous
cog_zs. For Bucorrup o becal e a way of d__cribing the liabil-
ities of commerce without charging that commerce itself was the
¢/ it If pe G worr’ Jaus was pic en it wooin some ways
¢ 1¢ hat we inextrical - linker o' =" nsof perial power that
et an inhi ent art R n’s ommercial  xpansion. Within
rural Bengal, it was manifestly clear that both Company commerce
ar'orivate tra iy Cotamers i bepn to svosper through
t ¢ se of e dubiol  monc ol of +  da < granted by the
[t hal en: cror=""but n ma'  w ys the dastc  only symbolized
the range of ways in which the Company’s political expansion into

India was critical to the success of British commerce. British com-

7 > ewast itheriihd ntlys ver rto) rn re’ ompetitive than
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Indian commerce. And British commerce was certainly not con-
ducted independently of its political claims, entitlements, pro-

tections, and powers. Sudipta Sen has ably demonstrated that

Merchants and rulers of the East India Company were able to

achieve their profitable aims precisely because they were able

defen rte 0 tp)’ es of east-
n Indic nd a dubi ¢ ¢ ed f short-lived
ughal on, e ¢ mal dates of Hnquest (1757

or 1703), small exercises in the application of the law of contract

ith milit ort 2 actq sitos of ufacture
ticipat,  a fiscal- .t gu e favorable
nditior. »f trad*®

, whether en-

on the ways in

mmercial prac-

wo kinds of ex-
stablishment of

political control and revenue responsibility also entailed the steady

derticizati de atio “tical authori-
t rince! zaminda k i the inevitable
i 1 el ' Europ mmerce.

As stirring as were Burke's denunciations of corruption in India,

also see the ways in which imself payved the way for
rmaliz 1on it 0 e. Burke had
161

0 [ [ CopinThe Presiinst and s o anvart folege

we
t




Economy

said, “It is well known that great wealth has poured into this country
from India,” though he went on to note, in a reflexive turn that
gave away his greatest fear, “It is no derogation to us to suppose the
possibility of being corrupted by that by which great Empires have
been corrupted, and by which assemblies almost as respectable and
as venerable as your Lordships’ have been known to be indirectly
sl en* Byt (O0 o ngt G Sfor o0l ot e € apany monop-

¢ y out he jave amp  suppc  tc the

.owit.  “oncern that the
Jo pany bc wefal ied wwa’ the would botl alm moral panic
about Company excess and open up the spoils of empire to the

Po=cquomatic FOI'IH was not

gmater good. " mompetitntrade
¢ ¢ gh,esp cially give the cc tit atior Hf ti. ¢ Smpany monop-

1y long w h Cgmpe v con her @ as usual. | he impeachment
trial appears in retrospect as a necessary political accompaniment to
the Pitt Act of 1784. The trial served as a platform for the national ex-
0 & mofth exccoof arly ¢ it anc lid" r  sre than the re-

1 s alonc could hav done | r¢ g mora hwuthority for Brit-
“Inimperiai < Cidons oo a1 col-merce and i+ rule. The issue of
Company monopoly, however, continued to rankle, and the Com-
p. itself of wan od v e avi wn L the con' adictory forces
1 a drove | itain’s po ical ar e cintc s in imperial ex-

ar on.

By the time the impeachment trial ended in 1795, Cornwallis’s
ertment of " Pitt ref i and i sitiaian of the permanent
s 1 ment | Bengal ¢ >eared » 1 ver bOlvel ¥ - financial prob-

:n that he plaghed’ = Co' par  for the pre ous decades. And
yet in many respects the Company was no better off. Private trade
continued to be as expansive as it was unregulated._and the Com-

p o itself,f speciady £ ader 2l ley’s caa sht ) continued its
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carlier—and earlier condemned—policies of expansion and con-
quest. As Philip Lawson observed, “Though the economic picture
projected in the 179os looked rosy, misconceptions about India and
military spending sucked all the investments and profits in trade dry.
Only borrowing and deficit-financing, as it is known today, could
fund the demands of the Company’s needs in India, driven, as they
we by milit® 5o endet Ol and

woy late Col pany trade.™

S/ ¢ yspea ag, the C mpany va '+ g pr ssition, and this

15 otjust B oane® ugri Wltund pre action failec o respond to the
stimulus of private property as had been promised by Cornwallis’s
phreiacratic just “nations £2the pepraarant sottlemant. The Com-
pi 1 vasstil’ bsingmol ybece sel was' aly ¢ o mall part of the

p ial ope Hon."as aeres cct the reform¢ of 1784 had done
tar more than to secure the position ot the Board ot Control, for they
had effectively moved the Company to a peripheral role vis-a-vis the
Br 1 astate & ditscom¢ rorce. I'h coni uac ./ the Company
v or poly cc cealed th ways it b iiaie Com  iny itself was the
~onlor awide e of 1o Us ant imperatives.

By the end of the first decade of the nineteenth century, however,
the  same in iose andd pol tiver o gen verd ieeded to sus-
te 1 e fictt a1 of the € Hmpan ¢ .c auc omy. The three

ar Hf parlia_en* yin = 1d d Hate that be, n in 1810 to con-
sider the renewal of the Company charter ultimately reflected the
tote"ransformanin thae @ smparn i witien, Indarwas now the
bz ¢ or glob  trade by ritish | erc ants tretc ¥ g from the Red
"~ a  Hong ‘ong/inc ndia/ s . o the seat ¢ British imperial
power in ways that no longer depended on the particular fortunes of
the Company, one way or the other. The renewal of the Company

chi i rini8 removed 1e Co pa v mc opc fd everything ex-
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cept the China trade, an irony considering that this trade had been
added to the Company charter years before as a kind of adden-
dum. By 1813, the cultivation of opium in India sustained a hugely
profitable business that the Company ran with uncharacteristic ef-
ficiency, although in large part this was due to, on the one side, the
use of monopolies for opium production by Britain, and on the
o, contrg” vl the 2t Sal e in by he I 'ng Kong mer-
¢ & tsand| e Chines author =si V' [Indi. .owever, political
ol ywas G wend yac vinie’ dve ind military nterests, and eco-
nomic policy by the private traders who “ran fast and loose over the
suhontinentar ™ Notewincidenta!'s erpuire ip-'ndia had also
I ¢ me an/ <tension ¢ mnatior list in F tair. = n as the demise
[~ onopoi gavelway o the/ > ads of prive  capital and pro-
duced a new ficuon of a free market economy. Indeed, Adam Smith
would have had few worries at this point, and even Burke’s concerns
a . tthe y leguicied’ narac v ¢ con erc |7 opensity would
" been: ayed by I own ¢ aft JiiiCin the  ew sanctity of the
“my _rial miss.c
Empire, in short, only succeeded as a national project when it
¢ 1fulflls o C mor’ s uc anc o wde o ocad alism, even as
early | hases itw wvital t -h- =7 Ucreac 1 of modern cap-
al m. The' ond Olyl waat id ¢ ally be disc  ded when the po-
litical conditions for the control of market forces had at last been es-
ta'shed in #o i imaperial s hiater. T ansiinctionof a sovereign
1 1 late fo' he Britis] bresen, i1 ndis vas . 2 essary prerequi-
tc or the " andd mc tof #  C mpany mor poly, for imperial
legitimacy could now do the larger work of asserting and supporting
British commerce in India_Smith and Burke would doubtless have

s' » their ¢ nbinca l¢ iciest dec +d in et =¢" gical underpin-
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nings of the new imperial economy that was established in the early
decades of the nineteenth century, had they lived so long. They
would have applauded the fact that this new economy, by their reck-
oning at least, was free, open, and progressive, a natural catalyst of
good for Britain as well as for India. That is certainly how their im-

perial successors saw it. But they could only have been fully satisfied

were

antle| rits role

of the

of political conditions that in effect, allowed trade to be free for the
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Sovereignty

ThereQ vpzwlver the bngings of

all governments. They had their origin, as the beginning
of all i
good

AM
AM
AM

govern

fortu
Natio

—EDMUND BURKE, “SPEECH ON OPENING

AM COPY

What did it mean for the Company to “possess” India, whether by

Par“mmentary+ heer as far from
in qu¢ ioning t y to act like a
ven t h Pt & ose who argue a

prior1 against the propriety ot leaving such extensive political powers

in the hands of pany of merchants”! B
s be c¢ cemncu. T ‘
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quired many features of the early modern state, waging war, making
peace, assessing taxes, minting coin, and administering justice in
territories that were growing by leaps and bounds. When Burke
questioned the record of the Company in India, it is hardly surpris-
ing that he reserved great scorn for the Company’s egregious com-
mercialization of sovereignty. As he put it, the Company had “sold”
th Aughal & .00 o 7 Ot po il sor by i Company for
1 o cywas e Great | ogul,— he 'so¢ idant  lamerlane. This
ig persone_».a< agh' whist iny heration car ook at, is by every
account amiable in his manners, respectable for his piety, according
to-"'s mode, s haccoma! thed i the Crienta!iterature. All
t .« and th/ itle deriv. unde his hart’ toa # it we hold in In-
i could 11t saverhin. from/ e ¢ aeral sale. I oney is coined in
his name; in his name justice 1s administered; he 1s prayed for in ev-
ery temple through the countries we possess;—but he was sold.”> We
¢ | aecar Bf ke’s Cont’ apt t¢ th g tou ad uxture of com-
e eand | litical rig
IHwever coi Liporar.cnne - the sovereig 'ty of the Mughal
emperor or the charter of the Company, it was an irreducible fiction
o rly colo® aiv e tht Thic Tast e Jor sany eld its various
1l sand p vilegesin allack: w ' atofi dependence both
n e Mug sled ud ¢ P2 umc t. The Co' pany consistently
ceded ultimate sovereignty in India to the Mughals, even when in
Browmal in 17600 mas grac S Diweinhtsallowsig it to collect
r v e dir’ tly. That! 1sconc ssi awa nere o gly seen as a lie,
n cessary . tion/ ot thans ol cal reality, = 1s another matter.
Neither Clive nor Hastings worried excessively about the sovereign
claims of any Indian power Most British, in India_and at home,
st 1 d the £ nviction [ at eve th Mug al « ap’ or ruled by the

il ofthe € mpanv, U derar ‘to “ararranger -nt that allowed it
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to control most of India at the same time it could directly take on the
Marathas and the Mysoreans, the only two remaining obstacles in
the way of complete possession of the subcontinent. At the same
time, neither Clive nor Hastings labored under any real day-to-day
control by Parliament either, let alone by the board of proprietors,

and not just because it frequently took a year for correspondence to

go kand an ba' . respects, the
t in ndent entity, a
sov( 2ign and at bnomous, for all

any a
practical and some symbolic purposes too. In this context, it is not

sumeising that 4 a ' tingswas about to
d¢ | e form indepen ny
aulay pturs! t :
eat at the head of the council-board,
There were two governments, the real and the ostensible. The su-
ge C ne wvas/ truth the
ost des  tic power 4 c o hough thus
solute the "aa ac ot yet assu the style of

sovereignty. They held their territories as vassals of the throne of

elhi; th their es
perial | mmissio c
rial it n ir the i
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in their own right, buying and selling (often by bribery) the very ti-
tles, privileges, and rights that were part of India’s sovereign system
of rule. Hastings had been sent to India with explicit instructions to
end Clive’s system of dual rule and bring some semblance of order,
decorum, and honesty to the political dealings of the Company. Per-
haps this is why Burke found Hastings so much more troubling than
C -, whose® i s we o sade ot s the Carly history of
¢ 1 uest o r which  irke w  sc 'ae’ 0 di. a veil. But even
Jli > canno e o’ ‘na the it Hrinitiating 1e deceptions that
played so important a role in the British conquest of India.
Most imperi'ihistoriamhave asse i thatthe Eost India Com-
p ot was d wn reluc ntly it liticc anc ' itary conflict in
1¢ ., only' kingfon © terest’ 1t ritorial pov r and revenue as
a last-ditch etfort to protect its trading activities. In fact, however,
from the mid-seventeenth century the Company had the legal right
a ¢ hemil rywito/ agew \in zgre. ve g ecuring greater
1 greater, crritorial ¢ d polit al s withir he subcontinent.
Chitugh inte. 7 ent neg 7 Laons lith the Mug al state as well as
by means of a host of “subsidiary alliances” with regional powers, the
C  pany in’ cas gly cie hits| v vere m v sition. As early
36, Jos  Child, tt Com’ ny .or w. tound himself at
/a1 with the == or /. wen b i 1688, wrote ‘[Without territo-
rial revenue] it is impossible to make the English nation’s station
sy and fir;e” india o q sornlitinl bas; and without
v 1 hwes! Ilalways’ ntinuc n ' est-  of i o~ merchants sub-
:c. 0 be t ned /it o the » ast : of the Dt h and abused at
the discretion of the natives. ™ From 1668, the Company in Bombay
saw itself as sovereign insofar as it renresented the Fnglish Crown.

T Comp: y mined’ oins 1. Bo bay  the az' e of the British
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crown, even though their own coinage acquired limited currency
outside the British settlement. It also established courts of judicature
over both European and Indian subjects, a practice that in other
parts of India usually had to await the formal grant of nizamat rights.

According to dominant official views from the late seventeenth
century, Mughal sovereignty, where it applied, was absolute, and
Or tal despt 000 ned 27 el hso - aoo g tto/ llect revenue

P~ in fa  chis official dis-

w 1 entil ment to e land tsc

ur > came .« »ag’ st 2ot Lt ctories in ¢ mpany ideology
concerning British status in India. First, the British were loath to
copande any sermionty testhers, eftanta the-Mughsls or to other
E/ « vean p¢ ers. As U A Bay h not |, “i < presumption in
"> aws of | aglaphth “Turk S al | other infic s were not only
excluded from being witnesses against Christians, but are deemed
also to be perpetual enemys and capable of no property” was toned
d¢  but ng r enciely orgot . Inde 1, . F ash systemati-
> Iy and fa. nore freq ntly th 0 ¢ WCourope  groups) refused
- pt, forced 1c 0 Ina i Jowers wherever tHD could get away
with it, despite their formal rhetoric of subservience to Mughal sov-
er¢  ty. Seca’ 4, v \Brit Lo stru v v p dled they received
fr v [ndian  owers, wl ther ri ats =27 tory,  revenue collec-

m rtousc art Thoo wamd des s the transt  of full sovereign
rights. Perhaps the first major example of this came in 1717, when
the'mperor }onkhsiyan iated [ sht v tradevireely within
B/ 1 land | depend¢ :ies, pi vic ag tb Coi + ay with various

¢ ¢ emptio as vt KON CEF adhuri has - ritten, “In all fu-
ture disputes with the local governors, the point was repeatedly
made that the company traded in India by right and not by any fa-

vo 1 fthe ir' seriaroffit 1576V her he 1 wab £/ cot, ally of the
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British but othicially the governor of the Mughal emperor in Madras,
relinquished in 1752 the quitrent (fixed rent) he had been paid by
the Company for its Madras jaghire (land grant), the British saw
themselves as having shed the “last fragment of dependence upon
an Indian prince at Madras.”” And yet, when the British claimed sov-
ereignty over the myriad chiefs and warlords of the southern coun-

1

tr le, mans’ ... om/T G ver ¢ oo =de sov/ cign rights nor

o' they' d a formal inter-

1 a tribu 'y payme stotht M
re tion of " "ugk Usov weiz’ “to ve themselr s the right of gen-
eral conquest. Time after time, the British refused to accept that
rig"'s in India' e sovers ity itse! S mereat copacived in terms
¢ < aple,u form,or [ clusive wc -ieta  dor ' sn.® This refusal,
[ ¢ urse, v = far ss© out ¢ i misunders nding than it was
about the strategic use of cuttural forms to explam and legitimate a
relentless pattern of political and territorial conquest.
1e cont’ dictic.is it Comy ny iscor se v re’ aanifold. When
‘e Sompa 7 exercise  the ri at “aadlord (- tmindar) or local
core jagirdar,, 5ok upe Lelf poivers that we - hardly conceded
to any of the other zamindars or jagirdars whose revenues it regu-
l& assume’ ian n it pio, vate oo thu it al orbed. Even as
e Sritish| w fiscal © :pende y on, ar.judicial rights of
orioriality © wind Lenu fed Crei ty, they in | ct adjudicated all
questions of right in relation to a straightforward calculus of self-in-
ter. Throug's e use 2 hsidian™ ncw the Pritish were fur-
t o able tc xpand th' - territ. ial owe thro ¢ taxing the lands
lies, re airindsthe o allic to upport gart ons of their own
troops, and ultimately—as we have seen in the case of Hastings—
forcing them to hail the Campany out of debt for unrelated military

¢ ¢ gemen’ or fitanc’ encu br ces  th¢ o' 1. When, for ex-
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ample, the Company in Madras encouraged the nawab of Arcot to
wage war against the raja of Tanjore in the early 1770s (in large part
to gain lucrative assignments for Company servants who had lent
large sums of money at usurious rates of interest to the nawab for his
own obligations to support Company military engagements), its of-
ficers argued that the raja was a mere zamindar who was entirely de-
pe.  nton a2’ Lo, al gt Lo gl U0 rer, ity t1 s applied for
th*jaof Tl joreinw 'sthat' 1d »en atirel, .rcumvented for

c1 wab, led lant the' amnt yi Clf.

It was within this larger context that Clive believed he was finally

tbowmwin!dy aptoften contra-

briseing some s hmoliticalsarity to
di' ¢ v char{ ter of the Compe Vs oliti 1 pc " n as well as its

f- preseni on. The attle ¢ Pli ey wasin fe - the outcome of
Company assurance that 1t nad been granted rights over Calcutta
and its environs that made it independent of the nizam of Bengal,
Sit ad-Dau’ | Frooa tf pers; cti ot e 1 sar, however, the
7 n oany’s 1 usal to al nowled e | S accession v giving custom-
.y }-esents, as- " as the U lipany  increasing - ortifications of its
settlements, no doubt seemed like open acts of rebellion.” Although
sulquently sui byt ic ek T ooic e ent oritish hostili-
He o 1756 0 ad 1757 W e cruc a _ortun: ¢ efforts to gain

ca r power n." agar Ywal Cli o represente  his famous alli-
ance with Mir Jafar cynically, when he noted that “Mussulmans are
so e influenshy gratn e thatee M s eversiink it his in-
te ¢ tobrea with us,t' obligc or heo >suc  uld prove no re-

ai % Soi = yed v la r, wh' 1 ju ifying his | licies before the
House of Commons in 1772, Clive spoke in what thereafter has be-
come. the standard disavowal of imperial conquest. He observed:

“E ¢ since ! ¢ yea. 177 wher ve ere usc t¢' n offensive by
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the unprovoked injuries of the Tyrant Nabob Serajah Dowlah, an al-
most uninterrupted series of success has attended us. Perhaps it was
not so much our choice as necessity that drove us progressively into
the possessions we presently enjoy. One thing however is certain,
that aggrandized as we are, we can never be less without ceasing to
be at all.”"" But in the immediate aftermath of Plassey he had advo-
¢ lafar l& C0 toud Uil nthi Ll ar ¢ feng’ o, approach to
¢ n re.He oted: “So irgeas ver =n' nay| .bly be an object

b0 xtensive ‘ar nerc atilet o any; and it | to be feared they
are not of themselves able, without the nation’s assistance, to main-
ta*=s0 wide 2"»minionr [But' " “=teryself-'-have made it
j 2 vclear’ hyouthat herew ' b little rnc 1 iculty in obtain-

1ig e absc e pames. snoft se  ch kingdor 12

Six years later,
when he finally accepted the Diwani, Clive effectively bribed Parlia-
ment into accepting his territorial ambitions with extravagant prom-
ic ¢« fendle rich_s.

\ hen C e arrived n Mac s Zspuil 1765 e learned of the
Sricsh success ™ Daksar oo Lie oo apation of A adh. In a long let-
ter to Company Chairman Thomas Rous, he wrote, “We have at last
al edatthe Cioal @ e tur wie i boaved ong foreseen, |
1 ¢ 1 that | bnjunctu which er neces vy for us to deter-

A, whethe v Can, wchd tal  the whole ourselves.” With
the defeat of Shuja-ud-Daula, the Company had taken possession of
hiv'ominions= @ nd it is aly ap"sholinto santhat the whole
M ¢ ulEm: eisinol hands °1 :arg >dti ¥ Je local inhabit-

at had no' articira achm' ittt any nabob,  d that in any case
Company troops were superior in every way to Mughal ones. And
he asserted that the “Princes of Indostan must conclude our Views

t | bound ss... W’ nusti lec bec ne =/ abobs ourselves
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in Fact, if not in Name, perhaps totally without Disguise, but on this
subject I cannot be positive until my arrival in Bengal.”"*

In August 1765, having promised a huge financial windfall for the
Company, Clive negotiated the grant of Diwani rights from the
Mughal emperor, Shah Alam. The agreement formally recognized
the emperor’s authority over Bengal in return for an annual tribute
of 5,000 t e Mugh 0 at t .0 gn on /s made in a
la ;¢ conter in which live st e s« “appc  ing Najaf Khan

S 1h Alari »ov’ Di nist Jor and Allaha d, over the em-
peror’s initial objections.” Shuja ud-Daula was restored to Awadh,

the=-h with a.=<on of P+=*ch solt -~

+he would have to support
in . lition t otherobl’ ations’ th Cor sany © ve did not pur-
> sambr n toec ae the hal b in name, referring instead
to inaugurate what came to pe known as his dual system.'® But the
dual system was not merely the split between Mughal imperial au-
th'  vand B® ash 2amif strativ. co rol, . co. ep’ oraries under-
o it for C ve himse sawit: th .pouteosis ¢ dual sovereignty.
-5 Eo wrote to 72 court T iectc - of the FatIndia Company
when he informed them of the assumption of the Diwani, the Com-
pa’ ‘mow be i he £ vaic s | oa ha lpe ont kingdom,”
n' aly the “collector but tt p = Urs o1 e nawab’s reve
ec " He sp lad Jut © ‘a4 nct n very clea v in his opening
speech to the House of Commons in 1769, when he said: “The great
Mgl (de jura® vaul, dao® e nole' s alie L. e Nabob (de
ju | abob,| facto th¢ LastIn a1 € ymn y's1 o obedient hum-
¢ vant))
The grant of Diwani not only alienated the nght to collect all

land revenue in _Bengal; it also confirmed to the Company their

ot' - positiof 1 Bligd aswe s lthe ran th' Company had
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obtained from the nawab of Arcot. Clive was careful as well to se-
cure confirmation of the grant of his own jaghire. In becoming
Diwan of Bengal, the Company was formally changing the nature of
its relationship to the Mughal empire, though it was hardly becom-
ing the proprietor of the nawab’s revenues, as Clive claimed. Burke
provided a broad interpretation of the meaning of the Diwani in his
o ingspes ¢ Hag® 00 hen ool L T hisid ne great act of
I e onstitt onalentr ceoft :C =ma lyint. e body politic of

2

ac . Itgave otht etti ment 1Bl gal a fixed ¢ nstitutional form,
with a legal title, acknowledged and recognized now for the first
tizea by all thewtural pese of thessuntryehecaper it arose from
t 2 harter/ the und’ bteds et gn” But < venton to make
e hisun astapitng fthes al  stem: “This “heme had all the
real power, without any inviaious appearance of 1t; it gave [the Com-
pany| the revenue, without the parade of sovereignty. On this dou-
b Hbundat’ 1 the jov/ amern vas aapp rsc ‘ed  But by the end
t ctrial,| arke’snue: ceseer st iave lostits) rce. When James
Videscribec T event . histy, he wrote, The phirmaun of
the dewannee, which marks one of the most conspicuous eras in the
h'  ry of the S0l mand® Con tut| o o aste of so great an
¢n re, in ame and espons ili vell & n power.”? Mill
as | hisint are® don' “the’ Uiw. ion the res Hnse to it made by
the select committee, which had described the Company as having
“@rmie into thet Mace of #'mountierivnent, S his Majesty’s
vy grant| the dewg 1ee” C =a. the neai « of “country gov-
m ient” ci nged von derab’ be reen 1765 a1 1818.
What the dual system in tact meant, however, was that real struc-

tural change was slow. The nawab continued to exercise civil admin-

it~ ion in/ enga.,, pU g N ha mec Rez K’ in in charge of
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all policing and judicial affairs. And the nawab continued to collect
the revenue, giving the management of that task too to Reza Khan.
Revenue collection continued to be conducted through settlements
with local zamindars and chiefs. In 1767, Muhammed Reza Khan,
along with several other officials in the nawab’s court, was put on the
Company payroll, in an effort to exert more direct control. But the
C¢ anypla &0 'vasl Lol nle . Gl chepra’ s of revenue
cf 1c tion, ¢ crseeing - throug a2 it po. on first held by

ar is Sykes As .’ sres tedd th Company’s irectors in Lon-
don, the arrangements around revenue and justice deliberately pre-
sepad the “aneiv ot form ot vernmpant” Thigavas pashaps the first
es  ole of B tish indin trule. "he 3ritic alwi < cemed ambiva-

it hen th < wermmo lirect! in' harge. In pc -Diwani Bengal,
there was significant tension petween a preference to intrude as lit-
tle as possible in local administration, and the growing conviction
th' | 1e Con’ any vusff too a ver ente¢ In ap’ thcials and in-
« n diaries. Yet many f the ' re .o Lon n feared that if
_on pany offic. T oecam o ieetly nvolved in'ocal affairs, they
would become as corrupt—and in some views “Asiatic”—as they
ha'  cenin ¥ i ‘vate’ fawe v It iy se, Clive aad presented
L' on witl a fait ace npli, a1 ne at ast the directors

ere content' wha' Jve 2O ek w best how » implement the
momentous accomplishments of the Diwani.

"he grant " Diwani o' ined themire whthe rfationship be-
tw ¢ the § mnpany ar the N gl len ire, ¢ o changed the
“on oany’s 1 ation wit the BY st tate. It coul hardly do other-
wise. As Clive had said in his speech to the House of Commons in
1760 “T was in India when the Companv was established for the pur-

C

p¢ - of trad’ only, wh' 1 ther for cati 1s ¢ deserved that
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name, when their possessions were within very narrow bounds . . .
The East India Company are at this time sovereigns of a rich, popu-
lous, fruitful country in extent beyond France and Spain united;
they are in possession of the labour, industry, and manufactures
of twenty million of subjects; they are in actual receipt of between
five and six millions a year. They have an army of fifty thousand
w7 In a0 o ch 4 e ary - O, he clect committee de-
¢ 1 d that he armie [the ¢ m =" aaint.  cd, the alliances

1e formed 2d# rev suesd ley | ssessed pro ired them consid-
eration as a sovereign and politic, as well as a commercial body.”*
Thamas Powneout it M oetly whanehe amalyzed Indian affairs
i1 73: “TF merchan sbeco e esoy eigi 72 this transforma-

o1 was vic_ ed syiepa etical | a  cast at first Hecause of Clive’s
estimates as to what the Liwani would be worth. Clive promised
that the Diwani would yield close to four million pounds a year,
st 2 esting 7 tiallythe the & ou = we 'd & crd se dramatically

1 unde. Compan supery 100 :uwer the | sumption of the
Divani, Comip ) servar. - Crtair ) thought dierently about the
Company’s priorities and mandate. The Bengal Council noted to
th lirectorg” .oy, o 7 ar o vde Ui enc ama be considered

o asa ¢ annel for onvey 7z venuc_ o Britain than as

nl a merce tlat sster 727 e ¢y problem  as that Company

debts kept mounting, and Clive’s optimistic picture was not in fact

L,

bee out by oo™ nauent s,
I rliame’ had alrez ybaile th Cor  any' + Of massive debts,
11 urn foi ‘hick-ai 'in ey :ct ion of the I wani revenues—it
negotiated an annual payment from the Company to the govern-
ment of £400,000 beginning in 1767. The negotiations commenced

v | 1 Lord/ aathaoa (U dllian: Qitt ae el or) o ir' od that the legal
g
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right to the Company’s recently acquired territories and rights in
Bengal lay with the Crown rather than the Company. Although the
Crown’s ultimate sovereignty over Company “forts, places, and plan-
tations” had specifically been guaranteed in Company charters dat-
ing back at least to 1698, the new territorial acquisitions represented
by the transfer of Diwani right raised new questions. The Company
arg 1 that it0 S0 he 1P va by @ ool are t frg o the Mughal
el p ortha eserved ¢ juresc ert i’ Chati 1 claimed, how-

er hatthe want’ ad v ot res tofa protre ed, and success-
ful, war of conquest, fought with substantial support from the British
stat=~The Diwhelone='+ta the--"' ofar, a=1 the Crown
sh ¢ 1 there re be giv 1 asui rar al ! re. & 0 07, Parliament

pC ateda ¢ mmifve « inquit to ok into the atter, and exam-
ined such important Company servants as Henry vansittart, John Z.
Holwell, and Warren Hastings about the nature of the Company’s
p¢ 5 sions, /¢ meane of the » a uisi n,  ad deir estimated
/7 u - Edmu d Burke v satth dr aiadamar  supporter of the
_onpany, assc. o that < Commiee ran “a Lnd muck at the
Company’s right to their acquisitions, without knowing the practica-
bil or regar’ iy e ¢ wcc thl aice wrel © L - other Com-

o' v uppor s, hewas oncerr 11 " ‘mint was attempting
o (2

ir inge on mpe st e ¢ artered priv ges. The debate
demonstrated, however, that the exact nature of the Company’s ba-
siciivileges 1w previer sharte urig'ear enn before the
n¢ v crritori, acqusitic s. The aqr v fir hers o csted the extent

wchthe' omp iy s »med’ il rately ambi; ous on the ques-
tion ot sovereignty, and not only its own. The Mughal emperor’s sov-
ereion authority was widelv seen as a sham both in England and in

In' | Asitty nedcat,/ cinqu wl lto en o ted settlement
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in which the Company agreed to pay Parliament £400,000 a year
in lieu of any other claim on Diwani right or revenue. But the pre-
cise nature of the sovereignty—Crown, Company, or Mughal—was

hardly clarified.

Clive’s exuberance

and in turn that of many investors in Com-
pany stock—ran aground against a steadily worsening financial
p. e, botkt Sii e G Lpl v a0l Ber al. ! le government
¢ i ybec neaware atthe or an temc O be a growing li-
iy, howe arsd crei, tvw’ S de ned. Not or v did Diwani col-
lections plunge precipitously, but the Bengalis also experienced a
seraus faminasm769—17hringisaeallectians inome areas to a
vt al halt/ Vhenthe/ thless: ez sof  llec. v were not judged
» | at fau theswrec fory ¢ wra er of Britis] private trade pro-
vided a powertul explanation. Speculation in Company stock, lead-
ing to substantial increases in dividend payments, further eroded
th » Jompar s finticid situac . adwostooal’ increasing mili-
r expenc ures put scalatic | [ wsaie on ¢ mpany revenues,
_or_nuing the s thac -7 i el Cct, begun v h the ascendancy
of Clive a decade before. As Holwell put it, “A trading and a fighting
¢/ oanyis/ wo rade o ter e e o at ¢f .not exist long,
e expc se and i1 xperiel e ' atter ust exceed, con-

bu d, and ¢ wtrat ever, ara® or | vantage ga: ed by the former.
New temporary victories stimulate and push us on to grasp new

M”26

aguisitions ofitory. 72 s cautaninfrometie man whose
I':0, and | tional, a¢c ount ¢ th Blac Ho / ad provided the

ne ermyt. ‘or tHvBi le of ! ass and subsec ent Company ag-
gression. By 1772, after a world credit crisis in which East India
Company misfortunes plaved a considerable role, there was a gen-

¢ « odercep! n thacsg ethin, ha to b dor . £ we’s reputation
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fell with Company finances, because he was under sustained attack
in publications by Bolts and Dow, and because he seemed more
concerned about protecting his private jaghire than his rather pre-
carious reputation. As mentioned earlier, Parliament constituted a
select committee in April 1772 to inquire into the “nature, state, and
condition of the East India Company and of British affairs in India.”
T hquiries oo eleg” O itte oo oli wved! those of a se-
¢ ¢ H>mmit , empow edinj rt  fas’ dgate  ues around cor-
Clis

pt n, priva_trac an sja ire.

The king’s ministry pursued reform more because of the domestic

1 J:qg ~~ncerr ‘o turn atten-

politiral situatiasthan beasn of aps
tic 1t b Con’ any man' emen, n adia’ ndc 4 ne Company’s

ar ial cric was/of 1+ jor i por nce in Brii h politics. It af-
tected private mvestors—many of whom were members of Parlia-
ment—as well as the government finances. Not only was the Com-
pa + ubven! nin.oey ice, L tit ada > be on clear that the
70 sany wi Id requir anoth¢ mi i woan. Wh 1 the question of
riteo’s imper. T aatus e jcd agn, it was ollle again because
the question of sovereignty affected the British state, financially as
we s politied iy hn PTigoy 2, a wcne or e Par) ment with se-
ri 1 India = cerests, lc vied h d =7 U1 tenn 1al acquisitions

ad by subj. et ong o ¢ C wn.” He al attacked Clive’s
jaghire when he added a provision that “to appropriate acquisitions
so fmnde to thativate eniimentssoin entvied with any
cii | rmilit, v poweri¢ egal.

W en Bul oyne’me on w br aght to a vi , it passed by a
wide margin. As Walpole described the event, “In so tumultuous

manner was the sovereigntv of three imnerial vast provinces trans-

fer & fromt' Eascind comp ay| the rov 77 Butin fact the
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situation remained ambiguous. Clive was soon exonerated of all
criminal behavior, and was praised by Parliament instead for having
rendered “great and meritorious service to this country.”” He was
also allowed to keep his jaghire. What did emerge out of the parlia-
mentary fracas was the 1773 Regulating Act. Lord North intended
for the act what Pitt had earlier wished and what Burgoyne had ad-
ve edasap’ oo afind Caol min i el sind O speak, North
st 1that’ > hada* rect,d la <4 tnpu ose of conveying

1e vhole pc vert® ud]" wnad ner  of the East. dia Company ei-
ther directly or indirectly to the Crown.” This declaration fed the op-
pestion’s fearasnt only thithe Cammmany eharter svas being abro-
¢ ¢ | buta > that Pa’ ameni vo dlo  oul ¢ ne throne. The

fc ms of © = Rersla e Ac’ no zver, were  nmited in both re-
spects. Most daity business i India continued to be run by the gov-
ernor—who was now elevated to the position of governor-general—
a  Parliany at hai'tol pprov. car idate foi he' Up position and

r e cou il board | at was 1p scu to keep he governor-gen-

_ra. n check:

' ire hadd SCol 2 ad Gwc of o Gian ate ater ot If the Regu-
Id gz Acty s limited v its ef ote 2o erthel S set in place the

ri iple, hc awe® ubste o+ 4 (th Company v s to be under the
ultimate control of both Crown and Parliament. As Burke and oth-
errad recoga il thiseniled apeiartans strustaral shift for a
t . hgcon anythat! dacte ur era arlia < ‘tary charter as a

10 opoly £ . Bivtht Comy’ ay. ontinued in hany respects as a
rogue state, in 1ts relations both to the Mughal empire and the Brit-
ish Crown. It was the fate of Warren Hastings to be governor-general

]

d 1 g the / multeou/ tecaa du 1g v ich he = contradictions
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came to a head—even though the clearest evidence of the Com-
pany’s corruption and sovereign excess for the years immediately af-
ter the Regulating Act emerges from Madras, over which Hastings
had only nominal control.

The extraordinary levels of corruption attending the Company’s
relations with the nawab of Arcot and the raja of Tanjore in the 1770s
dic  ed nawa'® Ll tarysd Lol hand g tic s tos se ready cash
a1 | » pay | ck debts’ 1at wel ¢ *o¢ .d in adily escalating

ty¢ rom Cc nart offi wle I the rocess, sove ignty became ir-
revocably connected to the scandals around the debts of the nawab.

~E£tbo neab artallies of the

Thaareat debate'etweepas'nacatep
ra | ras cas n the cU ency | sC creic iy, ¢ ./ ccasion adduc-

s cargur nttbevor raHin lu ag(theraja ould have legiti-
mate sovereignty 1n a region ot India that was predominantly Hindu
(southern India).”” Disregarding all their formal proclamations con-
ce 1 g the £ wviolelilitt of Mo ghi legi mac . » iny Company
7ok smen 1t only su cested | at .« awab ¢ Arcot could not
~lelth the sowd Giey ac Cmpto ] him from™ he constraints of
Mughal rule, manipulating the language of sovereignty with blatant
co.  mpt for/ Car ustod San cor aa s o ward gainst Mysore
al | vo inv. ions of T hjore I 1 oecific y driven by the

ce of Con. sy Crvar o' we - anxious to ollect interest as
well as collateral in relation to their transactions with the nawab.
Bu' himself o moted i ngery’ thawsmost/ 't the nawab
of \ ot (iny rtbecaust Hf hist il 5tiec b Ta < ¢) was a puppet

th Comp . “ITie ' abob’ e id, “withou military, without
tederal capacity, 1s extinguished as a potentate; but then he is care-

fullv kept alive as.an independent and sovereign power, for the pur-

p¢ < of rapiv and Cxtol on,— rt @ pu osc f rpetuating the
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Sovereignty

old intrigues, animosities, usuries, and corruptions.”' Such sover-
eignty, for Burke, was not just hollow; it was cast in the service of
scandal.

For Burke, as we have seen, India’s dangers were much more pow-
erfully evidenced by the life and career of Warren Hastings than by
Paul Benfield, whose evident corruption and self-interest made him
s¢  hardly, 2 i Benfield and

nfiel rved only as the
t for

as a much more

ambt olitical than

q ati the limits and

1 in India. H  specific mandate

Clive’s system ot dual rule, taking direct charge

gs was ordered to

iwani revenue. Hastin

°n e
o € mo
d to'_-ovide for

tion of justice.”*? He established a revenue board in Calcutta—mov-

i e esta t
ompa  headque
sC 1 new r

ill-equipped the Company establishment was for its new responsibil-

elligible, to es-
of them uniform

qual administra-

was the task

system, not to retreat to the Company’s mercantilist origins. As he
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Sovereignty

The vast change which has since taken place in the affairs of
the Company, especially since the acquisition of the Dewanny,
required the application of principles diametrically opposite to
the former practice for conducting them . . . it requires little argu-
ment to show the absurdity of promoting a man who had dis-

tinguished himself by his knowledge of the investment, or his

siduity i nge the gov-
nment,  the coun ice ... The
tails o ce n to the su-

preme administration of a state.”

ating | e Compa 2 5 tings was con-
to det are Bittis * Company’s pos-

sessions, and to assert that British sovereignty, through whatever

provinces, should be all in all.”**
ig Hastings also

stice . 1d so intimate a

e system w...ch was adopted,

this formed a very considerable part.””® Hastings set up two courts,

e c ers, and the
i rde criminal law.
ce of reforr in concert with

the newly assumed responsibilities of the Company, he believed

dian its “arient constitu-
| ei wn assault on
Ir a. As if ar cipating Burke’s

charge, and in etfect suggesting far more agreement with Burke

mic prir@larﬁeﬁv o
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Hastings wrote, “In this establishment no essential change was
made in the ancient constitution of the province. It was only
brought back to its original principles, and the line prescribed for
the jurisdiction of each Court, which the looseness of the Mogul
government for some years past had suffered to encroach upon each
other.””® The establishment of a supreme court in Calcutta under
th ormsof4 O 3 Ret a2 A Lil rec d b Hastings as the
¢ ] rtunity b devisea ewsysl m G’ etha  ould preserve the
n¢ nt con. tubic an con’ wen  the procel of legal codifica-
tion. He began by commissioning his friend, Nathaniel Halhed, to
treeslate and 440! Indiand s bookstamakerthis pesible.
\ hile H tings ach ved s¢ ‘e 1cce in . < .rena of law, he
At leeply © ustrazed 1 his 1° zer ambition t¢ eform Company
governance anda to rationanze Company sovereignty. In this, the
1773 Regulating Act was of little help, and in its establishment of the
st o eme col cil, wverf s hin an . De orib g/ me of the prob-
"n  of Cc¢ pany.adi nistrat n, .aouangs wre 2, “These are in-
tec the inevi e comoCnces of the ancie 't form of govern-
ment, which was instituted for the provision of the Investment, the
si ofthe @ ip s pore L eca oo, na he £ spatch of their
<1 being pplied to e dor aic 7 i extc .ve kingdom, the

ol ction or w2 ever o anc he directior Hf a great political

system . . . A system of affairs so new requires a new system of gov-
ervment to can it it angh i me tate frstration had to
¢ | ith the onstant o vositioi of ree. the members of his

ot cil (lea. vPhp L ncis) iey salso hamy red by the contin-
uing lack of clanty in the relations of the Company to Indian au-
thority as well as to British_authoritv. When Hastings pursued ag-

g ¢ ive mi' ary poiic; —wh he they ailc o succeeded—he
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ran into the limits of the Company’s financial policy. When he de-
clared that an Indian ruler was dependent on the Company, a mere
landlord or bureaucratic functionary, he collided with the rhetorical
sham of Company political theory, which was duplicitous both in
sketching a formal feudal picture of Indian politics and in treating
the Mughal emperor simultaneously as puppet and sovereign. And
wh Hasting® o0 the Li0 om0, ou but” Css its own au-
th r v throu 1 establis ng cle er’ 2o« th thc  rown, he alien-
>d oth the Vhid “acti »ind rlii aent and th Company direc-
tors, who feared that he was willing to give up Company rights over
its prawing arrases “territord
I tings’s’ iterestin | arifyin. Cc apar sove » aty was not un-
al 1 to hii »olititel & bitior e n before th' full flowering of
ns quarrel with rrancis. In early 1773, he advocated that the “sover-
eignty of this country [be] wholly and absolutely vested in the Com-
pa « and t' t he'Je / ¢ solc ‘in ume 7 th ) sovereignty.®
9 1] hadr¢ 1Hasting ambil n  plisonal m jalomania rather
~ari _s the ine. " Cie logic 7 Cmpits! Even Fran s agreed in prin-
ciple with Hastings about most questions of governance (though he
wa dtobed T ternd gon albiscl o W tting 0 Lord North
it = 7,hec erved the here ¢ 1l¢ refor. n India “as long
th Interesc »f#" " Cc w2’ und hose of Ben | are committed
to the same hands . . . they are in fact incompatible. If the territo-
ria'*equisitions i to be arveC st undor a System of
G v nmen{ vhich do¢ notre re itss casu < 0 the supposed
"ot orInt ests 4%at ady of Ve hants.”* N¢ doubt he felt he
was condemning Hastings when he argued that the authority of
Compnany sovereionty should not be bound_by the narrow inter-

es | Comy ay traue./ atin' ct, espt thc & lerences about
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whether and how to engage the Marathas in warfare, Francis and
Hastings were in fundamental agreement. Both of them understood
the slippery relations between trade and sovereignty in India, where
trade was only the ostensible object of imperial ambition. And they
shared as well concerns that had been expressed so well in Adam
Smith’s critique of mercantilism.
ither the iC ulati ac vof 5 v 1 34, £ or the steadily
¢ 0 ingsta apparatt chang 1+ apan,  rormal mandate.
hi Pitt Act £a=C  dic larif ‘he' rown’s forn | control over the
Company’s political policies, in particular its power to wage war. A
beand of contra’was set 2o supemsias botlthe dissctors at home
@ ¢ the gor mor-gen¢ il in I' 'lia ind. e be « ‘was specifically
al inder 1l ditecti 1. Par’ 'm it, however naintained its su-

and

pervisory role—soon to be amply displayed in Hastings’s trial
the governor-general was given far greater_powers than Hastings
b ¢ »verhal And iesy cthe' co itior hac hel Jompany would
"2 cadily | ovolved int cvenue ol CGoiiand ¢ al administration,
Jo.pany adi.  ouators - C told that servant of the Company
should concentrate more on the trading aspects of its operation.

P' wventsod .a »wint ica laus an. o ac stab g that “to pur-

¢ ¢ chemc of conqu tand ‘te " Jrdorn ion in India, are
he ures rep wnd (to wan® L th honour, ar  the policy of this
nation.”*

“orwallise T wentan Tadia g -norenervin 1786, hon-

¢ o thisstt ture nfc nal ter s,/ oug his < st a political alli-

a¢ with ti Tray mec »raja’ ju ify his war ¢ ainst Tipu Sultan
in 1792 echoed Hastings’s own manipulations of treaties and feudal
theories. But in_fulfilling the other mandates of the Pitt Act, both in

s 1 ming ' sona: cor ption nd rovi g -7 teady source of

188

Copyriet" > The Pre~" "=t and/™ " ~s of "*arvarc “ollege



Sovereignty

revenue, Cornwallis by no means followed his instructions to return
to trade. On the one hand, he raised Company salaries in order to
impose full restrictions on private trade, regularizing the bureau-
cratic character of Company service. On the other hand, he im-
posed the permanent revenue settlement on Bengal, largely follow-
ing a plan by Philip Francis. The permanent settlement might have
be' lesigned” il en ' Lo or Lo g Car. itish cvenue estab-
li' 1 ont, by in fact it ot the = g 2= or gre r Company in-

v nent in »cal® Heia andd Con mic life. Cc awallis got away
with all this not just because of his upright image in Britain, but also

~ont c=nuall='o the exche-

beganse he arrasnd for £200000 to
q' 1 n Lon¢ n, notjug anally gt arizit | bu. « [easing the ear-
r ranger. nt thet h 1 beer me - after the = sumption of the
Diwani. As signincantly, Cornwallis set himself up as an imperial
monarch, allowing himself to be represented with classical refer-
ey « aspart’ 1 hisown® clt-ini e = adh ing » ¥ Jman civic vir-
1 . nd Lot Wellesley vhenl' bc o govern -general in 1798,
ot caly abanac L the pei ot notexpansion— - nishing off Tipu
Sultan at Srirangapattinam in 1799—but also used the renewed
wa e againd cie se td o shis cw alic of i perial aggres-
si 1 nany se, by tht 17g0s t re Loutp  ring of patriotic

«d Hyal ferve want nati selid pric that was wi suited to impe-
rial expansion. Nevertheless, like all of his predecessors, Wellesley
felmmmnstrained v ustify ! menqueiod petitics 2 the compli-
c¢ 2/ langui ¢ of dual soverei aty The ictic . sovereignty—

cc again « th ireg d to/ e = ompany’s r ationship to the
Crown and its relationship to the Mughal emperor—continued un-
revised.

a prod’ “tive uctit 1, due so reig y so ve multiple pur-
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poses, from disguising the extent and nature of imperial conquest
to deferring British responsibility for imperial excesses. But while
Burke was comfortable with the first set of purposes, he felt great
anxiety about the second. He worried that the reality of empire
would potentially undermine the convictions sustaining the ancient
constitution in Britain itself. When Burke challenged his listeners to
st nd thei Gcoof d7 Ll hanc wc nc in {7 or of sympathy
f ¢ heir fel w citizen of Ind b o Jred ¢ in to realize that
1e risis of i sitint Cy i 'ndic Cou  lead toacr is of legitimacy in
Britain. In his speech on the Fox India Bill of 1783, he had said, “I
ampsertain tha2emery measoffectin! tanrespave Ind“a from oppres-
s 1 isagu dtoprese ethel itii con tuti » om its worst cor-
1p on* /4 din/vs ¢ ening/ ec 1 tfor the im achment, he had
warned that the mnature or our constitution itself” was at risk, so
“deeply involved” was it “in the event of this cause.”* Thus it was
th ¢ the Fr/ «ch 1.vo’ aon ¢ ly  eigh nec By «e’s concern to
‘e for He ings’s.cor ction, he (ponding ot adition and order
n “lance was  ply thicc ™ ling, {xing place a 't did just across a
narrow channel of water. But the relentless duplicity, venality, and
¢/ ption ¢ i awagl Lise e v ys o n orel areatening, be-
¢ U citim cated the S3ritish. ap ' ca, ar. s a consequence
rih soverc bt selil arhd s m ttroubling  all, the actions of
Hastings, who as governor-general was the sole representative of
Brivwh authorie Indiae ™ wever i avensiantyof Company or
M ¢ hal wa conceve¢  threa ne tod w bo ' he veil over the
eg ming o mpe il g cernpd at. astings’s su ort for the vicious
attack on the Kohillas paid no heed to prudence and discretion.
Hastings’s lack of concern for honorine treaties with _either the raja

¢ | nares ¢ the nawz’ of Aw 1h Huld ndc he hining fortune,
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genius, talent, and military virtue of Britain in India. What Hastings
defended as necessary for the maintenance of Company rule in
India was seen by Burke as likely to topple that very rule, if not
cleansed and exorcised. In an age of metropolitan crisis—one that
was exacerbated by domestic political scandals, growing popular un-
rest, and the rapid influx of new money from imperial ventures—it
se¢ dunwis® o fne ¥ o atrat o the ntht beginnings of
er p e Int it context Hastin® s = 4 tons  .eatened to call

“te vmuch™ tent 0 tc hesd ada Hf imperial | nquest.

Burke was perhaps correct to worry that Hastings’s immediate leg-

r

acymould be devishilizing“the exmansian ¢t empiss; with the in-

cr 1 dscrul 1y concer ngpol ca asw  as | 2 snal corruption

th years I tweernthe oss of 'm¢ ca and the 1l of old France.
put n calling attention to Hastings’s contradictions—nhis missteps as
well as his achievements—Burke sought explicitly to separate the
pe J rof Hal ngsiiom/ erea. ro ctot mp. .7 ie personaliza-
i n fimpe al excess. ras a ¢ ib awc ctfort t¢ >xorcise the evil
—onthe impen T laea. Wi burks made his fittt great speech in
the impeachment trial of Warren Hastings, he made it clear that he
wa ot cond® L thet Gca fer e a ¢ mor ng Hastings,
B il instea paved th way fo he =7 alist ‘oes who would

dc - Hasting, o\ le © wenad ilist ad Wellesle  both continued
Hastings’s policies and inconsistencies, they were better placed in
Brit= 1 to maintitheir d tic reiiansven 7othey rode the
w « ofarisi znational ttidet 1,0 the ake “ e trial, increas-

sl ook en ireadvbi ge of/ ita s honor. Bi by this time, the
contradictions of sovereignty had ceased to cause much concern.
On the one side_the sovereionty of the Mughal was seen as a mere

rh' = ical co’ enie.ce/ nthe th | the Con ar was now seen
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as performing the work of both Crown and Parliament (even if it still
did so at great financial cost). Formally speaking, it was not until the
“Great Rebellion” of 1857 (known in British history as the Sepoy
Mutiny), and the final deposing of the Mughal king, that sover-
eignty in India was clarified. In one fell swoop, both the Mughal and
the Company were dethroned, and the British Crown became para-
m atPBud v ald b S0 anp o et d e possible the
¢ ¢ aeosis ¢ British in erial sc er¢ =4 i Indi vhen the veil was
ni ydrawi ecu’ uy ¢ wthd Drig s of empire aere. His achieve-
ment, however, was no longer relevant. It was erased along with
Hastings's ignaniny, for'a858 thanasvens few 4o Britain con-
¢ r d that mpire w¢ id cori ro ise ! itisli < ‘reignty and the

a¢ ntcon ‘tuticvor. chich/ rer .

Burke had been _most deeply concerned with the ancient constitu-
ti 1 of Britt 1. Hiotan® bus a_ire H pu 'y v » it perial idea was

Ol orimari related t his co el woout Indi Indeed, imperial
-nc metropor.claims T overe nty were i1_cparable, making
the trial of Warren Hastings a test not only of the ideal of empire but
o tesover guo athe iCalwell i e ¢ ald /4 ork to enhance
e lory of 1eancien ‘onstitt o as it ¢ .1d cruelly under-
ar it The wend rsol wiat yhe always beer old as a universal
tale that had its origins (and frames of reference) in Europe. The
mtern idea s ereigntimerga e we toldwin the debates
¢ | aropea political | eorists nc ctiv. s—a ' ad the historical
vi of king reve’ntic aries.. hur crrevolutior ies, demagogues,
inter alia—in the seventeenth, eighteenth, and nineteenth centu-
ries. Modern _ideas of emnire reauired a slight modification of

t' © undan’ atal pren’ se of - wve ignt bu ey sire was always
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justified by the absence of sovereign forms—identities as well as in-
stitutions—in colonized territories, and the ultimate export of these
forms to them from the imperial metropole. Indeed, third world na-
tionalism has been seen as the great testimony to the universal value
of this European idea, the ultimate proof of the foundational origi-

nality of Europe and the intrinsic power of the nation-state. Success-

fu h e cra hat appears
s 0 the crucible of
otifi 1 itself over ind again, in its

heyday as well as in its shameful moments of demise, through the

e iti f colonial his-
1y ork that pur orts to make em-

pire central to istory or global sovereignty repeats key passages

ry into

estern iumph, t
is

alism.

of this narrative. ardt and Antonio Negri assert that mod-

li i’ che service of

S W for most politi-

a BEuropez  concept in the

u 1 was ore conse-
c g s participation
nt empire ple =d a fundamen-

782, Burke wrote a sp i tion with a parliamentary
k ol o “Sihe £ he &vm n
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Parliament.” In this speech Burke made one of his clearest state-
ments about the nature of the nation, the meaning of sovereignty,
and the relationship of both to the ancient constitution. Following
Locke, he noted that government was chartered to protect property,
but, departing from Locke and other seventeenth-century theorists,
he stressed even more the importance of the need to preserve a pre-
s¢ tive cond ‘av . POl von ol lan that overeignty has
t 1 o futur or what termc¢ p e lon. 1s a presumption

1 vour of av.9’ lea shen' “of Hvernment  ainst any untried
project, that a nation has long existed and flourished under it. It is a
bettar presumation evens“the chafnaaf aationsfar better than
@ y udden nd temp¢ ary arr g aent’ yac < election.” The

at n itseli vas oot idea’ nly ot local ext it, and individual
momentary aggregation; but 1t is an idea of continuity, which ex-
tends in time as well as in_numbers and in space.” For Burke, na-
ti 1 1sover/ znty as/ Contrc ‘o yin 1a trZ (sense, since it

i nardly | e based o aset ¢ di L knowi e, choices. “And

‘ni¢ s a choice, 7 Cof one [ or o1 set of peop: -, not a tumultuary

and giddy choice; it is a deliberate election of ages and genera-
t sitisas ase otior daa Yy v oac. =n oufd ad times better
1 a choicc it is mac by th¢ be ' lircun. ances, occasions,
oners, disy et s a hmd al, ¢ il and soci habitudes of the
people, which disclose themselves only in a long space of time. It is
aftment whitiacconintates 1 i thinbody ™ Sovereignty,
¢ 1 zanci¢ - constitu’ mitsel ha hus ccor o aturalized as the
e¢ ssary ¢ cer f4otl body pol ¢, accustor :d to its specific
shapes and changing character. The principle of sovereignty is uni-
versal, but the snecific form of sovereiontv—and by implication any

1 ¢ nal co’ atutton— high  p. dcul , tI. o' come of a spe-

194

Copyriet" > The Pre~" "=t and/™ " ~s of "*arvarc “ollege



Sovereignty

cific if ancient history. Sovereignty may be the outcome of choice,
but it reflects the agencies and agreements of a community forged
through a long and established history.

Burke’s views in 1782 had in fact changed greatly from those he
had held in younger years. In his first writings on law he had been
much more concerned to trace the contextual histories of legal de-
vel ment, ar’ . ws he LG main ool on ans /4 Sir Matthew
H i the gre ¢ historiar Hf the ¢ m 2o v wh ¢cld that the his-

v Flaw we med sari winse tal o, an “imm¢ horial custom in
perpetual adaptation.” Now Burke seemed to agree with Hale, con-
cedny that higkeasilenaasiad fopsdatiana' status:“or the idea of
la’ .7 Comn nwisdoni asittl *E rke! dbc o e more conser-

v ashea °d, a'w givin' ver here to the 1l traditionalism
ot his older reacuonary years. But 1t cannot be accidental that in
1782 Burke was spending most of his time thinking about Company
ab ¢ 5 in Inf a, weade' ig wi the War n o ast™ gs was under-
v n g univ sal princi es and at .aoreputat ns in his actions
= cef of tha 0 India " inpar. . And in hi"opening speech
on Hastings, he seemed preoccupied with matters concerning law
an vereign’ | as “the Jinae tof wase TS s cr g into ques-
it h andam atal unde candin o ' de pi ed Clive for ar-

ng g the © wsft of T fwasd righ 5 “For the ogul, the head
of the Mussulman religion there and likewise of the Empire, a
heshonoured s hesteens T en i ming e obivined recogni-
tic 1 yalltl persons | at wer, cc cern . Hi < (from him the
v onee, wi chigihie’ eat gr id criod of the onstitutional en-
trance of the Company into the attairs of India. He quieted the
minds of the peanle. He gave to the settlement of Benoal a constitu-

tic . form, ¢ dalcgaly nt,ac hov =dge anc e gnized now for
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the first time by all the Princes of the Country, because given by the
Charter of the Sovereign.” In Burke’s view, dual sovereignty was
necessary in order to accommodate difference, which for him had to
be named as the ancient constitution of India. Clive’s duplicity is re-
written as morality because of its apparent respect for sovereignty
and the constitution of India, though the narrative of morality in
est w a > t ur!’ s critical scru-
ad h

i 1 ufer at matter. was brought to

trial under British law on the grounds that he had been a British gov-

rG ¢ : Itings, 3¥Governor,

ought to govern upon British principles, not by British forms,

God forbid. For if ever there was a case in which the letter kills

tice, that spirit of safety, that spirit of protection, that spirit of len-

ty, whi to o ace se isi_ubi’ ¢ in power;
nd upc  these and @ p ewl tried.’!

The trial was thus an epic test of the ancient constitution of Britain,

bat'wbecaus ings v jusice in London
ecaus| ¢ ha ; ' in India. This is
urke rai’ ' 4 ] graphical moral-

ity.” In his oration he said, "We are to let your Lordships know that
t Gentle have formed a ic morality, by

the €s o 1" ations are not to
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be governed by their relations to the Great Governor of the Uni-
verse, or by their relations to men, but by climates, degrees of longi-
tude and latitude, parallels not of life but of latitudes.” Burke was
clear that relativism of this kind could be used in India to justify un-
paralleled corruption and abuse. Worse, however, this relativism
cast the great law itself into doubt. Cultural relativism would in fact

ar too much

endental foun-

’

the greatest, the best that was ever given by God to mankind, to

’J’J’J’J’J’J’

S ——
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less than an article of absolute faith in the sacredness of the constitu-
tion itself. Only a divine principle could provide the force and the
sanction for law and sovereignty, at home and abroad. History in the
form of “tradition” would shape specific understandings and institu-
tions of law, but the history of violent conquest had to be veiled.
Conquest was for Burke the “state of exception,” the term Carl
S& hitt later® i to Laie teriz Gl wve ign /o was outside

1

¢ ¢ oveth verylawl wasch g otect.

I ke arg »d 2 insc ockd ¢ nmitments. 1 a variety of rea-
sons. He was worried that philosophical resort to contract would li-
camee popularemlutionindeed s intanded's do by Locke
i" e cont’ tofsever enth-c att v Ep ana U s worry became

1e ource | partiale anxie’ ar ind the eve s in France after
1789, but it was not a new concern tor Burke, either in the English
or the Indian contexts. Burke also argued against an emphasis on
¢ o act bel use .l v oated g and ovel g’ ) in something

h  than | htural righ ~ a forr of .uvcrsal rec on he soundly re-
,ect.d in favor " lstory, w0 ind Cod. Burke’s g-hius was to invoke
the general culture of belief around English common law, espe-
¢ ritscon ia mof Licie fwi i adC nted porary custom,
I ¢ nstruc. isownth ryofsc er = inthit  nse, the mandate

3

ft - divince wst sime ene Lsly astify and tr scend the histori-
cal actions of men, to purge the law of the stain of its historical ori-
gin Clive waehero bes he av' vt i chasede of dual sov-
¢ > nty, ar  indeed I' cause | e wvel . his' + = corruption was

es forgotte if Biail was t¢ ma tain its im] rial mission. And
yet Hastings was to be held accountable to Britain’s own ancient
constitution. At the very point that Burke came to hold that a pre-
s tve col atution I 1to B it men rial, H' tings was to be

«d >d wan agsothat oth Ey lar  and empir] night survive.™
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Burke’s contemptuous condemnation of Hastings’s invocation of
cultural difference was thus in the service of an absolute idea of
truth that slid, however uneasily, from the particularity of England’s
historical formation to the universality of an idea of law. But he did
not leave his case at that, for he also argued that Hastings had misun-
derstood, and viciously violated, India’s own ancient constitution. It
wa  onic tha' ia fagse Wil omi G s oa - of law—one
th ¢ vas in | ath fram¢  much k¢ Pao® s—w  id get him into

cl rouble, ‘nce’ wa. wide' pel ved that he ad done himself
particular harm when he used Halhed’s defense of his record. In

premering Hastises first dace againstthe imneachmient charges,
H | dhad/ voked Sa kritle 11 ts— e b ‘<t both his own

d’ lastingt majéycc tribub n - the area o codifying Hindu
law—as well as a medley ot indian understandings of kingly author-
ity in order to suggest that Hastings had to assume an Oriental man-
tle 5 despotit wuthcaty/ Jive 1 s aply tec el espot, whereas
Y ostoags, whoathiswol  wasn re iswerate @ 1 more reasoned
—ar Clive cocmever o Joughsto justify “ispotism. When
Hastings, quoting Halhed, had said in his defense that “the whole
hie 7 of Asiz s 1ie hing' Loie han icee en. ‘o 1 ve the invari-
al e xercise farbitrary hower,| e ' anttc  sture to a larger

st¢ cal con " “hac el Lab atthe great  riety of “tenures,
rights, and claims, in all cases of landed property and feudal jurisdic-
tiorwn India fonthe infomlity, foon Hitygrond ietability of all
er & ement nso divi d and n¢ tled = stal society . . . as

n oostan | 1s ben  astan’ e vosed to . ever since the
Mohomedan conquests.” When he said that “rebellion itself is the
parent and the nromoter of despotism.” he meant to_imply—echo-
in®arke’s ¢ n earver/ itique £ uha mc .’ government in

v ra  hewr e with hi cousin® Vil u—that E 1dus rebelled for
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justifiable reasons. But when he went on to say that “sovereignty in
India implies nothing else [than despotism|,” he fell straight into the
trap that Burke had set.”

At the time of the great impeachment trial, Burke would hardly
concede either the illegitimacy of Mughal rule or the essential re-
belliousness of Hindus in the face of foreign rule. The stakes here
h' Shifted f© o wfrot Lol are | G oty ctall e Bengal, and

L

1 1 ined t matters £ more | p aan 1 ely the future of
ny rial acq isitid s i adist Bur s sense of e particularity of
cach historical formation of a prescriptive constitution could not
cgmmtenance o ar arbitmsnowgnanthe languagarof despotism.
T 1 “mean nd depra d statc sa  bv. astin s’ 5 have been the
u of the Augbs's = s nov wr =d to Hastii s’s own account.
ror Burke, the mandate ot nistory was to transform necessarily inig-
uitous beginnings into something “better than choice,” what he
¢ | d“the/ culiciicif umsta ces .. [ d]" :bi «des of the peo-

e °Histc -, inshorl wvasabs t1 won,and ;implication, the
“an_ification -7 Untinge. - Whe ! contrasting 3ritain and India,
Burke used this idea of history to create the space for a difference
thlid not « sip misd oty - aie ase £ Byt an’s role in In-
¢ a conqu¢  was not. dout tt o o orme  n of the law but
atl roits ap, ene’ don SleC d’s | yn law—an  ppropriation that
transferred responsibility for the maintenance of another law rather
the Britain’s “Fors" mmanquenihiclo's a poore immediate
¢ s nation f the har  of G !, e ¢4 quer « ly succeeds to
1 epaini ' dutisal 'subg in. onto the p ver of God which
belonged to the Sovereign that held the country before.””” But
even here, cultural relativitv labored nnder the burden of Burke’s

a 5 utism.
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It was in this context that Burke provided a long analysis of Is-
lamic political and legal theory, demonstrating the extent to which
law in India had been seen as transcendent in much the way it
was in Britain. But his argument’s awkwardness, as well as the care-
less scholarship underpinning it, suggested that he was ambivalent
about the need for empirical demonstration. He asserted simply that
“in daaswe o nEwd O wsar o0 o1 latig s prevails, the
s¢ 1 orincip sare con wuallyr o1 44 ind i ame maxims sa-

cd  held a s wwoc vt ata ed.”® Histe cal analysis thus
confirms the universality of the legal ideal, but it cannot capture the
forserof it. Tame'ane wasehetter o tharns Hastings, but in the
er .. All po crisot G 1”7 Th w the rimc v uzzle of sover-

;0 :the w  betywen e un' crs and the pa cular in the for-
mation of Burkes sense of sovereign right and cwic virtue. Burke
attempted to use Islamic legal and_theological texts to sustain an
id' ¢ fanag entconst ation at  as t¢ nec 10’ snly out of the
7 ¢ ¢ hist¢ cal exper nce of e iasin natio but also in rela-
~onio adecides Christies 7 Ca of 'Dod’s general e relationship to
the law. Burke’s call for sympathy for the fellow citizens of India was
pre ated bet ol ame’ Ss e Uoovee | pe wving and claim of
12 ) nd on ifference he dis nc ;I as' : distinctness of

ac Y

Burke’s conservatism is therefore hardly given the lie by his con-
ceror India. P e belien Tihat tl ‘enigonstitetion was both
pr 1 rdial a_ (shaped ! sharec hi¢ rv.« :na’ 2 was committed

th idea thi thewv sunir sa nits princip  if singular in its
torm. His paradoxical formulations were made clearly in the service
of Britain, rooted as they were in his sense that British justice was

th' | ost dey ‘opeq, an’ enligi =ni , in ‘e v 1l His sympathy
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for India was the sympathy of a paternalist who believed his charge
could only benefit from the relationship of dependency. And his
sense of Indian sovereignty, and nationhood, was itself always depen-
dent on his greater concern for the past and future of Britain itself. If
he could draw the veil on Clive’s conquest of India, he set the stage
for the ultimate drawing of the veil on Hastings as well. In doing so,
h' ayeday” oy eind il sner .o Cth Brit? 1 imperial mis-
s o atatin ofresurg atBriti n fesd smai ngoism. Burke’s
tt¢ tiveness a.n! “e v vkedt i th end to ma  one place sover-
eign and another place colonized. And this was a contradiction that
we'd requiress Hferent !l of palitiaalvision to vedo.
¢ 1, Bur’ scontrad toryin te eor nive and specificity
1+ e conte tof Indlia id ma ¢ ar the exter. to which his own
sense of sovereignty was both brought into crisis and yet unchal-
lenged by difference. On the one hand, he needed to resist the cul-
tr . relativi athatwo' d boti ‘us y Cc apa :d° potism in India
1¢ call inl question| e abs¢ ite  Gurand ur ersal provenance
of Ehgland’s ¢ raditic. 70 On thz other hanc, he needed to for-
mulate a sense of history that was rooted in an ancient but still his-
t¢ al past 2 aoualde tovi o th wal fol a nd lonal claim to
! e ncient onstitutio  Inthi es =i dia’s'  crity had to be si-
2 aneoust, b led ¢ A4 vow . Ironically imperial ideology
made it possible for Burke to do this, though the thinly veiled fiction
of w'nial sovera™ e comntivised o ice W this swmplementary
i > For E rke, the | mtradi o1 of © hglis * r British, sover-
gy were ‘ghliditec wres [ tc mpire, ever f the greatest role
of empire was to test the very transcendence of his commitment to
the ancient constitution. Before Burke_most Finglish nolitical theo-

1’ had sys' maticaily/ cnied :ig ored e} s ce of empire in
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their understanding of sovereignty, despite the obvious fact that
modern sovereignty was born in an age of empire. And yet, in the
end, Burke’s genius lay not in the recognition of difference but in
the use of it to justify his own critique of the social contract.
Empire had always been denied or ignored because it came to
constitute a crisis for modern theories of sovereignty. As Hobbes,
Lo, and of" -0 vorig oot nser e th' antul attempted to
fu 1l vays t¢ justify ar  anchc tI == uly ¢ ging claims of
lit cal leadd wan® inst wtior® the assumed th  the people who
would trade sovereignty for order and property would be members
of mefamiliar, Avtnct, andehared palitioal @emmueity. Although
th' :' was cd siderable/ :bate,  1d vides eaa + ertainty, about
10 ouldle tima''y i part¢ thi community. nere were always
unspoken limits. T'he limits and conditions of nationality were
formed by the same history that gave rise to modern ideas of sover-
ei¢ 1, along’ ith tie p° sons« sol cty, . ogi ahi race, religion,
o' se and et aicity thal rovide th ucological akes for the for-
~ation of natics T id emp T atikel S. B. Macpl Crson has demon-
strated the role of an emergent ideology of possessive individualism
in develo® ficii of @ Cici, b gu ane s 10 bo! property and
tr I and tb limits of | caltha 1g ' have © n much written
ot  Buti b’ rists » sus 5 Locke, H Dbes, and Burke,
there were also limits that attended emergent ideas of community,
nawmality, andve. Natiomigh! begmimaciied, but they
w' ¢ imagin | in relal n to s :ci : co mui ¥, that were be-
ve  to be " aturamine arime ial however m h they changed
and grew over time). National imaginations might have been
stretched as well_as formed bv print_canitalism, state_forms of gov-

er’ | nt,and he giowi’ [sensc ha only e1 ig’ could both re-
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alize and protect social, religious, and political identities. But these
same imaginations were produced as much by the encountering of
limits as by expansion. From the late sixteenth century at least, Eng-
lish preoccupations with nationhood were largely reactive, vitally
linked as they were to travel in and experience of other worlds
beyond Europe.®! Although the ideological origins of empire reveal
th levelopp® oo fa @ Wl us £ 00 wine was/ otestant, free,
7« naritit , theracii andse ari o itionn . British national-
vy nly bec me led” sced api had broug t the English up
against the terrifying perils of difference.® British travelers, traders,
adanturers, 2 eolonigkr !y dissarane 4 the impastance of their
¢ v racial | d nation{ identi s aen. ey v r threatened with
ol zidenti =d with th nativ' of 1e new land where they began
to claim rights to property and political determination.”® If the
American Revolution played out one contradiction of British sover-
¢, v, itdif so by asi [ terric ty | dist ot epn’ on from the far

‘o signif ant contr ictions f1 . ianguag  religion, and his-
ory. The fact 7 tne Bric 7 Uiy roCognized the  Britishness when
they were in danger of being mistaken for Native Americans or Afri-
¢/ laveste' ai herd Lcic tstc ciu wi nth e same British
¢t rsclair edfull po icalrig s ' lselve  cven the most en-
gl :ned sec nedt Incc ernt L al at extendin these same rights
to other communities.

oL

“r many_ a0 ical th s inpinientticenty Britain, the

f 1 dation? crisis of s° ereign  w  see’ (o h. < usappeared after

1e evoluti. » and vest ation’ tl - seventeent century. Debates
over sovereignty atter 1688 might still have focused on the relation-
shin between the Crown and Parliament. but Sir Robert Filmer’s fa-

7 o sdefen’ of mona’ nyin e Idsec ntc at! Century steadily
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lost any real authority. More importantly, debates about sovereignty
became caught up in arguments over political imperatives and civic
obligations, private interests and public good, national loyalty and
religious belief, and the increasing importance of trade and mercan-
tilism in politics and social life.

Trade itself could be used to justify sovereignty even as sover-

ei was u tes” e Tart col 1ctions about
al ide ity only i eign imperial do-
ir . Asa gh ntl y concerns  oout sovereignty

came to crisis because of empire. In colonial America, British set-

tle i : - oores : tiop—and local au-
i tio each of sover-
) arify som( Hf the conditions

ad claimed sovereignty over its own sub-

but while these subjects had to accept

0 s virtual exten-
1 vent es. The flip side
the unbre: able connection

between British settlers in the Americas and the British nation, a

c ction b . th a1 =xp/ .ence, and in
way discou ( on e next hundred
utift ic o raised the g ‘stion of the rela-

tionship of sovereignty and territory with a new sharpness, it also

rain’ the sta fmpers res sitiopwin other parts

world

ritain, empire as an 1dea was only examined retrospectively.

ire began atural extensi ion ambitions that sur-
argely/ y wiliial : issc b 1 beyond the

il A A
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specific historical sham of dual sovereignty in India. The conceptual
relations between empire and sovereignty could be left vague until
they collided with the anxieties that grew around the expansionist
activities of the Fast India Company and the recognition of racial
and cultural difference. The underlying national consensus that was
required to make the claims of sovereignty carry weight beyond the
n nal bor” O ly @ lia wbe il lea End ire was funda-
1 e altotl historyo 3ritish. ve ‘e’ 'buti in relation to the
iU aphal ¢ neat on v swest Bri sh empire & 1 American inde-
pendence.” Instead, empire worked to crystallize the limits of na-
tiemal sovereizmimeven astimecestatad theextenson of borders
@ ¢ he ov¢ oming o 1mits i d¢ othe kint imperial condi-
o1 . Empi  might I e exr sec he serious ontradictions that
emerged when e¢conomic nterest, military might, and political ex-
pansion failed to secure cultural legitimation, whether at home or
a o ad. But' fouran/  voca ula es o egie aal on and political
2l toove ome the . -uples’ ur o cloquer vy raised when do-
_ni1_on abroaw 4 to bo | Laed./Curke’s rthetc ¢ in the trial was
thus of critical importance in the attainment of an imperial ideal.
npire u Liac wead S orve oo anc ag ¢l tof nationality
i agland uring the ate eig ec "= U eari. .aneteenth centu-
e T'heide »f£P “dshi wsw® Jint e end triun  hant in large part
because of the growing collective sense of opposition to France (and
thContiner! e gen ), arn'ausinit foldvd some Scots
@ ¢ Irish it b a natic 1l proj *t at ' hlig « . differences be-
ve 1 East't d Wi, ¢ »nas/ e nces of clas  gender, and race
were given short shrift.” While in some respects the loss of America
onlv made the crisis of emnire more pressine—posing a new set of
1 ¢ nal ex¢ wsionsas £ adame tal b the Hrow o’ Of sovereignty—

al bmade¢ aeidea ol mpire. |t ore com lling. By the time
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Cornwallis had moved from the scene of his American failure in
Yorktown to his Indian triumph, the contradictions of sovereignty
were to be resolved by a new set of commitments around the impor-
tance of empire for Britain itself. The problems posed by imperial
sovereignty became increasingly erased by the successful ambition
of national sovereignty.
ke’s role® i e trid 0o tarre ..o ng high' ghts the con-
tr I ions tl t were pe  of late :ig e’ icen.  ideas of sover-
o Yetiti ron® ina A thC By e’s own une rstanding of sov-
ereignty—given his commitment to the ancient constitution rather
thawthe idea ot oantractnde epivnultiveately 'oss of a prob-
le' [ hanith cametor | seral tl or whe cor. 9 ctions outlived
"> al® F¢ Burkevar inde/  fc most Britisl historians of em-
pire trom at least the middle ot the nineteenth century on, the trial
brought closure to the crisis over sovereignty that empire in India

fer' _d a successtul

he | osed. B (ke would nmsc ha - mu 1 p.
Y s cution, ad hewas eeply - b Cicuby the ilure of the trial.
cot 0 had mac s argles 7 0in soch a way thil despite the out-
come of the trial, Lord Cornwallis could effect the transformations
en  oned by’ o ssagt i 78 s ot 2 bt ging Hastings
t¢ ¢ atiny b ore the ¢ mbine  hc - Parli ient, Burke had

ad empire ‘ot Bric heat reig ty. By impli tion, British sov-
ereignty was no longer threatened by empire. Sovereignty could
norbe seen autonet s asonassing through its
ju 1 catory | gic that | e gooc de otis it p o ded was much

tt than ti bad/"esp ism 10 iia- ad known b ore conquest. As
a consequence, the great antagonists Burke and Hastings—not the
millions of Indians in whose name Burke pretended to speak—

cg | both b’ ome'iag’ heroc of  eirp liai =p’ ry duel.
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This bgmgﬂlose connectI with it,

are intended to form the Magna Charta of Hindostan.

What a ¢. ‘the g ne pe-
tition|right, are @ i e bills e to the
people .

—EDMUND BURKE, “SPEECH ON FOX'S

AM COPY

Robert Clive might have conquered Bengal, but it was Warren

or-general, as a

end Clive’s sys-

this, he had

direct admin-

new systems of civil and criminal law, crafted on the basis of a thor-

ough study of indicenous systems of iustice. By the time Hastings re-
t to Lo’ 1on 11, 17 ﬁ c e ental nature
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of Company rule in India. He had, in fact, established the founda-
tions of the colonial state, setting up structures that were refined by
Cornwallis and then appropriated by Wellesley for the administra-
tion of the next phase of imperial conquest. Burke was wrong to sup-
pose that any of the regulating acts could provide the basis for a
“Magna Charta for Hindostan,” but Hastings had, in effect, used
th  to proy® o0 shart L0l the | Ll or of t£ colonial state
i1 dia.

I astings s hced od it

his o erp se even tho sh the regulations
of 1773 were intended to harness the Company far more securely to
themolicies anmantrol a®the Britahatatethan evor before. The
F ¢ lating/ ct had c¢ crtly o i len e ci +f 5 of the original

.0 pany ¢ artersires ving £ th state “the © ht to interfere in
all ‘aspects of te most powerful commercial enterprise in the
realm.”” The act had succeeded because of the desperate financial

i

st softhe¢ Compuny «ndy th cent lize op ot powers under
‘e overnc general, ¢ =n wit ex .iouines of  uthority vested in
-ne Sritish ste ™ ind the 7 lollg influencc of the governing
council, gave new power to the Company leader for the establish-
nofasts sye omid e lon s st e lad of six to twelve
1 o hs for orrespon¢ nce bc ve =7 Jjand' d India was only

ar of the 1t sen® hat. 2l uirs ontinued tc He largely autono-
mous. Empire had an inexorable logic of its own, and Hastings was

1-. 1

apndel servarinf empii'n reptihe would £l Company
1 1 lates o y by worl 1gstea as’ tos ‘ure + .ter authority for

v w kind € stat ol ». Acs rdi sly, Hasting created the basic
structures of a colonial state, a state that asserted its legitimacy far
more through its careful attention to the procedures and protocols
¢ 1 lethan® did vy c¢ cernu ite fwi prisir s of sovereignty

"y agto di with eithe rulers) pe pic.
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Michel Foucault has written that the modern state is character-
ized by the preoccupations of “governmentality.” By this he meant
the full administrative apparatus of government, more an economy
of rules and procedures than a politics of negotiation and conflict.
As he wrote, “To govern a state will therefore mean to apply econ-
omy, to set up an economy at the level of the entire state, which

m¢  exercig’ ards” o abit o, dt 2 we' (hand behav-

e
ic ¢ eacha lall,afor ofsur ill == .dco. >l as attentive as

at. the hec "af4 ami aver s B usehold anc ;00ds.” In point-
ing toward the patrimonial origins of the modern state, Foucault
cop'™ have bearwriting a'nt the prasife conditions of the colo-

! re the st¢  was { ns ante ont *' ruins of patri-

ni | ate, w

or | stater_hrouts a- omple tre ster from e¢ nomic and mili-
tary power to a new set of portical projects that used bureaucracy to
distract attention from the mvriad contradictions of imperial sover-
ei¢ 1 . Bureg Cracy.or/ jucau en iled oty tt control of in-
0 o1 nts, bu also the & ~umul o1 i Cinpirica nowledge previ-
caslunknown, liach T indic case cons ied of new state
activities ranging from the surveying and mapping of new territories
to delines” i ad 2@ Ssie ot ¢ Gvemney’ Ut agricultural
) | aral act ity?

H tings’s i »st Osai need ipli ment was 1 devise, with the
unlikely help of Francis, a rule of property: a system of agricultural
tayllection ! on thmesunp bt i the stite to collect
“r 1 and t assess it ¢ the b is  its. vn ¢ < lations of “sur-

1s Hism tpra®ed’ comr shi =ntwasthe tablishmentofa
rule of law based on Islamic law and Hindu texts. 'I'hese accomplish-
ments were obscured by the continuing confusion over questions of
so » ignty, | ttoren’ on Bu. 2’s cpre atac o/ . Hastings as a

96

15 twho t d “arbitr. 7 powe criastings v rked to establish
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a revenue administration largely on lines laid out by Francis and
later canonized by Cornwallis in the famous “permanent settle-
ment” of 1793. And despite the fact that Hastings betrayed the con-
tradictions of his own commitment to the rule of law when he used
his newly constituted supreme court to hang a Brahman—a dread-
ful violation of Hindu custom and a judgment that overtly contra-

ve d Islama oo ! prt Ll o -H

. is' erha’ . best remem-

Ciiag

't 1 fort : care he ook t¢ =si o

a coral form of legal
ra ice that wone ‘ed” whed rec v modeled 1 indigenous cus-
toms, texts, and practices.
e Britishat i not on'warked st mangof theshanging inter-
v | clation’ >f Crown! 1d Par. 'm atdv ngu » me of Hastings’s
il in Ind it a%» ¢ hassed ne  csources—¢ onomic, military,

and political—ror its own atainment of relative dominance in Fu-

rope through its growing imperial foothold. At the same time, the
d v opmer of ccionit torm of | wert aen litt 1n the elabora-
o1 of an & ministrati burez cre Gt deple =d direct political
“utority throo [ righe 7 Liana 2 revenue, juicial systems, and
local welfare, became critical to the emerging colonial state pre-
¢’ s becaus an tated o vofft Cve the hosst ity of popular
¢ v eignty. Governn ntality h <ed extract massive
m nts of © wer’ & wi Tand Jecl g local lan ords and cultiva-
tors—at the same time that it captured enormous power over local

steotures ande vorks T nial) ¢ 1

prtiticalsind economic
1" o Jhile pb mising B' 1sh jus cel ased n I ¢ Cprinciples. The

al also tre. =pose vits hilitar Hpe ations into | licing systems, es-
tablishing direct relations with local police and connecting the rule
of law to the proiect of maintaining order. As the colonial state de-

v sedand xpanaed/ wring. o1 etec h ¢ at’ y, it took on var-
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ious putative welfare functions and a wide variety of managerial
tasks, but all of these elaborations depended on the initial innova-
tions of Warren Hastings.

The Regulating Act of 1773 was not explicitly developed with this
aim in mind. Still, it was generally assumed that the price for the
bailout of the Company was steep, and that the Company would be-
co. ineffess i mont O, wen oo Bi shs' e in the East
[ i . The| -t mands d that iv. »»® Jaymc . on stocks and

ne would = 1lit itea 2.6 . © dercent res: ctively, until all
debts were cleared. Conditions for representation, and voting
pomar, on the hevnd of direinss as vl 2o theeveners' court of pro-
pr o rswer¢ nade exal ngan. wec cstri ly e. o' ed. A supreme

ar was est_olishe, w hits i° ige to be appoi ed in Britain by
the Crown, to ensure judiclal autonomy from and control over
Company servants. And a governing council of four, with ultimate
pc  toapp’ veoi.ejd they lic 5ot =gl er sr-general, was
U, with ' member o bej atl .pproved b he directors and
e Lobinet. Lo conce on thC part of son' that the regula-
tions were not as extensive as they might have been, there was gen-
eri greemer aia. ey’ suie ead s as o nge’ 1 relations be-
t ¢ state ¢ d Compe y. Int. or =7 ust, th egulations were

tre rdinary. wive' trac wwad Jrob bited; large | laries were to be
paid to senior Company servants; the administration of justice was
refromed; authamwithined ™ Conp strusiure v streamlined
ar .| 1ade r¢ donsible; . 1d par i atarr ind" ¢ sterial supervi-

n fComj nyafiirs. asto! cc ducted on e egular basis.

In subsequent years, Hastings’s military adventures and financial
difhicnlties were seen as signs of the failure of the regulations. This is

aj ¢ thata eptsuied umpt ns| mo im, vi¢ history, which
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has consistently viewed the Company as a problem for managerial
reasons, asserting that (explicit instructions from home notwith-
standing) greedy traders simply couldn’t resist opportunities to go to
war to expand their economic influence and control new markets.
But Hastings was neither dancing absentmindedly into empire nor
violating general imperatives for reasons having to do solely with the
litless gres” Ou nanyd Gl any oo s U ompd Ly trade was in
f - oredice d on pol cal ad nt 2’ [ con. . Economic suc-

es was inc arab® U lin oAt nil ary and pol cal success. And
none of these measures of success were designed to protect even the

vty nelitary sspenditure and

maah careful Comany semets froms
j I calcal nity. The came, it ere. ith '« = Crritory.

I this tii -, in/ct, lritish’ ite sts required e deployment of
large numbers or armed torces, naval squadrons, and administrators,
for which profit from trade could hardly be expected to suffice. The
(¢ pany v ,simpay £ osowin the ead)  th By ish state, which
"ac develop dasami ary is ¢ (Cauring t - late seventeenth
-nc carly eighic i cenee 7 Uon tlC basis of an _tive military pres-
ence and a high level of taxation.” Perhaps the single greatest inno-
vi ninthe pc dong® Lun Col san, ‘n i dia/ aring the 1770s

1

;¢ ts real ation that rofit fi n ‘as in. acient to support
s aperial ¢ arat ons.t ade vas - source of ©jor income, both
for the nabobs who made their magnificent fortunes and for the Brit-
is'conomy. <7t wase T fhcieptastalitish therconditions of
v 1 ineffc  became/ e colc ‘al crsic of E ¥ n’s own military
sc  state.” = waghe ase ip oril n itself, the ost of military as
well as commercial ventures in the eighteenth century was always

higher than anticipated, and required a secure tax base to provide
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regular funding. The problem, however, was that neither the British
state, nor the Company, seemed able to represent its interests as le-
gitimate when advanced either by an imperial state or a mercantilist
trading concern. Instead, the Company was seen as egregious and ir-
responsible, in clear violation of the interests and instructions of the
metropolitan state.
ce empi’ we oty ol nleg o —¢ herf ats operations
or t aspirati as—the C mpany ac 25 cpres od in part as the
itc me of U ae’ ey illed im e men and  ctivities. During
the 1770s, attacks on the Company increased, leading to continued
regn'story conasn But by %0 it wpsalaer thiet at lesst some of the
stt ¢ aims ¢ the regu! 1ons I 1f led.. orrt * 0 had not alto-
th  ceasec thouthh ti situa’ n | as tar better 1 Bengal than in
IVladras), war and territorial expansion had not stopped, and, even
more worrisome. the Company appeared to be headed toward bank-
ru o ronced ain. sae/ aericc W ot lep 2d< ce had further
o 1 icated matters, | nging’ Sri oito an ner global war,
_relening tha 0 of the 2 An'rican colon'Cs. And yet it was
precisely the impending loss of the Americas that made Indian pos-
ses s evend Lo req’ s . ospian e 1ada’ inging, it was
cla hatIn 1 was not oing t¢ e ned.” ere were bound
bi more r¢. = Dut'' et Cef rts to bring 1le Company un-
der firmer state control became almost necessarily linked to a larger
effroito legitine™nthe il thep S Asinin a svore dramatic
fa’ 1 nthan aysingle’ tofle; la e Id L+ 0 accomplish.
I' > estab chmet ¢ the £ Jlo 1l state du ng the time of
Hastings might not have required the impeachment trial in order

to transform public opinion regarding Britain’s imperial ambitions.
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But the early colonial state did provide the basis for empire’s ulti-
mate success, in every possible sense. Hastings not only abandoned
the contradictions of Clive’s dual rule; he also established the first
colonial revenue system and made it clear that the primary energies
of the mercantile state had now to be directed to agriculture rather
than trade. In effect, Hastings inaugurated the revenue state in India
th dominat® -0 cole® wiCabli Ll v fo he 2 xt century and
1 o . Cort allis mig  have | tr¢ wa the 1 nal settlement of

rc detary « hisd reac 'the asii or fiscal re¢ onsibility, and re-
duced corruption by raising the emoluments of the civil service es-
ta"'shment, k='vin fact!vas si='raisi=o the stakes of what
I'1 ngsha alreadyir iated. | ae ileo irop # legitimized itself

i 1gh the laim/that e co! ia state was in. Hducing the secu-
rity of property rights, while 1t worked to extract an increasing share
of revenue to fund both military and administrative costs. The rule
o I vvastly xpanued/ e dor in - leg juc m< c while protect-

g neloca ctate froml hecha el aiclaww  driven by its own
polical conce i Both o, Uity al law were 1 btected by a local
policing establishment that answered to the new state even as it em-
b’ editsel” i nex ;o fgu aic me of ptover and wealth

{ =2 coun yside.

In assuming direct control over revenue collection, Hastings was
camerned battiia asser's Trmpal areipnty orr land and to
r ¢ thele land reli vility o rev aues turr. / astings replaced

1a v of the nmawz"’s i wenue’ Ol ting middll hen—mutaseddis,
diwans, and sheristadars—with his own admunistrators, and at-
temnted to develop new procedures to monitor collection practices.

A 1 esame’ me, Lofel thene 1t ely e tra 't lal methods and
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procedures. Following nawabi practice, he auctioned off revenue-
collecting rights to ijaradars (revenue farmers, who bid in a compet-
itive auction for the annual right to collect revenue), but rather than
engage revenue commitments for one-year periods, he used five-
year terms. While this assured a relatively robust revenue return, it
also endowed the revenue farmers, whether local zamindars (land-
lor  ornot,»* Lo agerd L fer¢ ol voc cotivit and manage-
w r thanh beenthc tasewi o ' term. <evertheless, his
an ielded © ees ati weri s f Philip Fre cis, who, follow-
ing the lead of earlier critics of Clive, argued that revenue farming
notoaly squeeasithe culttars withema chance ofmprovement,
br | blated | digenous/ otions' p’ perb
H tings r. bondd t¢ hese / .tic ms by notir  that he was nei-
ther nterested 111 abstract notions ot improvement nor convinced
that he was doing anything other than recognizing the local variabil-
ity and te/ res, castd s, ang cev e i hts 3e’ ues, he had in-
"4 dafing cial min, ad was ee « aseland  venue to enable
~e Company « = cover i <dl heth as well & enact various re-
forms. Francis was surely correct to worry about the short-term inter-
est  revenu iar. ers,d Lo oting nac 0 pomt/ s own under-
st ngoft  relations pofpr e " lonsa - sovereignty was
ni dinmu wtht sam wewd atl proposals f - a zamindari set-
tlement were based on universal and abstract notions.
ncis’s phamatic oo tongarojitty hato be stable
ar . e reve ue rate fi od in ¢ le or ¢ Hital  nprovement to
1k inroac into/vgri altura’ pr¢ uction bec ne the putative
grounds for one of many long-standing quarrels between Francis
and Hastings.® Francis was critical of Hastings not only for what he

to' < o be ' ‘inteicst £ uly in hol tern joa. B also because
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Francis felt that only the traditional landlord class, or zamindars,
could develop any stakes in local conditions and work to improve
agricultural production. In fact, Hastings made most of his settle-
ments with zamindars, though because of his more grounded sense
of Bengal he discriminated among them when assessing the final
bids.” He too sought to establish “an equal, an easy, and a perpetual
ag sment of Lo ubliet S0 we; t coi wt1hro o the medium

¢ © minda  where tl yare ¢ ba 227 he cli e Despite the

by hus dite wend L a4 L d“ ore nents betv en Francis and

Hastings, it is clear that much more united than divided them in
the'w fundamest b understoding of thameed Hr stpastural change.

I ancisw s evenmdc  critic, of astir sfoi i illeged—and al-

‘g lly mis. ken—mot n tha all ind belong  to the king. In-
deed, Francis pelieved that Hastings not only mistook the king’s
right to collect revenue for an actual property right, but that he
£ o ntly viooated . u’ aal so el aty. | hir g ng that “it has
" >¢ the pi icy of Mi Hastin  t¢ .ooush the overeignty of the
Mcgul in fac, 7 id to act o m A gument,” hiobserved that the
Company continued to coin money in the name of Shah Alam and

11

t¢  llect re® e by e fh gl =ho’ 2 previous cri-

P sof Cloe, hewre  that“ =1 ' Ltpre. .t have either two

”]

oy reigns ¢ Nt 270 a0 U he | that the | itish government
should simply declare its sovereignty over Bengal, preferably by a
foral surrend ot these inceg' e Miwhal amperor, but he
v ¢ aardly 1oalistic abd cwheti 1, fors atni ¥ how, this might

¢ one. Ini cad, oosic oly att cke  Hastings f¢  the manifest con-
tradictions inherent in Company rule after the acceptance of the
Diwani.

{ astings © ssporiaed’ vy arg ing -in | rm. th' resonate with

u e’ssub. quentrhe wric—t it! wasin fact cspecting the “an-
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cient constitution” of Bengal and India by accommodating local
practices and understandings to the “genius and principles of our
own.”" It is well established that Hastings was concerned to main-
tain certain older practices, in this as in other aspects of govern-
ment. But Hastings was far more concerned with revenue than had
been the case before. And Company concern with revenue did lead
to/ ificant w s ind o al o Sec hom' This overrid-
i | terest  the extri Hon ol es =o' whel . on the part of
ast ags or oo o alli wasd Ogr sively at ode - with old-regime
interests that had allowed revenue rates to fluctuate more readily, re-
mis~=ns to be-="n moraen, ap ! ~ious“inds.=f ceremonial
“c t exchary cstorem’ aimpe tar M0 cow o o state was ada-
i in its ¢ avictn ata p ope revenue sys m—by which it
meant a system that did not incur opposition or resistance on the
grounds that it appeared to be entirely foreign in its development
an | aplem¢ atioi.—v' snece ary orit urv als ind the perma-
20 ettlem tof Corr allis, I we . iawed it on turned out to
~2 i reality, woilidcecessie L the Dhiort term piitisely because it
gave the appearance of preserving the old regime at the same time it
int uced the viic s oft Cuw iy Cpe ver s alld e while mak-
it ] ssible e efficien xtracti ¢ ae at. iuch higher and
or regular. et nev nhef e
That Hastings had more interest in respecting local practices and
untstandings e Frapenas rep’t faremore #tzarly in their
di b eover| galretorr thani th lom not 4 nue collection.
s on as b sting'ass. med ¥ g ernorship ¢ Bengal in April
1772, he set to work on a plan to take over the administration of civil
justice. In August of the same year he submitted his indicial plan,
pr .« ing thf “in wa s s rege lin inhe tar -,/ iarriage, caste,

1 herrel iouspsag |, orin tu s, the law Hf the koran with
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respect to Mahometans and those of the Shaster with respect to
Gentoos [Hindus]| shall be invariably adhered to.”” The most radi-
cal feature of the plan was the intention to take over the responsibil-
ity of administering and enforcing personal law; the nawabi courts
had in effect allowed Hindus to observe their own legal codes, but
neither oversaw the process nor enforced the resulting legal deci-
sii L And e oo slipt G0 all Ll o to b Conducted un-
¢ 1 he au ices of n v civil ot ~" od L ini adalats, over
h h the e enut coli tare® “erc o preside. | istings also estab-
lished new criminal courts, called the faujdari courts, effectively ap-
provriating apt' ity ovens ' orimina'sasesstom e nizam’s gov-
¢ 1 aent. I stings rel zed t 't es! Olisi o direct rule, he
e ed to ¢ im emlu e righ  t¢ udicial and unitive authority,
tor he saw these rights as fundamental to his efforts to reserve all sov-
ereign authority for the Company. He justified his takeover with rea-
st having’ s dovith/ ecor oti hof = =n an’ court, an argu-
e thath dlittle sw vin Be za vCiuthe m h higher levels of
“or-aption in« " Compa.., - airs. Lo Hastings pot it, “Our interfer-
ing in the courts of the Nezamut, or the criminal courts, is an usur-
p. n,buty o g ave it wa. e thed to the Nabob,
I e would ave been' adeth so . vena ; and oppression,
n¢ our cor el we ML
their officers.”'®

“fastings alor T imed A s ref verqumerelenacted to up-

e | en perpetu ly interrupted by

F I the “a ‘ent con/ tution: in ndes 1sth + vere “to recur to

1e riginal rincittes' d to/ ve  em that eff cy of which they
were deprived by venal and arbitrary innovations.”” In fact,
Hastings’s representation of the consistency of his reforms with prior
Pt iceswd moreine! 1calti m1 all B n i restin applying

i1 uorM slimpers: allaw ¢ icasesledt new and radically
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different systems of classification and codification. Additionally, his
interest in personal law was an extension of the new importance
played by revenue collection. As he observed, “In the execution of
this commission [to take direct control over revenue collection], it
was discovered that the due administration of justice had so intimate
a connexion with the revenue, that in the system which was
ad’  od, this & 0 fa v o0 wide oo artt Tt wy the profound
ir > onnec. nof fam and | s¢ 28 with stems of inheri-

ac that me e 10 Cco mand Jo i erested in  derstanding the
intricacies of Hindu and Muslim civil law in the first place. And his

L

copmarn to apresiate allsmitivepsialte asthe neasssary perqui-
sit s f state| overeignty ed boi tc najo revic v of Islamic law

d  the d¢ :loppwnt. fradic ly -w institutic al forms. In rela-
tion to Islamic law, Hastings was concerned that government would
have to intervene to ensure the implementation of punitive justice,
siv. | Islami¢® aw weo “f indec. 'n e my tle er’ principles and
> ¢ abhor nce of bl dshed ® . &) iike otht European com-
~er ators, Haol o worric " at le . practices ' the old regime
were irregular and arbitrary. He believed strongly in the necessity,
an’ eater eff Cac, of B0 Gal Mim G = ponalti P Yet the ac-
t' | cord ¢ Company ustice  n s ind. ces that arbitrary

d scretior wit vers arad savi ved. British stice turned out
to be far more draconian—in practice as well as in principle—than
Islzwic justice v iheen, 2 ting o requanttly to capital

% sed methods of

pr 1 ment, nd much ess oftt t¢ com uniy

fc ement adre"wnc ‘ation s happened, i > Company state
was tar more concerned with public order, and with the specific use
of the law to protect its own trade and commerce as well as author-
ity ¢ inwas/ colaieg ..

' ncis ha argued a_ inst H tir 5 judicial 1 orms less on the

221

Copyriet" > The Pre~" "=t and/™ " ~s of "*arvarc “ollege



State

grounds of tradition than in relation to his own concern about the
inconsistencies of Company sovereignty. It was not obvious how his
own plan to confer most judicial authority to zamindars and other
landlords would resolve contradictions in sovereignty, though it
plainly would buttress the property rights of the landlords in ways

consistent with his own desire to effect a permanent settlement.

i te/ he permanent
i dre ing the faujdari
i servants ¢ the Company for

the faujdar and using kazis and muftis (lower-level judges) merely as

‘ byfar the most
°T ial i ory, carefully in-
it the full jus 1cation—both for

encies—of the maintenance of Indian

learer than in his efforts to draft a code
€ an t constitution in
.~ rath"" than judge, though in many

cases he substituted British civil servants for traditional Muslim

rt in his enthusi-

e was concerned

to codify Hindu law in such a way as to expedite the task of the

cans. Ashean
t has n =r be/ 't Q of is country fc the pundits or
expounders of the Hindoo law, to sit as judges ot it, but only to
inions in such cases as mio
k M v ﬁ “
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our proceedings, or were decided at once by the officers of the
Courts, without any reference, it was judged advisable for the
sake of giving confidence to the people, and of enabling the
Courts to decide with certainty and despatch, to form a compila-
tion of the Hindoo laws with the best authority which could be

obtained; and for that purpose ten of the most learned pundits

re invi cutt” Lo tiffe o pr' ince, who
eerfull indertook @

In fact, eleven pundits were hired by Hastings to compile a general
he and March

from a variety

ntaries.”! A Per-

rs._.n before to slation was used

by Hastings to justify his claim that personal law need not be angli-

afford a. 2as t
em
op ty)#

do1 :require
When arguing for the preparation of a new digest of Hindu law,

th at Orie nd i Villi swhse tly declared
t nslatic  virtuall : er e merit of the

g al, the' nslatun ac .o thority, anc s of no other use
an to suggest mnquiries on the many dark passages . . . properly

all i slation; fo
5
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had supplied him only with a loose injudicious epitome of the origi-
nal Sanscrit, in which abstract many essential passages are omit
ted.”” Nevertheless, the Hindu code of law was used for many years
as a reliable index of Hindu law. In fact, the code was used even af-

ter the publication of Henry Colebrooke’s digest (which Colebrooke

completed after Jones, who had begun the pro;ect died in 1796), it-

seful in some
1] nd inheritance,
ints of la ven its detractors

Grant used it to argue about the significance of Hindu law, even

h it w. i i7" mnorality, injus-
Ity of th thood.” As the
wa. aer i in eachment trial to

and ¢
bring Hastings to account, precisely for failing to uphold the ancient

. gs for M’uon to India’s

ancient constitution, he missed his biggest chance to bring Hastings

\ M for hlsaclexecﬁ()f t’p Yr\e : egre-
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gious blemish in Hastings career was in his use—or at least his ac-
ceptance of the use—of the new legal institutions and procedures of
Calcutta to bring about what was later called the “judicial murder”
of one of his chief Indian enemies, Nandakumar. On August 5, 1775,
an important and wealthy member of Calcutta society, the Brahman

Nandakumar, was hung after a hastily convened hearing in the su-

a. = of/ igery that was
la Id never have

when he was t
Jafar. When in | ings was first entrusted with the task of

ing U control over
a o use andakumar’s ex-
, as well & his rivalry with

the nawab, to the Company’s benefit.” Neither Hastings nor most

ot emb a. nha 0o’ relations with
kuma  but he W astings finally
ed to ha. »- z¢ <han in Ap1 1772. It was only

because of his help that Hastings found sufficient pretext for assum-

1tio 11 dire=*"control over
ac young nawab

ne of Mir ] ar’s widows, and

as as the “diwan” of the na-
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Despite the public recognition of Nandakumar’s “services” in the
elevation of his son to an important position in the affairs of Bengal,
Hastings covertly attempted to isolate Nandakumar himself, cutting
off his correspondence with his son and blocking him from any real
access to the nawab’s old administrative operations. Hastings ig-
nored Nandakumar in 1773 when he appealed for protection from a
p.  ble plov (o st b O nthe Sol of U dryt din and Jagat
€ ad, bo  of whor had r¢ har 24" jal t¢ © iuhammed Reza

Jhvand ve eust ther aone ers| - the older 1 zime. By the next
year, Nandakumar was in touch with some of Hastings’s enemies in
Calsutta, pronsing to nevvide damssing ipformation about him
t 1 couldb usedtog nadva ag intk qua =" that had already

e¢ ntoesc late butwi n Ha< gt nd the maj ity of council, led
by rhilip Francis.® On March 11, 1775, Francis presented the coun-
cil with a letter from Nandakumar alleging that Hastings had taken
“ 0 ents”w theicse ! £450 i xchi gel 2l sointing Munni
¢¢ mand suru Das. :the g rc .o urthe ni ab and his court,
‘n _dition to " Cr prescarrang od for Hastit gs's agent Krishna
Kanta Nandi. When Francis attempted to hear the charges, bringing
N lakuma< oiv «d t0 e sun [ uL g stol aed out of the
1 e ing, c¢ tending t 1t his 1 lo «cilors cre parties to the

he e and '« are® e ui 4 idju cate the m ter. Although the
council was therefore unable to hear the charges in any formal man-
ngovhe allegad esents i inded a0 fisenoo neees—or about
f 5 oo—t¢ Hastings, | scribe as e ¢’ ome ¢ ilowance for en-

ol nment hade/va, verng on  visitto the 1 wab’s court rather
than a present per se. In the impeachment trial, Hastings admitted

that he had accented this allowance. maintaining as well that the
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amount was indeed a customary allowance for expenses associated
with a “state” visit. Strictly speaking, even this allowance constituted
a breach of his covenant not to accept any “gift, reward, gratuity, al-
lowance, donation, or compensation,” although it was manifestly
clear he was by no means alone in making occasional, and not insig-
nificant, exceptions to this rule, especially on official visits.”” But he

d the o
dakur v’ nt charge. Less

his accusations

against Hastings, he was formally accused—by Sadr-ud-din and

Jagat+Chand, oth of ¢ tingna forsery in 1769.
this ¢/ ¢ had bec i ast on purpose
p him 1 de 2 to the supreme
court once it clear tnat Hastings had reason to get rid of

ings’s friend George Vansittart

0s tings could not

have been innocent of involvement in the case.’! Hastings by then

fel  sperat c th ] ouncil mem-
John ¢ avering, 0 dPp Francis—were
e on us eve ring about is downfall, the

most readily available being charges of corruption.
d th

\
\
\
\

provide evi-
st of Hastings’s

ef justice of the

supreme court, was a good friend and supporter of

! Mgs as vﬁhe pr:f jd ovﬁsv:mdakumar
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in June of 1775. The jury, composed entirely of Englishmen, deliv-
ered a verdict of guilty, recommending death by hanging. It was bad
enough that forgery had never been a capital offense in Mughal law,
but in the hanging of Nandakumar, Hastings publicly and dramati-
cally declared his indifference to the doctrinal (Shastric) injunction
against the execution of Brahmans. Hastings followed what he took
tc ~ Hindud " en it Lic Shin ool ow 2 née aed to rid him-
sl fanat e threattc hisloc: pc es dautt  ity. Nandakumar
ras 10 ordit. 2RO ame and nis asno ordin y case.

Under Mughal law forgery was a possible crime, but its punish-
mant was vervan, alwavasithe dipssstian oflocal fndges, and usu-
@ y nvolve  nothing 1 oretha a; blic ogg. < rhe case against

«a lakume  evert'ea agasit th it was brou it to trial six years
after the event, would never nave reached a Mughal court. As soon
as the British began to establish courts in India, they became deeply
¢ | emed ) hissees/ ound rg yan per vy’ n large part be-

w > of thi - growing onvicl n  acopjective ruth was hard to
ancin India, ) Ceially L gal ploceedings, viilere Indians were
also judged not only to be extraordinarily litigious but completely
u liable a® Jius ses e rigl Gon G awal s, for example,
1. confid¢ tly procla aed, “E =ry w07 Jof Hi astan, [ verily be-

ey iscorre 277 ind" wthe’ lne enth centwr  statements about
the cultural indisposition to truth telling became a colonial cliché.
My ' ved Ut difrent kinds of

¢ t ,refle’ nglocal| :liefs ¢ d | ligic 5 prc ¢ ¢cs, could be ac-

o law £

A''mugh cols

of :daseq ‘valelto oper/ ari an oaths in ourt, there was an
underlying suspicion that natives lied and native religion carried no

sanction against nerjury.*?
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Forgery was seen as a symptom of the same fundamental prob-
lem, and the colonial state accordingly directed considerable atten-
tion to the issue. In 1803 the criminal “profession” of forgery was
classified as a heinous crime, and in 1807 the punishment for forgery
and perjury was accorded the extraordinary measure of tashir, or

public exposure.* British concerns about Indian truth developed in

li ithad | _ s
ltural morance! = ia
zed, a eac wen’ .ge

tion and codification of “Islamic” and “Hindu” legal provisions and

of linguistic
he fault of the
the appropria-

1
late t

crises aro

etw domains of

lamed on In-

owever, forgery was simply used as a
Hastings. The case of forgery that

n ad been exe-

t to secure his
t other weighty

claims by declaring a debt to Nandakumar that would be used in ef-
ugh case to a lower

fe ne
Pras_ , discove
ur in 1771 ar Das had d° 1. When Prasad

brought the case to the supreme court in March of 1775, it had long

beswin stale = the ou euned nlikely tool
t given | andaku @ p nte what was nei-
1 clear of inle le :n’ O defraud ni a politically mo-

wated charge.

! Mertheléase af datt T e sunreme court at
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an opportune time given the charges against Hastings, and the tim-
ing could hardly have been accidental. Chief Justice Impey ac-
cepted the case and convened a jury of twelve Englishmen to begin
the hearing on June 8. After the reading of the indictment, Justice
Robert Chambers (who had just arrived, at Hastings’s invitation,

from a post as professor of law at Oxford) argued that forgery was an

ropria

reasons that did
hearing the case,

overruled this objection. The defense rested its case on June 15, and

afts what w 1l ace diai ‘on by Impey,

ry de! ‘mined tl ' ; s charged.” He

a¢ entenc !to ) Aug the irregularities

of the trial, ana the residuar mfluence that might have been exer-

i ority group, no appeal was made. One
en made the vic-

| I, to astings’s private
tion of th' vendetta hardly

cleared the field of all his enemies, no senior Indian came forward

a to acc in p
h' suprem a eer cstablished - dispose of impor-

tant Indians who made life difficult for senior Company officials,

art t Tt
¢ S Th
ar. verable to
! Mh Presicwaeref emﬁtvﬁhmen. The
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presidency courts—called king’s courts—were tribunals of English
law presided over by English judges and barristers. The Company’s
courts in the mofussil administered Hindu and Muslim personal
law, upheld Islamic criminal law, and enforced Company regula-
tions against Indians. But any Indian who wished to sue an English-
man had to bring the case to Calcutta, and soon after the establish-
m¢  of the & pid e o 00 bec O e ¢ arar’ ed arbiter of
iv d ¢ for I glishmer all ove In 27 le asi iption was that
1 ver Eul nmead “sec A st ind | both they -and the natives
with whom they had any dealings—were to be governed only by
Brith laws adisteated b @ampamssnurtseAs Elisabeth Kolsky
pr s, “Acc dingtotl s odd i t¢ arac risti. 1" colonial logic,
1i s resid g in st sies o ap d by the Br sh could legally
be considered aliens in their own land.””” And the british made sure
not only that they would be tried by British law, British judges, and
Br 1 1 juries’ but avo tf itin o v ¢ ntes vetv er’ sritish and In-
1 n udicial nterests, ¢ lonial te .o would ¢ minate from the
cart
Hastings’s legal innovations and reforms thus set significant colo-
niz  receden’ i Trita® suic tior up o thdiad Jaw was to be
' ¢ o legit hate Britic rule, & 11 itendc o be as weighty
dirinInc wesd wast ReCin. | wasalso dec ly compromised,
in ways that directly reflected the racial and cultural dimensions of
colmial domimsiiie. Colanii law sterbly stwposed to be
s¢ s ve to | e religlot naturc of erso 1 m. % 5 such as mar-
gc inherit ace, Z0d t ailyis es well as pro crty, subject only
to the constraints of new property systems set in place by revenue

settlements. Civil law was a_matter of state and one of the first do-
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mains in which sovereignty would be exercised, even as it was as-
sumed that the British themselves would be protected by British law
wherever they settled, whatever the character of political rule.
Hastings also inaugurated the British colonial interest in codifica-
tion, a preoccupation that attained its highest point in the legal code
proposed by Thomas Macaulay some fifty years later. Indeed, legal
r¢  mers, fr U0 athad o Mill S0 sat v ar . FL Stephen,
v 2 especi ly passior e abot th  »ee ity «  odifying colonial
w ecause evt iievi Wthis Tou make possi e the codification
of law in England itself, a goal that in fact proved far more elusive.
Lo in otherads, fromeithe exparinant wandugisd by Hastings
a ¢ Jdalhed with thei’ ‘ommi e/~ Brz mar. v .dits in the early
/7 to the ndiape | cod” of = 60 and the Code of Criminal
Procedure in 1501), makes especially clear the extent to which colo-
nial India was a kind of social laboratory for the forging of modern
7 utions/ .d thcdey opmc ‘o node 1ic s
I his sp. :ch befor Parliar :n .Cicnding I record in India,
a’ngs had 7" LUspecias | ae in' s transforntlion of the admin-
istration of land revenue in Bengal and his institution of new codes
ai orocedu’ 5o nivild WaCc min G et con’ diance with In-
¢ a constil ‘onal trac ionsar sut he 50 took credit for
/h' he clar ads "be »ev' ‘mc s military a | political accom-
plishments of neutralizing the Maratha threat and establishing a
ngooform of <o vmmen’s Renal " thewwhilesvementing the
(H pany’s’ ibsidiary | 1ance| ‘th aeg atpi o ce of Awadh.
I fact, th e “acon’ lishm' .ts" sere notuni ated, and they re-
mind us that the colonial state, as much as it sought to secure its le-
gitimacy from the principles of law_nronerty_and order, had to rely

i [ 2end ¢ militay ) wer. v aer Hast zst k< ontrol of Bengal
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in 1772 the Company was in a desperate financial position, and the
treasury in Bengal was almost depleted. The Regulating Act of 1773
relieved some of the immediate pressure, but political and military
threats mounted nevertheless. The Marathas increasingly chal-
lenged the British, threatening Awadh and even at one point de-
manding tribute from Bengal. After the Battle of Baksar in 1764,
CI' hadarrz® o0 orad Lo vof o, my ldie to be housed
ir \ adh, f¢ which th nawab as »a¢ asigi cant subsidy. In

ne of 17737 astid’ 5 jo mewd to. wadh with o clear aims: to
raise some additional cash for his exchequer, and to secure greater
mi'“ery supports©am Awadtia takganthe Narathas Hastings ne-
g¢ ¢ »dand eementf the A 1d cow ‘hat ¢ aed to do both.
' le awaba_cedtipa comil yn| pees (abou 6.25 million) for
some territory that was restored to him, and to pay an additional sub-
sidy for a brigade of the Bengal army to provide greater security in
th' = gion. I retui,; ' sungs sre | the Co oz y troops could
5 U cdrath more it ally th i Ciaed by t - directors of the
_on pany, who ¢ ever o Lsed to what they ¢ listrued as expen-
sive and politically dangerous offensive wars. Specifically, Hastings
ha' inctiong uic sse «0 Cow man oo, foa ca paign against
R 1 <hand, sttothe  cstof A ac " cbrua 774, the nawab,

gu g that ™ o.M ratii o het alr dy made it dads against the
Company by establishing close relations with the Rohillas, made
gogr'on this priiiiee andeinked Pl han's Laterwhen Burke
ar 1 1in Pz 1ament f¢ Hastit s’s’ npe hmc # e condemned
“on oany tr os f4rw ot hed all - the “exte hination” of the
Rohillas.*

By 1781 Hastings was once again in great financial distress, and his

w¢ 1 s abou’ ne Maral' us wer in asific by el Ossibility of an
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alliance between them and Haidar Ali from Mysore. Despite
Hastings’s dubious justifications and clear instances in which he
went against treaty agreements, winked at the torture of key prison-
ers, and repeatedly violated the instructions of the directors to en-
gage in no offensive actions for either financial or political reasons,
he was convinced that he was serving both Company and British in-

te 5. The d Lpc atived 0w ming i

= iar ctio’ . during those

.
v a were | nsiderabl more = m eot i thar  .ose Hastings de-
ored in hi defd Se o hisit Jea ment trial. he idea of having
an Indian ruler—in this case the second in command of the Mughal
erire—simu'neouslyanfor Commany “ops and allow these
t ) sto b arrisoned tthe ¢ at¢ of b poli 4 ade possible the
ec y appr. criaticsy ¢ »olitie . ¢ atrol over /£ radh at the same
time that it compensated tor some ot the military costs of maintain-
ing a standing army. As earlv as 1773, the directors had instructed
E . ngs to/ iake Carel iat in is. egot ior wi . the nawab he
o densu  “afreei ercour o caanerce v ch his Dominions
“ls you arc - jaaintew i the Carnest wish' of the Company
on this head.”’
hough# ¢ mpe ;e mp o rin son’  of the private
11 insall oetel nut,. ad tobe co ' Contre  arelationship be-
ve 1 politic hent ccor miat iter s developec n the ensuing de-
cades.” The more the Company succeeded in curtailing the abuses

1

of mme privatende, thar e it & velered arnterest in tak-

i’ 2 rect p itical cor ol ove rey bnss rere  vuld conduct its

w trade e rmo vt alyY

,or sany investr  nts across eastern
India initially revolved around cotton and silk textiles as well as
piece goods; inr‘rPasing]y, the Comnanv relied on trade in betel nut,

¢ « m,and’ Jdt alof ¢ ach a w i inex abi ‘o’ the webs of po-

234

Copyriet" > The Pre~" "=t and/™ " ~s of "*arvarc “ollege



State

litical and economic interests engaged across the Indo-Gangetic
plain.

Whether intentionally or not, Hastings managed in effect to dis-
guise the extent to which some Company policies were driven by
these local, and often unofficial, economic interests through a

justificatory language of statecraft, diplomacy, and military neces-

si
id was draw at-
s’s own imperial
vision, including his repeated efforts to engage the Marathas and

fi dian consimtiona ede : neyrregime based

1on rather than ms of corruption associated with Clive

and his regime.

dard ¥ coriecof t Wdi . the view that
gulati 1 Act, of el able to| em the growing
ar_gerial ¢ orm of Cc i lpany rule itself.

Thus, for example, the government was forced to put Company af-

the Company:

om the crash of

” 5~ 5~ S

and custom revenues . . . [were] jeopardized,” nor while it watched

“the_demise of pany tra i rther observed, “So
k of the/ atio i 2 w in the eastern
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trade, and whole domestic industries depended on the regular sup-
ply of such commodities as tea.”* But even worse, “the government
found the idea of a Company making and breaking alliances with
various Indian rulers very disturbing. Such prerogatives belonged to
sovereign states not trading Companies, and if not controlled, the
Company could conceivably lead the nation into a ruinous war with
th Mogul « 00 28 2000 any o ho wer/ ceflected even
¢ ¢ ercon rns,since he Brii h %’ ‘dto: 1 ways not just to
or ol the " »ms® ay © tals® o © cate anothe kind of state that
could conduct its global business more discreetly. Even as Hastings
wonsstablishinethe coloni'atate, andonoaging it ipmecessary mili-
t' v actions 1e was m| g it’ ap ative nat' i tate secure new
i s of leg macyifrol its var Jus aetropolitar  onstituencies.

"I he task of Fitts reforms ot 1784, therefore, was to develop the ru-
diments of this new colonial state, and to control at least some of the
f¢ « sthaty e tiic ¢f adic on nhe nti th state appear so

i erous | thathon inBri in .&ontheg undin India. Un-
der e new be sof cone o selfiiader royal ¢ ection, the power
of war and peace was confirmed and officially transferred to the met-
r¢  itan sta® S0 Layt sioe for ang othe wimd rial historians,

¢

i s Indiz 3ill broug - a disz 1o od in" = Company’s his-

ory o a clos T

ract, »a ' (bi was hardly ¢ thcient to do this,
because only the full withdrawal of Britain from Indian politics
wi'd have s nd. Ingto e Burkeresiive pravecution of the
i achmd ¢ trial did vhat n re  \atis | act < 1d, by exhorting
1e Sritish © ate t'otai resp’ sit ity for its i perial ambitions,
whether political or economuc.
Burke was aware that the contradictions of early empire were far

t/» ntagon acanadl ptoi so ed b yet nag¢ ier institutional
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reform. The past had to be pilloried and exorcised in order for the
new imperial regime to emerge. It is no accident that while the trial
itself failed to indict Hastings in the end, it did provide the basis on
which Cornwallis could enact the Pitt regulations—with the integ-
rity and imperial authority that both Parliament and the Crown,
however reluctantly, had been persuaded were necessary after the
pr¢ usdeca’ s cand a vignd ..., The Cor' wallis secured
a/ ] tation honesty 1d prol y1 o iddec  nefit, of course,

sp e theex mtt whit whed tre implement | reforms and in-
novations of which Hastings had been the primary architect. In-

~~~1for -~ nev=-olonial state

dec'-Cornwall" =" ~came '+ fourg"
th' .| astingg ad desigi d.

I" > colori !statsswa not ¢/ ci entally, borr it the same time
as the modern metropolitan state in Britain. Even as new relation-
ships were forged between Parliament and the Crown, Parliament
its wasinc’ asing.,'sy ecttc ew xpec atic :a’ sut representa-
i 0 ccoun bility,anc heder nc¢ oicgulate 2 1 weed out “old”
Sorription. At Dame ti. ) wnd woh many of {2 same concerns
and imperatives uppermost in the minds of key actors such as Pitt
an’ urke, thCo miald e as | ad ost/ curely to the
't politar tate itsell  ronica 7, f, it w  precisely at this

or ntthat' 2o Snia. “ate’ asa d>wed to dev op on seemingly
autonomous lines. Thus it was that the colonial state could simulta-
nefoly be seentian the handor lanta o tharonsolidation
of 1 demns e forms { home nc ont = otl. « 1 laboratory for

¢ n state aft #0d © = bag’ on vhich the ] itish state could
achieve such grandeur in the subsequent decades.

Indeed, it was not merelv_the provision of cheap raw materials

an | rowing’ harkes th enab d | itait | mo ol ental status in
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the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. India was where law
could be colonized and codified; imperial armies supported, based,
and deployed; property regimes concocted and then linked to reve-
nue collection; new bureaucratic forms developed and elaborated,;
generations of senior civil servants trained and promoted to even
more senior positions at home; and new networks spawning the gen-
tl anly cap® oo —wht SO0 mar o0 the vise £ London as the
I'1 ingan tommerc | capiti of >’ .ld by = ¢ late nineteenth

er iry—co A nt sper 't Ui hort, the st jugation of India
that allowed Britain to emerge as the most powerful and modern na-

tisssstate of the=aw ninet=th-centsmvorlorder

E stingsy s thetwcl ectof e wlindianst e, and Cornwallis
the nirst legitimate symbol or it, the final irony was that Wellesley,
who ruled India from 1798 to 1805, was the one who set the imperial
st 1 on its 1 aetec.thy ntury ou 2, us gv oat’ ynow was stan-

i imper,  practice. ampar m  asm, poli cal ambition, and
sucgetary irre,sibility. U despie his eventull differences with
Henry Dundas at home, and his disastrous financial legacies for the
C  pany ' .C ¢ nera’ v Hesl i age Lngt only to escape
y .t butany of the ign niny o 1a out ai o use his experi-

n¢ s in Ina o ake ' U fir legitimate © litary hero of the
new imperial regime. Unlike his predecessors—many of whom had
ca'ucted wamainst battithe Frotandin varie of local pow-
¢ 5 Welle¢ ywasabl tomal th case iatc  re was both nec-

ssi v to este lish Amati actors' efc se against B nch power across
the Channel and in some respects central to Britain’s struggle for
FEuropean domination (a leoacy that with certain exceptions lasted

v I Germ/ .y becam/ hem n1 alf¢ cor me cal power more
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than a century later). In any case, by the early nineteenth century,
domination had to be achieved on a global level in order to translate
efficiently into local power within Europe itself.

Wellesley was the beneficiary of a newly ascendant British nation-
alism. The 1790s was a time when the still painful memory of the
loss of America, the rivalry with and growing distrust of France, the
ste.  consoli .ic vof 2@ Lo B o pa thrd gh the use of
ke ositions 1 the East ndia C np 2 cstox | of patriotic fer-

r fhgures e ve ous. Wi am Citt and Wil am Wilberforce,
the alignment of the royal court with popular patriotism through
nepevitual pragtos and ' eommpending Betish pussence in the
w, | sseas | served t¢ nake i @i ‘a of mpi ./ much worthier

le' trang m g the impe 1l imaginary has

te irise. B ke’s
already been noted, but Weliesley played an important part as well,
though he had to negotiate the limits of his position as chief operat-
in’ « acerof e Easclnt a Coi var

W esley as especi. 'y ader al iy select : information to
_ag_erate the w0 ich thic ™ ustic, his own mit-ary and political
ambitions in India. He was particularly skillful in persuading
D as, who' as < mce’ Ca hut C. nc. thre to British in-
t¢ > inInc butcom etelyo »o i ayfui or military activ-

i India a_#ne" ocai wlad to low him to ttack Mysore in
1799.” This he did by suggesting that the French expedition that
sai'w " from Tor' van Jun =98, ly ying tesstop in Egypt
or 1 wayto 1dia, and’ e mad mi hof e fo ¥ iat in mid-June
" 2¢ vernor Ma/ tiv. had p’ Hlic rannounce: he offer of an al-
liance from Tipu Sultan. Ihroughout 1798 and 1799 Wellesley
wrote home that he was abont to be attacked by Tipu Sultan when

in ¢ -itwag aeotuerf ayrou 1. - oharg gt t7 pu Sultan had
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taken the name “Citoyen” while planting a republican “liberty tree”
in his capital, Wellesley also promulgated rumors that Tipu had mis-
treated English prisoners of war and would be the agent of France’s
takeover of the Indian empire.

British forces assaulted Seringapatam in 1799 and killed the In-
dian leader, in what was subsequently represented as one of the
g momer o, sitisht Lo mtion L Has he ¢ wing-room toy
ta lipuh  usedto¢ certain is 2ot -alar,  wooden tiger that

ep ttedly @ onrt Da 't mlest ing shosoldier— as carted back to
England to display Tipu’s tyranny to the home audience.* Further,
wii'e bringinas't of Musn unden Peitisheominion, the assault
a ¢ allowe  a further ‘onsol ati 1 of Jomi = control in the

U asince’ was ¢'nin d that ttc  had been { nd in Tipu’s pos-
sesston that proved the nawabp of Arcot was conspiring with Mysore.
Although later learned to be fraudulent, they provided the necessary
ji acation’  penicon/ rthe we and fec ve! cake direct con-

o, fthe v ole south mswa' ol aa Imper | power was once
~ga 1 securea - _agh to. 77 55 anc invented preexts.

For Wellesley, Mysore was only one part of the puzzle. He was es-

which he did
] rtbyw ‘kingtosc the fiv. mi =% ‘ratha  wers at odds with

p. Alycond fic o nd dan nthh viae ha hred

ac other. v #he 'nd," et not lowed to e1 age the Marathas
in direct military action, though he used their threat to make further
iprnds into Avi M and o7 vvely hal“of hisa'ly's territory—

Y Ontinent. Mean-

s o of th¢ hoicesta icultur & dsir hev
h' >, Dun. s wa''nc_asing’ ale ned at Wel  sley’s rampant ex-
penditure and seemingly mitless ambition; aware that only the cur-

tailing of military establishments_in_India_would allow him to
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recover some expenses and hope to make any profit for the Com-
pany, he agreed to Wellesley’s efforts to make subsidiary alliances,
but even these political efforts were only the thin end of the wedge,
invariably designed as the first stage of conquest. In the end, Dundas
wished he had never been talked into appointing Wellesley, and he
resigned from his position on the board of control in 1801, well be-
for  Velleslex® S ved 20 il fand .0 ¢ iy mi’ lary hero and
w jo politic  figure. I now, { > € =’ iy wa  icreasingly inci-

ni  to Bric ‘0’4 vn ( welad g terests in I ia, interests that
were in fact significantly furthered by Wellesley rather than by the
old=smard, whowse conasnd onlieshant peatecting shareholder
in’ 2 ments.

{t. asnoa idenitha Velles yil pired thelo Ity ofa new gen-
eration of Company servants, men such as Thomas Munro, John
Malcolm, Charles Metcalfe. and Mounstuart Elphinstone, all of
wl ) were [ struient’ i ore esicoing e ¢ lof 4l state in the
> Iy hinetec th centur, If Cor va ,iadinitia | the permanent
~ttlnent in o Jal as tuo o0 phite of Britainsrevenue state in
India, he did so in large part because Francis’s physiocratic proposals
ha  lowed t* "iiic rret Gise ity siic it col “tion to reside
w 0 ocalla’ lordsratl -than  c¢ 0 rthe oOnial state itself.

el sley’s yo mad len 4 lere  aspiration: and they repre-
sented a different kind of imperial project. Munro was the architect
of mmmew systainf revestnolleginn “thervotwa? system), in
w ¢ the ¢/ onial stat. sought > ¢ ess. ads « “tly and collect

se e fron he o/ 'tiv ars th' nsc ves, and he bse from settling
much of the Company’s new lands in southern India to be Madras’s

goyernor. Malcolm and Elphinstone were critical to_the expansion

241

Copyriet" > The Pre~" "=t and/™ " ~s of "*arvarc “ollege



State

of Company power in western and central India, managing the final
dissolution of the great Maratha confederacy, establishing ryotwari
settlements with village elders as well as cultivators, and instituting
procedures for local government. Charles Metcalfe, who became
the resident of the Delhi Territory, was the architect of village settle-
ments across much of the northwest. All of these men believed in
th apacity i tates o0 ame oo i ely € Lvey territories,
1 e urelar ,andassc revem s, =% burpe of all of these set-
el ontswar atret Sfor Indi Uso ety itself, wl e remaining true,
in each case, to the presumptive history of each region of India.
“haracterizes’ by the hatusian FoioCtakeqas paternalists as well
2 1 dlitaria’ |, all ot th' e leaa sv rec¢ nmi = o the establish-
ie ~andsp cad o“n ¢ onial/ ite 1at would re ch deeply not just
into the Indian neartland but into local institutions, modes of agrar-
ian_ management. and forms of political authority.”” Their imperial
p o ctwas/ eantor¢ crse i in enc of « ar Jallis, but it was
s¢ meant.  be progi sive ai e ancipatory. 1 effect, however,
e, worked 7 “ovide 7 olitic” and admirtrative infrastruc-
ture for an empire that grew more and more secure, seen by subse-
g tgeners Ui nap’ e wter on the ritic state at home.
1 that it as. Itsern 1asa bc ' ind a .ming ground for
v servants md< lite wlest rs 1o returned H top positions in
Britain, even as it later served as the staging base for the extension of
ervire across T theast Annd AT As apsexteron of the Brit-
i1 ate, it/ yuld only. ndits' it alle time « n the same con-
it :ncies ¢ wved /v th Britic st > at home.  1d yet the notion
that modern Britain as we know it was the product of its imperial
power—and specifically of its participation in and dependence on

t' > olonial’ ate—sst’ stran, ly sent oni of British national
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and imperial historiography. This omission is not unrelated to the
ways in which history itself was implicated in the conquest of India
and the scandal of empire, before this history was effectively erased
by the imperial absence of mind that emerged during the nine-

teenth century.
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M This isQriWQ tlthe histM)n.

— DAVID HUME, LETTERS, 1770

Mt Orme,Qﬁcia orio

grapher of the East India Com-
works on Mughal history as well as the early mili-

accounts in

p nast
rdinary archive
the English in
connection with his three-volume work, History of the Military

Tr¢uctions riti ion | tafro e Year 1745,
ling t remai epe  of manuscripts
count. or th'vh : ean conqu t of India in the

eighteenth century.” His archive, one of the two great collections

of historical materials concerning so
C | (théﬁo
245

0 [ CopiNThe Pregisctand flasof v follege

tion his emp
e

erials

India in the eighteenth
0

Mackenzie,

Ll A A A -



History

amassed between 1780 and 1821), includes 336 volumes of letters,
maps, journals, and accounts concerning military transactions be-
tween 1745 and 1768, as well as another twenty volumes of materials
about the “government and people” of India.?

By all accounts a pompous man, Orme was widely seen as a syco-
phant for Clive, at least in the early years of their association before
th had a2 g ot M Ul ays | il ed, e e 1ed more than
I's sual sl re of detr “tors it M. =ae en i put his historical

<l to work e tt dire tarsd Lol lonasaloci “spy.”* He earned
the special loathing of Pigot, who, during his first governorship, ac-
cwiad Orme 2% wtorting' e supeamonay fromethe nawab of
£ ¢ tandp anendt¢ 1isMa as areer nfa £ ime never made

w1 in the vay ¢oeit. v fort e | fame (far 1 5 than Pigot to be
sure), and despite his enormous historiographical accomplishment
was little read. As Thomas Macaulay noted years later, Orme, “infe-
r' 1 ono B glishiiistd an iyl and »we of ainting, is min-

‘e ven to cdiousnes In on vo . e allo on an average, a
“lo-ly printec | Lurto pag = the Cents of ever forty-eight hours.
The consequence is that his narrative, though one of the most au-
th icand ¢ Co hent son lyw wee w0 lap® aage, has never
I >¢ very | pular, a1 is no s " ever . .d.” But Orme’s
cC ant of C e’ carly !t s w s in fact ex cmely influential.
Orme was largely responsible for granting Clive a far greater sig-

ni~ ance in the o=ly bat' e sout! "sdivthan 7 suld otherwise

b}

¢ ¢ have b’ naccord

ie first’ alum’vof drme’ i ry was pub shed in 1763 at a
high point in Chve’s career, just two years before the Battle of Baksar
and the acceptance of the Diwani. But he waited 1until well after

C 1 s deat’ to puolis’ che s¢ »ni volu e 1. 17, and never ex-
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tended his formal history beyond the events of 1762, despite having
collected myriad materials with which to do so. He came to the be-
lief that the history of military events in Bengal around the Battle of
Plassey did not in fact shed great credit on the English forces: “I
have wrote one book which comprises the loss of Calcutta, and 1
have looked forward into the subject far enough to see that the Ben-
gal  mnsactior’ ... notd” L, aun ..l so ucht onour as they
h' ¢ eceivel rom the stvolu e.

Bl ond thi hos' ver, = ha ser| us misgivin.  about the levels
of corruption that attended the British presence in Bengal after
Plassay, even as'vwhad alresbenersema!sexpasience the problem
of = ruptioj in Madra As he vr¢ @ in’ 67, 20 iament in less
"ar woyea will ing ith d¢ an tion against e Plunderers of
the tast . . . It 1s these cursea presents which stop my History. Why
should I be doomed to commemorate the ignominy of my country-
m’  and wil’ but giving ae me ey ory, at: sz companied ev-
> ¢ entsin the first | April | 57 Siaitnotre te all the springs
_ac_on, that . Cnall be 7, Ssuitic ] Historian, .wo terms which
Voltaire says are incompatible, for no Jesuit could ever tell a true
tal | huchled Wi atn® tnl wyT i e it by ause of his re-
al & on the the epicl vents 1 It~ long  lived up to his

ytl sgraphei wa< ‘ne'v mad ack 1time to wi ¢ a history of the
Mughal empire rather than carry the story of British conquest for-
war'nClive hadamed #oisht ¢l for@rme, 2 someone to
w' > hecd dhitchl  fortul  a las’ mec < who could pro-

le nique ¢ cess ! the mome oU events that  rrounded the es-
tablishment of empire. In retrospect, with enough time for the veil
to be drawn selectively over the exploits of Clive, this was of course
th® | ght chf te. bac g or Pla ey see ed' d¢ adful mistake.
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Orme had wanted to be empire’s bard; he had no desire to go down
in history as the chronicler of the “money story” behind the rise of
the British empire in India.

If Orme provided the most detailed, and sympathetic, historical
account of Clive—at least of Clive’s early years—he was the first of
many historians for whom Clive was the founder of the British em-
p.  Hewasd 50" hear’ g mun o0 cor cmp’ aneous writers
v 1 used C ve's story o asses: sst 2 Oliticc 1d policy around

1e sritish posent int o diad ot | | of them d ended Clive, and
there were those who were hardly reticent to judge Clive guilty not
justof taking sements bptetie of emsnaing imemassine levels of cor-
r ¢ on. Th year1772/ asani pc ant. e be % or Indian history

a¢ or Indi 1 histosio, aphy./ we the year the Parliament estab-
lished a select and then a secret committee to examine the affairs of
the East India Company in _preparation for the drafting of the Fox
At he first rasciest refor s ¢ Con any 't ties. It was also

‘e car the three boc s were ulb siica conce 1ng the history of
‘nc, two of vo i were o ely - ical of Clivil One of these was
the third volume of the popular translation of (and commentary on)
E htah’s K o of B owwee n 1 2uc one 2 DOy, a lieutenant
¢l aelint 2 Compar army: 1o ' died”  sian. In his intro-

uc on to ti bt ol aa” e | istory, publ ed in 1768, Dow
had written a general essay about matters ranging from the nature
of ™ughal gawment 2o e cha s of lindusrustoms, man-
1 1 and b efs. Buti nisint dv don’ the + i volume, which

ar 2d the &y of the' Tugha' frc¢ 1 the reign ¢ Jehangir through
to that of Aurangzeb, he turned his pen to contemporary affairs.
First he wrote_a_brief “Dissertation_on_the Origin_of Despotism

it adostar’ in wnid he © m | bo N <2k | rule and the
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Brahmanic religion of the Hindus for despotic forms of rule. He
wrote, “The faith of Mahommmed is peculiarly calculated for des-
potism; and it is one of the greatest causes which must fix for ever
the duration of that species of government in the East.”® He went on
proclaim that the Brahman system of religion produced mildness,
industriousness, and obedience: “They are of all nations on earth
the  ost easil® “oi0 mered Lid avel G
v o1 addi ing the 1 ny rec n¢ 2 spotic i the East, he
:n. on to uc shis® arsic o+ la aag for his owr hation, in his fa-
mous “Enquiry into the State of Bengal: With a Plan for Restoring
that-"rovince taa Forman P=ospeptinand Salendes” Dow wrote
th' .| espite | despotic orm, [ 1g 1 rv wa. « pectful of local
e and p. cticesin ' engal’ vhe - n fact, “ ¢ are more rigid
than the Moguls: we have encroached on their privileges, and anni-
hilated their power.” He was especially critical of the British use of
m’ | polies / «d excius’ - trac to ontr  cc am’ ce in Bengal,
1w las ol tslack of hoderz on . demar s for revenue, a
alif that exad ™ Cated ti.7 ecurty of propert,and land rights.
He wrote with flourish, observing that “a barbarous enemy may
sla”  prostrat” Loc, mt a° v d ¢ wqae ar ¢ o ruin nations
w 0 atthe . ord” Dal gthe ¢ m nent Sengal’s decline
o1 the day ' ich™ ma lell ader the do inion of foreign-
ers,” he calculated that Bengal lost approximately £1.5 million each
yeamthrough iter i actions T necie s i usenf meopolies in in-
la" d rade, ¢ Hecially it dasic ¢ m1 Hditi  suc salt, betel nut,
d| bacco.” ‘ethdvcl medt tt levelsofta tion had risen to
unprecedented levels, and that “seven entire battalions were added
to our military establishment to enforce the collections . . . [that]

ca | 1 terro’ and ruin/ rougi the cour w7 s M expostulated,
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“Though they exported the specie, though they checked commerce
by monopoly, they heaped oppression upon additional taxes, as if
rigour were necessary to power.”"

British justice protected natives less than despots, and property
lost any security it previously had. Dow recommended an end to

monopoly, a reduction in revenue demand, the enhancement of the

ity of p the v it_h co’ s, and the ob-
ce of eneral to re s faith and cus-
Altho d 01 Clive by ne e, his critique of

British avarice and indifference was directed specifically at Clive

choed in the
fP
at least in par

nd secret com-
s's Considerations on India Af-

ecause of its rela-
olts managed
ny in Calcutta in

invested in pri-

vate trade, collaborating with the more senior John Johnstone and

oi n, nd/ amonds. Bolts
at whe directly threat-
it to provi  additional privi-
leges for his agents, and when he spent much of his time outside
pany ter= " nin p h eur to pursue his
e inte| sts. Q
er, a osir 't cot tion of Joh tone when Clive
ousted Johnstone from the Governor’s Council, Bolts engaged in
k Mmore egri' us behf' . Firp'dbinvith the Dutch
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in direct competition with the Company, and then he used a
French agent to approach the nawab of Awadh on behalf of his own
business interests. Because he had managed to secure an appoint-
ment as alderman of the mayor’s court he was hard to control, but

Governor Verelst finally managed to deport him from India in 1768.

Upon his return to England, however, Bolts joined Johnstone’s fac-
al crisis of the

ti its ca ga’
f fa in Be
any. hlets and broad-

sides against Clive, but the culmination of all the attacks came in

eX the' ~ompany mo-

o1 use e sufferings of

f own disa¢ antage. Still, he

Adam iti Co ‘n his dictum
he di i as igns of Bengal
the sa1 - ti nops / fall the tre = and commerce

of those countries, operate mn direct opposition, and are mutually de-

Mve of (&fr."” fwas p’ﬂy ncerned about the
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way Clive had sought to curtail the operations of private traders
(who had used the putative tax exemption to extend the privileges of
the Company monopoly to their own use) when he attempted to set
up his ill-fated Society of Trade after accepting the Diwani. Under
Clive’s new regime, trade in commodities such as salt, saltpeter, be-
tel nut, and tobacco was either controlled by the Company or by pri-
vi radersy’ o me dic C0u vipie ool s fron’ e
I lts wa  correct to 1ote th  C == 5 dis.  cnuous when he
lal h1ed tha e s S co vernd Jab ot the use ¢ the Company ex-
emption because of its dire consequences for local merchants, none
ofswhom bena o at all &0 ClivalsssfarmissAnd o made a com-
j I hgcase vhen he =dthe ng age’ frec v .e to buttress his
il ism of e wainthe Comp oy - serted its i hopolistic right to
expropriate goods from merchants at set prices to make its annual
“investment” rather than bid competitively for goods against other
p | te tradd 5. T ted ole £ age tam e ¢ 17/, was caused as
u 1 by th. breakdow oflocz me Ciasitwas y the extortionate
‘nc-ase of rev U deman T Dut BUUs's text seciod the influence it
did in large part because he was able to hide the extent to which the
el ofthe G lipd wm Wope swe wa o et bert at his own pri-
t. rading perations ncludi ;h =" Dorati s with Dutch and
re chagen
Perhaps Bolts’s most ingenious argument was not about markets
byt ather abe "he mea of th ™ vaniciself, #ven the extent
t v aich C e’s reput’ onwa de mde on' ' “laims about the
n; rallelec vignifran of th' wra fer of authc ty over Bengal in
1765. Bolts noted that the Company had repeatedly refused the
transfer of the Diwani for reasons that seemed cogent and compel-

i ¢ Buthe' soargued natth off :of I wa. w' infacta fiction
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that was fabricated as much by Clive as it was by the Mughal em-

peror. As he wrote,

From what has already been said, we presume it will appear evi-

dent to every impartial person, that the DEWANNELE, whatever

it had been, was an office which, when assumed, had no exis-

I es of the

pu
0 tes: and to
of the cou ry,
, not only the inhabitants of

by impos-
ey could

en the British nation.!?

| dictior in British claims
e lev ], the Diwa

Comp 0 ‘ in_art ¢ ditary but that
so bee  conducte a gi pt ces, economic
o on, an : i Andy  the Diwani was

a fictional account that lost credibility, at least in England, only be-

car of the fo of ther ont & he -everzs Clive had
ed, n t di of sovereignty
le. At hi d Burke convinced that

some kind of contemporancous fiction was necessary precisely to

pr
b

as exactly what

by,

e the conditions i ial 2 i erio istorical de-
bout t' mea.in T 1

much later,
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only surfacing again in relation to debates over the nature of a reve-
nue scheme for Bengal in the wake of the Pitt reforms and then over
Cornwallis’s plans to increase the salaries of Company servants to
distract them from their interest in private trade.

Rarely did historical writing have such immediate high stakes.
Shortly before the publication of his Considerations on India Affairs,
B wasord® C& wpay’ S vent oo the shold of his commer-
¢ 2 orofits - om his ill al parl ip e the: nd trade of Ben-

all vhich w e<t jate o b< rot d £100,000 3olts claimed that
he had only been able to remit £30,000, but he lost his appeal. Soon

aft==he finish="%is bool="~.initi=*~"

wsuitngaing'sthe Company
f amages acurredv enhe’ s reste ina 1 cported from In-

a e lost ais camm ac well, 27 11 was forced ato bankruptey in
September 1773.

Although Bolts’s book had clearly generated no small measure of
t! » toncerr’ chat Lad/ “d to e arlia enu v/ quiries, Clive’s

¢ ual vie oy left Be slittle’ na cuinis effc s to protect either
aisteputations s forte T htter s bankrupt. ) he left England,
never recovering his fortune despite a picaresque career in a num-
b" Hf comp iGi nentt Lise s he wed mp verit ed in Paris in

N1

1 o Butif elosthis| ruggle itl  he tc Clive’s successor

n¢ upporte Hat vy Ve st wn | ith him. Ve Ist had succeeded
Clive as governor of Bengal, but despite his bad fortune of inherit-
ipethe mess (7 left ba'thand i Mg wer therzollapse of the
J' v i, he ‘mained I' val. At r¢ 1unir to © ¢ and he prepared

d ense ot live/nd" = Cor par  publishing | View of the Rise,
Progress and Present State of the English Government in Bengal a
few months after Bolts’s wark came_ont. Verelst provided a broad

s' 1 yof tht Company syster of ade, >ve. e/ nd jurisdiction,
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and attempted to vindicate both Clive and himself from the charge
of using trading privileges to their own advantage. Referring directly
to Bolts, he wrote that “the evils complained of in Bengal have
arisen rather from the inability of the Governor and Council to re-
strain the daring and pernicious projects of private interest in others,

than from a rapacious spirit in themselves,” and accused Bolts of

“di iguish[ind o aself Sl rea Cal s o sedi? onM But his
biol wasno  videly cir lated ¢ d = w90 Chievi  (he influence of
oIt work. © welo® vast o e’ Jequ ntly ruined v a series of legal

attacks from Bolts’s associates. Although he returned to England as a
sugnassful nabe'wwith aod wifersndia boautifu’ home in St
Ja « s Squi :, by 177¢ e hac ‘os mos Hf hi £ tune, dying in
" ol ndexii onthy C atiner in 85, long be re Bolts met the
same fate.

Whatever the personal stakes of Dow’s implicit and Bolt’s explicit
crf | tes of ¢ ve aid tF Coni any and | hwe er/ ach these and
) ¢ critiqu might h e beer ec o interestc  briefs, the level
~viciol in the 0 Cks o o Comyp iny seems e aordinary in ret-
rospect. What comes across in these historical writings is the extent
to/  chthe © Jin ay vt Sscc has ¢ cpe intand’ | barely legiti-
' tc and g cerned p1 harily | ¢ 't Gd ser aterest. Verelst’s

te e of Ci nd sob wand syst natic, but @ we have already
noted, even Clive’s reputation as an imperial hero was only
sugined in pac’imentart hate doion teporarcombination

© swellian efforts

of 1 1dy rh¢ oric and | werful ri¢ ds. £ me:

p ject Gl =seayy rsas/ aa dinarily her ¢ were stifled by
his escalating embarrassment about Company activities, not to men-
tion the parliamentary inauiries of 1772 that documented Clive’s

m  abuses st pover /id pos ‘or desp = ti\u .mate reprieve
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they gave. Empire was not yet anything like a noble activity, and
even when the Company was defended by noble figures such as
Burke, there was a clear sense that the political perils of old corrup-
tion at home paled before the excesses of what Britons were doing in
the East.

In the 1770s Burke had defended the Company, in part because

wed i t in, am/ .ction, and in

i <t enc the Company

C o let 5 of corrupt: 1. Butitis still cu-

j i i inors 1 comparison,
i ssions that con-

. t there were per-

sonal reasons s early involvement in Company affairs only

compounds th iosity urke’s political

taint of scandal,

ation in the pro-

“ rsed .esents” brought
d, nd more g erally the reason

for the overwhelming role that scandal played in the early writing of

theshistory o an . ) t history was
out s¢ reignty. i ed in the eigh-
e hcentt zasa o ger 2, ¢ ipti ealogy of nations

rough the lives of political leaders (whether monarchs, parliamen-

Ms, Preéevol:f ariesPIitVS), had to re-
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late stories that not only conferred legitimacy on these leaders but
also gave narrative justification to political sovereignty. Earlier histo-
ries had been necessarily preoccupied with the legitimacy of sover-
eign claims on the part of individuals (vis-a-vis their heroism, their
political relations and exchanges with other rulers, their relations
with divine powers and even divinity itself, and their genealogical re-
latt s with ea” .C0 alitie” wo oritt 0 nin easit _ly the obliga-
ti' 1) fhisto] was to sU stantial th 'es® inacy  the nation, and
i ia’s casc thed sitii weve iing and’s imper  role. The histo-
ries written about the conquest of India had thus to narrate the mili-
tapheroics of A we and 4t at thesame vime thay had to find
w/ ¢ oasser he legitit icy of e € hmp' y’s| < .on in India, in
al n both » theswta ‘shed/ ve 1gn powers | d to the English
state. Scandal became a way of insinuating that political and eco-
nomic power had been advanced on behalf of the private greed of
in®  Hualsrd iertiicat’ pubr in rest¢ nav ng and the public
1 el stofng onswasb hthe ¢ bre oiiorsove ignty and its pri-
~ar, ustificatic
Scandal thus worked to call sovereignty into question. Sovereignty
wa il aboy® xin  dyt suc Tined ool ced ony ad even con-
q > butit  aced all ¢ these t di " narke. Of politics in the
v 2 of an't wad riglt thatt Hule e based so ly neither on di-
vine right nor on might, linking monarchical understandings of
poliral authes wincreas™ "wto i crncernivabout repre-
se ¢ ion. W ether rep sentat. 1 = ferre to v o «emands of the
' a¢ can cc onistdor' e co cer of British barliamentarians
about scandal in India, it became a significant category for question-

ing_the extent to_which palitical anthority even in_imperial do-
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mains had to operate under new kinds of controls with stated limits

and rules.

By the nineteenth century, liberal political theory had developed its
own justifications for the distinction between democratic rule in the

metropole and despotic rule in the colony. In the eighteenth cen-

ind rom its earlier
< m at steeped in theo-
on of kings anc he divine, history

had the task of creating these very distinctions, as well as their forms
' s H

es in the sev-

nty born anew,

ogic of contract.

fter the transfor-

h c o hi to rugs - to find differ-
arrativ. orms to ¢ de s of new ideas of
eignty, “oas recognizec hat much of this

struggle took place in histories written about colonial contexts,

soverei tion~ mor uid and con-
. Scar al was of c dramatic atten-
o hist whive If was up fc grabs. This is why

it has been necessary to appreciate the extent to which histories of

s ignty f empire. Nowhere,
k i Vnerge SO com-

al and s

ps, do’ 1€ hisor
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pletely as in the events, and especially in the histories, set in south-
ern India in the 1770s.

These historical works can be placed in somewhat broader con-
text by browsing in the library of Colin Mackenzie, the great sur-
veyor—and the highly regarded collector and archivist of pre-
colonial south Indian history. On March 26, 1800, Colin Mackenzie
sci led an 7 _oc “of ! . oric ... y. his A count was no
v ¢ m list, or the of asion = -1 == ‘accc . of India’s his-

ty, bout wi sh M “wal war’ cas quite retice . It tells us what
he read and collected for his own personal library, and what he
regemmended ' hany serinstudent ot Indion histasy read. Char-
a¢ @ stically’ Jackenzil starts B su cestiv | tha % cvious to enter-

s 1 the s dy ofvits' listorv. ¢ apetent kne ledge of Asiatic
Geography shoula be obtained chietty from the modern systems of
de Lisle, D’Anville, Bernouiller, but particularly the writings of
m' o of Rep’ oIl regard” g Inc 7~ ennc  we M Ckenzie’s most
1 d juishec cartograp ¢ fore’ ar ..a nis me 5 of Bengal had
Lov.ed the o Uror M T Lizie’s Swn work in'le south.”

After attaining some basic familiarity with Asian geography, the
sttt shou'™ "ui o prt e o B fere ce 4 orks, such as
U 1 belote Biblioteq @ Orier ile ' incyct :dia Britannica,

d e Mode o 11 versc WHist y. - ter Stevens  History of Persia
and White’s translation of the Institutes of Timur, Mackenzie listed
Gi''on’s Histaew“the Dac'vand o Sthed S omar “mpire, in or-
d¢ “furn’ 1 some i cresting rel ion< n a1 but beautiful

e ic] of tthorigh oo he M iar dan Religic  and some other
parts connected with modern oriental history.” Gibbon, whose his-
torical preoccunation with_the threat that_both barbarism and

re’ = m cond wteaor/ aperic. su val = thte’ as for his own
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history of Islam, could only provide general background, since he
neither wrote about the present nor carried his history to the East.
But he clearly served as an important model for Mackenzie, who
suggested that one move directly from Gibbon to the commentaries
of Babur, the memoirs of Akbar, Jehangir, and Aurangzeb, and the
comprehensive government manual of Abul Faz'l (Akbar’s prime
n ster). Ma Lo ethd C Lo tha aisid al student read
¢

r homat Roe’s accc ntof I e % ‘toth  ourt of Jehangir,

N\

oIl wed by lexs der Yow’d ran ation of Fe shtah’s History of
Hindustan, “to be read in this succession . . . from the General His-
toweof the Mol Empesnin Indiata Avranzely’s succession.”
T ebook ~ompreh¢ ded “v at ay b calic '/ e first portion of
10 orn Bri th Agtic istory 0 1 as has bee  published to the
ruropean Worla. Mackenzie’s only further comment—a lament—
was that unfortunately no history for the period before the Mughals
h ¢ ofarb¢ apucish® asia fro ate acc uan’ of religion, my-
0 gy, an_ antiquitic none [\ . py the selves counted as
[iistries.'®

Mackenzie suggested a few other books by European travelers
al geograp'’ i, h0se’ Ceul ts ¢ e dul ag th S period would
“ ¢ aseful ¢ intervals' ith the  t at” 10 se included John
h chill's et on '« Vet Jes, - urchas Pilgi s, The Travels of
Marco Polo, The Lusiads of Camaons, as well as the memoirs of
Frocois Bernoinnd Bestood Taveeno HenIso poved the impor-
t 1 > of O ae’s Hist¢ cal Fr ym ats ¢ the ' ul Empire, and
e ions th appa nt athep' ity »f a modern istory written “by
a native, the ‘Seyer Matacherin.” But by now his library had entered
the second half of the eighteenth century, and the presence of Brit-

a 1 eginst’ emerge i the fo 1 ¢ ot) tac he cative memoirs,
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translations, and editions, but also military and mercantile activities.
Orme’s three-volume History of the Military Transactions in India is
mentioned next to Jonathan Holwell’s Interesting Events in India.
Henry Vansittart’s history is listed alongside the proceedings of the
secret committee in 1772. Mackenzie’s library now traverses the
documentation of imperial conquest: he lists the Parliamentary De-
ba" on Indi< i “irs, & iic vori o by dmu d Burke, The
1" 1 e Papc  (contain gthe ¢ cu an elatic O the two sieges

T. jore an the< volu anit ne Hvernment ¢ Madras, and the
nabob’s debt), John MacPherson’s History of the East India Com-
pare-Hastingg's ™ *amoir auth2 StatentTadicavhendse left it, and,
la’ " at cert{ aly not le t, the Het hent ron ' impeachment

Al f Hasti ss. Irshe . Mac en @ confirms | e contemporary
importance of these histories.”

Perhaps Mackenzie’s embarrassment about the imperial scandals
as. ated wit L Clivc af Hase \gs 5 we as' ith’ ne events sur-
11 ing the hawab of | cot cg spi &« make s last part of his
~ve ory the “ annow. " sectic . Mackenz! " himself had no
problems accepting the wisdom of colonial conquest; he had gone
to/ ia first & a i litapt Jarv or ¢ w o olad ad ey role in the

~

sit z¢ of Srir gapatting 1 and | e of Thp Sultan in 1792.
id et Mac. =7 was hiet cal urist, and I liked to believe
that the history of India before—and independent of—British con-
queand ruleas ot justa T rmablen i assit e,
v aough | ackenzie ametc e ofor dly < ¢ ¢ of the politics
h™ orical i owleye i the p' cet of compilir his own archival
collection, he never seems to have reflected much about the prob-
lems these politics posed to the proiect of producing an authentic

hi® ¢ v of pr¢ olonwa Iy' a. He erl nly - ver o)’ nented on the
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scandals that surrounded the history of British empire in the second
half of the eighteenth century, despite the prominence of parlia-
mentary inquiries and trial transcripts in his list. Instead, he skipped
quickly to the last part of his list. “In the foregoing lists I have chiefly
confined its object to British India or the countries connected with
it; to those desirous of extending their reading in a more extensive
s¢ , muchs L00 atio” Sl ame o ath atic/ ad may be de-
1 ¢ from, Hcock, NC len, N bu =S w, Rt | Savary, Volney,
vioe, Clap, =% mir = F' ster and Pennar 7 And then, as if
anticipating the Orientalist and anthropological turns in colonial
kpawledge, hasmcluded ' list withasetof boolsy “exclusive of
t' o Histori¢ | Branch' whicli to erns thc¢ o nners, customs,
a¢ laws: “C separiie « ass of - ac g [that] mi at be read in the
tollowing order.  L'he list began with Baldeus’s Account of the Hindu
Religion, included the letters of Jesuit missionaries, the ethno-
g« aic con entenes/  Holv e dD v, & W diam Jones’s re-
:r transla on of thel ws of | ar i Procec  ngs of the Asiatic
soc oty (partic iy the o lal ditourses of &0 William Jones),
and finally the Code of Mussalman Laws by Hamilton and Sales’s

tr  lation o .c _ ar'as
iese lai textual ai  ethnc -ap 0 ‘ns, hi cver, are another

0 domir. “ne ne . ot 1 s¢ ond halves f the nineteenth

century respectively. For now, we shall return to the scene of Mac-

1 L

kewmie’s embasment alun mig'e upie most proxi-
1 2, if als perhaps | e mos ro Hline reni  rs that even his

rc ct of re ding/ind ollect g I story was d¢ ply implicated in
British scandal. ror despite Mackenzie’s own purist convictions, his
library clearly betrays that the historiosraphy of empire was as mired

i < andal a° he hisior’ ofemy e = elf. 2 dg e s special inter-
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est in the history of the south, the scandals that were most deeply
disturbing to him were those contained in, and associated with, the
histories of the Carnatic, especially Arcot and Tanjore, that were
hurriedly penned in the years after the restoration of Tanjore in 1776
and the mission, and then imprisonment and death, of George
Pigot, in 1777. These histories, though some were very grand, were
us) oy little 27 000 hand LG arep oo 2 Bosalf 4 two sides in

L1 ime aat between the

w a wvas on oOf the gre est que el

ed ors and wer’ of L ».nat b ¢ Arcot, and e creditors and
agents of the raja of Tanjore. And of all the histories that were writ-
tep=w this dispatnthe twasnst intpeastno hied beerzomposed by
tw mous< sofcousi 5 thel el lersc 5ane ' Burkes.

Ja tes Ma  herse»w well’ 101 1 for his no rious role in the
nustory of Scotlanda. In 1763 ne proclaimed himselt the heroic discov-
erer of Scotland’s great epic poem, publishing the Ossian epic of
Fit - 'withp' chfeifars Whi the extp duc d/ cat excitement
1 S otland, ngland, ¢ d the ' on .Cic(earnit | accolades from
Zuiss as varioe o Davie e al- Johann Hcer), it also soon
began to excite suspicion concerning questions of authenticity. Sam-
ue  hnson ¢ wiic thed S one coc ) te and compiler, and
p' > hed a’ oadside ¢ ack or Vi ' onin 75. But by then

ac herson i st dhic wnu’ dor o proclaim - mself a historian
of the stature of Hume, publishing that same year a follow-up vol-

oqt D wiich obelieved he

o~

uno Humae s istory
c¢ I usefull bringup thepr er Hnth basi < aisnew work as

ste calslec 1. Climi «to hd ¢ ¢ covered nev -ecords concern-
ing James II, he simultaneously published his own edition of Origi-
nal_Papers, Containing the Secret Historv of Great Britain from the

R¢ o ation t© _he Accest moft ' F use« Ha w/ with Memoirs
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of James II. Shortly thereafter, he took up business with his cousin
(by some accounts, half-brother) John Macpherson.

John had joined the East India Company in 1768, traveling dur-
ing that year to Madras, where he had ingratiated himself with the
nawab of Arcot, serving as his agent after he was expelled in the early
1770s from Company service—for reasons having to do with his own
spacularly® Oii atdet L with WO wa Job' was later rein-
st Ibyth Compan andir ac am astl uccessor to War-

en lastings =09 ‘rn¢_sene’ (ol adia in 178: hough his tenure
was short-lived and his reputation never free from the charge—cor-
rgatvas it happesad—that!wvas thewsid agent of anIndian prince.
£ ¢ the rel Hration of e raje {7 njor in 1, € while he was in

or lon atte aptinssto. lear b ni ae), he enlt ed James to help
him mount a campaign on pehalf ot the nawab, who viewed the res-
toration as a violation of his sovereign authority over the Carnatic

a  mact¢ extracedil rly b 'fe hon e rtd a Company of

1
n hhec sidered I mself 2 rii (parcally an associate through
“or-plicated 1o ons of . Diedn' s and credit.
In 1779 James accordingly published his next major work of his-
t¢  entitledd e Ustor” Lie dan et o, the /st India Com-
fu, from| s Origin =~ 1600 t th "= at Tin. . This long book
sa¢ Hublishc wwit™ Jut o b on, - ough it was videly known that
it had been primarily written by James, with some assistance from
Ja' = who, lessm 7 histor™ Totvliste 't hect e we 't versed in the
j | cal hic 1y of sou’ ern In a. he s 7tk 1c V' was deliberately
10 cled ori "dwa" G bon’s' vec e and Fuall, eginning with ex-
plicit references to the decline of Rome. Macpherson was certainly
not shy about his historical aspirations._but he also meant clearly to

st 2 st that' ngland’s/ npire ot | on sur ve . it properly ap-
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preciated and supported the duly constituted and legitimate politi-
cal authorities of India, among whom the nawab of Arcot figured
most prominently.

Macpherson’s principal objective was to narrate the history of sov-
ereignty relating to the nawab of Arcot and the raja of Tanjore. He
began with the “Muhammedan” invasions of India, from the early
sul ate incu’ Lo o tht Lo tishn S0 "M chald e, The prov-
ir ¢ fTanj ¢, heassc ed, wa 297 (pare the kingdom of

sge agur (V favad gare e U by governor, - Naig (nayaka),
who was under the full authority of the kingdom. Vijayanagara was
subssquently de®ted by asslition et anltanste rulass, who them-
se ¢ soon ¢ me unde; ne cer al ng:s thoi v 1 the Mughals.

ce while, e natvka € 'Tan’ ‘e | 1s conquerc by Maratha rul-
ers—>hivaji’s cousin—who were themselves finally brought under
the firm, feudal, control of the Mughal’s duly constituted authority
ov | he Car itic, tie | wab ¢ Ar t. A or¢ g/ Macpherson,
1 [ wab ¢ nified thi Tanjor ru . with the  le of “raja” and
san..d him leg 7 2onfirni U of tH “Zemindar of Tanjore.”™ To
summarize, “the Rajahs of Tanjore . . . were, in the strictest sense of
the  ord, feu” .o, =, lid .cv lose . er1oried o their sover-
of n apona v breach | their ¢ ty. sects.” 1as been shewn,
at e empe e’ e N oenld vas - eirundoub d sovereign, who
governed them through the medium of his deputy, the Nabob of the
Camntic™
/- cphers’ 1’s histori’ | asser, . lepe led™ » e strict accep-
wc of a B roped fc dal p' de or sovereig y, in which the
Maratha rulers assumed the dependence of their predecessors, the
nayakas, on the Viiayanagara rulers, whose authority had been taken

oy ¢ ythe N igharsiat’ Atthe an tim  the a b of Arcot was
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seen as the sole arbiter of Mughal authority in the southern penin-
sula, a historical proposition that had been complicated by the
demise of Mughal authority over the Deccan, especially after the
death of Aurangzeb in 1707. It was even more compromised by the
later rivalries between the nizam of Hyderabad—one of the Mughal

emperor’s highest delegates by any account—and the nawab of

, rivalri ¢ g pr ori by their res-
e alli h E and the many
ar betwe > ei ateenth cer ry. Nevertheless,

Macpherson sought to demonstrate, through a reading of eigh-

t -centu ies anarfare hewawab—as the de jure
ic

, st by 1755. And

ich settled ¢ ow annual tribute

e nawab, as final proof of the

, implying that
acy beyond their

anyone who ac-

ies. They did
S te, entertained ap-
dii not deliver  ovisions either to

nded tribute

ency on the nawab.

aracteristi eve e s eve ore scornful
i tate & : h any. He began
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his last chapter by asserting, “T'he East India Company, ever since
their first institution, had industriously, and, till lately, very success-
fully, covered their transactions with a veil of secrecy; which few had
the curiosity, and fewer still the means to penetrate.” Anticipating
Burke’s acknowledgment of the role of the veil in the origins of Brit-
ish rule in India, he also sided with those, against Burke, who had

sor  ttocend .o tives & mp . the rocd dings of 1772.

A" v ating | aiversal ¢/ amercl ar <+ jing « Company mo-

pe v, hewr = 7 is i winad Im tery natural  sprung from the
jealous principles of commerce, which hopes to preclude rivals, by
a gmeoression o te profits”sHe wantan teonote fhat in recent
y¢ © ‘some | enoftale s, whc re pital yth o/ it that national

li; \ation | ‘ght 7vod e nat na ustice, uny led some of the
tountains of corruption in the East,” only to encounter Parliament’s
failure of nerve, and the consequent response of the Court and its
sel i tsto “rf (ore wiety usactt s ¢ the ¢ ymy ny  their original
) ¢ rity” a | reboun with | he CuCorrupti 1 and ill-intent.
~mz. wonder, [ aps, gio s view of the EatiIndia Company.
The Company, he argued, had established its institution and man-
agl  cntacco’ aig 2 ‘D4 Ow vince wos o ome atrg ers)” usurping
“2 .| ssolute. ominion  erthe bc ' rs;an mbezzling their
op ‘ty, “by " wine iedt ¥end and hiquitous fr ds.?!

Even worse, Macpherson believed that the Company had
wrenly asserte sovereinnin Ag' decing itsewntractual re-
la- o shipsw nlocal s¢ reign' th citiec nwi o it depended to

ne ct con rerce s 2 wro?  “\ hen the Co  pany, by various
revolutions in Asia, ascended trom the condition ot traders to that of
Soyereigns, thev. multiplied their acts of injustice, in_nroportion to

th' ¢ tentof/ eir powel “Mac he bnw  clc =t it he had dem-
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onstrated “that the Company’s servants uniformly were considered
and owned themselves the subjects of the Mogul, in all parts of that
monarch’s dominions, where they possessed settlements.”” He as-
serted that since Muhammed Ali, the nawab of the Carnatic, was
“the LAWFUL Nabob of that country, by the free and legal Saneds

of the Mogul,” any failure to serve and protect the interests of the

b, let av r oi ‘anjs ¢ against those
i sts, a gross ty. out sensing any
adictio ou, er hen his ar, ment by adding,

“Mahommed Ali has adhered, without deviation, for more than

alty and financi i ;
ction ug.al )
pany cess, in ¢ tre oo and itt pecuniary affairs.
herson de g the breach of

public virtue that had been occasioned by Lord Pigot’s arbitrary and

lies” of the raja,

” & S~

to the nawab of

! MCenth tﬂmwei :'t waﬁVd Burke was
268
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the major author of the most important historical and political tract
to be written in refutation of the Macpherson manuscript: “Policy of
Making Conquests for the Mahometans.”” This work was not only a
defense of the raja of Tanjore, using a creative reading of the 1762
treaty, it was a full-scale attack on both the nawab of Arcot and Mus-
lim rule in India. Edmund was recruited to this historiographical
ext se by hit Cocin, VWlia nBu o0 o0 d b4 o engaged in
e ¢ ive sp. ulations = Indial oc £ 1766 1769. Investing

In nd’s as' ell< This sun Sou es in Com  ny activities, he
was almost ruined when the stock market crash of 1769-1770 wiped

1

oulrtheir investmats, Aftassds, William had secusnd the oppor-
tu 1 totray to Madri towor wi | Ge gei «  though by the
¢ wereac d Indail 777 F ot ad already ¢ :d in prison. De-
spite this setback, William was able to establish himself as an agent
for the raja of Tanjore, whom he served for the next five years in In-
dif & dEnglt «d. It"vas/ stasi he take on i 1 employment
b pay ol e raja of anjore ial viiam req sted Edmund to
Clpim write S Lebuttar T acp. erson.

The Burkes argued that the sovereign rights of the raja of Tanjore
ha'  een inic wwod vy a¥ Caed by 0O ape v wocn it licensed
'~ wab o Arcotto ¢ aquer | nj attac.  nade even more

re ous beC e was ana’ ith ompany ar 5. They asserted,
“When the Company first began to interfere in the politics of India,
thewHund thes" . King « " aiorepn’mediiory sorvieign Prince,
in 1 listurb’ | possessi’ . of gre ts end | po ' and opulence,
" i d from long"n¢ froys anc stors.” Quo g Orme as their
authority, they maintained that “With Tanjore the Company

726

formed the first recular alliance thev made in India.”?® The nawab,
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by contrast, was in fact dependent on the British for his life and
standing, having used his affiliation with the Company to overthrow
Chanda Sahib and gain his throne.

The Burkes read the 1762 treaty as a general acknowledgment of
Mughal sovereignty over all princes and principalities in India, but

did not view it as in any way compromising Tan]ore s authority or for

atter AN position. The
b, the uggeste 3 alfway between

e ctode

Mughal emperor who no longer had much real power or authority.

\ Mquated

such dangerous pretences [t was our duty, in order to make some

ort of ¢ a foreign
nd cor nercial suj stice and pro-
ortion i to us.”’

i

he process of

espected, in re-

ain the balance of powers 1t encountered when 1t first interfered in

local politics. as reso op posed to p icipation in any local
k (distur, ¢ plicated, and

70

B —




History

largely ceremonial, residues of Mughal authority. And he could not
disguise his contempt for the nawab’s claim to be the southern rep-
resentative of Mughal power.

The nawab and the Company had justified their attack on Tanjore
on two principal grounds, first that Tanjore had not remitted the full
portion of the tribute exacted by the 1762 treaty, and second that
Ta®  re itselfd i avadd "o migh ol _ch ‘dor’ the Maravar
re 1, or poli tal and fi ancial | as 27 e Bu 5 were scathing

ot a Com, wvd sert. athd a1 d been furt hed with a “just
pretext to accuse him of a breach of his engagements,” revealing the
bagemotives atask. In lasage thatns clessly Edwiund’s, it was
n¢ ¢ that“J’ ticehad? factas ttl cons ctio. ' n their actions,

th Englic langiage will suor = exist betw¢ n the words just
and pretexts.” Wiile the Burkes defended the raja of Tanjore’s right
to punish the Maravar for various sovereign reasons, they adamantly
re, | dtoco’ ‘edeiiy/ stice ¢ the hawe s ¢ ‘m' ibout Tanjore.
11 argun nts that ¢ ticipat | 1 i parliame cary speeches in
~eit aery thete ) surke . aime ) “To enter & country with fire
and sword—to plunder it without mercy—to seize upon the person
of  rince—< (¢ fGsca’ s mvel - o G oooi' aim of all his
of :¢ ,and { imprison im anc i * ,are i ught things; nor

b done bt wnd “seri wea unc  and the me - urgent and evi-
dent necessity.” Burke refuted the grounds that were given, noting
thaw'l Tanjora™ v requiss " ande “est'madvere conditions,
w.ome m lest tax 1 ef. He ur er 2 ertec ¥ it it was wrong

a jue the the/wul wn A iy carars, sucl as the Maravar
raja, were dependents of the nawab. Quoting Company documents,
Burke held that “the independent authority of the several Polygars in

th' © several/ strick, W ancie * ¢ 1 he dite 2./ «d not derived
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from the Nabob or any one else.”” That the Company had only as-
serted the independence of the palaiyakarars in relation to the na-
wab’s authority in order to justify the Company’s own relentless
campaigns against them in the eighteenth century was conveniently
omitted. But Burke professed himself to be as concerned to protect
the just and hereditary rights of the rajas, zamindars, and other in-
h' ants fret 0 = owd oo he was/  protect them
51 each ¢ aer.

I irke’s se westt ritiq 2of ¢ Om ny power v s that it had been
used to buttress the “ambition, pride, and tyranny” of Muhammed
Al“this Potesinte on s wence 7% Ahoush Buslie passionately
¢ I aded th sovereig y of ti p nces in p o ular the raja of

a1 ore anc the yman| other/ ulc akarar chic | of the southern
countryside, he could not pring himself to support the sovereign
authority of the nawab. It was here that his early sense that the
¢ pany ¥ 1acteal £ verelg v | oad, © use the phrase he later

ia cfamo| | arbitrary ower) 1w cautselfin his language and
aisrgument. e Corn Ly, whi s under the 12me of alliance, or
under even the name of subjection to a Mogul, are in reality now
th ctual Se@ Sici s art Lol wpa oo ot o 'ndic still choose, as
I tl rto the have dor , and | it == i pe. .ps they ought to

o, » have &« "end den. wve’ ‘me interposed etween them and
the native people, it is both their interest and duty that it should
berch as is enial + " native ebitats, orrespondent to
t ¢ nanne’  and soo ing to 1e pre’ lice. ' urke clearly ex-

os lhisse coftefi ionof Tu aalrule, eve as he betrayed his
own early prejudices, both about the horrors of “Mahometan rule”
and about the imperial stratesies of early indirect rule. Muhammed

A jas a “ rociows 2 1 insa abl Mai mec n/ his actions the
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most dramatic illustration of the “horrors of the Mahometan gov-
ernment in India.” Burke had no apology to make about his support
of the local rule of “native Indians,” by which he meant Hindus
such as the raja of Tanjore (who had of course invaded southern In-
dia from the Maratha country well to the north and west) and the
other local palaiyakarar chiefs. “The native Indians, under their

ow ative go o et C) mea wao ot ejud e, a far better

I

31

v/ ] - than/ e Maho  ctans;  t 2" se wi oy living under
al metans, hece e ti den’ sse subjects, o1 e corrupted in-
struments of their tyranny; they are of far milder manners, more
ind=+'rious, me= ‘=actablesnd lessotomnrisi=o. 70 He held it self-
ey | at that/ ien “infir cly pr¢ v subi ti01‘ 9 rinces of their
n olood, | annetw a ! relie n, H any other —especially in a
situation such as india, “wnere there is no settled law or constitu-
tion, either to fix allegiance. or to restrain power.” Here Burke not
or , mndorse’ a vic., of siatic les otisn n s g ariance to his
'2 21 oarliarr atary argu aents; - a S gave full | nt to his distaste
~or Illam and o orror w0 Gslim) a race he Dbld as “infinitely
more fierce and cruel than the English,” and a far greater threat to
Int !
% nthou n Burke’s ritique f ¢ ay po.es in India only
ew more pr and Cdul et yel s between 179 and 1786, his
views about the ancient constitution and contemporary nobility of
Mpotal rule i=o7tia unde ot a pe i ians S irmatton: during the
sa 1 period| 5y 1786, ¢ -ourse. 3u e ha bece © extremely anx-
15 arguc hat Pritisi covers nt n India wa  imited, and that
its success ultimately depended entirely on its respect for and recog-
nition of Mughal sovereignty. Only a few years earlier, however,

he + dassun’ d thacMj nalsc cre nty1 Inc v’ a fiction, and
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that the only sovereignty the Company had to respect and recog-
nize was local. In his historical arguments about Tanjore and Arcot,
Burke had held that sovereignty was about possession—and by
implication hereditary rights—rather than about constitutions and
ancient sovereign rights. Local sovereignty was conceived in anthro-
pological terms, as the effective outcome of extant rights and contin-
gl “onthed ;o0 A7 ¢ Lol o ¢ o ter s wi o« this inconsis-
ta v, we 1 st remer oder the B e’ d eai . in his political
ar 1 accep At leg mast Oft > Company 1onopoly and de-
fended Clive in the face of serious and well-documented charges. It
woronly later ' he begaia worpahaut tha legitimacy of British
i ] rial as’ rations a1’ see ti i1 xtric »le i ' onship between
‘g macya oad #nd . home Tic tter realiza n flew in the face
of accepted conventions or political assertion and historical argu-
ment concerning the character of sovereignty in India. The book
E | ewrote o cotate ames. Tac nersc  we ar’ mportant move

w d this| calization cven if 2 J'Uctayed | me of the funda-
‘neal contrac T ons in. U Uwn r¢ ¢ as a critic L empire.

What is clear from both Burke’s and Macpherson’s texts, however,
is o exten’ o v vichd g nts wue sov eigl y were critical
1 ¢ xly imp rial histor s of In a. athe' St contemporane-

us histories. af« ipirc that® lerc written in { @ late eighteenth
century, the legitimacy of empire was itself largely contested and
demnly compriied by dal. Tites wive e both literally
¢ ¢ mivoc vy, usually nrelal n twe inds # aterpretations of
u pean fc dalistn T = first’ as{ atall power  as delegated from
a single superior sovereign monarch, however decentralized the ap-

pearance of thines. The secand was that power might all have been
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delegated once upon a time by a single superior sovereign monarch,
but that by a certain point, and for all practical purposes, power was
held locally by the feudal chiefs controlling local domains. Even
Macaulay was aware of the raw transparency of eighteenth-century

British debate about imperial conquest and Indian society, although

from an imperial perspective that held the decadence of eighteenth-

ficulty; for he was so in theory. If it was convenient to consider his

fice as Iy ) life only,
asad ity held o the Mogul,
gumen c o at one of those

views. The party who had the heir of Baber in their hands repre-

nted hi unde he e te sover-
n, wh r bo obey. The
ity ag w as sed did not ant plausible

pretexts for maintaining that the empire was de facto dis-

Mlved, aﬁlougﬁ' ight ﬁv Mogul
275
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with respect, as a venerable relic of an order of things which had
passed away, it was absurd to regard him as the real master of

Hindostan.*

Absurd though it might have seemed, both to Hastings and to

Macaulay, this point of view is precisely what Burke staked his repu-

t on, a as p is' hica ussertion of the
of im rial pow
at In el t' = as histori lly variable as it

was culturally distinctive was only considered in the most nega-

e tace of ot

politics that worked in ve
nce wi ndieio
ch he been ma
ne rstandi it

strategic rather than the result of anthropological failure. When it

s , Cliv ate p
, al o
tc ustify his ¢

ifting
Indeed, ideas of cultural difference were first articulated in serious

vigen thatezemed clearly
tu dards of British
est. And p itical and histori-

surprising msights about the complicated mean-

in_eighteenth-century In-
Ves, privileges,
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d court ¢ lons using argu-

s abou upt acquisitions.
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and perquisites of rule were fundamental to the theory and prac-
tice of sovereignty.” These theories and practices, whether adopted
by Mughal emperors, Maratha rajas, Rajput zamindars, or Tamil
palaiyakarars, articulated a complex understanding of the fragile
and contested character of power in a period of imperial decentral-
ization.
peculiz® o thet ol eal |Gl o he M ephersons on
th e side nd the B kes on he b icknc  >dged these un-
1s ndings, nd n b wead (st ts that ther elves reveal the
contingent importance of exchanges, titles, revenue arrangements,
and-'acal rightarnthe delntion podasticy'ation of sovereignty.
Al | cteacl ctofauth satter. te tosc ,anc 1 .ort, these com-
ci »d rela. s o sov eignt .t straightforw -d accounts that
only served their own impenal political interests, either elevating
the nawab as a_Mughal governor in total authority over a local
za . dar, o’ onveiang Mar. ha  jaci ofi or the rest of the
\' ¢ al poli cal systen nto a1 n¢ pcaaent ro | figure with no
e of establiso 7 politicc ™ latior - with the M ghals, whether in
northern India or simply in Arcot.

il

verial hit Uiy hus M0 gan nas o ver |in’ ests from the
st -t oven if - accorde what 1 th centt. already seemed

wal respe tad e loc hawet 4, a 1lexicon, o Holitical integrity
and meaning. It was this same strategic politics that made early em-
pirzwven morasadalover i thate b arlyimpliesied historical
a¢ ¢ ntsof € hympany a' (onsin ae c:lf-ir reste ' Letoric of differ-

t aperial’ tors/Tur s em’ e ment at hi¢ carly implication
in imperial scandal—not to mention the fact that he was one of em-
pire’s losers rather than its winners—might well have led him to

se’ < higher roundfol mpirc an inde !to op' Crt private gain
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into national wealth, but it most certainly did not lead him to turn
his back on the imperial mission. Perhaps Burke’s final transforma-
tion into imperial inquisitor was the result of his own recognition of
the extent to which the taint of William’s agency for Tanjore com-
promised his own capacity to claim historical objectivity and truth.
By implication, perhaps a new universal theory of imperial sover-
el ywascr Cao arthd L0V apn o0 hise oy ag' primary genre
¢ " alighte ment tho ht pre se ha lise o .e imperial colli-
o1 of metre alit’ Jan waled 4l a uments abc t sovereignty.

If universality was in fact a condition of historical narrative, then
histaries could ' wno bettathan Masanlay’spaxposiog empire-mak-
i 2 1 thosc arly year¢ sthe ¢ 1o fre/ or-a i eally was, while

‘t¢ apting « rescinth imper lic aagainst m t of the evidence.
As mmperial history attainea its own natural conventions and as-
sumptions, notions of cultural and historical difference were used to
¢ o in why uffercat £ indarc ar cor ‘tio b ‘ame necessary

a res of | e imperic world® Jr Ciaity as ¢ conviction of En-
gl enment oo Jntiron. Ly antiCpated the ¢ mand for the very
exclusions made by nineteenth-century liberal thought, affording
ri s, citized sup, oved gig anc usw oo v tol 1ose who were
¢ e tohav attainedt  civiliz io ' .ding  ictresponsibly in

1e hodern el Tnerc wine® [the deal of unit rsality became di-
rectly associated with the growing grandeur of empire, an ideal to be
egilished byinerial » rathr'e awntegorval limit to the
¢ ¢ tiseoft atpower.| theni te athe atur  rolded, the scan-

al hat we at 0 he «tof i pe 1l beginnin, —not to mention
the scandal ot empire itselt—had to be laundered, converted into
narratives of imnerial, nationalist, and capitalist trinmph by a new

k't of imp 1al histor® graph \In his 1w I tof bgraphy, British
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reforms were used to mask the scandalous origins of empire, either
obliterating the early record or folding it into a narrative in which all
abuses were blamed on the colonial other. The trial had to become
something other than an embarrassment of empire, and empire had

to become an idea that was sacred right from the start.

ThH reataged .o ary it o sher Lo ear natid s notonly de-
fi >0 thems( res butal  assert  tl ‘ne’ lizati 4l privilege over
os. lands th wwad pell vedst (to ave any hisl 'y of their own—
was built on the most extraordinary abuses of historical conscious-
negrond selfraseentatios Navidp e wen rightif a tad self-
se 1 g, ton cthathis wnage va hes :of i< ryand that his
s ehisto. ral nzvon Hdism Live History of E| land was a mon-
umental achievement, an extraordinary narrative reflection on the
history of monarchical institutions, civil society, and the nature of
go - ament,/.  he “as /[ aglane  n st o bre 2d/ sstorian of the
> h enth ¢ tury, his| storicz ze .5 wasin pi  the result of his
_apaity to see o Lastory < Liglanin relation ©U the evolution of
complex institutions rather than simply as the inevitable triumph of
the ea of ¢« suc ‘ona” Lo chy wian @s' hilod phical aspira-
o or uni rsality ha to cor or o aly hi astrust of causal
pl hations © ta'" Thist " Cse e that every aing was particu-
lar, that historicism was the necessary condition of any order of
thise. His suss?on abor i anginansttationsrthe basis for
B 1 s own/ fort to r¢ der en ir¢ acre —w.  so the basis for
;< ase that ivic/um ism ¢ alc nly emerge nd prosper once
the arbitrariness ot sovereign authority and legal institutions had
been severely controlled by a new set of social understandings.”

neithd Hun.Cs © aversa asp atior no. hid keptical sensi-
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bility concerning civil society could make sense of the new imperial
world. Institutional change was still broadly evolutionary, and decid-
edly unilinear. In this respect, he was little different than Voltaire,
who despite his considerations of Indian and Chinese forms of gov-
ernment, was very clear that universal history—by which he meant
no less than the Enlightenment itself—could only be western, and
f¢ at mattt O stiat ol aps | wa. o0« cide ( that the man
v 1 broug  Hume’s| istory = > = *h roub. | present—when
0 and’s ur aldid Timy wial € Obi ns were firs ealized in the ab-
sorption of Scotland into the new multiethnic nation of Great Brit-
aime~was botheninabas' ! Scott sl maticpalist 20d a man who
v ¢ leeply [ aplicated ! thee: y¢ ands of ¢ ' .e. Macpherson,
hi e posit. n in/arl ment/ as  rectly fund by the nawab of
Arcot, understood clearly how impenal the foundations of British in-
stitutions of government and civil society really were.
« the g’ it elg.ied n-cer ary oritis his wiz s, only Edward
il on wa genuinel] sensib! of ..l ionger-t m importance of
om, re for thie Ly natt. L Briti s historice: position. Gibbon
was also the only real Englishman in the mix, though it is doubtless
si - cant th Ui leve’ pod s ¢ arw ine ve ¢ sibility during
I's hngye 5 onthe ontine . € "' “decic . not to write an-
th  history £3¢ Janc e cad g Hume an Robertson, aware
not only of the heroic achievements of his predecessors, but also of
theontestedmin he " inher ' Sonthema ™ Vhile Gibbon
v ¢ eticen! boutdray 1gexp it  wrall’ | bet o 1 the experience
( ~ome ar. the fte’ Eng! 1d, e was certe 1ly writing with a
strong sense o the lessons ot history tor the present age. At one level,

he believed that the reasons for the decline_and fall of the Roman
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Empire were simple and obvious—the result, he said, of “the natu-
ral and inevitable effect of immoderate greatness.”” But as J. G. A.
Pocock has argued in great detail, Gibbon’s history was far more
than a “simple narrative of the effects of corruption,” an extension of
the Machiavellian concern about the impact on civic virtue of mili-
tary autonomy and mercenary armies in the context of Rome’s im-
pe  aspiratic ..

. 2Burk Gibbony salso¢ ep 2o’ crnec ith the effects of

¢ eofco e "an thed clii - in virtue ¢ ociated with the

loss of agriculture’s primacy and with the increasing velocity, and

1 11 .1

gloha! extent, 2 wchangasna worldthat ves beoaming steadily
m o interd¢ endent. 7 s cor eri was. crtai v eflected in his

>c lations' 1 the/testi ctives ter al of empir though he was if
anything far more influencea py the writings of the Scottish Enlight-
enment than was Burke. Indeed, he was more preoccupied with the
th' 5 of fay’ icisniand super. tio that am fr¢’ . without than
0 v swith| erising i portay > ¢ aaue. For C pbon, barbarism

as e flip siac " eligion 7 ine niUst controver-al sections of his
history, he held Christianity itself accountable for many of Rome’s
dir ~ oblemg” Lo hhet dcin ted! Uie e sto ne trouble on
e of n nasticism nd the la - the | zsthood. His ac-

ur of Islari w29’ ‘mo. wen’ mp  ary renderir  of the problem-
atic relationship between barbarism and religion, making all too vis-
iblsthe indisge® e link v ieen ot fsnipnd syverstition that
he I d seen edewviling he ear h' orv.  Cli ¢ anity.”” Gibbon

s 1 exem, ar of Tali atenns aty lues in his ¢ ong belief in the
trrumphant potential of civic virtue. At the same time, however, he

worried about the possibilitv_that this virtue would be undermined
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by imperial expansion, and he reacted to its revolutionary ascen-
dancy much as Burke did in response to events in France, praising
both Burke’s eloquence and his politics in his “Reflections.””

In the histories that played such an important role in the En-
lightenment, then, empire was always offstage, not a historical force
that would dramatically change world history. Only Gibbon seemed
ay o that e pi might 000 me . OO0 me e ted sor the British
sl despi the fact ' at Scc v Ly gitt historians could

avused th ‘ror Drec ot h? Oryl ) question t: costs and effects
of Britain’s imperial aspirations during the eighteenth century.
Iranically, theasme consantive thastbor e mouolikely empire
v . obet{ cnintoal ount. | ali aten ent' < ght seemed pre-
c¢ pied woaitse™ e nin S ot ad, and wh > accounts of for-
cign travel were critical to nistorical speculation about the stages
of civilizational progress, they were only rarely used to challenge
th » elf-assu’ nce Ui th' e whi sav hen :lve or' ne vanguard of
it Hrogres. Concern' bout¢ ip. wiether b rke’s or Gibbon’s,
aar-ly contescoLauch o0 Enl _htenment 1 Crrative, the worry
being instead that this narrative would be undermined by imperial
el s Insud Cyn othed Swonalv ang of L umd historical age,
£ ais hist ical natic  itisn ew ' haten  re plays so minor
¢ . Excep #het 5, i hen uife ton of histc cal narratives that
were themselves important players in the early scramble for impe-
rictorofit. It i ndly speriing thet' o cavned cossiderable em-
F'r ssmen’ tthe tim/ aswel s] er
ie emb. -assp’ ot empi re aled itself i 1 number of ways.
It could be seen 1 the empty gestures of Enlightenment universal-
ism (whether bu Hume or bv Voltaire)_even as it drove Burke first to

d\ opat orycilol tsove igr v an the t¢ ake on Warren
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Hastings in the most dramatic parliamentary confrontation of the
century. It could also be seen in the work (and library) of one of the
great imperial historians of India, Colin Mackenzie. And yet the
very openness of Mackenzie’s archival interest to existing historical
records and narratives in colonial India was in the end responsible

both for his own desire to repress the imperial interest in, and influ-

e on, th an ent rc the imperial
shmer ~ What s @ e nl utes to the glo-
s carlyer »i L lori I testimonic to the chaos and

decadence of a subcontinent that had—so the story went—virtually

of empire gave

more blushing

of things past,

I~ was to ace, despite the

critical role he played in making the new historical mythology of
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Tradition

sense than that held by many of the denizens of the Scottish En-
lightenment, for whom history was fundamentally a story of change
and progress. History for Burke was largely about the weight of the
past, the significance of tradition and custom, and the working out
of viable relationships between the particularity of specific politi-
cal communities and the general force of natural law and higher
n ity

1 irke’s 1 a of hist¢ 7 was 1 >xi 22"

fromi s notion of tradi-
o1 and inv._#ab' Ccor inedt ith e laws of sc ety, a social order
that subordinated individual will to a general good. By implication,
Ipton historvandefinedrelatineta the wrogranvically specific
a ¢ civiliza’ Hnally der’ ed not ns hatF rke' s« led when speak-
1ig HOf caste. Castinfoi Surke vas he principl  that bound men
to the laws of 1and, religion, and honor, an eternal bond that was
inherent to the nature of the Indian people. Burke had similar no-
ti 1 about/ e relodor’ up be vec cusi ma d ! Story in Britain,
"l ais delt cation of e cen ali Uicaste e than expressed
aistiew that oL is dinc UL it o suggests o2 extent to which
the difference was one of kind as well as substance. While British
p. iples caf ia extl lace 0 e une sst e ¢ stoms of India,
ie learth Burke w ild not av. "' cd the pposite to be true
sy 1l Oncd waa JEul et uld! pire to the ¢ ndition of univer-
sality, whereas India could only be represented in relation to the par-
tigtar.

I irke wi insistent’ 1 respy tir the' ategi « of India, its vari-
as aws as'ell avits' anstit jor But he wa¢ heither a cultural
relatvist nor, for that matter, an incipient Indian nationalist. Burke
did make extraordinary statements_as he did when_in the opening

s' 2 chof 1 impcach’ ient ti 11 asse =d: " i st do justice to
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the East. I assert that their morality is equal to ours as regards the
morality of Governors, fathers, superiors; and I challenge the world
to shew, in any modern European book, more true morality and wis-
dom than is to be found in the writings of Asiatic men in high
trusts.” And yet at the same time Burke had no problem accepting
the right of the British to rule in India. While Burke held that the
Br' 1 were bt il o !t Ll sore oc ith he ¢f tomary rights
of I ir Indi.  subjects 1e assu ec " ey he " lhe right to rule

cs subjects Hes ime thatt le f mal charter 1e Company was
granted by the Mughals accorded it fundamental sovereignty. The
Coummany ruleds' o virtueo®“the gpant-“hartar by smhich they ac-
qu o lthe H h Stewarc hipof' =1 hgde 1sor ¢ gal, Bahar, and
" is in176 7 achkurte hath’ ho 5 conferred | vereignty on the
pritish whether or not “the power of the Sovereign from whom they
derived these powers should be by any misfortune in human affairs
an | ilated ¢ suspeide’ Inoer’ brdss Wi n £ [eat Britain as-
v at | to the grant vir ally, a | ¢ Ciwards to¢  advantage of it,
_rel Britain =00 a viio 7 act ¢ union with that country, by
which they bound themselves as securities for their subjects, to pre-

ser he peor i Ui 5, ssar ao tiel whid their natural

o' 7= al Sove cign was | und tc nf he he been in a condi-
n  enforc 7

Burke went on to explain that the authority vested in the Com-

vd Toed thumerged with

parby Crownsod Parlis tin o
th | ithority ested by e Mu; al’ nak’ » thc @ ‘mpany the vir-

1l overeigi of a ¢onc wath/ In a. While in rinciple this sov-
ereignty was still “subordinate,” it was in fact “sovereign with regard
to the objects which it touched,” and Burke’s language throughout

hi® ¢ itions ¢ Indiaina’ = clear hat esav Mu_ha' luthority as sig-
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nificantly diminished by the fact that it was no longer capable of as-
serting the sovereignty it once had justly claimed as its own.

Much of Burke’s attack on the nabobs and on Hastings was based
on his contention that the British had failed to uphold their man-
date, and instead had trampled on the traditional culture and society
of India, neglecting to live up to the sovereign responsibilities it had

it ited frof al Mugl Lol e w o, cla iret with Hastings

I' ¢ ase he addefenc 1hims o *-+ ounc iathe wassimpl
. ply

ra icing a. rmd [ Ol atal® lesp ism, a brar  of “geographical
morality” that Burke held to be an alibi for Hastings’s monumental
hptis and peliaal ambit o Butyesade w'ear inwart by the vit-
r . fhisa’ ckonthd deaof rof wphi I mc 2" iy, Burke did not

ot ede hi¢ wn y™im_ = sens of  oral (or for' 1at matter govern-
mental) responsipility to Inaian custom, however defined; instead
he maintained throughout his speeches and writings on India that
th © were ¢ nificcat ' uts t¢ mo | or Hlite 2l £ iativism. While

‘e sritish | »re bounc hy con' et S picserve t - customary rights
of Ueir Indiar. ™ Cjects, © 7. was _lear that th”) had even higher
obligations. Burke conceded that there were despotic models in In-
d’ atcoul Lol Mlow” o sjec w e m fay’ of his sense of
e uperio vy of his v suely ¢ m " Stitutr al government of

1e Iughals 2w

ack. wle’ Jed atpresents  cre given and hos-
pitality for dignitaries afforded by rights of Indian custom but con-
demmned Hastio o wfor folliine cug of tivs sortewnly “laudable
¢ ¢ ms”w cinfactt beobs ve *

U timate, Burk'vbe wed ' it t  final meas e of morality was
universal, “the eternal frame and constitution of things.” “We are all
born in subjection,” he said_“to one sreat immutable, pre-existent

17 v oriorta’ 1l ou. dey esane b>ri toa ou. o .vances.” As he
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had said in his opening speech, “the laws of morality are the same
everywhere, and . . . there is no action which would pass for an ac-
tion of extortion, of peculation, of bribery and of oppression in Eng-
land, that is not an act of extortion, of peculation, of bribery and
of oppression in Europe, Asia, Africa, and all the world over.”® Even
if the Fast India Company had been accorded arbitrary power by
sor  Indian & .00 o, i Ol ot ol Uy ave/ Lercised it In
or ¢~ hism st rousing oroclar tic ™ ke st d: “We have no

DI ary powe *oa’ ¢ bl anset rbi ary poweris  thing which nei-
ther any man can hold nor any man can give away.” In the end,
Bur'ss believedmatural levavhichendate the mocessity of the
ry o flaw a 1the ned sity of b forr of ¢ o tutional gover-

n( . Ashe id, “he wisth sel ity of the | ople of England;
1t is the security or the people of India; it is the security of every per-
son that is governed, and of every person that governs. There is but
or | wforal namc_iy, t atlaw hic gov nse la  the law of our
7o oor, the aw of hu anity, © sti ) Cquity,— ¢ law of Nature
~ad 7 Nations.

Burke’s resort to natural law was thus invariably the limit and
m¢ are of BT i est an ndel Cic to adiagt tradition. Of
ci e, Burk believed © at gent e ' Un, wi. er in Britain or

di was nec we2r’ T gow mad Jyn ural law, so. cspite his serious
engagement with Indian history and his deep respect for Indian cul-
turthie was nat i ensures it hopiakerhis firet evaluations.
B/ 1 might ave been' bletot nl HfIn' 10ou £ of empire, but

s apossib to rind I spee’ les| 1 their histo cal context with-
out realizing the extent to which his imaginings ot India were never
indenendent of the context of empire_and Britain. Burke’s interest

in' « iawas/ erefc.ca' aysar xto sion fhi in® restin Britain,
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and his respect for the idea of place was always motivated by a very
clear attachment to his own particular place and the perspectives it
required. His argument with Hastings was ultimately not over their
different ways of defining Indian tradition, but rather over the effects
these definitions had for the sovereign mandate of British rule in
India.
fact, B . vas 0 sao anti o emi at wooa Hastings on
1 o issues latingto| diantr iti »"" _ywe. Joth preoccupied
it question naf st lal and® ey oth agreed | at law had to find
ways to balance universal commitments to justice and the particular
rig"'s of differantmolitical smamur oo Hastags’s 100 of Nathaniel
'y edtod siseaHin acode n his¢ efu. ¢ olishment of ju-
i | proto Is tornst ate ad -re ce to Hindi and Muslim per-
sonal law, were nardly motivated by views contrary to those of Burke.
Hastings had made a strong case to the Company directors that local
1 had to I tollcved” 1 Cor har cou st e i was “consonant
t -ideas. nanners, . dincli ati o oithe pec e for whose use it
sitcended.” v erefore 7 same that Indian “w would be “pref-
erable to any which ever a superior wisdom could substitute in its
¢ L T pcc e of s unl Go ot quid our aid to fur-
| s themv harulef their nc = “astar ad for their prop-
rty ® This & haut e cc 'dW Je b en Burke’s.| ikewise, Hastings
had patronized the study of Hinduism, including not just Halhed’s
ce' but alse™anslat s impeit Seesskrit avorks into Eng-

1" r Whilel 2 notedt! t“evei ac 1mu don ©

nowledge . . . of

eC le over. thom'we' ercise . d¢ ainion four =d on the right of
conquest, is usetul to the state,” he also made clear his great admira-
tion for the “sublimity” of many Hindu writings.” But despite these

a » ofagrd ment, 3u’ csaw ast gs’s voc io of Indian tradi-
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tion as self-serving, and was repelled by Hastings’s use of cultural ar-
guments to justify immoral practices of statecraft.

Yet Burke himself was contradictory on the subject of statecraft.
While he railed against Hastings on virtually every aspect of his rule,
he exonerated Clive and drew a veil over the period of conquest in
ways that appeared to justify the worst of Hastings’s excesses as long
as/ y could® Ou he ket 00 of ¢ L s ilar! contradictory
fa 1 n he a Heared to. dhold = e = 47 ual sc eignty and con-

tu onal gre mest rth Muc il e pire aslong s it was clear that
this was only a thing of the past, now made obsolete by the decline

wo'amate no gennection be-

andsintegratissnf Indiane o litics. 2
tw ¢ Britisl conquest/ 1d Ind 1 ¢ clin® ana o cad sought sin-

-1 ndedly o previde  mor as vell as a hi¢ rical charter for
pritish rule. As ne did so, he tashioned a space for Indian tradition
that made the idea of caste especially attractive. Indian tradition
we L beres’ ctea, vul’ aatpe ol et litic " ¢ would be re-
7 ¢ dmosi vastheve partth ~c igoed Ind s to a place out-
~deistory, a o Ciogicar 7 ice Cat dictated Cerything dear to
“the very nature of the people.” In a peculiar sense, Burke was ahead
of /| time in ae tand g ted ow old = a/ nvenient the-
o) politic | justifica bn for ap ' e b cemed to intuit

¢ ayin w. shd Cint arie’ oci bgical imag ary could be of
great use to the imperial regime in India, focusing on the very “gulf
crend by man opini nd lgehat woould Jover be used to

pr < ate th¢ vasis of th' othnog pl ©sta inlc » nperial India."

Despite Burke’s condemnation of the Company for its excessive
greed and its failure to understand and uphold Indian tradition, he

we 1 perhaf havevee’ surpri d¢ din; uct 'k ahistory of In-
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dia written by Ghulam Hussain during the last years of Hastings’s
rule. Ghulam Hussain (1727-1806) came from a family of high-level
officials in the Mughal court, and he moved to Bengal in the years
after the Battle of Plassey to seek service under Mir Jafar (unsuccess-
fully as it turned out). He did manage to secure employment from
various Company officers, serving as one Colonel Goddard’s agent
it icknow/ Lol eargt Oal h177 w0 a1, Sor e was based in
€2 utta,w cre hewa ‘ventu: y: wse’ cmpl aent by Hastings,
10 zh nott the® apa. whe lesi d. He wrotc is history in Cal-
cutta, completing it in 1781. Titled Seir Mutagherin (Review of Mod-
enlimes), itvesrand ineene, ceuarina thehistopeof the Mughal
¢ 1 refron tsearlies’ aysur 1t pre nt
I issain’s istoryvet. ots the iec ning fortun  of his family; his
tather and granarather hada nved much grander nives and he doubt-
less attributed the uncertainties and setbacks in his own career and
fc 1 neto B* ash congl st. Bu e ovic lel ag unarily detailed
1¢ nsight. | comme! ary on 1e’ e of B h rule, and while
lee, ly concei i about corrt tion of Coipany servants, he
was most distressed about the unfriendliness, inaccessibility, and ig-
n aceoftd Lii oh K oGsar wre die fas' e gd s of communi-
¢t nand  tercourse reshut p = thern 1 of thisland and
10 strange ' Jare eea’ o th rmasters; a1 these latter con-
stantly express an aversion to the society of Indians, and a disdain
agr st conversnawith thesheno it ianiies repin ignorant of
¢ ¢ other! state and ircum n 5" a1 . he wrote, “no
v and n¢_ oalit'n ¢ 1 take Hot etween the Hnquerors and the
conquered.” Additionally, the British understood httle of the country

thev ruled: “Hence they know nothine of either the reason or intent

202

Copyriet" > The Pre~" "=t and/™ " ~s of "*arvarc “ollege



Tradition

of them, but by the absurd report of their own servants, who being
all beardless and unexperienced, have no view but that of their own
benefit, and think only of pleasing their English masters.”"!
Ghulam Hussain diagnosed the main problem as having to do
with Britain’s conquering India with no intention of staying on. As
he noted, “The English have besides a custom of coming for a

rof y to their na-

1thout a clination to fix

untry
fint

onghals before
erors, but =50 to stay:

mtermarried with the natives, and got children and families from

Mem, an&ome ﬁahzeﬁnmedvﬁccessors
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having learned the language of the country, behaved to its inhab-

itants as brothers of one mother and one language."

Ghulam Hussain noted further that despite the major differences in
customs and beliefs between Hindus and Muslims, the two groups

overcame their initial aversion, and over time became as one: “The

Again and again

sought their own

‘vides that kept

ake themselves fully accessible to their

nconnected and unsociable. Even those

and that they suffer them to be mercilessly plundered, fleeced, op-
d, an
other

e 0 thi r ap’ sinting, and by
endant:
m G us spe cive, Hastin = came off rather

well, despite his slow response to requests for patronage and employ-

. Altho - a1 ailya that criticiz-
. ch for success, he
ac teadfas 7 lov/ e 1, and wrc  one of the most

glowing endorsements of his rule for Hastings’s use during his im-

peachment trial_But wha ating circumstances colored
am Hj sain’s ac itisi it from this text
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that they failed to win the hearts and minds of their new subjects be-
cause they refused to make fundamental concessions. Even in the
best of cases, the British might have expressed admiration for the
Mughal constitution or ancient Hindu texts, but they ultimately
could only appreciate Indian traditions from a distance, in the ab-
stract.
[ here P'inc evert Lor tha il age wou' | hardly have
b/ 1 1cons¢ ttonto B ssain, i v 2= (e co. scension of Eu-
pe rempit med (the the ™ Ltisl stayed irreve ably British, fail-
ing to follow the Mughal model of settlement and cultural assimila-
tion="0 be suras™urke hadeued fprenural and pa'itical respect,
b | > had g oassume thath co dde o frc o he security of a
It al ideri v of 7v's ¢ m tha! ou  be univers and local at the
same time, while Indian culture could only be local. It was no acci-
dent that for Burke Indian culture was defined by the idea of caste:
for © s was & 1deahal atlear in  ritisi asa, ) /s totalizing as
s 1l setern | anditre sted th er , Cioutside  even as it made
_ltEor those woiiits soc. uasp vectually unthitkable.
Indeed, Burke was one of the few eighteenth-century Englishmen

1

to/ lcipate ¥ C'C¢ nialt Saic gy - oacn all cad as the key to
' 1 standit  India du ngthe 1te = ‘enth atury. For caste,

it ameto. k=0 nu ler! er¢ onial rule, notin fact some
unchanged remnant of ancient India, not some single system that
refis a coreizatiopa i ue, i hasicexpreston of Indian
tr' o on. Ity sonlyun :rBritt 1l 2the ‘cas 7 Jecame a single

i capable fnar'ng  xpres 1g, nd above al ystematizing In-
cha’s diverse and complex torms of social identity, community, and
organization. In nrecolonial India, units of social identity were mul-

tif < and th’ [ vanious/ tation, an me: ng. hal of a complex,
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conjunctural, and constantly changing political world. Social iden-
tity instead was embedded in contexts that had to do with temple
communities, regional as well as local territorial affliations, lin-
cages, families, royal retinues and orders, warrior subgroups, king-
doms, occupations, sects, factions—to mention only a few exam-
ples—that only later became congealed around, and under, the
si cidea o cae > Un® oL tish ..l, nste becs .e the colonial
f 1 of civi ociety, ju fyingl ¢ 232" Upoli . rights to Indian
ab cets (ne wof lent andd xpl ning the ni essity of colonial
rule. But in the eighteenth century, caste was given little significance
byost Britisheammentstis. wheswesa fasmore kely to invoke

¢ ¢ fdonsof story or [ iigion| ar fsor tyi !

rrom the start, nowever, ruropean imperial power, as described
by Burke and others, was predicated on the assumption of European
u 1 ersality/ Naticls ¢ choass nd - cou ! bocd Unized not just
2 use the lost battl failec o = vCiop the ¢ nomic resilience

tor dependenc_, or were seen as

7

“nc political ="y necco
underdeveloped in other respects, but also because they were local.
0 when & Jion vers G 0 Hi g or turkd urged respect
f ¢/ Heal et ure, they 1d so ¢ he 7 litatc  aperial power, as
17 ecase ¢ Had ags, wted no e the idea ¢ empire, as in the
case of Burke. Both Hastings and Burke, whatever their actual inten-
tie, created " eecess? aditic " these of tradition to jus-
t y mperic power. H tings i gl hav patrc # :d distinguished
) atalist s nolarran. Burke aig - have spoke  eloquently about
the glories of the East, but they introduced the notion that tradition
could be useful for rule. It is perhans not a historical accident that

t' » tandald tempire/ cona mr lanc exco ial 1 by Burke gave
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way to other kinds of scandals in the years after the conclusion of
the impeachment trial. By the late eighteenth century, empire, no
longer steeped in European scandal, vindicated itself through its
confrontation with Indian tradition. Increasingly, local custom be-
came the principal site of corruption and vice, and by the early nine-
teenth century the notion of a civilizing mission began to be articu-
lat.  nrelatic’ O tualst Lol ed 1oLl

. s proc s did not appen m1 i iy, ne vas its outcome

¢ sarily pr._sowt 1 by he h? Oryt early emp: . The utilitarian
reformers who were cultivated by Wellesley and came to dominate
thesmperial este' tishmeptnthe fipt S desndes of the new cen-
tu /| vere n¢ responsit - for ti e wvatic of < ym as both the

ss nof a1 just“ca. n for/ e lonial state ndeed, many of
the young reformers who spent their full careers in the East lived
and worked with Burke’s zeal. sincerely believing that empire was a
n¢ | enterp’ e, ancat’ apora or attl . N ver ieless, the gen-
= 1 neofy tiseforIn ancul re  aciad beer dopted by many
- thl eighteersc 7 Cntury 7 Liazers jradually be_in to give way to
the horrified description of rites of barbarism that were used to con-
ver e civilif Lo L cor ipue han scan faltoat i s endemic in
T st

W ile the™ hont d t¢ ».af alte 1l rhetoric | s driven princi-
pally by the new crusading evangelicals, led by Charles Grant and
Wit nm Wilbar™ne, thes w culireowmpations also served
to (| agapt twasleft ithew el Bur sci o ingof imperial

c¢ . Whei oncdca 'al ref rec to the explc s of the coloniz-
ers, scandal now began to reter to the lives of the colonized. Tipu
Sultan had been vilified in the British imaginary by Wellesley and

hi' & ociates nlargep/ tovi lice ran itar ca’ .paign that was
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costly, dangerous, and opposed by the board of control. Colonel
William Kirkpatrick, Wellesley’s military secretary and member of
the Mysore Commission, wrote that Tipu Sultan was “the intolerant
bigot or furious fanatic; the oppressive and unjust ruler; the harsh
and rigid master; the sanguinary tyrant”; and Mark Wilks, whom
Wellesley installed as the British resident of Mysore in 1803, wrote
th Tipu S i had < Sip malll S s ©owguel ne projects of
i 0 l—hol war”'®Bu ovarbar. n7 29 ‘assoc  cd primarily with
ol cal reg. es< d i1 wid s 12 aer than cu aral practices, de-
spite myriad graphic descriptions of torture and self-mortification
thatavere assoaind with ' seligicmanf thefrast.
ie mos lorid earl’ >xamp 5 ¢ cultr al s¢ 2t il came with the
ra atizatic  of 2%, . prac’ e burning wi bws written about
in tones of horror well betore Raja Kammohun Roy advocated its ab-
olition in 1818. What magnified the significance of sati, and more
b o dly chat sed tiid ¢/ racter of | itish isce rs/ on religion and
1l re, ho ver, was. ot Roy o1 . poisonal ¢ ncerns about the
aidbus abuse T vomer 7 iathe the mobiliz ion of missionary
pressure to enter British India and Christianize the practice of em-
p. Missior cico ad M i ot e o it Ind (for fear of of-
{0 nglInc nreligiot sensib  ti chrou, out the late eigh-
;e h centt wthe fasc adist Don any followe  local practice by
endowing Hindu and Muslim religious institutions and festivals.
T Compapstnreoss nd wit's'mamaistenape of order and
t o asycol uctotco merce nc inde thes < nditions the En-
gl >nmen ompm ttor gic stoleration -as easier to enact
in India than at home.

When Charles Grant, a senior figure in the Indian Home Admin-
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istration, returned from a long stint in India in 1790, he lobbied to
include what became called the “Pious Clause” in the renewed
Company Charter of 1793—but was rebuffed despite his high stand-
ing and considerable influence on Company affairs. The Pious
Clause not only called for the Company to stop restricting the entry
of missionaries into British India; it was designed to mandate that
the  ompany® Lpp st m Lo wac . Wi reas’ ach measures

24" ppinc  of the native in-

or sl tobe: opted for e inte st
bi ntsofti \Brit ‘na winid sir ndia, as ma  gradually tend to

their advancement in useful knowledge, and to their religious and

meu! improvensnt: . theCourt pf Risectem . . aue hereby em-
p¢ v ed an¢ equired | send | 1t, om. me ne . .. fit and
OF £ perso. . ..Jwsc hol me ert missionarie  or otherwise . . .

L he said Court or Directors are hereby empowered and required to
give directions . . . to settle the destination and to provide for the
n¢ < sary an’ deccat 1° anten ace of - pe on so to be sent

3

) ) Despi widespre suppe  f¢ aicclauset m the ascendant
“laplam grou, " ppositic " as intinse. Sir St¢ hen Lushington
spoke for many old Company hands when he feared that missionary
ac’ y(and £ G omabt Cuid axtel oo fec cati’ 1 more gener-
al ) yould1 cantheer of Bri h aacy 1. adia, for reasons
at. ad readi. had seer wt Am icas, where e colonized had
been all too aware of their own capacity for and right to self-rule.
Cnt had pamohis casn ™ missi o his #omphlet “Ob-
s¢ i ons o1 the State »f Soci y  mnon the < ac Subjects of
ei Britain 2arti¢ ar. with ' spc tto Morals,” 1d on the Means
of Improving It. Written Chietly in the Year 1792.” This text had an

extraordinarily lono and influential career; although it was first cir-
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culated to generate support for the inclusion of missionary activity
in the Company charter renewal of 1793, it was actually printed for a
much larger audience only in connection with the charter renewal
of 1813, when at last it was successful. In his pamphlet, Grant argued
that Britain had an obligation to attend to the happiness, general
welfare, and moral improvement of the people under its rule in In-
di  indthate .00 lywe o thi a0 hac ept £t empire must
I 7 matei lf throug Christ 17 ‘207 s, a1l Jy seeking to pro-
10 those'| #na® les \ wauna’ ‘ed  ation and = mversion. Bengal
had seriously deteriorated under British rule, but the causes for this
worn not, Grasiimogestedmerelyma'tiaal wnd ecavomic. Rather,
¢ ¢ asthe/ ompany; juldta o ame alci o ter by accepting
s | hristiar_»bligavor. and d° te< he people | India would find
genuine improvement only through Christianization.
Grant’s diagnosis of Hindu character was severe, and out of keep-
i ¢ vith the eneriad aratic th: haa eer ' “ssed for Indian
vi zation| contem| raneo; B ..icomme ators as diverse as
Do, Orme, . ings, a..,ones.  _rant wrote, We cannot avoid
recognizing in the people of Hindostan, a race of men lamentably
d® nerate 20 &oc 2, 1l e sbu cicd e ase/ - moral obliga-
11 yetob nate in t ir distt ar =% lat thc <now to be right,
ov mned by alat renc 2d ent s passions, rongly exemplify-
ing the effects produced on society by great and general corruption
of anners, ax ' ink inat e by i iees? Despiir the language
¢ 1 cial co lemnatio.  Gran' ot atte ugg.  aat the problem
a¢ hotin . ot envm. to th' pe e of Hind' tan, but rather to
their religion. In an extraordinary statement of displacement given
the political context, he wrote that this religion was “a despotism,

t' o nost rel arkabic f¢ ats po. er i oad dioatic e ( the world had
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ever seen.” He quoted from William Jones’s recent translation of the
Manu Dharma Shastras for proof that Hindu law enjoined fraud, ly-
ing, abuse, and oppression, and he provided graphic images of the
popular worship of cruel and licentious gods, most especially Kali.
Most troubling of all, however, was the institution of caste, itself the

product of the fraud and imposture of the Brahman priests who used

rel ntoe or o her ic 1
nt’s pc erful trac | me at missionaries
both ey ef httobe we bmed by the im-
ally po ian souls—
and the power
ity cu  the place ¢ Hinduism in In-
1an society. In i aries had been the first to mount a sys-

tematic critique

caste—and by implication of the Brahman priest-
ce tury, in ways
at missionaries

e Great Rebel-

e da

d
lion of 1857.

sionari 11
of cus. ms or rit
are.

the rite of hook-swinging, and more generally seeking to clothe the

t’

d i ocating govern-
g sati and | 1man sacrifice to
0 In the early
c

a new paper,

accounts of the

evils of Hinduism and the critical role of missionaries in bringing

light to Asia.
nw}li@ |
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Grant’s tract, and used his writings extensively in his stirring speeches
in Parliament.”” In assailing Indian society, he asserted that “both
their civil and religious systems are radically and essentially the op-
posites of our own. Our religion is sublime, pure and beneficent.
Theirs is mean, licentious, and cruel . . . the essential and universal
pervading character [of their civil principles] is inequality; despo-

it inthe b Ll Hasse® Lo wdat cil op, vessic 1 in the lower.”

Y L D

i erforcc  speecher nad ec e ke i1, eir denunciation
f e Com, nvs .t irced for he moral r eneration of em-

pire. As he had noted on another occasion, “T'he foulest blot [next

1 1

tothe slave o'l on thaswaral chasenter of the sountry was the
v I agness|  the Parl ment ¢ d e pe ble « o rmit our fellow-

1k cets .. 0 oathe™as ndies’  re iam ... unc 1 the grossest, the
darkest and most degrading system of idolatrous superstition that
almost ever existed upon_earth.” Wilberforce brought India and
t' © Sompa’ to t.e pf oular hag hatio in sitd 0 in a way that
"¢ hot bee the case . ace the ay Sunounding ne opening of the
“langs impc " Lnent o Liter-¢ _atury beforct Warren Hastings
betrayed the difference of the new age when he noted with sad resig-
n nthat @ e hewsd Gwe swa e otrn apht (g over his own

I 7 yofto ration anc ‘especl

.~ L

1e Miss. san’ Kegu ¢ pt lished in J© uary 1813, played

an important role in generating widespread support for a mission-

11,

aroresence " ndia. P e the = ¢ er the charter, more
t a2 837 p/ tions cor iining, op xim cly i« ! a million signa-

i suppo. g thver v of v ssic aries were ¢ bmitted to Parlia-
ment.”! The Register was designed precisely to mobilize this kind of

campaign, and it did so_most successfully by publishing articles
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on the society and culture of India, especially on themes such as
“Hindoo Superstitions,” “Hindoo Mythology and Deities,” and “Hu-
man Sacrifices.” The “Hindoo Superstition” in which the journal
took a special interest was widow burning.

At the height of the charter debate in June 1813, the Register pub-
lished an extract on sati from William Ward’s Account of the Writ-
ing Religion< .o “annd o) 2 H .0 »ul shel in Serampore
ir .£ .Ane lysource fauthc ta » srmac . on Hindu reli-

on nd soctc wind litar »Wad s bk went thre gh eight editions
between 1811 and 1822, serving as a major source for evangelical as
we'lss ethnogras'vic publiciians. \Wand's textvhad begun as a care-
fu ¢ d relat ely dispal onate| cce nt ¢ van ¢ Customs, but it

ft ldrame callynfte. 813t0 1e oint where,  its final edition,

1t advocated the civilizing mission ot empire.”? When the book was
quoted and paraphrased by the editors of the Register, its dry discus-
sic | fthe dif crenvpost Jlesci tu @ bas  fo. ati vas overlooked
1 e orofitt nore drar. tic deg ip i ot actue cvents. The Reg-
~Zer zprinted . i's mos. - Lific Cories of widov burning, fram-
ing each extract with a call for sympathy and action—for example,
whitnoted” Lol wery Sine an e wil real the following
S/t aent,p vthewrel hed the sa o lersex o0 are sacrificed

er year in. it b a’ weld (per ition, and { ink God for her
own light and privileges, and pray and labour earnestly for the salva-
tiomf these mnble fel'smubjep™ TheRegistor was remark-
al y uccess | in raisit | funds or anisst 1 wc < nd support for

ss naryac vity 2ouin the ¢/ ce s ofthe Cor bany. In working
to make sati emblematic of Hindu practice and belief, it, and

the larger missionary movement of the early century, made the com-
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pelling argument that empire had a sacred mission to protect the
women of India from a barbaric culture and religion.

Late in his life, William Ward wrote that he wished he could “col-
lect all the shrieks of these affrighted victims, all the innocent blood
thus drunk up by the devouring element, and all the wailings of
these ten thousand orphans, losing father and mother on the same
ti 7inordd o esent L. fate ... niow ryas aversaries, and
¢ v them roughev ytown fi{ »' ed K  dom.** As Ward

n¢ other 1 siod ries arriet the message of ndia’s great need
across Britain, it was no accident that missionaries increasingly pro-

vir'ad the basis“wthe pore msuppastaf Rriten’s inpwerial presence
i I dia. TF Compan' zoverr, er acce ling '} gan to feel com-
el dtoin rvendin' cal aff rs|  ways that = had been careful
not to do before.~
The Company. however. was extremely careful to enlist local sup-
p 1« orthe/ soliticii of ati, as ell sscr ture ey .ence to suggest
a twas1 tviolating herea ‘el Jiotthe b adus. While pres-
curs grew in o and age " Csati 10 the years a-er 1813, it was not
until 1829 that the governor-general, Lord Bentinck, finally felt he
h'  ufhicier® Jioc ds @& wi i to sac he gislt Lve prohibition
¢ < i.Inp claiming eabol or [ Ben. ck cautioned that
bc tion war »hd anc v astt edas partof n effort to convert
Hindus to Christianity. Instead, he proclaimed, “I write and feel as a
lewator for #o W indus« s I bt mans enlic'riened Hindus
t o andf¢ " and he ascarc 1l poir out' < nis primary con-
er was to' vash/uta »ul st 1 u on British it 2726 Although the
Company government was always circumspect 1 India about its

dramatic intervention in Indian cultural customs, the abolition of
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sati became perhaps the most important moral justification for em-

pire across Britain and the west in the years thereafter.”

If by 1829 sati became the central scandal of empire, it was joined
soon thereafter by another religiously defined and validated “cus-

tom” that became almost as important a symbol of Britain’s civiliz-

ssion. Wit rved as chief
nder’ entinck, 1 S lizing his cam-
agains <7 luge o ari io that bands of rit-

ual murderers roamed the Indian countryside committing terrorist

! alez'»d the British
y authored arti-
azette o October 3, 1830.

rines across India accepted the offer-

n

igiously sanc-
“put an end in
, by which thou-

ading their evil
r burrows in the

immediate vicinity of the kennels, so may these men be found often

ecurely ished ve r privcipal judicial
e shmer® 7%
g the' ubli 1l¢ ved the pul cation of his ac-

count, Sleeman secured support from Bentinck to wage a war against

Mugs’ E&hﬁaﬁvve -
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more than three thousand highway robbers and to have executed
four hundred of the most hardened criminals. He also published
a series of works, from his lexicon of the Thug language (The
Ramaseeana; or, Vocabulary of the Thug Language, 1839) to his
history of “that extraordinary fraternity of assassins” (The Thugs or
Phansigars of India, 1839), as well as his long and popular work,
R bles and oo octiad Do) In o e L prt ished in 1844.

=Y of o works, perhaps

Il >xtensi  writings spirec 1 1
10 famour Pkt p N ada’ Ta or’s romant  fiction The Con-
fessions of a Thug, published in 1837.

YWhen descrina the extontto whinttt

2e "Thigs hat spread them-
§ v sand t cirevilde Isacr¢ th sub  ntii. o Sleeman wrote,
Sy oy arres. brought to tight # w ¢ mbinations nd associations of
these professed assassins, ana discovered new scenes in which their
dreadful trade was at work.”” While he noted that it was astonishing
t' ¢ he hor’ adousprd iem i 1o ybe 1rc @' “ed recently, no
‘e ous go rnment I 1 beer o1 iiicd to se. r-andom incidents
of “olence as inectew. e fa_. is, that un_.. these five or six
years, no one had any correct notion of its extent: all that was known
u o that pdoa as, 2 G eler won e sion oy enticed and
u lered b people c2 =d Thy 5, amec e garb of inoffen-
we wayfarer 7.0 ed) et arc o recognize 'hugs, since they
not only looked like ordinary villagers, but often were from different
sgrl groups"iies a pravathnan e e waszcessary to un-
¢ 1 and th' ntricate f action! z ¢ this' (tic. < _rnity of murder-
rs. sleemai absernd ¢ atthe' ipp cssion of tht zee would require
a major and coordinated assault. “It was obvious that nothing but a

general system_undertaken by a paramount power,_strong enough
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to bear down all opposition by interested native chiefs, could ever
eradicate such well-organized villainy.”*
Sleeman thus proposed a major initiative, which he promised

would have a satisfactory payoff in the end:

There can be no doubt that if the British government will pursue

orous or  w 1 wit' proper su-
1visio the part a be etely eradi-
ted, ne to ex( ions are sla ed, and any

fully initiated Thugs left at large, they would infallibly raise new

i eall “rltis cer-

e a o itself the

i ni¢ is now parar unt in India,
r the suppression of such an atrocious system.’!

S an’s w' < alo

ti 1 India Hor the in

e’ olice fo W

writings confirmed to a broad public in Britain that Hinduism was

the  use of a t d help good
h ovel vil.
Thug f tl t “whoever

have belonged, either before or after the passing of this Act, to any

garmof Thu r
omp| vy, sha
abor.” ©his

much easier to prosecute a prisoner on the charge of being a mem-

m.a Particuémmuf than ﬁ vfﬁdent evi-
307

some parts of
into an aggres-

ry policies. His

all be proved to

wit wi itor s of the East
D

r
he ge of proce re, since it was
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dence about the commission of a crime, especially when the crime
was associated with highway robbery. The thuggee ruling allowed
the state to claim due process when convicting “criminals” who
could not be proven to have actually committed the crime. Sleeman
was successful in establishing the convenience of the thuggee cam-
paign and then using the license it provided to classify a wide range
o nerant & &p undd G gle | ¢ ssifit don, but even
I adtoyp I back fre han ed ale 92 at hac 0 natural bound-
ry. When' rtait Obje ves’ ere chieved, he ften declared that
thuggee had indeed been eradicated, claiming success for his mis-
sic=just at tha=int it mi-"have L= to =="n ou*~f control.
ie prol 'm, of ca se, we th  the ario. ./ oups labeled as
w5 were' ighlysmis llane’ s, cluding iti rant mendicants,
soldiers disbanaed from service by chiefs who had been either con-
quered or at least converted into landlords, migrant labor, as well as
Q 1 gypsy: egrcaps/ «chas hei njar , wi . w e always on the
0 . Man_ of the gr¢ psider fic s aiugs he  been retainers in
-ne Malwa ki 7 oin, moc " whorfound then' :lves without em-
ployment after British conquest. Thuggee was even more diverse and
u uctured i rigint anc otive oLy ‘me’ eflecting noth-
i g nore t n an unc rgrour e of p. _rty and despera-

y
o1 connec i han; wetet Ces  th the dislo  tions rendered by
colonial conquest and rule.”
“uitish con about s lacken ™ fetyrand awibility on the
r a1 of th¢ ubcontin® it was| ot arels d t¢ % expansion of its
OU try trac. to th™vint ior of 1di and in parf ular the transport
of opium to Calcutta for 1ts use in the China tea trade. What gave
the classificatorv.rubric of thuggee its ring and its power (and its abil-
it~ displa’ = concery over « ng likel 1e ¢ iyl . trade) was the
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linking of an imagined religious cult committed to murderous activ-
ities with the legal and political logic of an expanding colonial state.
Despite the fragile nature of both the diagnosis of thuggee as a “sys-
tem” and then the general campaign against it, thuggee became an
important symbol of the civilizing mission of British rule.

Indian tradition came to take on very different meanings for the
Br' ainthed iy “ecadt Ui en ool tho ntw  Increasingly,

~L

tr I on bec me usefu ora v et onial ojects, from the

ar clical ai hiti<® S ot = C" Sha  group and  rious missionary
organizations, to the law-and-order concerns of the Company state
at so“me whepthad lost<tt=adingmsenape’s and avas secking to
es .| ish its¢ as the n' st efhic ni near of ¢ 1© ual administra-
"~ n Vhilet  Britth s te war it lly nervous  make too much
of the scandal ot sati, given tne possible unrest (especially in the up-
per classes and castes) that any interference in local religious cus-
tor | aight ¢ se, ituoor’ ound cc venie ttc sse’ e abolition of
1 justify. smission. ndno o' v wwitdos chan it launched
1 aggressive o paign to 1 Liafy @ eradicate’ie barbaric prac-
tice of religious robbery and murder (this time with fewer promi-
ne  dheren” ©ii scad lare amp o ong rey’ ed the names
al | gends - Clive, E field, a .nd th louveaux riches

be s, but ré herd e rie e Ctice of sati and - uggee. Although
the outburst of the Great Rebellion of 1857 forced the colonial state
to sotandon itoressivew ptin, ofmissioviization and
cii | ational eform, tI' notio, of ndiz trac i 1 developed in
" o5 earlier 'ecad v, ¢ d the Jbv us uses of ifferent colonial
characterizations of this tradition as a justification for and means
of rule became the basis for the establishment of the ethnographic

stz o late-r’ ieteernn-¢ atury o itic Indi TL et hographic state
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was about social regulation rather than social reform, and it assumed
its moral authority on the basis of its social superiority rather than its
harmony with or transformation of another civilization, as had been
the case for earlier generations of imperialists. Caste ceased to be an
institution that was to be overcome in order to convert souls, and be-
came instead the colonial version of civil society that could be ruled
thigh caste” O0 hsamt Gl itwe o ru d be' use of caste.
ie iron s of this = uation hc <4’ Usurp ¢ us, for modern

m re alwa_ins’ les. olE# Sug a peculiar 1 x of cultural con-
demnation and civilizing intention. Empire can only prosper where
th=—ubjects of =nire arewon as bo-'=ard;or dan=srous, or both,
I ¢ aseof ! cirsubjed ontot m Hftrz tior. »  modes of belief
1a can on. beng™t fi m the .vi ational ber 1cence and inter-
vention of a modern Western power. Even as the British justified
their new imperium in India through their commitment to free
v enfrog heciise/ satic Ay otect ‘tiz s/ um the threat of
" g way ro ery, the | aited § ite as more 1 ently represented
“ts p-imary ro.c - afghai 7 as thC liberation ©F women from the
oppression of the fundamentalist Taliban and the protection of all
A anis frof a uth? S5 o win co volld U the highways
« rading outes of t regior O -, the' .tish neglected to

1

Ge don thac heid wn'| wser’ Che  greatly exa: rbated the impor-
tance of sati (not to mention that their general commitment to so-
civ'weforms o ingful 2 men ans‘entlyisincere), and
t a ‘he ritt ( murder| ey wo =d > ha tos o ress was in large

ar where' wasp'ven ely f2 ici °d, the direc result of early im-
penal conquest and occupation. That the United States neglected
as well to mention its own rale in establishing the Taliban and arm-

it 2 he regi’ 1al wailof 5 in 1w Cc | Wi stre 2lt with the Soviet
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Union thus had an important imperial precedent. The narratives of
empire today continue to echo those of yesteryear in which scandal
was displaced from the colonizer to the colonized. That empire is
still seen as a burden, the consequence of the West’s superiority

rather than the principal reason for it, should be a source of endur-

ing historical shame.
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Empire

The ag prIthe Compa' in Parlia-

ment, the vote of censure moved against Lord Clive, the
impear .ne 0 C i
minis. ial schemi | iti s dffairs,
one of v 175 al world
of England, all these interferences contributed to make

our Ind- §
Comf ay with t
1883
\ Mnd BuCn inowerfuxempire. Few

orators, then or now, have captured the excesses and abuses of impe-

atori st istvpeeches and
. T ns itish imperial-
° to be as gl ious in its begin-

nings as it was in 1ts present and future, and for whom Hastings in-

c gly beca key icon of imperiz ess. Yet despite the
Mf Burk® s critique cal s r g the East In-
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dia Company, he neither condemned empire altogether, nor held
the East India Company responsible for the manifold abuses of its
imperial conduct. In the end, Burke’s real legacy was the transfor-
mation of Company rule into British imperium. Through his role in
shaping the reforms and then in impeaching Hastings, he managed

to rescue the imperial mission, transforming corruption into virtue,

p.  te mal in g
| triu )
. See en a

one of the first to note this transformation in his influential lectures

grace into na-

n of empire, was

of transition in rnglish history when at the same time America was

lost and India o covers the two great carecers of Clive

There was much unreasonable violence in the attacks made upon

astings< . aki
icular gers fea
ornwa she

immortal glory. For the stain of immorality did pass away as by

f he rule of
er g0 as taught to
e e time the  >Slitical danger

rom the connexion with India passed away.’

y und  stoo ¢ i ati ened in 1785,
h in 1 okin , ains of legit nating empire he
3L

4
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did not fully accord to Burke the important role he played in the
trial, where the “unreasonable violence” of Burke’s attacks provided
the exculpatory rituals that blotted out the stains of conquest.
Seeley did, however, comprehend the nature of the great trans-
formation, not just in lessening the dangers of empire, but also in
making the Company the agent of a newly conceived national mis-
sic. s he wi' S50 nthed Goa

C

th 5 sh the gulating = ts but' os  =o Ccular s a result of the

jus e, o ke’ interventions,

ip chmen «iald vork lind e ¢ 1to identifi he Company in
particular, and the Indian mission more generally, with the English
nation.’ The trie' of Warrae Mastings ot beqn the fmal act in the
ef 1 spann’ gtheeigl ‘enth ¢ nti yto. rne i perial power—
n  with i1 »erialswe: h and sre ge—secure  to Britain, both
as “nation” and as “state.” Unce Burke had succeeded in this en-
deavor, the stain of commercial origins could be removed, the spe-
cii | ixof el nomiCag politi \li eres rea m/ = as the expres-
' n fnatio. linterest ne blo: f< iuar washe out as the moral
~arate fora . and or ., Cnal pobject was latiched. Burke did
his work very well indeed.
ley was . eagl Cu. am oy e Tin aerid nistorians, for
h' ¢ nplain [thatthis crytrar o1 =t hadi de possible a na-
n  amnes: ahe (the en® Can  of empire or the history of
England itself. He began his lectures with a critique of the blinkers
of "unlish histarmmaphy:“ v [ow' s iarias ] malsrtoo much of
th * ere pa; amentary rangle nc he s tatic < .bout liberty, in
v ich ma ers thveip teent' cer ary of Engli d was but a pale
reflexion of the seventeenth. I'hey do not perceive that in that cen-
tury_the history of Fngland is not in_Fngland but in_America and
As « Seele’ realizcd [ utely’ at whe' we 2o’ at the present

v

te of affai.  and still hore a he uwaie, we ¢ zht to beware of
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putting England alone in the foreground and suffering what we call
the English possessions to escape our view in the background of the
picture.” In his most famous remark, he noted, “There is something
very characteristic in the indifference which we show towards this
mighty phenomenon of the diffusion of our race and the expansion
of our people. We seem as it were, to have conquered and peopled
h'  he world Lo Gtofd Sl e of il © A lye! espite Seeley’s
¢ i ntsen that hist ians h | f una .and the full sig-
ifi ance ot mnit for etiod [ h ory, he attr: ated the problem
in part to the history of the eighteenth century itself. For he also
wpnte, “Our asvisition o™ adia wesnadeHindlyNothing great
t 1 haseve deendon’ by Eng sh enb eve Y “ndone so unin-
n onally,"accitent ly,as/ ¢ ¢ questofIn a”’

Seeley’s account of imperial conquest repeats the justifications
and alibis made first by the conquerors themselves: that the sole ob-
ji e of i ue tusied nto politic | co juc. b accident rather

‘a by cor ivance or alculat n. CliCy noted  Nothing like that
vhilis strictly 7 ed a o) sttt place, buthat certain traders
inhabiting certain seaport towns in India, were induced, almost
f¢ d, in the ane chy 4 Gscd hy bt e of © 2 M sul Empire, to
¢ vi thems ves a mi ary ch ac . emp ; troops, that by
ae s of the et ps © wead aire  territory ar  at last almost all
the territory of India, and that these traders happened to be English-
mo and te vloy a«riein, oh vt a lasge, proportion
¢ I aglish © vopsinth rarmy * 1 is cc 1d hi f “n because anar-
ny 1ad alre dy se®n," ad Ind 0 “T - there wait g to be picked up
by somebody.” What happened in India in the late eighteenth cen-
turv_was therefore an “internal reyolution” rather than a “foreign

¢ ( uest.”
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Seeley’s extraordinary capacity to appreciate the constitutive sig-
nificance of empire for modern Britain thus must regrettably be
seen as the flip side of his failure to accept the integrity of India’s
own history." In the end, Seeley’s view of the history of empire was a
product of the same imperial hubris that erased the story of scandal

and corruption along with the entire history of the subcontinent.

E he ca toric e et nth’ cntury, James
nd Th' nas Macz lly t ress their anxi-
es bouti i i . as their we < was critical for

the development of Seeley’s own understanding of Britain’s Indian

le in the re-
r more critical

f the East India

terizati tion and de-

0
n. Ab i,a e dual system

1
v Iive, and ad

1s employers and successors; had contributed greatly to enhance

e difficulties in which. hv the a
eEngl@v - A
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saved from reform: and all the evils of a divided authority were
superinduced. The revenues were under a complicated, wasteful,
and oppressive economy . . . and the people were given up to op-

pression.!!

Mill believed that Clive was prone to “crooked artifice” both in

olitics fir _hut e 1 st harshly for
ing thi Hotential @ Di settlement.” As
ote,

diligently

the most

le. e 1d the great
i i i aw uad retu  ed to Europe;
i tors of the E_st India Stock;

and rendered them impatient for a share of treasures, which the

magina ei 1 ei’ own, repre-
ented ¢ hotonlyv

In this, Mill held Clive personally responsible, both for setting the

egregi ple he a tivn of Sortune and for
T eadi | ith riches”—for
i i h the cre¢ ous Company so

ondly relied, that a torrent ot treasure was about to flow into their

7 ill was insistent on
0 of its servants,
18

3
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and in so doing to privilege the view from England. And he wrote
his history of Clive to warn the public against repeating the same
mistake: “Till the present moment incessant promises of treasure
have never failed to deceive, without ceasing to delude.”™
Mill was offended by Clive’s relentless self-interest, and though
he judged Hastings harshly as well, he saved his most venomous
co. tents for’ Lo und® s ca o thiford e Company,
a1 | hose e raordinary udacil w¢ wnet ltichec ) any other salu-
ty lent. K warl® Sly o GILE Sow his account g of the general
level of corruption on the part of Company servants by noting that
nomalitical or s tary polismas pysmeadisole'y for yanal purposes,
ar . cfallsy stim to hi’ bwnlo Ity oth’ Con < y when he ulti-
ite v excus . Corpaiserva s | their actic 5. Despite Mill’s
narsh verdict—ecnoing Burke s rhetoric while shitting the burden of
Company misrule onto the founder of empire—Clive’s reputation
wi | on to 1 sounc, dd ugso . st bbus in hel imous 1840 es-
I Thom Macaula  whick ac s(isiblyat view of the favor-
2ole, though 1 ely dus 7 iograp -y of Clive = John Malcolm
that had been published in 1836.
ile Mag® iay vas 4 s e ¢ tiae alne Swl se love passes
th~ ve of b \graphers: nd wh ¢z .othir. but wisdom and
sti 2 in the' #ied of 1 wide® 7 ar his hagiogt Hhic approach to
Clive, he was equally critical of Mill. “But we are at least equally far
fromroncurringnthe sertudgt o Mo Milleswho seems to
u¢ ¢ show 1| 5 discrim’ ation 1 hi acce at oo @ ive than in any
1c part of ‘s val“ubll work” “or flacaulay, a  storian more in-
terested in the characters of great men than in the fortunes of trad-

ing houses, it seemed self-evident that “every person who takes a fair

ar | alighte/ dviewoff iswhe ¢ cern sta mi ‘hatourisland,
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so fertile in heroes and statesmen, has scarcely ever produced a man
more truly great either in arms or in council.” Indeed, Macaulay saw
Clive as the man who made the Indian empire possible, and accord-
ingly he felt it necessary to praise the historic beginnings of empire

and to canonize its founder."

i,

f

s 1if as h India, where
three yea | egal member of
14 vhic o neral, then Lord

C

rved
hief

Bentinck, on all matters). While in India, Macaulay wrote his fa-

' ichehe had decisively rec-
fo r-level curricu-
raordinary | aft for the Indian

is account of Clive, in what became

()

ghals|, powerful

was yet, even in

ive, scrutiny. In

with all the vices

of Oriental despotism and with all the vices inseparable from

thelominati ace 4 ce” ' emitvand structural
the [ apire on 0 in us ways under
gzeb," Sl g o 1 weight sc 1 after his death,

when “the ruin was fearfully rapid.” Macaulay went on to observe
t ith

nts
hich v' 5 fast : ‘th n ars the empire

“viole s from wi incurable de-

\
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had undergone utter decomposition.” Macaulay wrote the litany
with his characteristic hyperbolic prose: “A succession of nominal
sovereigns, sunk in indolence and debauchery, sauntered away life
in secluded palaces, chewing bang, fondling concubines, and
listening to buffoons. A succession of ferocious invaders descended
through the western passes, to prey on the defenceless wealth of
Hi Hstan.”"

" > view  endemic Jugha le = isnoc _w, though here

w  stated ~ b | ¢ feabd 1 ore forceful  than ever, and
with the clear aim to absolve England of any role in the creation of
thewolitical vassom of thawishteept' s mantups Magoulay credited

th | ench,/ dthema uisJo: bh ranc sD

X in particular,

th irst see. 2 “thavit’ as pos ole o tound an uropean empire
on the ruins of the Mogul monarchy, and indeed with devising the
system of indirect rule.”® “He was perfectly aware that the most easy
an | onveni¢ cway.n/ ucha Ef ope: aa nt er could exer-
o o overeig v in Indi was t¢ o7 iaie mot s, and to speak
~rozh the mic 2 of son. 7 Laterii | puppet dig ified by the title
of Nabob or Nizam.” Macaulay averred that by the middle of the
cel y, “thes ipie wag® jae dis wvee VT Fret ch were about
t¢ ot italize n the op) rtuniti ¢ i Ly thi ssolution when

L AL

1 alourar war’ s o1 -ure nglish yout suddenly turned

the tide of fortune.”"” When Clive entered into the military strug-

111

glewt Madrag«" = almoste te-har gavinthe Fuglish the up-
p¢ - nd?

W at the I hglisknec »d ne we an excuse f  imperial expan-
sion. This they achieved through “that great crime, memorable for
its singular atrocitv.” He meant the “Black Hole,” which Mill had

alt | ccount’ | but'pas’ d ove qu kly,  erhe s/ ccause he was
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aware of the extent to which Holwell had exaggerated his account
for dramatic effect. For Macaulay, however, “Nothing in history or
fiction, not even the story which Ugolino told in the sea of everlast-
ing ice, after he had wiped his bloody lips on the scalp of his mur-
derer, approaches the horrors which were recounted by the few sur-

»22

vivors of that night.”** Clive was given his moment in history, and

w  rhewor’ o attled il eyl Gl 0, 1 Mad alay’s account,
vt little b pfrom M Jafar, hc +%a¢ him' .y at the last min-
te when thi autt ‘me “the Lttll wvas already  ear.

Despite the general tone of praise, even Macaulay could not
opr'ook the avwing hintefecand ' thaughshis “wory faults were
t o of a igh and/ hagnai mc s sp t” ' Obugh Macaulay

1d d Cliv. wrorwin orging - d  ument for = mnirchand, he un-
derstood the ditniculties ot Uriental politics.” “He knew,” Macaulay
wrote sympathetically, “that he had to deal with men destitute of
v . in Eu’ pe wscal” 1 hor ar, vith ' en' he would give any

‘o iise wil out hesit: on an¢ dri & any pron ¢ without shame,
-nc with mer. 5 woure  erup Clously emp!; corruption, per-
jury, forgery, to compass their ends.”” But while he condemned
€ for higt sige o het «Cao T hi wor s ¢ hed/ choing Clive’s
¢ v defens of himse in Par v 7 lacaur noted that Clive
bo far lesst »mi ents =AY Lttt n he could have, and that his
jaghire was a public reward for his manifold services. He dismissed
thewworries ofttempa e wh “ackithad /oany case not

1 cernment of the

I sway I ore the © stice,| oc atie  anc
.0 Mons.

Macaulay’s putative liberalism might have upset many fellow
Englishmen; for example, he argued against separate racial legal sys-

to 1 and pr’ sosed the' ossibi y t at, it ime i once educated,
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Indians would become consumers as well as citizens. But he effec-
tively sealed an imperial historiography on the conquest of India.
Most subsequent imperial historians followed his suit in praising
Clive as the founder, neglecting the uneven record and contingent
character of Clive’s accomplishment while excusing his corruption
in terms taken directly from his own parliamentary defense. James
M’ history” i taned el ritic cco vt cond mnation both

f

of 1 ian civ ization a1 of Eu pc 2+

ental. scholarship, but

gl cted by e inia sstakt Shn nt when it~ me to his assess-
ment of Clive; Macaulay’s lyrical account of the history of British
commmest, by cantest, wase s Tuentiph i martdhecaugarof his liberal
cr 1 htials.

V. caulay' hccovntc Hastiv s w  far more ai bivalent than his
measure of Clive.~” Althougn he credited Hastings with preserving
and extending an_empire, and with founding a polity, he seriously
qu « oned h' judgiien’ ind ht int mty. lasc gs' 1d end the dis-
1 e 1oussy emofdul sovere nt acnad bec  set up by Clive,
cat e did so o T just an 7 laudtint means. Clastings did raise
money for Company coffers when the financial situation was so dire
in/ yearsaf . u. cred Crachane oo ng fan’ e, but he did
s¢ a in by ing meth s that et o iably' acked by Philip

ar is and + ‘w4 B e aca ay admired  astings’s intelli-
gence, as well as his administrative acumen, his zeal on behalf of the
statwmand his 20 mal ges iy, Avesirewonizerrthat without
hi 1l of C ve’s acco plishn ntt wou' hav ' ‘en for naught.
"t astings. ad bion  h con’ ter y unprincip :d to be a model
hero tor imperial history. Burke’s indignation might have “acquired

too_much of the_character of personal aversion,” and he doubtless

lo | sense’ t preport n anc al ce 1 his ‘7 <on Hastings,
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but his zeal was pure, his malice unaffected by political or personal
interest. As Macaulay put it, “The plain truth is that Hastings had
committed some great crimes.”*

Mill too had been critical of Hastings. Apart from his conviction
that “a failure in pecuniary obligation can never justify a war of ex-

termination,” he held Hastings accountable for increasing the level

t
t
le. 1 proce

oi he £ nsiderable ex-
al, as preoccupied
dure H>ut he was largely
sympathetic regarding Burke’s case, and clearly found Hastings’s

the year that
turned on the
republished with

s editorial revisions, in 1858, it would

xceptional to a British reading public to
HPSY only cursory
hasSeen comm(ted on for his cri-
e h' sle.” ilson accepted
ts, ade clear that

great crime  and misdemean-
ors. Even Hastings’s minor faults paled before his accomplishments:

niglue teHastings.” Wil-
a s ither tyranny or
Singh or ¢ n the begums of
wadh.?” He wrote,
ethe' therc.ure = a he systems
hich Il e prepaile i i ¢ days of  astings, for the
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collection of the revenue or the distribution of justice—to the
consolidation and durability of the political power of the Com-
pany, which he found feeble and tottering, and left impregna-
ble—or to the liberal spirit of inquiry and zeal for the public
service which he impressed indelibly upon the character of the

Company’s servants, it cannot be denied that his administra-

h ¢ ° thd Company,
g e gro e of Great
W, si ew of G. R.
rable Warren
y caricatur¢  Gleig for having

of biographical hagiography when he

enerositv to the cuckolded husband of his fu-
u siderations of
n

abasl d approbation of

ted on the

derstandings of imperial beginnings, concealed to protect the new

ial misg’ e te. ate aing enth century,
sidual’ -nse of e S e im conquest had
ly disa as le hen Fitzjar s Stephen wrote

two substantial volumes in which he tried to put to rest all of the

W necessary un-

all ing ol icey xecution of
e alleged “hor-
ination” of the
had “never oc-

732 In su

cu ing, even Macaulay’s
b g

stic erous. John

y, the

aric
ret

the L cral government
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from 1906 to 1910, was seriously advised to ban both of Macaulay’s

essays on Clive and Hastings.”

The first Cambridge History of India, planned as a comprehensive
six-volume history ranging from ancient India to the period of

Indian empire, was published between 1922 and 1937. Edited by

) ¢ nd culture of
ritish ini i London, it was
labora 2 i i ritish academics’

understanding of the dominant trends and trajectories of Indian

ch of i
. e after ti

conduct,” “insi itt mind,” and “extraordinary gift of leader-

erial origins,

e years of carly

Clive’s “resolute

ot corrupt (“they
r judgment must

fall upon the age rather than upon the individuals.”** Clive was

‘ng a1 le;/ astings too was
a as amitous mistake
it leveloped i o something like

b

astings him-
t offered “mag-

tings shoul  have been given a

gran e crown,” and he could have

been the prim m of the whole svstem of the In-
k Mgover ent. 1S i astings was an
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anachronism, a cumbrous method of inflicting most unmerited suf-
fering on one of the greatest Englishmen of his time, something very
like a travesty of justice.””” Burke had surrendered to a “violent ani-
mosity against the accused,” refusing to “accord him even those
rights and facilities which it would have been unrighteous to deny to
the worst of criminals.” And so “perhaps the greatest Englishman
wh wver rule” L, ad i cho | was me thid o defects pos-
s¢ ¢ in sy rabundar measu  tl o e ari crtile brain, the

el’ s energ, and e 1 wfol ‘ud which distt guishes only the
supreme statesman, was left with his name cleared but his fortunes
ruinad, and evarhope offtre digination and evensemployment
ta > froml 7%

L dwell’st ‘storythu eflect he ind of uncr ical hagiography
ot the founders and the guaraians of empire that came to character-
ize imperial historiography. even when cast in the relatively mea-
su - prose [ ofhcal ¢ idemi hit ory. f Eootis s had seemed
> 1 omise to Maca ay, Bu e o ule one vith the deepest
~awt oy the tin T Dntish 270y haresponded 7 the first serious
nationalist mobilizations against imperial rule in India. What was
alr —y “unre’ i e v e Dfol socl o boamd for Dodwell,

<«

Y b ntanii osity,” anc n this) as. ' aciati. Burke’s serious

ford ten long with t  violence of the

les oning 6. i e w.
conquest and occupation itself. The idea of empire’s importance, as
we''s of its paimence red i agivo derond on a view
in a ich ba  Clive ai Hasti ;s cre. be ' < as the uncon-

te heroes £ Brit 'n’s mperi pz

Even Seeley had believed that since Britain’s government of India
was a good thing for both India and Britain, the legacy of Clive and

H' ' 1gs had O bescen’ 1apc tiv hist¢ calt gl The only real
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worry about Clive was that his actions had placed an immense bur-
den on Britain’s shoulders. Nevertheless, Seeley advised that the
burden of empire be accepted as the inheritance of the past, and
that for India’s sake, if not for Britain’s, it would be necessary “to gov-
ern her [India] as if we were to govern her for ever.” It is not, there-
fore, insignificant that Seeley is to the present day referred to as the
“f aderof o of B2 oCl L hil L) ma s wi < regarded as a

¢

1¢ ng his riographi | influ et o just 1 nis claims about
1e mporta. 2o mp . alsc or his abidi 7 commitment to
the principle of liberty over despotism.*

Coeley’s contimed imasiance ineenfrmed in the new five-vol-

1

U o Oxfor¢ istory of e Brit 1 I apirc 199¢ 2 )g). In his intro-
ac on to e volmme »n “hi ori graphy,” Wi am Roger Louis,
the general editor of the History, chose three works that were “espe-
cially significant for the background of the volume”: Gibbon’s De-
¢ and F¢ of tho'Ro' an Ei_ire 1776, 78¢ N caulay’s History
I agland 849—18s5 and S' le. Capansion f England (1883).
s Louis expra o, the w7 work“have a ceral bearing on the
interpretation of Empire’s end, its purpose as well as its beginning,
al  heyall ¢ (ui nto/ puc lebe ele s we (was held to be
¢ p cally i portant, 1 tleast’ ¢z =’ had « foresight to note
1 ontradic. =M wec. len rac n white sett - colonies and des-
potism in India. And yet despite this apparent criticism of empire,
Setey viewed ™ sh rulenimme Wly ftter thon Indian rule,
¢ ¢ ndiaas nimperia ourden sv llas’ pern +f atresponsibility.
I part, & -ley fis | escier en 1gh to und¢ stand that Britain
would not be able to maintain its world dominance without an em-

pire to rival either the United States or Russia, but in his call for a
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global “Greater Britain” he accorded no more political recognition
to contemporary India than he gave it historical recognition in his
view of the Indian context for conquest. In invoking Seeley as a
constitutive historical figure in relation both to his sense of imperial
origins and his concern about imperial governance, Louis betrays

the continued acceptance on the part of most imperial historians

th pire i
was | legitimat
i about =i a

sions (and the promises) of anticolonial nationalism have subsided.

: ept when exer-
@ o ere the same
emly 1s we see consis-

unse
auon of fascist regimes in Europe.

ic i m ‘ acterized the
istc 1€ iy umete century to the
the > of N1, Macaul ), and Seeley, or

more recently in the work of Holden Furber, Peter J. Marshall, and

‘ it -h Empire is a
the ssts and benefits
e ] oblems of e pire are still un-

astations of impenal rule on the colonized, and the extent to which

MUggICS éle@stﬁrmv themselves
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critical legacies of imperial rule, are discounted even as these ques-
tions are subordinated to discussions about the effects of empire on
Furope. Once again, imperial history undermines the significance
of its own subject. Even where empire is the principal academic
subject, it is accorded only a marginal historical role, for the claim
that through its imperial history Europe itself was critically formed
ar  aunche” Lo mod® L wh LCD w ¢ non’ ¢ political, so-
¢ a orcult alrespec: —issti. 1a '’ hkaby

I ignorii wthe = pi sine® Oste lonial ques ons, imperial his-
tory of this kind ironically diminishes the importance of empire for
bet'sthe metras'= and thealony 'S oaf hape argiad here, funda-

1 2 alnoti 1sof burd canm !

el ty— eas '/ .tue, corruption,

at nalism_overd'gnt_ econs iic eedom, gov nmentality, tradi-
tion, and history itself—derive in large part from the imperial en-
counter, then even Seeley’s conviction that most of England’s eigh-
t¢  h-centy y hiscory [ ipperi i1 he ¢ lon s 1 st be taken far

o literal  Foroper rs, imy a ooty must ngage the insular-
“ty =ad autonic 7 of the ©leign’ ssumptions - national history.
The British state only began to reform the power and privilege of old
¢/ ption of “Cii ad X iGp ad € aic ubi ou’ y over the cor-

[ on eng zed in by f‘nglisk ha ' U Indi who became dis-

e« ‘the' wead 5 o capitalism. = he impeachment

ar ng sym.
trial of Warren Hastings was a critical moment in the delineation of
th=lationsh# " tween" nanag T eonuhaintse onsidered fun-
¢ 1 ntal t¢ carly imp’ ial trac a1 the nal’ < ution of the im-

er | proje. as a'ext ssions  th national in rest. The modern
idea of sovereignty developed not just in tandem with the nation-
state_and the metropolitan_struggle between contractual account-

a | yand| atica.righ ,bute o tens nv. h/ e history of im-
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perial expansion and the contradictions that emerged around differ-
ent publics and constituencies for political rule. The foundational
significance of free trade and the idea of an open economy emerged
in relationship to a history of monopoly capital in the imperial the-
ater, which facilitated the substitution of the extra-economic con-
trols of a colonial state (and the political economy of empire more
ger lly) for .07 lien L0n olyl Giil tec mad  to a national
tr I g com| ny. The = bdern  at¢ w2’ srn it art from distinet
lo al roots. frad 'the neci® atic  of property ights in relation
to the revenue needs of an expansionist state, to the development of
legaand admin®tative ;e to cguemensate:Hor the failure to pro-
vi: > ven th" promise { popul  s¢ ereic ty (v ¢ ase an external
p ialregi e, hoeve repres ate ve the color 1l state might be,
15 always seen as daespotic). viodern history in Britain emerged out
of an imperial mix in which the scandals of early conquest in India
we < s imp¢ ant ac By' e clai ed ey re, wvel hough he left
) @ eearlic ones
W len these - idals wo T iorgotiin, they becine the repressed
residue of empire, the necessary detritus of the consolidation of the
na alistide 5ol tated Lao sere ag. he lea/  Europe itself
4" >¢ ded o1 he sealin; Hff of it o om th ontinued recog-
ac  of its 1. alie® ion" wend Uep adence on ¢ e role of empire
in capital accumulation and the broad array of opportunities, influ-
enf and resa e fromadtereat 'd. The opuwsition of Eu-
rc ¢ nd its ther is tI  resuli »f = at & aial, - ther artifact of
ip e. Evel mordtite lly, B ‘op was built { m the riches of
its global possessions. The commandeering of these resources ulti-
mately required the mystifications of empire_that had begun so

fir + to cor cal nith¢ astye s ¢ the ght ' century. First
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Furope “became” itself through imperial conquest; then it veiled its
dependence on the world outside by legitimating and naturalizing
empire, ultimately representing it as at best nothing more than a
burden and a terrible responsibility.

The survival of the basic assumptions and perspectives in impe-
rial history has continued to conceal the extent of Europe’s depen-
d’ eonem’ ., nthed L tme | wo. as aded iy serious rec-
¢ 1 ionof eextentc itsinfli nc an ¢ woi  .tcolonized. The

il al sensc »fth imy sial sttt was once enerally accepted
among eighteenth-century historians as various as Alexander Dow,
Ratart Ormeo!. Ghulass Hussainedasing the ear'wryears of colo-
1 1 conqu¢ —and wa evivec nc mm sure Y cnhanced by the

i ags of | ations%st' ad ne pc colonial hi brians—has been
consistently downplayed in much imperial history. Recent historical
works restate the imperial assurance that the economic rapacity of
() pany t ders, whe ler in_he  rm ol ia' or private com-

e e, was leashed haleve pl iigueldwi local commerce,
-nc could hai 7 iave boi Ssporiible for exac - rbating local con-
ditions. These views often purport to accord agency to the colonized
b’ nstead ¢ piac nthet Lac val | oaae ns Cim' crialism onto a

¢ 1 ralized onceptior dfglob ci ' atha st any critical re-

1 c

iti aship to- he ! Jtory fen’ re. Even wher ritical of the role
of capital, these perspectives often end up tacitly accepting that em-
pivreally did ced ine madine i commic pality as well as
t o roduct ity of con nercer In a.fe indi o well as Britain.

\ hen in' erial “istc < lose’ iy ense of wh  empire meant to
those who were colonized, 1t becomes complicit in the history of
emnire itself." It is one thing to argue that the experience and ideo-

175 al pres’ spositong 1 the ilo zers| e ¢ e/ .ng of historical
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attention; that has been my aim here. It is altogether different to as-
sert that because there were perceived “affinities,” say, between met-
ropolitan and colonial elites, the fundamental notions of empire
were not enabled by racial and cultural prejudice.” Imperial weak-
ness and vulnerability were notions that appealed to colonizers, but
they were cruel misrepresentations of history to any among the vast
poation of<" O Tonizt o sluc .. st the/ lonial elite—
w o histor s were s¢ lomin: »d’ o’ pire.” " ne frozen para-

on - of impe al B ory, vhet' Trpiosented as re sions of imperial
or of British history, have resurfaced with alarming ubiquity in re-
ceptmears, in a2 ranga fnarnestafonts toestore istorical bal-

ar ¢ othe ¢ cstion of [ apire.”

But not even the most neutrar or reactive assessments of empire’s ef-
fects adequately prepare postcolonial readers for the recent publica-
tic | Oy the I torialsNit [Ferg on vho src <ir d considerable
1 21 onanc cclaimin ecent ar  .or Fergu n, who deftly be-
5 hsiiis accour. " mentic g a f¢ ! of the mos_“oul examples of
imperial atrocity to signal the objectivity of his account, British em-
pir  layed as “Cco oy ad Cove nbe Vol tre rind e moderniza-
i fthew 1d. By m¢ erniza s bot 0 the domain of

it ss—espe alld h the wvta lon the rule of 1w and the belief
in the primacy of democratic political systems—and to culture, with
themmglicizatier S the werm havirpen. bishis asvount, a most
ey ¢ ent ac. mplishm' it for ¢ . ] @ ac’ owl < 5 with sadness,
“Hu hlittler 'arm/thal t was' 1 fi ¢ this forcec nduction of tra-
ditional peoples to cultural modernity a la Anglaise that “provoked
the most violent nineteenth-century revolt against imperial rule.”*

In' ) ial ruld not ¢ualy/ ‘eant’| oc ule  wver asi crguson never
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thinks to doubt imperial accounts of regimes it conquered or over-
threw as examples of bad rule), but also ushered in an era of eco-
nomic progress. Ferguson writes: “Without the spread of British rule
around the world, it is hard to believe that the structures of liberal
capitalism would have been so successfully established in so many
different economies around the world . . . the nineteenth century
E' ire und« oo opiot Gic frec ol fre cap’ 4l movements,

« with tb abolition fslavel  fi 1ot ar™

I partict_ = Y gus »oar es at “there v uld certainly not
have been so much free trade between the 1840s and the 1930s had it

ZEI RN S

netheen for the Pritish Fovire avershe won'd contest that
t 2 conon : benehts » the L aitt Kir don. ¢ e huge—Fergu-
o correct. notetsthe the b ief  was as hig as 6.5 percent of
the gross national product—but the idea either that trade was free
for India or that the benefits were distributed equally throughout
t! o lobal ¢ snont;tis/ ardly, = B gusC  co de dtly asserts, “be-
i dispu 7 Fergus 1 ever le i indenty ed labor, despite
‘e great hare ™ s suftc. 00y latorers, on th” grounds that the
“mobilization of cheap and probably underemployed Asian labor”
h' ignifica® ¢ mor’ Cva 27 Ui g on,/ aperialism was
I e heansi ' theinau 1ration nc cof gle .l capitalism, and
1a was ave ol Cthi wind td. - was certain - advantageous for
Britain, but what economic value did all this have for cheap, under-
eroyed Asian ihor?
£ cordin vy, the bot  dress¢ up ind. susc » s imperial views
it e worlc Landvan weop’ , tl t had been Hnquered and ab-
sorbed into imperial regimes are likened unproblematically to rogue
states and terrorist groups. The political and economic difficulties of

1 ¢ nsasv .ousas Bf glader ar Pak an' P anda and Zaire
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are blamed on a precolonial past, with colonial rule’s principal prob-
lem having been its failure to complete its civilizing mission. De-
spite the historical shortcomings of the account, it taps into a con-
temporary malaise with the critique both of the West in general and
of the imperial past more specifically. And since Ferguson has taken
on the burden of advising U.S. policy makers (and citizens more
gel ally) abe® Sl lesset oo ish Ll ca orof e for current

~ ]

f¢ >* 1 polic italsota] intoal st ceto «e the historical

¢ nsof eri ired Hec: 'wra’ van o (and posi e influences on)
the current war on terror and Islam. According to Ferguson’s book,
thetmrden the"Twited Statowhas ipharitad faom the United King-
d¢ I stoco inuetos cad thi be ‘fits. cap o' 'm and democ-

ty. oversee . Sivme st likl the British Em| re before it, the
American Empire unfailingly acts in the name of liberty, even when
its own self-interest is manifestly uppermost,” all this not only works
to' » mpten’ ireficint’ - histc ‘ca’ surde so. 'or nation and ex-
Y il don; it soserves | explai wl  Ciipire cor nues to be a nec-
~sal, form of v o7 ind cvi T Lonal rogress.”?

Such history also neglects the myriad scandals that have been as
m)  aparte’ o wasid Cane aeel aue of aqa’ ney were part
o' I origin  conques nd oct pz India_ 1 the part of the

i1 1. It thut eest all v wme “cer cal to refoct our attention on
the history of empire, cutting through the unquestioned assump-
tiomof imperia® " etory w'iver iinkesiolonin v ideology for
bz 1 ced hig 1y, a litar of me ag ial ¢ ses 1 ie political his-

y  empit the /nu e per’ of mpire for it elentless histori-
cal imperatives. In our postcolonial world, it can surely no longer be
accentable to cast the racial nolicies of colonial rule in terms of a

cij | ingmi¢ on,even/ weca nd onge inn el ay describe im-
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perial despotism as benevolent. If British empire is praised for intro-
ducing free trade into India, it is therefore necessary to remember
not just the economic history of corruption and extraction, but also
the ways in which the demise of monopolistic national trading com-
panies hardly led the way for the creation of neutral market condi-
tions, given the continuation of imperial control over markets in ev-
e/ ossible 57 0
I -re the cighteent! centur be am “espe .y critical, for it
ra¢ he time whed boti »mn® " ar nation wer themselves being
formed in the crucible of a global history that could not yet conceal
itesontradictiasand con™its anyhattar then it canld hide its ra-
j ¢ yand | scandal jurke v s | car 2 out' % he had to draw
1e eil ovel he or'yin »f ems e en while sk ing a penetrating
and critical light on the atrocities and scandals ot imperial conduct.
And Seeley was right to observe that England suffered from national
a 1 osia abd tits ap/ al pa o th aght 2wy able to see that
i¢ amnesi was nece ary if ¢ apl - was to thr e, When we look
-nragh the 1o abseni i dedn s, as Burke Cad Seeley in their
own ways invite us to do, we recover both a sense of the constitutive

P

ir | rtance 4 < vire S lern S 2w d D record of vio-
I'n > and < indal thal nars al o 7 ‘ncou crs, especially for

1e nyriad | =’ on what Jere ubjected n just to imperial
rule, but also to the disingenuous imperial conceit that empire was a
bpeten for thas Manizer " nhurdrs Sompie wageiaced squarely
¢ | e shot lers of thi coloniz 4.0 he s oua < of this fact is the

ta lal that houlfmoc e alle ed repeatitse  either in our his-
torical interpretations of the past, or in present ettorts to appropriate

this history for the use of new forms of global domination.
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- Notes

Prologue

, at Calcutta, in
20th Day of June,

ha Chatterjee
Is narrative is in
g European, sug-
swritten as a oral for the exercise

«nly so, he al

captors. Subse-
ell initially sug-
ell’s own account,
by any sexual ten-

ble victims of the
ed in the chaos of
Calcutta’s capture rather than in prison. See MacFarlane, The Black

! Mole orCﬁnﬁ'LdP Vn and Unwin,
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Notes to Pages 4—12

7. For the most serious account of the legend and its context, see Brijen K.
Gupta, Sirajuddaullah and The East India Company, 1756-1757: Back-
ground to the Foundation of British Power in India (Leiden, Neth.: E. J.
Brill, 1966), pp. 70-80. Gupta has analyzed the multiple accounts and es-
tablished clearly that the number of Europeans who might actually have
died in the Black Hole incident is as low as 18, out of a group of 39 who
were taken prisoner (a group that could not have been more than 64 per-
sons, given the number of unaccounted-for Europeans in Calcutta at the

time of the capture).
ji : the ¢

Indian 2 . It was a bati  for appropriation of

] omz nce without Hegemony: History and

Power in Colonlal India (Cambrldge Mass Harvard University Press,
{ , though I have
more influence
d categories of his-
The Hollow ( own: Ethnohistory of
bridge Univisity Press, 1987), and

\ M ge:
Castes of Mlnd Colomalzsm and the Makzng of Modern India (Prince-
ton, N.J.: here, however,
\ M and it in i - i out the categories
2.

6 (India Office

, “There was one

Edmur  Burke,  3ill)” December 1,
1783, 1 eter ,ed. : s of Edmund Burke,
vol. 5 = : Clarendon Press,
2000), P. 403.
Peter Marshall East India Fortunes: The British in Bengal in the Eigh-

For th ify. - S 1 . n the Debts of the
¢ dmund Burke, 8th

Lighteenth Century

Polztzcs (Oxford: Clarendon Press 1952).

See Sa te, T} ree (New York: D.
Longw

R ——



Notes to Pages 13-25

6. Quoted in Philip Lawson, The East India Company: A History (New
York: Longman, 1993), p. 120.

7. Philip Harling, The Waning of “Old Corruption”: The Politics of Econom-
ical Reform in Britain, 1779-1846 (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1996), p. 18.

8. For a discussion of sovereign rights in this case, see H. V. Bowen, Reve-
nue and Reform: The Indian Problem in British Politics, 1757-1773 (Cam-
bridge: Cambridge University Press, 1991), pp. 64-06.

9. News of Haidar Ali’s success in the south was especially worrisome. See

ibid., pp. 76-77.

Library).
live Ma G.
bid.
bid.
here a imself, others that
e slit his ide had only to do
with his bad health. But it seems clear that the precipitous fall in his po-
e is di li
Oxford: Oxford
3 awson, | st India Company,
g dza Company,
7 Sooan e i ess, 1901), p. 124.
i ' ialist. and the Making of
‘ i iversit  ’ress, 2001).
22.
g i dge University
' i e British annex-
tlon 0 ¢ 3 ¢ i he Politics of the
ritish b dia: i: d University Press,
993)-

. This perspective is found in even some of the best works in the field, in-

luding B Reforns—ant4 East!»dia Company.
k Mor one ¢ overeignty: Na-
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20.
27.

28.

Notes to Pages 25-26

tional Imperialism and the Origins of British India (New York: Routledge,
2002). Also see Michael Fisher, Counterflows to Colonialism: Indians in
Britain, c. 1600-1857 (New Delhi: Permanent Black, 2003).

See my critique in the coda to Castes of Mind.

Even important exceptions, such as Linda Colley’s The Britons: Forging
the Nation, 1707-1837 (New Haven, Conn.: Yale University Press, 1992),
betray the problem here. While Colley has been innovative in suggesting
the importance of the Fast India Company as a force contributing to the
integration of Scots into Britain, she has downplayed the constitutive sig-
nificancs rerial s in spc. w In/ eview essay, she
has elg rated'on I histor, I's picioc of I v/ . Said’s suggestion
thater. ire had ma -ordett nii | _portanc, a early modern Brit-
ish histc »—ss Col: . “T my ial Embrace, ‘ale Review 81, no. 4
(October 1993). More typical is Feter Marshall’s skepticism about the
effects of empire on Britain’s history, as in his article “No Fatal Impact?
The Elugiv "“story of " warial Byt Lonn Time Literary Supple-
ment, N rch 12,0990 pp. 8- Ex inew ndi dsit ast work in British
history ontinues to. nore th mj =" ltext, & ur example in Philip
Harling recer’ 'mc agraph var g of “Old C ruption,” which de-
spite its Ci.o_ui engagei. . with destions of cor..ption in eighteenth-
century Britain has no mention of Warren Hastings, and only one of In-
dia. Even inworks where.cancerns.abant empire pl'dy an important role,
India a° the. stlf .aCo »an re 6. nli =17 itioned, as for ex-
ample|  Kathleen| Vilson’s| e | meod the t 2: Politics, Culture,
and Im_ rialispein i gland,/ i5- S5 (Cambrid;  Cambridge Univer-
sity Press,

This is a different kind of imperial history to be sure, one that has dramat-
ically, and critically, expanded the historiographic borders of British his-
tory. Sed w, shaps o0 tre oo ive ramy o of these works,
Kathle’  Wilson, A" ew Imgp ‘al istor Cultc .entity, and Moder-
nity in\itain and v Empir. 16C ~.o40 (Camb. ge: Cambridge Uni-
versity I et 4). & vin® deu - her introduc on, where she notes,
“The new 1mperial history presented here is very much a work in prog-
ress, but its conditions of possibility are grounded in the willingness of

scholars £ “feren lines serisly ¢ Stions of cultural
differer’  and"nei’ mperia Tai s in’ e lc 2/ shteenth century”
(p- 26). ‘or a gener, argum¢  al _signific ice of empire to the

history . Brit2" in seve’ _enl and eighteen centuries, see David
Armitage, 11e Ideologicu: Origins of the British impire (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2000). For a discussion of the relationship of
history and=wtion, see mon“History 2o Sion ¢fthe Metern,” Public Cul-
ture2,1° 2 (Sp .ag/ o).
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30.
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Notes to Pages 26-28

Kathleen Wilson, An Island Race: Englishness, Empire, and Gender in
the Eighteenth Century (New York: Routledge, 2003), p. 17.

For an early example, see the preface to Marshall, Impeachment of War-
ren Hastings: “Since 1947, however, the incentive to pass judgement
on British India by acquitting or condemning Hastings is obviously
much reduced, and the historian can concentrate on explanations rather
than verdicts . . . Detachment also makes it possible to do justice to the
intentions of both Burke and Hastings and to appreciate the suffering
inflicted by the impeachment on both of them” (p. xiv). My interest

1ere is ne’ missin = the ns' the ¢ Lering of Burke
ind Has' igs—I'will /' factco ide both- Huti e insuggesting that
his kin¢  fdetachm| t has n¢ ilw o produ  ve for historical in-

quiry; inc »d_i¢ nai. sases’ nas ierely renorn ized empire in the
nistoriograpical literature. The implications for general views can be
readily seen in a recent debate between Rudrangshu Mukherjee and Pe-
‘er J. Margh«""a Patricl ot ed., et Iniia Convany: 1600-1858,

1

ol. 4: T' e, Fiiiuned ad Pov. (N w Yo, Ro 'ed . 1998), pp. 195—
45.

V. R Le s, A7t L etall he «ford History  the British Empire,
vol. 1 (Oxtor o Oxford Uil Ciaity Precs, 1998). W. R Louis is general edi-
tor of the five-volume series, published from 1998 to 2000.

Colonial studies grew initially as a reaction to the olderimperial history,
npartor’ orthe afly’ ceor thre olog. 1w “or olonial societies,

nd in © tfrom m¢ ments | lil v g criti © heory; it has also
been the deus othise ical pre cts ich as those 1 resented by “subal-
ern studic. 7 astoric _ctive nitially direct by Ranajit Guha.

For representative works, see Edward Said, Orientalism (New York: Ran-
dom House, 1978); Bernard Cohn, An Anthropologist among the Histo-
ians and’ Gw. Ussay’ oo 2Oxt 0 C0 ersi Pred 1987); Nicholas
Dirks, e/ Colonialis and Ct ur¢ Ann. Hor: " _rsity of Michigan
’ress, 1 ); Gyan Priash, ed. fte  “owinalism: | berial Histories and
Postcolor. D “acer /" ‘acel 1, N.J.: Prince n University Press,
1995); Frederick Cooper and Ann Laura Stoler, eds., Tensions of Empire:
Colonial Cultures in a Bourgeois World (Berkeley: University of Califor-

1ia Press, = Partha© iee, | list " ough? ad the Colonial
Norld: | Derivauve/ iscours - (I hdon Zed ‘of ., 1986); Gayatri
Chakray ty Spivak, - Critiqu¢ [ F aal Rea 1: Toward a History

of the Ve shind ‘resc “.(Cad srid , Mass.: Hary  d University Press,
1999); Ranajic Guha, Eleientary Aspects of Peasant insurgency in Colo-
nial India (Delhi: Oxford University Press, 1983); and Ranajit Guha, ed.,
Subaltern Staties (Delhic= @ ford Usivamaity Pross, 19820

see, for/ amp. ) P/ aa Cr terj , The Nav o /1 Its Fragments:
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35-

Notes to Pages 28-30

Colonial and Postcolonial Histories (Princeton, N.]J.: Princeton Univer-
sity Press, 1993).

See Edward Said, Culture and Imperialism (New York: Knopf, 1993);
Bernard Porter, The Absent-Minded Imperialists: Empire, Society, and
Culture in Britain (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2004); and Thomas
R. Metcalf, Ideologies of the Raj (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1995).

See, for example, Ranajit Guha, Dominance without Hegemony: His-
tory and Power in Colonial India (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University
Press, 10

Empir¢ uas increas’ sly beel tee asa ! bore n' ot modernity.” The
colonic  encounter’ s mad¢ 1p _cof hist  es that have helped
produce at o ma of 10 con odities that I e become so critical
to the moacin world, but also fundamental ideas of citizenship, politi-
cal rights, culture, race, sexuality, health, urban planning, and state disci-
pline. Seas™vmard S . Col "o ai ! Its Feoas of Knowledge
(Prince’ 0, N0 B iceton Jni rsity | ress, :9d ,; Paul Rabinow,
French  Modern: N ns and. >n " _ Socic  nvironment (Cam-
bridge, lass../ TIT" ess, 14 )); © chard Helgei n, Forms of Nation-
hood: The _iizabethai. . iting o, England (C...cago: University of
Chicago Press, 1992); Ann Stoler, Race and the Education of Desire:
Foucault’s History of Sexality and the Colonial Order of Things (Dur-
ham, M _: © ‘e ! avers. \Pri [ 19¢ ;). 1 € maroff and John
Comar [, Of Reve. ion anc Rev utiad Chic. © University of Chi-
cago Pis,1990wan Cather' : H [, Cwilising S jects: Metropole and
Colony . Lnglis:. _ natic. 1830-1867 (C icago: University of
Chicago Press, 2002). In the field of the historical anthropology of em-
pire, most studies so far have focused on periods beginning only in the
mid nin® Ci cent |
have n' sufficiently orkedt bu/ thes ical| # .tal of Fanon’s crit-
ical ine htthatEur eisthe ea .iuiihe thira orld. If “Europe” (as
weunde and inti. wend Jtual crms familiar those who teach and
study “western” civilization) emerged in its modern form as the precipi-
tate of its multiple, and fundamental, encounters with the “non-west,” it

anc ven oo =suttakl on earlier periods

is impera’ " “atwelt achd T Tistol al col itions of western
moder; y from the/ venteer :ar  eight mth »p' res.
Forar ontstudy o candal @ e -and i, teenth-century Brit-

ish poli. s tha was' :blish® jui as I was com  -ting the main draft
of this manuscript, see nuna Claik, Scandal: The Sexual Politics of the
British Constitution (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 2004).

Clark writssserimarily 't sexys'ssondalebut areses that they are

about 2 st mo _'thy sex. A_ he tes,  he. 're’ ecomes a scandal

when | riggers a W espread ub oversy. . Scandals raise the
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question of what politics is really about . . . in fact, scandal opened up
politics by revealing corruption and by making political debate accessi-
ble to a wider audience” (pp. 2—3). In retelling the way in which Burke
used sexual scandal to paint Hastings in the most critical light, as one of
her chief examples, Clark anticipates and supports one of my major con-
tentions here, namely that Burke used the trial to create “new justifica-
tions for empire” (p. 17).

38. Cited in Robin Blackburn, The Overthrow of Colonial Slavery, 17761848
(London Verso Books 1988)

ge of Revolution,
5); see also David

Concepts of
in William and

ss, 1999). But
ization, see Jo-

ew York: W. W.

in Brijen Gupta’s
57: Background to
. Brill, 1966) p. 1L

,1978), p. 507.
and the 111 -fated
ed on the market.
ighteenth Century

: 952), Pp. 24-25. Sutherland’s book
is in fact an extraordmarlly detalled excavation of the political reach
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: c a which works to
itic i ult in part of her
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Namierite training—makes for an unusually critical account of the role
of empire, if not exactly in those terms.
5. Peter Marshall, East India Fortunes: The British in Bengal in the Eigh-
teenth Century (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1976), p. 229.
6. Thomas Macaulay, Prose and Poetry, ed. G. M. Young (Cambridge, Mass.:
Harvard University Press), p. 308. Macaulay’s heroic view of Clive has
continued, in Britain even to the present day. As the historian Tapan
Raychaudhuri has wryly noted, “The British school child who reads
in his history text book of Lord Clive’s wonderful achievements should

1al expansionism.
helpful, since the
raphical. Even criti-
rance or greed, his
military shortcomings or his polltlcal failures, tend to be used to balance
i and its accom-
I will comment
ing empire and its

it Orme’s narrative
History of the War in Indostan published in 1764. Orme’s account was
especially res 0n81ble for makmg the Arcot siege a mythic account of

nor indeed of the ﬁna conquest of Bengal. For more on Orme, see
Chapter 7.

e Percival Spear,
ames and Hudson,

. Marshall East Indian Fortunes p- 165
Ibid.,
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Notes to Pages 46-57

See Sudipta Sen’s Empire of Free Trade: The East India Company and
The Making of the Colonial Marketplace (Philadelphia: University of
Pennsylvania Press, 1998), a fascinating description of the cultural econ-
omy of trade and exchange in late-eighteenth-century Bengal. Sen makes
the compelling argument that the Company servants used the political
meanings of trade in these commodities to further their own political as-
pirations, a history that gets lost in the rhetoric of free trade and the natu-
ralization of a colonial archive of economic “exchanges” that succumbed
to the opacity of imperial history by the early nineteenth century.

['he phras ire of le” s . Sc . Sed ad.
Jduoted/ ibid., p. 8¢
\ppend to G. Forre s The L oj _tive, vo. ., (London: Cassell

¥ Co.,1g 2 ' yi2— ~ma’ .dC cutta, Januar 7, 1759.

Quoted in Spear, Master oj Bengal, p. 119.

Quoted in Marshall, East Indian Fortunes, p. 156.

Rajat Kante T “Indiaes Toaiety b Poitishie Cuprepszy,” in Peter .
Marshal" d., O ord( storyc he  itish. apii vo' .: The Eighteenth
Century Dxford: Ox. d Unive ity 98), P 4+

\lexandi. Dow./ in i quirys otl State of Beng  with a Plan for Re-
storing thav - _Cvince to .o~ ormer L Losperity and ©plendor,” preface to
vol. 3 of The History of Hindostan (Dublin: Luke White, 1792); William
Bolts, Considerations on India Affairs_Particularly Respecting the Present
State of I’ igal's ber’ iicies onC 1:n. 177

see the| countofth passing th  Rem ling 2 i Sutherland, East
ndia Cc bany, . 2 —208.

['he quota cefro 77 ape  Eur. Mss. Gz box 4 (India Office
Records, British Library).

“The nabob, Macaulay tells us, was in the popular conception of the late
sighteent'™ “Cii wa o aw o« ay . mpld on, a bad liver,
ind aw, ¢ heart. CT ¢ might es¢ be hi' inti V' Juse of Commons
1s a hos able frienc 1 humz  n ., and a be volent citizen, and
laim tha ane asfle_ #an lou;  for Mr. Foot¢ H mimic at the Hay-
market. But he spoke too soon. In a little while that actor was presenting
Sir Matthew Mite, surrounded by all the pomp of Asia, profusely scatter-

ng the sp«" sonqu _aving mil g to 1 mory the latest
vaths, ar’ learning t° tourishi e = te-be withi f< iionable air. The
caricatu was inten¢ 1 to rep  sel _cro of 1 ssey himself.” Wil-

iam Dou ell.” 2 N 9bs o/ 1ad ; (London: W liams and Norgate,
1926), p. ix.

See, for example, Spear, Master of Bengal.

Quoted in.Sotearland, Footadia Gontwy, por.

Jduotatic’ yarer-m € vePap s, 1 .M G3, ho' ;.

347

Copyriet" > The Pre~" "=t and/™ " ~s of "*arvarc “ollege



Notes to Pages 58-68

29. Ibid.

30. Quoted in Sutherland, East India Company, p. 256.

31. Spear, Master of Bengal, p. 192; H. V. Bowen, Revenue and Reform: The
Indian Problem in British Politics, 1757-1773 (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1991), p. 173. George IlI was upset at the aboutface,
writing to North, “I own I am amazed that private interest could make so
many forget what they owe to their country.” Quoted in Sutherland, East
India Company, p. 258.

The Correspondence of Edmund Burke (Cambridge: Cambridge Univer-

32.
36.
\ M
39-
42. The Letters of George Dempster to Sir Adam Fergusson ed. James Fergusson
(London: 34 88, :
k M -

R B A °°‘”N”"f\ h’\ Y 4

erson, Scottish man
; ic Fingal, first pub-
lished in 1763. A well-connected man, friend of such figures as Adam
Fergusson, John claimed to have succeeded in persuading the darbar of
his pot ¢ ‘ his training and
bankrupts who at-
essed by his knowl-
, manner, the nawab,
according to Macpherson’s account, gave him a letter for Lord Chatham,

1,000 pagodas in cash, 3,000 pounds in ]ewels and a promlse of 1,200
¢ ievances before
the ki i : of Arcot,” p. 87.
lled by the nawab,

astings as governor-
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44. Quoted in Pamila Nightingale’s Fortune and Integrity: A Study of Moral

45.

17
. Pigot’s dubash (agent) had tallen out with the nawab, and his inam, a vil-

51.

Attitudes in the Indian Diary of George Paterson, 1769-1774 (New Delhi:
Oxford University Press, 1985), p. Ss.

Just before leaving Madras Paterson wrote, “Mr. Benfield’s desire is more
money, which I never thought of before, for he always had endeavored to
appear to me as wanting nothing of the Nabob but his accounts settled
and his present debts paid off . . . B’s mind is full of suspicions. He bribes
thro” everything himself. He is anxious to be in every man’s secrets. He
suspects all mankind and is ready to believe everyone is as bad as him-
ielf.” Pates ary,val

see the/ traordmnary ccount “P  rson’  Ni_ i ale’s Fortune and
ntegrity Nightingal argely ¢ ey _.son’s s¢ cepresentation as a
nan of irarib’ smi. tedal Jea o the good of e nawab, whose in-
terest in his own fortune was strictly tied to his own sense of rendering
the nawab an invaluable service. Nightingale’s book not only defends

Paterson’s w7 mmal repr i butp o teoely discous o the ceriticisms
nade of e Mciras/ bobs, hos corrt ion ~d/ if-interest in the
>nd pal(  before tha  fthe ne 1b. D. Gt y, who is less criti-

sal of the Comy’ iy ¢ n I hs  be 1, has demon  ated beyond doubt
Jhat the cor o paon of thic “ipany wnd its servant, .nore than matched
the managerial ineptitude and failure of the nawab. Gurney writes, “The
high hopes ofa general rearoanization of the nawab’s financial adminis-
ration h/' veer. ning arste his | ucta etc tar furopean take a
lirect p in the ‘¢ ntry bu 1e and 1en © e intervention of
Maclear in dyhar alitics,” ad oncludes: “In mstancy, incompe-
ence ana |~ advice ~him  nd his creditc , of the fruits of his
victory.” Gurney, “Debts of the Nawab of Arcot,” pp. 2606, 210. We still
await a more detailed and complete account of the court, administration,
ind gene® e dicald L of th e of L ot/ Lo was certainly
one of t most col¢ 1l, and! flu atial © aarac o Of the eighteenth-
sentury| glo-Indiar, orld.

Nightinge K« nea "=t iy, 2w

lage granted him by Tuljaji, the raja of Tanjore, was confiscated in 1773.

’igot had recely 2oft wedt Cthis/ Tlage.
Surney,/ Debts orth! Jawab' Arc "p.. 7.
Vlacph¢ on returne. o Lonc 1y C appea t unsuccessfully to

he direc. s for’ nst. men’ te1 amned to Indii n 1781 asa member
of the Bengar Council.

H. D. Love, Vestiges of Old Madras (1913; New Delhi: K. M. Rai Mittal,
1988), vol. a5,

Jduoted / Jim « illit “Pari. ner and © uth. 2 10 ia, 1781-83: The
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Secret Committee of Inquiry and the Prosecution of Sir Thomas
Rumbold,” Parliamentary History 7, pt. 1 (1988): 84.

53. Ibid,, p. 87.

54. Phillips, “Parliament and Southern India,” pp. 81-97.

55. The Works of the Right Honorable Edmund Burke, Sth ed., vol. 11

(Boston: Little, Brown, 1884). The quotations are from pp. 87, 23, 24, 28—

29, 39, and 49. Dundas’s word carried particular weight because he had

been a great supporter of Paul Benfield. Burke also quoted from John

Claverlng, a member of the Bengal Council, to describe one mode of

Nabob’s cost is

k M ere the Governor,
5

k M nventories of obscu-

rity through which the po entlal empowerment of the sublime is equally

on the verge of emptying 1r1to negation . . . India as a historical reality

61. As we shall seeina later chapter, drawmg a vell across the oppressions of

history ssary tos ‘timac government as

¢ banker, who man-
A ————

for the balance due
from him; ¢ e banker engages to
pay the money, and grants his notes accordmgly, whlch he puts in the

ment of revenue
particular districts
ged that there is not

e in her analysis

tes, “When Burke

" in Peter Marshall,
. 5 (Oxford: Claren-
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62. For the general context of Burke’s view, see J. G. A. Pocock, The Machia-
vellian Moment: Florentine Political Thought and the Atlantic Republi-
can Tradition (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1975).

63. The quotation is from Philip Harling, The Waning of Old Corruption:
The Politics of Economical Reform in Britain, 1779-1846 (Oxford: Claren-
don Press, 1996), p. 1.

64. It was not difficult for Hastings to secure many letters of praise and sup-
port from Indians to buttress his defense in the trial. And it is not insig-
nificant that Ghulam Hussain, author of the Seir Mutaqherin dedicated

is book s. ir Mutagherin;
r, Revid  of Mode
he Year 83 (Londo

s Far Down as

d Burke, vol. 6
15, 1788).

Henry Dundas in
ee Peter Marshall,
The Impeachment of Warren Hastings (London: Oxford University Press,

1905), p. 46.

acaul " ey
bid., p.
iary a tter of
t seems Ga 1 v that Burke uently overdid his

oratory. Conor Cru1se O’Brien writes that the impeachment speech was
one of his weaker speeches in large part because he was speaking on be-

ber of Parlia-

i : C ss. See O'Brien,

2/ i 3i Burke (Chicago:

11. . i C , 1786, in The Correspondence of

Edmund Burke ( Cambrldge Cambridge University Press, 1960), vol. s,
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Notes to Pages 92-96

Quoted in Marshall, Writings and Speeches of Edmund Burke, vol. 6,
p- 276 (February 15, 1788).

For “illegal, unjust, and impolitick,” see Burke to C. O’Hara, August 20,
1773, in Correspondence of Edmund Burke, vol. 2, p. 452.

Conor Cruise O'Brien has disputed the possibility that Burke was influ-
enced in any way by financial or family considerations, expostulating that
“one should not spend too much time on swatting these pullulating in-
sects of trivializing calumny.” O’Brien, Great Melody, p. 306, fn. 1; Mar-
shall, Impeachment of Warren Hastings, p. 4.

Burke ws sespes” -l off _en =2soc” y he kept in Brit-
ain, hi’ ack ot me s must avc marke  his' ‘e’ 1 significant ways.
He los iy chance or a sig  fic __wne wl; ¢ his investments in

Fast Inc Ces Jany  ack)® "m¢  of their valu n the great crash of
1709. While U Brien sees s as a turther sign of burke’s greatness, many
other commentators have noted the constant stress, and contradictions,
of Burke’s™ wacial pos

Macau’ , whe wr¢  his 1 7in denu iatic . ¢ 3engali character
as parl [ his own | aracteri tco =77 adakui | still assumed that
Hasting was b"inc he pre cut 1 “The crim mputed to him was
that six yca.o Cctore he w2 orged o oond. The ostuisible prosecutor was
a native. But it was then, and still is, the opinion of every body, idiots and
biographers.avcepted, that Hastings was the real mover.in the business.”
Macaul® | Poe. and rose, | 4oz ‘ora tan 'cr’ _al account of the
affair, ¢ Chapter (

On F1 cis’s foter ‘nation’ nal Hastings wou | not consult him,
see Sopli.. T zman, " . Hat ags and Philij rancis (Manchester,
Fng.: Manchester University Press, 1929), p. 26.

For excoriating reviews of the war, see James Mill, History of British In-
dia, vol« "\« ndond acs o Ho ool Dlis s, 10 8), pp. 361—400;
Macau y, Poetry a1 Prose, . 44 For/ mmc < more generous to
Hastin, and the ¢ mpany, e . oun Strac/ vy, Hastings and the
Rohilla™ (7 Lord: 'ara” onl ss,1892).

See Richard Barnett, North India between Empires: Awadh, the Mughals,
and the British, 1720-1801 (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1980),
pp- 67—+

For m/ : detaus ¢ jut the un ng ¢ flicc. b’ veen Francis and
Hastin®  see Weitzi  n, Wari | _ und Ph. Francis.

“Tobe« hefd Parc ndnd ost ceediseveryt g thatcan be called
damnable, “irancis wrow i one'or his letters. Ioid., p. 133. For a de-
tailed account of the scandal with the Frenchwoman, see H. E. Busteed,
Echoes frasn21d CalertBeing hiafh Reyeiniscenass of the Days of
Warren' asting , Fr{ 1s, ane mp  (Car tta: had 1, Spink and Co.,
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1897). When the young woman (she was but fifteen at the time of the
affair) returned to Europe, she married Talleyrand.

23. See Francis Papers, Eur. Mss. E. 16 (India Office Records, British Li-
brary).

24. See David Nokes, Jane Austen: A Life (Berkeley: University of California
Press, 1997), p. 31. Also see the account in Jeremy Bernstein, Dawning of
the Raj: The Life and Trials of Warren Hastings (Chicago: Ivan R. Dee,

2000), Pp. 49-52-
Francis Papers, Eur. Mss. D. 19 (India Office Records, British Library).
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Burke’s Idiom of Impeachment,” in ELH 68, no. 2 (2001): 397—-418. Also
see Sara Suleri’s reading of the trial, in which she argues that Burke’s
“rhetoric is most crucially self-disempowering, escaping the confines of a
criminality that can be attached to specific acts.” Suleri, Rhetoric of Eng-
lish India, p. 63. She further notes on p. 56: “Burke converted the legal
space of the trial into a rhetorical arena that was designed to implicate
each member of its audience in its catalog of the Indian sublime.”

34. History of the Trial of Warren Hastings, . . ., p. 9. For a more accurate
transcrlpt see Marshall Wntzngs and Speeches of Edmund Burke, p. 459.

1. 6, pp. 294—298.
edge about India in
Britain, out the social posi-
tion of the men who stood as agents, translators, and brokers for Com-
pany serv.
Marsh
P- 204.
Ibid.,

Hi 1story alo iven that Debrett’s
account is favorable throughout to Hastings, this praise of Burke’s rheto-
ric—not unlike that of Fanny Burney—suggests the theatrical character
of the p uence of the en-
emy.

The S ches o 3 . r. Pitt, Major Scott,
Mr. Be J r. Hastings, and on
the Commercial Treaty ondon: Printed for John Stockdale, 1787), p. 110.
. Edward Gibbon, who w1tnessed the performance, wrote, “Sheridan, on
d this morning,
Feiling, Warren

. 6, quotations on

e most brilliant day
of my life, i over again, was the
day I appeared at the bar of the House of Lords with the censure of the
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tion ofC“ ) a
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50.

52.
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Notes to Pages 114-126

taken. Mr. Fox strongly urged me to relinquish the prosecution at that
time:—MTr. Pitt as anxiously hoped that I should; but had there been no
higher motive, no moral principle at work to induce me to persevere, the
disgrace of such a retreat, on account of such a provocation, and the
weakness of mind it would have indicated, must have proved fatal to any
public character.” Marshall, Writings and Speeches of Edmund Burke,
vol. 7, p. 71.

On Francis’s support of the French Revolution, see Ranajit Guha, A Rule
of Property for Bengal: An Essay on the Idea of Permanent Settlement

Durham Duke” ityP ), 8
All trial’ juotations /|~ Hasti s = at fo. w & ./ sm Debrett’s ac-
ount, ¢ =d June 2, 1, and1 bli - dlistory,  the Trial of Warren

Tastings, »..n" 31-i
Quotations ate trom The speeches of Richard Brinley Sheridan (London:
n.p., 1842), vol. 1, p. 374.

"bid.
While s sesting thal’ e mar, ers cserv. to. e} r case, Marshall
sonfess¢  that he be. ved the ai ast Hao (gs “were not with-

out four, stion.” Wai all tal' a’ m view of H ings’s treatment of
ooth Charc_n and tiie - gums, .. the grounds'...at they all deserved
greater justice from the very Company that had made them guarantees
and assurances_however amhiguous the terms and precedents. And Mar-
hall feel” are« 't H® ings. da rdea nti #st riends that were

>xtravag  t, without| nefit ol el md< mpet. © bids. At the same
ime, M. shall amc s that/ sti s ruled duri  a time of rapidly
*hanging o s, me .y lap s of judgmen  he products in part

of the historical moment. See Marshall, Impeachment of Warren Hastings.
Conor Cruise O'Brien is notably of a different mindset. He writes that
he trial y© o ute B0 Gl suns wce ide tism/ d anti-imperial-
stconvi Lons, forwl  hheh: bec vind ited. £ by history.

Ofall tl e who hav written | ou i wuial, Sara ileri was one of the
st to ne b potli o1 U de at and the ge cral loss of interest
in India that attended the trial did not, necessarily, spell failure. She
writes, “That the impeachment failed on a literal level does not preclude

he possib™ " Sits wideholic ? S eri, RO loric of English
ndia, p/ 0. Attue ¢/ of her nal s, ho wver, e’ Jo saw Burke’s ef-
orts squ idered, the ial endi  w cepressic  of all ambivalence

round t. cole’ al g 'tthat' e e to the trial | the first place. For
Suleri, the uiat only retuined in ure muted space of theater, around
Sheridan’s 1799 play Pizarro.

Tohn Seeles ™™o Expansi=mat Engl=nd/“hicaza: Uniyassity of Chicago
’ress), pls.
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58. Burke to French Laurence, July 28, 1796, in Correspondence of Edmund
Burke, vol. g, pp. 62-63.

59. Dundas himself was brought up on charges of impeachment in 1806.
His was the last impeachment in Britain. See Cyril Matheson, The Life
of Henry Dundas: First Viscount Melville (London: Constable & Co.,

1933)-
60. Rev. G. R. Gleig, Memoirs of the Life of the Right Honorable Warren

Hastings, First Governor General of Bengal, vol. 3 (London: Richard
Bentley, 1841), p. 460.
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3. See Guha A Rule of Property for Bengal Pp- 137—139
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throughout this book, however, this hardly sets liberalism apart from
other political tendencies, all of which accept the legitimacy of imperial
formations.

8. The term “state of exception” is Carl Schmitt’s. See his Political Theol-
ogy, trans. George Schwab (Cambridge, Mass.: MI'T Press, 1985).

9. Sidney W. Mintz, Sweetness and Power: The Place of Sugar in Modern
History (New York: Viking Penguin, 1985), p. 114.

10. Quoted in ibid. - 19.

. See Om Prakash Oplum Monopoly in Ind1a and Indones1a in the Eigh-

and Peasant Pro—
Asian Studies 15,

1769, quotec 1 Romesh C. Dutt,

won: Keegan P, 1908), p. 31.
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e negative role of
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fully aware of a European heritage from which I cannot divest myself, 1
have done my best to present a narrative which is unaffected by any sort
of bias.” Ibid., p. viii.

26. Ibid,, p. 31

27. Marshall, East Indian Fortunes, p. 256.

28. Rudrangshu Mukherjee, “Early British Imperialism in India: A Rejoin-
der,” Past and Present 106 (February 1985): 169-173.

Javier Cuenca Esteban, “The British Balance of Payments, 1772-1820:

India Transfers and War Finance,” Economic History Review 54, no. 1
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Poetry, ed. G. M. Young (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press),
p- 384.

4. Despatch book, June g, 1686, vol. 91, pp. 142, 145 (India Office Records,
British Library), cited in K. N. Chaudhuri, The Trading World of Asia
and the English East India Company, 1600-1760 (Cambridge: Cam-
bridge University Press, 1978), p. 454-

5. C. A, Bayly, “The British Military-Fiscal State and Indigenous
Resistance: India, 1750-1820,” in Patrick Tuck, The East India Company:
16001858, vol. 5 (London: Routledge 1998), p. 205.
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ness of the deposed Governor Pigot. In his tract he wrote, “The conquest
of the Mahommedans in India produced a revolution singular in the
history of mankind. The whole government of the territories subdued
passed into the hands of men, who bore no resemblance to the original
inhabitants. Adventurers from Tartary, Persia, and Arabia, have been
constantly entertained, and an uniform preference given by
Mahammedan Princes to men of their own religion, and of hardy robust
constitutions. These men, during the course of more than eight centu-
ries, have gradually formed in Indla a mighty nation . . . the milder man-

2 unable to resist
eir religion have
onquerors; and the
, even in the coun-

. J. G. A. Pocock, Glbbon and the Late Enlightenment,” in Pocock, Vir-
tue, Commerce History: Essays on Political Thought and History, Chiefly

ODIIP YTSlty o

8. Tradition

h |
and E h i s, 1990). Whelan

i : ative may initially
oes not actually use
should thereiore not be taken to be
a category of his thought If correct, thls om1s310n is odd, since the literal
meanin; ord " st to m=2sent—connotes
a socia °n % pr i (p. 262). Noting

0 [ [ CopinThe Presiinst and s o anvart folege



Notes to Pages 285-302

that Burke uses many terms that are synonyms for tradition, Whelan ar-
gues that J. G. A. Pocock, the most forceful exponent of Burke’s belief in
tradition, is indeed correct in his reading of Burke.

2. David Bromwich, A Choice of Inheritance: Self and Community from
Edmund Burke to Robert Frost (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University
Press, 1989), p. 58.

3. Edmund Burke, “Speech on the Opening of the Impeachment,” in Peter
J. Marshall, ed., The Writings and Speeches of Edmund Burke (Oxford:

Clarendon Press 1981) vol. 7, quotatlons from pp- 280-283.

urke, “Sp on the Upening o the Impeachment,” quotation on
PP- 345-340.

ight Honorable
4), P- 225.
can Manuscripts,

rary).
Wilkins, ed., The

eview of Modern
ear 1783 (London:

utaqgherin; o
: as 1r Down as t

1792 ( London House ofCommons 1813), pp. 6667, 6061, 66-67.

Peech@n Wi P&vtcﬂy Debates,

ol. 26 (
LI [ ComTe P ana T of e Sl




Notes to Pages 302-316

20. William Wilberforce to ]. Butterworth, February 15, 1812, quoted in
Embree, Charles Grant and British Rule in India, p. 273.

21. Lata Mani, Contentious Traditions: The Debate on Sati in Colonial India
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 1998), p. 136.

22. See ibid, pp. 134-151.

23. Quoted in ibid., p. 142.

24. Quoted in ibid., p. 149.

25. Lata Mani has demonstrated that early colonial efforts to monitor the

performance of sati worked in fact to increase the visibility and prestige

November 8§, 1829,
ce of Lord William

(Philadelphia: Carey & Hart, 1839).

Ibid.
Ibid.
The ¢ gee camp | velopment of vari-
ous po. ics ¢ il 5.7 Also see Radhika
Singha, m o i ice in .arly Colonial India
(Delhi: Oxford University Press, 1998); and my Castes of Mind: Colonial-
ism and the Making ofModern Indi

ia iPrmceton N.J.: Princeton Univer-

. J. R. Seeley, The Expanszon of England (Chicago: University of Chicago

Press, 1

Ibid.,

Ibid.,

Ibid., p
. Ibid.

. Ibid,, p. 12.

Ibid., p.
Ibid.,C O P Y
370

0 [ [ CopinThe Presiinst and s o anvart folege




Notes to Pages 316-325

9. Ibid., pp. 169-170.

10. This continues to be a worry even in the most critically informed impe-
rial history. Thus the imperative for revisionist work in imperial history
to recognize the need to link even an expanded metropolitan history
with work in colonial history (with all that is implied for work in colonial
archives and languages), at the same time that it takes newly critical
views both of nation and of national history. For two excellent examples
of how this objective can be achieved, see Sudipta Sen, Distant Sover-

eignty: National Imperialism and the Orzgzns of British India (New York:

: je . Metropole and

o: University of

umber of the criti-

see Kathleen Wil-
ry: Cuiture, Identity and Modernity in Brit-
ain and the Empire, 1660-1840 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,

004).

. Quoted in 1b1d . p- 316
. Ibid., p. 319.
Had t
robabl
bid., p.
bld

by Horace Hayman WllSOH 1858 New York: Chelsea House Pubhshers

\MCOPY

0 [ [ CopinThe Presiinst and s o anvart folege



Notes to Pages 325-333

30. G. R. Gleig, Memoirs of the Right Hon. Warren Hastings, 3 vols. (Lon-
don: Richard Bentley, 1841).

31. Fitzjames Stephen, The Story of Nuncomar and the Impeachment of Sir
Elijah Immpey, 2 vols. (London: Macmillan & Co., 188s).

32. Sir John Strachey, Hastings and the Rohilla War (Oxford: Clarendon
Press, 1892).

33. P.J. Marshall, “The Making of an Imperial Icon: The Case of Warren

Hastings,” Journal of Imperial and Commonwealth History 27, no. 3 (Sep-

tember 1999) 1-16.

H.

5: British India

and florid, see
Men Who Ruled
. 2: The Guardians
nym, his real name
books, among them
a serious history of the Ind1an army.
Seeley, E i ala
illi of the British
ersity Press, 1999),

hing to colonizer
d Porter’s recent ac-
iety, and Culture in
Britain (Oxford: Oxfor University Press, 2004). But colonial self-repre-
sentations can no more be taken at face value than any other ones.
alism: How the
tsity Press, 2001),

ire has no room for

cn the tables were turned between
“colonizers” and colomzed For a recent study of capt1v1ty narratives
in imperi texts, s2 ° , Empire, and

the Wo

372

0 [ [ CopinThe Presiinst and s o anvart folege



Notes to Pages 333-335

47. Such “frozen paradigms” can be seen, for example, not just in the fram-
ing of the Oxford History of the British Empire, but in some of the spe-
cific contributed chapters as well. The essay on the historiography of In-
dia before 1858 by Robert Frykenberg exemplifies my point; Frykenberg
complains that all the recent work influenced by Edward Said is both
dogmatic and Orientalist, in certain cases the ironic—and flawed—out-
come of the thinking of Westernized Indians. See Robert E. Frykenberg,
“India to 1858,” chapter 11 of Robin W. Winks, ed., Historiography, vol. 5
of the Oxford History of the British Empire (Oxford: Oxford University

ress, 19
iall F 2 0 tish World Order
nd the ‘ : Basic' j0ks, 2002).

9. bid, p.

so. 1bid., p. 355.
51 Ibid., p. 359.

AM'COPY
AM COPY
AM COPY
AM COPY
AM COPY

0 [ [ CopinThe Presiinst and s o anvart folege




AM COPY
AM COPY
AM COPY
AM COPY
AM COPY
AM COPY

0 [ [ CopinThe Presiinst and s o anvart folege



1 Illustration Credits =

e Saviour of In-
55, private collec-

5. Sovereignty: Mughal, unknown artist, Warren Hastings in European Court
permission of

awab of Murshi-
rtrait Gallery, Lon-

- “Kha awa the Carnatic
; d y permission of
oldt tdmund Burk 1729—97). Ca. 1771.
n (17181 a. 1768-1769.
.
75

0 [ [ CopinThe Presiinst and s o anvart folege

ire: Sir
I Portr:




AM COPY
AM COPY
AM COPY
AM COPY
AM COPY
AM COPY

0 [ [ CopinThe Presiinst and s o anvart folege



o Index

“Absence of mind,” 25, 126, 243, 316 Benares, 19, 20, 21, 103, 122, 232
Abu Ghraib prison scandal, 35 Benfield, Paul, 12; corruption of, 69, 82,

eat bought by, 78,
and, 73, 74; scandal

Ali, Muhammed (nawab of Arcot/nawab Bengal, 169, 175, 176-177, 200; ancient
of the Carnatic), , 62, 63, 64 constitution, 218-219; annual revenues,
i ; commerce of,
77 215, 247;
52,135, 145, 147,
9, 350n1; famine of
54, 123, 137, 180, 251,

19, 152, 155, 23
70, 14, 15, 17,

g
C
ericdn

205, 215, 239, 257 323; land revenues, 122, 232; permanent

American Revo]utlon revenue settlement on, 22, 152, 162, 164,

2, 225, 254
24, 232
50, 145, 234, 252

ar, 147, 152
ack Hole of CalCuuta incident, 1—4, 34,

42,173,180, 321-322, 339NN2,4, 340N7
Villi

erest/group,
200. See also Nawab of Arcot

Atracities, 34, 35, 10—
A

by, 8, 75; politics of,
nding, 141

ain, 250; ancient constitution, So, 81,
82, 107, 110, 125, 127, 190, 192, 194, 196,
ial pohcy, 157;

> 174
119, 123,

blished by, 250; do-
, 83-84, 191; drain of
wealth from, 78; tailure to respect In-

145, 154, 173, 174, 150, 247, 322
Begums of Awadh, 19-20, 21, 91, 100, 102, dian customs, 294, 295; France and, 114,

5, 3551154; n of, 1 5 6, 239 istory in the
k c 1y,” 20, 28;

B —




\M

\IV

Index

Britain (continued)

indirect rule by, 177; justice system,
201-202, 212, 230-231, 250; military fiscal
state, 214; modernity of, 32, 237, 238; na-
tional debt, 156; nationalism, 202, 204,
200, 239; political economy of, 13; sea
power, 154; sovereignty claims in India,
53, 171, 172; sovereignty of, 180, 181, 185,
190, 192, 202, 205, 200, 218; struggle for
domination of Europe, 238-239; taxa-

212; excesses of, 190, 191, 282; expansion
olicies, 101, 190;

127,
ies of, 3

» 274, 35707,
131, 230; pubhc opinion concerning,

224—225, 288, 315, 323-324, 345n37;
charges agamst Benﬁeld 12, 78-79;

eignty, 169170,
201, 202, 207, 268-269, 273-274, 277,

281; on the Company, 9, 77, 81, 91, 93,
94, 99, 138, 167168, 169-170, 179, 182,
195, 250, 272, 273, 291, 302; conducts im-
peachment trial of Hastings, 9, 88, 89,
90—92, 100-101, 104-113, 123, 167, 170,
190, 191, 195, 197, 200, 200, 207, 224, 233,
270, 282283, 286-287, 314, 343030,
353133, 3541149; conflict with Hastings,
104, 290, 291, 327; criticism of empire,
313314 death of, 1277; denunciation of

re, 133-135, 159-100,
<, 617 847 2747275, 279,
282, 336, 301; financial difficulties,

2n16; financial losses from Com-
rancis and,

¢ French Revo-
ory, 200; on impe-

; interest and respect

80-81, 91, 92, 128,

201-202, 272, 273, 286-287, 288, 289~

290, 297; on justifica-

96, 345n37; on

1, 288-289, 290,

al authority, 287-288;
ulating Act, 60; oppo-
—271; oratorical skills,
9o-91, 351n10 Pitt and, 83; political his-
nt of reform, 9,
7; on scandal of
6-297, 331, 330; on
xual atrocities, 111—
ract, 203; on sover-

4,193, 194, 195, 196,

de, 81; on tradi-

109, 197-198, 199;
9-270, 274, 275-276,

0 [ [ CopinThe Presiinst and s o anvart folege



Index

Calcutta, 184, 186, 231. See also Black 180181, 202, 248, 252, 255, 283, 319, 323,
Hole of Calcutta incident 324, 320, 346n7; scandals surrounding,

Capitalism, 8, 25, 154, 164, 203, 217, 331, 30, 58, 85, 125126, 261; self-defense by,
334, 335; excesses of, 160, 330; global, 17, 44, 53, 5455, 50-57, 173174, 322,
29, 334 323; sovereignty and, 168, 177-178; sui-

Carnatic, 41, 45, 73, 75, 77, 203, 264, 205 cide of, 341m16; territorial ambitions, 20,

Caste system, 27, 109, 280, 291, 295, 290, 174; written history of, 245, 246247,
301, 310 248, 256, 275-276, 318-319, 320

Chand, Jagat, 227 Colonial history, 193, 371110

Colonialism, s, 27, 28, 33, 34, 193, 210, 332;

Chatham, Lord (William Pitt the elder),
, 212-213, 215, 219,
32, 331, 362n1; ¢ 1blished by Hastings,

219, 221, ‘ 36; expansion ¢, 242, 309; revenue col-

Civil service, 216, 238, 242 lection by, 241; tradition and, 297
Civil society, 279, 280, 296, 310 Commerce, 134-135, 160101, 164. See also

C] group,
. John
obert,
s of pow: ment, 288, 289
56, wcquittal o ,21-22, 116, 122, 125,

255-250; bid to enter Parliament, 49; 152, 103, 191, 212, 210, 314, 357N15; on
bribery by, 174; ch i ; corruption, 228; at impeachment trial of
9, 162, 207, 21

\ M perial monar

252 317; dual rule system 1o, 170, 175, Tlpu Sultan 188

7,178,184,
n empir
ies, 45,
18, 42,
career,
grai) of, 10,17, 43,

7, 254; as self-styled

,189; war against

70, 281, 330;

, 12, 82, 9o, 106,
, 330; efforts to re-

, 81, 82; influence of,
; ]ustlﬁcatlon ,197; local, 82, 297;
the “long eighteenth century,” 22-23;
of the metropole 81 138 moral, 82; par-

57 58, 176, 181, 182, 322; military activi-
d reputatio

ation/“old” corrup-
2, 84, 235,237, 256,
30; prevention 82; private, 139; pub-
1¢, 139; rewritten 1nto narratives of tri-
umph, 29; scope of, 61-62, 84; social

ﬁ brou v, 81; system
u

lating Act; spe-
B —

5 >

agalnst 60; reforms

ulating Act and, 58-60; relatlons w1th




\MEE

Index

Cotton, 143, 157, 158, 234

Courts, 70, 122, 171, 185-180, 220-224, 228,
250, 290. See also Supreme court

Credit/credit crisis, 54, 160, 180181, 323

Criminal law, 231-232

Cultural difference, 28, 47, 199, 200, 200,
220, 276, 278, 294, 333, 342028

Customs and practices, 50, 109, 120, 212,
219, 250, 2806, 288; disregard for, 94, 304;

imperial history and, 5s; rehglous ;
Mlals ) 0
sie, Lord,

Doastaks (free passes), 45, 46, 150, 160
Deficit ﬁnancmg, 16

332933,
2

171, 288, 320
Diamonds, 39, 147

ments to Brltam 178—179, 180 authorlty

eastern Indi uthorl
Mbonds |

245-248; inde

66-67, 72, 73,
and 270; rnanagernent of 140, 153, 214;

60, 125, 13613
159, 160, 162, 103,
274, 331; natlonahsm as mission of, 315;

charges against, 81; charter, 8-9, 18, 22—
23, 93, 129, 141, 163-164, 168, 179, 182,
299; coins minted by, 170-171, 218; com-
petition with the Dutch, 140; constitu-
tion of, 91; contradictions in policy, 172,
182-183; control of, 182, 236; control of
castern India, 253; control of southern
India, 240, 241; corruption of, 13, 49, 59,
78, 84, 93, 183, 220, 319, 3491n40; courts
estabhshed by, 171, 290; credit failure,
6—267, 302; delib-
ticed by, 20; demise
of monopoly of, 139,
163,104, 252, 3¢ 330, 357m15; despo-
tism of, 202; D ani rights granted to,
13, 14, 16> 47_487 52-53, 57, 607 72,151,
-176, 178, 179-180, 184-185,
; of wealth from,
, 235; effect of scan-
o regulate and re-
44, 84, 121, 215, 317;
; expansionist poli-
cies, 8, 163, 2006; failure to respect In-
dian customs, 47, 201-292, 304; finan-
i© 14-15,17, 21, 22,
> 117, 144, 145, 153,
78, 180181, 215, 217,
323, 324; history of, 25,
ent actions by, 168,
169, 182—183, 185, in Indian courts, 70;
241, 352n16;
, 03, 64, 65, 172;
,163; legitimacy of,
o Britain, 38, 141-142;
of Arcot, 62-63, 63,
, 350n55; local politics

192; d

33,235,238, 2

loans to the n.

173, 174, 186187,
9, 269, 316, 324; Mo-
13,14, 23, 38, 53, 50,
0, 141-142, 144, 157,
182, 213, 249, 251, 267,

atresities agai=at, 1, 2—4; non-
cy. 189, parliamen-

A BB PN R



Index

tary inquiries into, 76, 77, 181, 255; amassed by, 11-13, 38, 39, 54, 57, 03, 67,
policy in southern India, 76; political 75, 81, 159, 253, 293; greed of, 183, 214,
and economic influence of, 14, 39—40, 250; pensions of, 121; political aspira-

43, 47, 52, 104, 120, 151, 214, 219; political tions of, 347n1s; private trade by, 37-38,
economy, 135, 219; politics of, 12, 23, 135, 45, 50, 53, 50, 05, 137, 160, 162, 177, 234,

160, 170, 172, 173, 187, 188; presents ac- 252, 254, 332; salaries of, 213, 254

cepted by, 10-12, 20, 55, 02, 120, 121; Economic history, 135, 146-147, 148, 150
profiteering by, 14; promissory notes Economy of empire, 138, 144, 152-153, 157,
(qists), 73; public opinion of, 251; re- 330; colonial markets, 157; colonization

forms by, ;66n41 re ulatlon of, 92 124, of Indian economy, 144; consequences

3,135; drain of

, 147; economic

; expansion of, 161;

ated from, 137138,

39-140, 142, 145, 48, 165; income trans-

fer to Britain, 135; industrial growth in

Britain and, 155-157; land revenues and,
: , 150, 164; mo-

,136-137, 138,

Mugha] empire 168, 177, 182, 187, 189,
, 161; normalization
olitical, 161; price

; relations with the nawab of Arcot,
, 67, 68, S
70; relat i ER
2, 191-1 i j
jore, 367 1 b
ta ,213; religio i 2 of commodities

by, 298—300; revenue collection by, 17, traded 142-143; role of the Company

123, 171, 175, 177, 1 —138; role of investment and trib-
6-219, 22
tish eco
domes
of, 14,1
75, 178, 179, 180,

erchants in, 136,
of sovereign rulers
267-208, 272, 287-288; stock and share-
15, 8, 14, 17,

ms of trade, 134-135,
5— 146 147,15¢ 51,160, 165. See also
rade

Educatlon 129-130, 139, 299, 320, 322
8

of, 35; acceptance
responsibility of, 34,
28, apitalism and, 8; civ-
izing mission o1, 303; collapse of, 320~
3213 contradlctlons of, 236-237; corrup-

; uption of, 81;
rimes of, 119; cri-
f, 147, 150; duplic-
the colonized, 5, 7,

229, 310, 329, 336,
7211N44,40; embarrassment of, 282-283;

, 21, 22, 24-25, 49,
66, 73, 95; wntten history of, 255, 264, expansmn of, 242; guardians of, 327; his-

’ 3137 » 3327333, 335;
ia astings and, 8s;

ee also Na
k Ea ia Com '

0 [ [ CopinThe Presiinst and s o anvart folege




Index

Empire (continued) with, 252; privileges in India, 49; rela-
justification for, 192-193, 231, 303, 310; tions with Britain, 114; war with Britain,
legitimacy of, 215, 274, 300, 314315, 141, 156, 239. See also French Revolu-
329, 332, 302n59; modernity and, 28, tion
192-193, 333; narratives of, 310; national-  Francis, Philip, 18-19, 22, 60, 93, 146, 189,
ism of, 164; naturalization of, 332; nor- 217, 230; Burke and, 94, 99-100, 104;
malization of, 126; origins of, 91, 120, conflict with Clive, 323; conflict with
191, 192, 204, 278, 330; politics of, 49; Hastings, 93, 94, 9596, 98-100, 103,
profit of, 149; relationship to scandal, 31; 104, 186, 187, 217-218, 220, 235, 352n21;

sovereignty and, 202-203, 205—206 207; criticism of the Company, 135; on judi-

e 8o, 81, 83, 114, 127,
190, 191, 198, 26, 362n59
Furber, Holden, 148-149, 153-154, 159, 329

,196-197, 288
ngland, 99, 105, 114,

, 259—260, 264, 280—

137-138, 334

Great Rebellion 611857 (Sepoy Mutiny),

b 35, 34 104, 162 301

inance capital, 1
Firman (official permission), 46, 47, 140,

\ M
ox reform bill. See arland, Robert,

France 121, 239, 200, 321; alliances with Hastlngs Warren, 22, 24, 130-131, 179, 182—

ittal of, 31, 92,
k |
382

37; as agent of re-
L[ oM Pt ana s of e Sl

, 22; ancie 1tut10n
on to B




! 103; politi
MG
ndian rulers, 19; re

form, 59-60; agents of, 110; agriculture
and, 216; ancient constitutions and, 197,
218-219, 220, 364m17; Awadh policy, 102;
begums of Awadh and, 105, 355n54;
Benares charge against, 101, 102, 103,
115-116, 119; bribery by, 93—94; British
support for, 97, 102; Burke’s assault on,
13, 31, 61, 77, 84, 91, 99, 100, 170, 184,
185, 191, 199, 207, 218, 24225, 288, 315,

100, 103, 104, 180, 187, 217-218, 220, 235,
352n21; contracts made by, 102; corrup-

172,
ies into activities of 12, 76 personal ex-

ment 169; reputation as savior of em-
0, 89, 104,

Hereditary rights, 272, 274

120, 120
- '

0 [ [ CopinThe Presiinst and s o anvart folege

Index

customs, 219; return to the House of
Commons, 129-130; Tevenue system cre-
ated by, 209, 212, 216-219, 225; rule of
law and, 199, 211, 224-225; scandals sur-
rounding, 19, 30, 85, 96-97, 112, 118,
125-120, 238, 201; self-defense by, 101,
107-108, 114-119, 121-123, 232, 351n04; on
sovereignty, 168, 185, 187; on tradition,
290; written history of, 325, 326

94, 295, 301,
,199, 220—224, 228,

igion, 304, 307

ntradictions of, 204;
custom and tradition in, 198, 200, 286;
alobal/universal, 280, 336; mandate of,

i 1onal, 26; orien-
; revisionist, 26—29,
scandal of empire
mperial history

, 258

Holland, 4s, 137, 140, 170, 250-251, 252
Holwell, Jonathan Z., 1, 2—4, 50, 179, 180,

141, 173; Clive’s

eech to, 173, 1,5, 177; estimation of

presents distributed in Bengal 10, 43;
astings i eachment trial

105, 113. See also

- achment trial of
astings in, 88, 102, 105, 113, 114, 117,
4n49; reform biils submitted to, 9g.
See also Parliament

,279—280, 282
295, 332, 35104

266

4, 35, 42, 126,
77, 278-279,



Index

Imperial history (continued)

342128, 371m10; crisis of sovereignty and,

207; of East India Company, 170; in Eu-
rope, 330; fabrication of, 4; of India,
274; Indian customs and, 55; rewriting
of, 27; scandals of, 25-20; treatment of
Hastings in, 130; written accounts of, 332
Imperialism. See British imperialism
Impey, Elijah, 94, 97, 113, 227228, 230,

145-150; €
ethnographic state in, 291; European
expansion within, 148-149; hlsto of, s,

1
S

3

Inheritance, 221, 224, 231
In t rates, 62, 64—

, 127, 200, 2
Islam, 273, 281; law, 117, 212, 229, 231

(land g
Clive,

ast India

grant ) of

]ohnstone John, 250, 251
Jopas-William

2, 300
adrnlms ®

Kanta Nandi, Krishna, 110, 226

Khan, Faizullah, 100

Khan, Muhammed Reza, 53, 176-177, 225,
226

Kirkpatrick, William, 298

Land revenues, 122, 134-135, 149, 151
Land rights, 249
Laurence, French, 128

f society, 286; sover-

2; universality of,

stification for British
rule, 231; written history of, 262

Law of Tamerlane, 10

8,322, 334, 35607,

, 68, 72
_ocke, John, 194, .48, 203
London East India Company, 141

caulay, Tho
124, 139, 169, 2
319329, 352017

24, 40, 41, 87, 88, 9o,
»240, 275, 278, 283, 317,

—2406, 259, 260201,

277, 348041
Madras, 11, 61, 69, 135, 183; corruption in,
- council, 74; poli-

» 24, 42, 45, 71, 95, 232,
r against, 19, 21, 103,
116, 117, 169, 183, 233, 235; dissolution of
confederacy, 242; expansionist ambi-
8 reigntaof, 2605; as threat,
t ompany, 240

B S ———



Market economy, s, 150, 164

Marshall, Peter, 9z, 123-124, 125, 152-153,
155, 157-158, 320, 355M54

Metcalfe, Charles, 24-25, 241, 242

Metropole, 81, 138, 151, 193, 258, 330

Metropolitan state, 215, 236

Mill, James, 24, 124, 139, 176, 224, 232,
283, 317-319, 320, 321, 323, 324, 329,
353n132,33

Mir Jafar (nawab of Bengal), 5, 42, 4

oly conditions and
Monson, George, 96

astaks (free

Mysore 22, 02, 64, 65-60, 103, 234; British

ation o
ar ISZC O

0 [ [ CopinThe Presiinst and s o anvart folege

Index

Nabobs, 23, 63, 129, 174-175, 347n25; cor-
ruption of, 57, 83, 125, 330; effect on in-
vestment and economy, g; fortunes
amassed by, 9, 12, 13, 214, 309; marriage
into old gentry, 9, 13, 80; reputation of,
in England, 56, 70; revenues collected
by, 4; seats in Parliament purchased by,
9, 12, 13, 04, 65, 75-70, 83; as social
class, 81

Najm-ud-daula, 51

13, 225, 220, 227—

17, 365136

s, 203-204
9, 146-147, 164, 189,

ab of Arcot, 41,59, 349n406; agents of,
11-12, 61, 66, 68, 75, 263, 264; as ally of

Britain and the Company, 12, 8o, 171~

2406; failure of, 70;

61, 62-03, 67, 68,

, 7475, 77-7% /9, 93, 183, 264,

3 50n 55; parllamentary seats bought by,
; ilitary policy, 12;

e Company, 62, 68,
tions with feudal
s rivalries of7 266; scan-

ee also Mir Jafar
Neutrality, 329, 370n25
: i 1
» 1 5, 92, 96_977 182




Index

Opium trade, 11, 20, 39, 53, 123, 143, 144, Pitt Act (1784), 10, 21, 125, 160, 162, 188—

164, 234, 250, 308 189, 236
Oppression, 79, 107, 289, 302 Police, 212, 216, 307
Orientalism, 24, 69, 79, 107, 222, 224, 262, Political spectacle, 87-131
296, 322 Political theory, 204, 258
Orme, Robert, 41, 245-248, 255, 256, 260, Postcolonialism, 329-330
261, 269, 300, 332, 34618, 366n1 Presents, 11-12, 50-51, 60, 173; credited to

the Company, 1012, 20, 55, 62, 120, 121;
demanded by East India Company ser-
vants, 62 fortunes amassed from, 67;
51-52, 120. See
resents accepted
en: presents accept-

Palaiyakarar chiefs, 272, 273

P ent, 82;
pany, 1
on, 16
I
b5 on, 155 in

211, 216, 217, 219, 222,

Hastings, 12, 76; inquiries into the 224, 231, 249, 250, 331, 363n0. See also
Company, 10, 76, 77, 181, 255; inquiries i

Rapine
c n o en), 112
itrent (fixed r¢ ), 172

61,69, 71, 73, 74, 93,
n31; agents of, 92, 263,
269, 278; crediiwis of, 263; scandals sur-
roundmg, 263; sovereignty of, 269; war

corrupti
Diwani
180; invi
ppositi
tl on presen

form legislation passed by, 10, 76; rela-
tions with the Co ¢

George

n, ]ohn
495

ism, 22,
ge, 13, 2

tion, 77, 81,
Penal code, 320

nal, 237; judicial,

ation, 10, 76; utilitar-

55-50. See also India
iracy, 9, 37, 42, 125 Bill of 1783; Regulating Act

Pitt, William, 47, 48, 76, 78, 83, 91 100, Regu]atmg Act, 15,18, 20, 53, 58-61, 93,

127,182, 18 2,18 ,188, 213, 235,

04, 2 , 228, 250, 298-300;

13, 117;

\

0 [ [ CopinThe Presiinst and s o anvart folege



assaults on, 302; Eastern, 298—299;

threat of, 259
Representation, 257-258
Revenue farming, 217
Reynolds, Joshua, 89
Rice, 71
Robertson, William, 138, 280
Rockingham faction, 6o, 75, 92, 256
Rohilla War, 95, 100, 101, 190, 233, 325
Roman empire, 280281

oroughs,

aw, 199, 21

333, 36306
Rumbold, Thomas,

M system
din, 227
Sahib, Chanda, 41, 270

145, 234, 252; bet

131, 262, 274, 277, 280, 305, 335; agents
; cultural, 2

erlng, 26; 1

ustoms, 23:
f, 30; wri
59

into, 10, 31, 149150, 257, 262 private

Index

Scotland, 138, 239, 263, 280, 281, 342n27

Scott, David, 104

Scottish East India Company, 141

Secrecy, 267

Secley, J. R, 313, 314317, 327329, 336

Seeley, John, 25, 31, 120, 283

Sepoy Mutiny. See Great Rebellion of
1857

Shah Alam, 50, 51, 52, 175, 218

Sheridan, Richard, 88, 105, 112, 113, 114,

101, 102, 115-116, 117,

3247 355154

Singh, Devi, 110, 112, 118

nry, 305-309
136-139, 159, 160,

’ ialization of, 168;
ontradictions 04, 207, 222, 253; Cri-
s of, 204, 205, 20 ; debates about, 204~
205, 274; dual, 175, 189—190 190, 202,
i —203, 205-200,
95, 205, 362n50;
obal, 193; jus-
05, 207, 257; lan-
nd, 198, 232; legiti-
, 274, 282-283; of
merchants 178; modern 192-193, 203,
" 31; popular,

77; as propri-

relation to trade,
of, 185; scandal of
ate, 221; territory and,
205; theory of, 198, 278; written history
of 256—257, 258-250, 265. See also Brit-

e, Edmund: on

B —



Index

Sovereignty (continued)
of; India: sovereignty of; Mughal em-
pire: sovereignty of

Spectacle produced from scandal, 30, 87—

131

Speculation, 39, 81, 160, 180

Spice trade, 140

Srirangapattinam, 189, 261

State: British, 236; contradictions of, 236;
control of the Company, 236; imperial,

Statecraft, 237, 292
Stephen, J. F., 232

Sulivan, Laurence, 49, 50, 54, 95
Superstition, 281, 30

Taliban, 310
ars, 101

X

2 a
ute 135; exemptions, 53; exemptlons

ted to the

ea trade, 9, 23, 142143, 144, 104, 2
Terrorisrn 334

s, 140, 152,
(highw.
309, 31

Thugee Act, 307-308

Tipu Sultan, 22, 152, 188, 189, 239240,
261, 297298

Tobacco, 39, 56, 145, 234, 249, 252

Torture, 110, 112, 118, 234, 298

Trade, 22, 160; commodity, 11, 46, 142-143;
country/inland, 11, 46, 144, 145, 149, 150,
160, 101, 251, 254, 308; custom-ree, 4,
40; effect on the economy of empire,

148; European, 153; free/free market, 30,

0, 104, 165, 252,

; illicit, 150; impe-

; internal, 152; legiti-

0; monopoly of, 249;

oppressive, 6o; , stential excesses of, 82;

private, 51, 52, 131, 135, 150, 157, 181, 189,

; rohlbltlons on, 213; public, 137;

lation to sover-

ictions on, 39, 59,

of, 254. See also East

rvants: private trade

mpire; specific com-

modities
Tradition, 222, 285286, 289, 296, 368n1;
86; Indian, 222,
privilege, 1277; scan-

Tribute, 135, 146, 147, 149, 150, 151, 260,
hal empire, 172,
of Arcot, 63-64

United States, 35, 310, 328, 335. See also
Amencan colonies; American Revolution

O S



Index

Walpole, Horace, 15, 143, 181 financial irresponsibility, 238, 240-241;
Ward, William, 303, 304 military and political ambition, 238,
Warehouse system, 140-141 239-241
Wealth, 81, 82, 84, 125. See also Bengal: Whig politics, 39, 114, 187
drain of wealth from; India: drain of Wilberforce, William, 23, 32, 33, 34, 239,
wealth from 297, 301-302

Wealth of Nations (Smith), 133, 136-139
Wellesley, Marquess Richard, 22, 125, 157—
159, 162 189, 191, 297, 298 357m1s; Brit Zamindari (]and]ords 103, 115, 119, 161,

AM COPY
AM COPY
AM COPY
AM COPY
AM COPY

0 [ [ CopinThe Presiinst and s o anvart folege




	TITLE PAGE
	Contents
	Illustrations
	Preface
	Prologue
	1 / Scandal
	2 / Corruption
	3 / Spectacle
	4 / Economy
	5 / Sovereignty
	6 / State
	7 / History
	8 / Tradition
	9 / Empire
	Notes
	Prologue
	1. Scandal
	2. Corruption
	3. Spectacle
	4. Economy
	5. Sovereignty
	6. State
	7. History
	8. Tradition
	9. Empire

	Illustration Credits
	Index



