
N^.«c#eiywliere from Egypt, the British press -eo-pperatmg 
loyally by labelling the subject taboo. The upshot was 
that Egypt became quieter than it had been lor a 
generation.

However, it was only a surface calm. Driven under
ground, Egyptian unrest even attained new virulence 
which alarmed close observers. In 1913 the well-known 
English publicist Sidney Low, alter a careful investiga
tion of. the Egyptian situation, w rote : “  We are not 
popular in Egypt. Feared we may be by some; re
spected I doubt not by many others; but really liked,
I am sure, by very few.”  1 Still more outspoken was 
an article significantly entitled “  The Darkness over 
Egypt,”  which appeared on the eve of the Great War.2 
Its publication in a semi-scientific periodical for special
ists in Oriental problems rendered it worthy of serious 
attention. “  The long-continued absence of practically 
all discussion or even, mention of Egyptian internal 
affairs from the British press,”  asserted this .article,
“  is not indicative of a healthy condition. In Egypt 
the superficial quiet is that of suppressed discontent—  
of a sullen, hopeless mistrust toward the Government 
of the Occupation. Certain recent happenings have 
strengthened in Egyptian minds the. conviction that the 
Government is making preparations for the complete 
annexation of the country. . . .  We are not concerned '  
to question how far the motives attributed to the Govern-1 
merit are true. The essentrial fact is that the Government 
of the Occupation has not yet succeeded in endearing, 
or even recommending, itself to the Egyptian people, 
hut is, on the contrary, an object of suspicion, an 
occasion of enmity.”  The article expresses grave doubt 
whether Lord Kitchener’s repressive measures have 
done more than drive discontent underground, and 
shows “  how strong is the Nationalist feeling in Egypt 
to-day in spite of the determined attempts to stamp out

1 Low, Egypt in Transition, p. 260 (London, 1914).
* The Asiatic Review, April, 1914,
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all freedom of political opinion. Ass might'tie expected, 
this wholesale muzzling of the press has not only re
duced the Mohammedan majority to a condition o', 
internal ferment, but has seriously alienated the hitherto 
loyal Copts. It may be that the Government can dis
cover no better means of recommending itself to .the 
. confidence and good-will of the Egyptian people; it mav 
be that only by the instant repression of every outward 
«isn of discontent can it feel secure m its occupation; 
but if such be the case, it is an admission of extreme 
weakness, or recognized insecurity of tenure. Ihe 
article concludes with the following warning as to the 
problem’s wider implications: “ Egypt, though a sub 
ect of profound indifference to the English voter, is 

being feverishly watched by the Indian Mohamme^ns, 
and by the whole of our West and Central African sub
jects— themselves strongly Moslem in sympathy, and 
at the present time jealously suspicious of the political
activities of Christian Imperialism. . ,,

Such being the state ol Egyptian feeling m 1914, the 
outbreak of the Great War was bound to produce inten
sified unrest. England’s position in Egypt was, m truth, 
very difficult, Although in fact England exercised com
plete control, in law Egypt was stall a dependency of 
the Ottoman Empire, Britain merely exercising a term 
porary occupation. Now it soon became evident that 
Turkey was going to join England’s enemies,AheTeutomc 
empires, while it was equally evident that the> Egypbans 
sympathized with the Turks, even the Khedive Abbas 
Hilmi making no secret of his pro-1 urbsh views. 
During the first months of the European War, while 
Turkey was still nominally neutral, the Egyptian native 
press, despite the British censorship, was full of veiled 
seditious statements, while the unruly attitude of 
the Egyptian populace and the stirrings among the 
Egyptian native regiments left no doubt as to how the 
wind was blowing. England was seriously alarmed, 
Accordingly, when Turkey entered the war m November,
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X S T i ,  England took the decisive plunge, deposed Abbas 
Hilmi, nominated Ms cousin Hussein 'Kamel “  Sultan,”  
and declared Egypt a protectorate of the British Empire.

This stung the nationalists to fury. Anything like 
formal rebellion was rendered impossible by" the heavy 
masses of British and colonial troops which had been 
poured into _ the country. Nevertheless, there was a 
good deal of sporadic violence, suppressed only by a 
stern application of the “ State of Siege.” A "French 
observer thus vividly describes these critical days: 
“  The Jehadd is rousing the anti-Christian fanaticism 
which always stirs in the soul of every good Moslem. 
Since the end, of October one could read in the eyes'of the 
low-class Mohammedan natives their hope— the'massacre 
of the Christ:ans. In the streets o f Cairo they stared 
insolently at the European passers-by. Some even 
danced for joy  on learning that the Sultan had declared 
the Holy War. Denounced to the police for this, they 
were incontinently bastinadoed at the nearest police- 
station. The same state of mind reigned at El Azhar, 
and I am told that Europeans who visit the celebrated 
Mohammedan University have their ears filled with the 
strongest epithets of the Arab repertory— that best- 
furnished language in the world.’31

The nationalist exiles vehemently expressed abroad 
what their fellows could not say at home. Their leader, 
Mohammed Farid Bey, issued from Geneva an official 
protest against “  the new illegal regime proclaimed by 
-England the 18th of last December. England, which 
pretends to ma ke war on Germany to defend Belgium, 
ought not to trample underfoot the rights of Egypt, 
nor consider the treaties relative thereto as £ scraps of 
paper.3 ”  2 These exiles threw themselves vehemently 
into the arms of Germany, as may be gauged from the 
following remarks of Abd-el-Maiek Hamsa, secretary of
_1 “  L’jSgypte et Ios Debuts du Froteefcorat,” Berne das Sciences Poli- 

tiquM, 15 June, .1915,
2 Mohammed Farid Bey, “ L’tSgypte et la Guerre,” Revue Politique 

Internationale, May, 1915.

‘ Gcix
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the nationalist party, in. a German periodical: There
is hardly an Egyptian who does not pray that; England 
may be beaten and her Empire fall in ruins.. During 
the early days of the war, while I was still in Egypt,
I was a witness of this popular feeling. In cities and 
villages, from sage to simple peasant, all are convinced 
in the 'Kaiser’s love for Islam and friendship for its 
caliph, and they are hoping and praying for Germany s 
VlCtOTV„7 ?

Of course, in face of the overwhelmingBritish garrison 
in Egypt, such pronouncements were as idle as the wind.
The hoped-for Turkish attacks were beaten hack from 
the Suez Canal, the “ State of Siege”  functioned with 
stern efficiency, and Egypt, flooded with British troops, 
lapsed info sullen silence, not to he broken until the end
of the war. r

Turning hack at this point to consider nationalist 
developments in the rest of North Africa, we do not, as 
in Egypt, find a well-marked territorial patriotism. 
Anti-European hatred there is in plenty, but such 
«  patriotic ”  sentiments as exist belong rather to those 
more diffused types of nationalist feeling k n o w n , as 
“  Pan-Arabism ”  and “  Pan-Islamic Nationalism, which
we shall presently discuss. , . . .

The basic reason for this North African lack of national 
feeling, in its restricted sense, is that nowhere outside 
of Egypt is there a land which ever has been, ôr which 
shows distinct signs of becoming, a true “  nation.
The mass of the populations inhabiting the vast band 
of territory between the Mediterranean Sea and _ the 
Sahara desert are “  Berbers ” — an ancient s t o c k ,  racial y 
European rather than Asiatic or negroid, and closely akin 
to the “  Latin ”  peoples across the Mediterranean. 
The Berbers remind one of the Balkan Albanians 
they are extremely tenacious of their language and 
customs, and they have an instinctive racial feeling,

i A bd-d 'iftJek Hamsa, “ Die iigyptische Frage,”  A iien , November, 
1916.
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..•T^^Sire they are inveterate partieularists, having always 
been split up into many tribes, sometimes combining 
into partial confederations but never developing true 
national patriotism.1

Alongside the Berbers we find everywhere a varying 
proportion of Arabs. The Arabs have colonized North 
Africa ever since the Moslem conquest twelve centuries 
ago; They converted the Berbers to Islam and Arab 
culture, but they never made North Africa part of the 
Arab world as they did Syria and Mesopotamia, and m 
somewhat lesser degree Egypt. The two races have 
never really fused. Despite more than a thou sand years 
of Arab tutelage, the Berbers’ manner of life remains 
distinct. They have largely .kept their language, and 
there has been comparatively little intermarriage. Pure- 
blooded Arabs abound, often in large tribal groups, but 
they are still, in a way, foreigners.2

With such elements of discord, North Africa’s political 
life has always been troubled. The most stable region 
has been, Morocco, though, even there the sultan’s 
authority has never really extended to the mountain 
tribes. As for the so-called “  Barbary States ”  (Algiers, 
Tunis, and Tripoli), they were little more than port- 
cities along the coast, the hinterland enjoying practi
cally complete tribal independence. Over this confused 
turmoil spread the tide of .French conquest, beginning 
with Algiers in 1830 and ending with Morocco to-day.3 
France brought peace, order, and material prosperity, 
but here, as in other Eastern lands, these very benefits 
of European tutelage created a new sort of unity among 
the natives in their common dislike of the European 
conqueror and their common aspiration toward hide-

1 A good summary of Berber history is H. Weisgorber, Lea Blancs 
d’A fiiqw  (Paris, 1911)).

2 For analyses of differences between Arabs and Berbers, see { ant de 
Saint-Ayrnotir, Arabts et Kabyles (Paris, 1891); A. Bel, Coup d'QAl sur 
VIslam m  Berbbrie (Paris, 1917).

* For short historical summary, see A. C. Coolidge, “  The European 
Beconquest of North Africa,” American Historical Bevic.o, July, 1912.
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'W g g ^ n c e .  Accordingly, the past generation Las wit-k-AA“ l 
" blissed the appearance of “ Young Algerian and “  Young - 

Tunisian M political groups, led by French-educated men 
who have imbibed Western ideas of “  self-government ”  
and “  liberty.''1 However, as we have already _ re
marked, their goal is not so-much the erection of distinct 
Algerian and Tunisian “  Nations ”  as it is creation of a 
larger North African, perhaps Pan-Islamic, unity. _ It 
must not be forgotten that they are in close touch with 
the Sennussi and kindred influences which we have 
already examined in the chapter on Pan-Islamkm.

So much for “ first-stage”  nationalist developments 
in the Arab or Arabized lands. There is, however, one 
more important centre of nationalist sentiment in the 
Moslem world to be considered—Persia. Persia is, in 
fact, the land where a genuine nationalist movement 
would have been most logically expected, because the 
Persians have for ages possessed a stronger feeling of 
‘ ‘ country ’ ’ than any other Near Eastern people.

In the nineteenth century Persia had sunk into such 
deep decrepitude that its patent weakness excited the 
imperialistic appetites of Czarist Russia and, in some
what lesser degree, of England. Persia’s decadence and 
external perils were, however, appreciated by thinking 
Persians, and, a series of reformist agitations took place, 
beginning with the religious movement of the Bab early 
in the nineteenth century and culminating with the 
revolution of 1.908.2 That revolution was largely pre
cipitated by the Anglo-Russian Agreement of 1907 by 
which England and Russia virtually partitioned Persia; 
the country being divided into a Russian “  sphere of

1 For those nationalist movements in French North Africa, see A. Sor 
vier, Le Natiiynalisme musulrnan (Constant iue, Algeria, 1913); P. La,pie,
Les CiviUsati’Xn# tmmemee (Paris, 1898); P. Millet, ‘ Les Jeones-Alge- 
riens,” Remit <h Paris, 1 November, 1913.

2 A good analysis of the pre-revolutionary reformist movements is 
found in “ X ,” “  La Situation politique de la Perse,” Revue du Monas 
musulrnan, June, 1914. See also V&mh&y, Western CiiUwre in I,astern 
Lands ; General Sir T. E. Gordon, “  The Reform Movement in Persia, 
Proceedings of the Central Asian Society, 13 March, 1007.

!| | |  V NATIONALISM ^



"Influence ”  in the north and a British “  sphere of ir M ^ ...
encc ’•"in the south, with a “  neutral zone ”  between. The 
revolution was thus in great part a desperate attempt of 
the Persian patriots to set their house in order and a vert, 
at the eleventh, hour, the shadow of European domina
tion which was creeping over the land. .But the revolu
tion was not merely a protest against European aggres
sion. It was also aimed at the alien Khadjar dynasty 
which had so long misruled Persia. These Khadjar 
sovereigns were of Turkoman origin. They had never 
become really Persianized, as shown by the fact that 
the intimate court language was Turki, not Persian. 
They occupied a position somewhat analogous to that of 
the Manchus before the Chinese revolution. The Per
sian revolution was thus basically an Iranian patriotic 
outburst against all alien influences, whether from la s t  
or West.

We have already seen how this patriotic movement 
was crushed bv the forcible intervention of European 
imperialism.1 B y 1912 Russia and England were in 
hill control of the situation, the patriots were proscribed 
and persecuted, and Persia sank into despairing silence.
As a British writer then remarked : “  For such broken 
spirit and shattered hopes, as for the ■. * anarchy' now 
existing in Persia, Russia and Great Britain are directly 
responsible, and if there be a Reckoning, will one day be 
held to account. It is idle to talk of any improvement 
in the - situation, when the only Government in Persia 
consists of a Cabi net which does not command the con
fidence of the people, terrorized by Russia, financially 
starved by both Russia and England, allowed only miser
able doles of money on usurious terms, and forbidden 
to employ honest and efficient foreign experts like Mr. 
Shuster; when the King is a hoy, the .Regent an absentee, 
the Parliament permanently suspended, and the best,

1 See W. Morgan Shuster, The Strangling of Persia (New York, 1912). 
Also, for earlier phase of the revolution, see E. G.' Biowne, The Mcvohi- 
tion in Persia {London, 1910).
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x<dhrS#est, and most honest patriots either killed or driven 
into exile, while the wolf-pack of financiers, concession- 
hunters and land-grabbers presses ever harder on the 
exhausted victim, whose struggles grow fainter and 
fainter. Little less than, a miracle can .now save Persia.” 1

So ends our survey of the main “  first-stage ”  nation
alist movements in the Moslem world. We should of 
course remember that a nationalist movement was 
developing concurrently in India, albeit following an 
eccentric orbit of its own. We should also remember 
that, in addition to the main movements just discussed, 
there were minor nationalist stirrings among other 
Moslem peoples such as the Russian Tartars, the Chinese 
Mohammedans, and even the Javanese of the Dutch 
Indies. Lastly, we should remember that these nation
alist movements were more or less interwoven with the 
non-national movement of Pan-Islamism, and with those 
“  second-stage,”  “  racial ”  nationalist movements which 
we shall now consider.

II
Earlier in this chapter we have already remarked that 

the opening years of the twentieth century witnessed 
the appearance in Asia of nationalism’s second or racial 
stage, especially among the Turkish and Arab peoples.
This wider stage of nationalism has attained its highest 
development among the Turks; where, indeed, it has 
gone through two distinct phases, describable respec
tively by the terms “  Pan-Turkism ”  and “  Pan-Turan- 
ism.”  We have described the primary phase of Turkish 
nationalism in its restricted “  Ottoman ”  sense down to 
the close of the Balkan wars of 1912-13. It is at that 
time that the secondary or “  racial ”  aspects of Turkish 
nationalism first come prominently to the fore.

By this time the Ottoman Turks had begun to realize
! E. G. Browne, “ The Present Situation in Persia,”  Contemporary 

Review, November, 1912.
M
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^ a t  they did not stand alone in the world; that they 
were, in fact, the westernmost branch of a vast hand 
of peoples extending right across eastern Europe and 
Asia, from the Baltic to the Pacific and from the Medi
terranean to the Arctic Ocean, to Mhoiit ethnologists 
have assigned the name of “  Uralo-Altaic race,”  but who 
are more generally termed “  Turanians.”  This group 
embraces the most widely scattered folk--the Ottoman. 
Turks, o f Constantinople and Anatolia, the Turkomans 
of Persia and. Central Asia, the Tartars of South Russia 
a.•ul Transcaucasia. the Magyars of Hungary, the Firms 
ot E inland and the Baltic provinces, the aboriginal tribes 
of Siberia, and even the distant Mongols and Manchus. 
Diverse though they are in culture, tradition, and even 
persona] appearance, these people nevertheless possess 
certain well-marked traits in common. Their languages 
are all similar, while their physical and mental make-up 
displays undoubted affinities. They are all noted for 
great physical vitality combined with unusual toughness 
of nerve-fibre. Though somewhat deficient in imagina- 
tion and creative artistic sense, they are richly endowed 
with patience, tenacity, and dogged energy.. Above all, 
they have usually displayed extraordinary military 
capacity, together with a no less remarkable aptitude 
for the masterful handling of subject peoples. The 
Turanians have certainly been the greatest conquerors 
that the world has ever seen. Attila and his Huns, 
Arpad and. his Magyars, Isperich and his Bulgars, Alp 
Arslan and his Seijuks, Ertogrul and his Ottomans, 
Jenghiz Khan and Tamerlane with their “  inflexible ”  
Mongol hordes, Baber in India, even Kubilai Khan and 
b urnaclru in far-off Cathay : the type is ever the same. 
:[he hoof-print of the Turanian “ man on horseback”  
is stamped deep all over the palimpsest of history.
:t Glorious or sinister according t o ‘ the point of view,
I urau s is certainly a stirring past. Of course one may 
query whether these diverse peoples actually do form 
one genuine race. But, as we have already seen, so far



'''-'aipractical politics go, that makes no difference. Pos
sessed of kindred tongues and temperaments, and 
dowered with suck a wealth of soul-stirring tradition,‘it 
would suffice for them to think themselves racially one 
to form a nationa%fc dynamic of truly appalling potency.

Until about a generation ago, to be sure, no’ signs of 
such a movement were visible. Not only were distant 
stocks like Finns and Manchus quite unaware of any 
common Turanian bond, but even obvious kindred like 
Ottoman Turks and Central Asian Turkomans regarded 
one another with indifference or contempt. Certainly 
the Ottoman Turks were almost as devoid of racial rs 
they were of national feeling. Arminius Vambery tells 
how, when he first visited Constantinople in 1866, “  the 
word Turkluk (L e., * Turk ’ ) was considered an oppro
brious synonym of grossness and savagery, and when I 
used to call people’s attention to the racial importance 
of the Turkish stock (stretching from Adrianople to the 
Pacific) they answered : ‘ But you are surely not classing 
us with Kirghiz and with the gross nomads of Tartary 
. . . With a few exceptions, I found no one in Con
stantinople who was seriously interested in the questions 
of Turkish nationality or language.”  1

It was, in fact, the labours of Western ethnologists like 
the Hungarian Vambery and the Frenchman Leon Cahun 
that first cleared away the mists which enshrouded 
Turan. These labours disclosed the unexpected vastness 
of the Turanian world. And this presently acquired a 
most unacademic significance. The writings of Vambery 
and his colleagues spread far and wide through Turan 
and were there devoured by receptive minds already 
stirring to the obscure promptings of a new time. The 
normality of the Turanian movement is shown by its 
simultaneous appearance at such widely sundered points 
as Turkish Constantinople and the Tartar centres along 
the Russian Volga. Indeed, if anything, the leaven 
began its working on tbe Volga sooner than on. the 

1 Vamb&ry, La 2'urqnie d au.joard’hui at ifamni Qaarmlt Ant, pp. 11-12.
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N ^ ^ B ^ p h o r a s . This Tartar revival, though little k n ov .^ 4 - j 
1 one of the most extraordinary phenomena- in all nation 

alist history. The Tartars, once _ masters of Russia, 
though long since fallen from their high estate, have 
never vanished in the Slav ocean. Although many of 
them have been for four centimes under Russian rule, 
they have stubbornly maintained their religious, racial, 
and cultural identity. Clustered, thickly along_ the 
Volga, especially at Kazan and Astrakhan, retaining 
much of the Crimea, and forming a considerable minority 
in Transcaucasia, the Tartars remained distinct en 
claves ”  in the Slav Empire, widely scattered hut 
indomitable.

The first stirrings of. nationalist self-consciousness 
among the Russian Tartars appeared as far back as 
1895, and from then on the movement grew with aston
ishing rapidity. The removal of governmental restric
tions at the time of the Russian revolution of 1904 was 
followed by a regular literary florescence. Streams of 
books and pamphlets, numerous newspapers, and a 
solid periodical press, all attested the vigour and fecun
dity of the Tartar revival. The high economic level of 
the Russian Tartars assured the material sinews of war. 
The Tartar oil millionaires of Baku here played a con
spicuous role, freely opening their capacious purses fox 
the good of the cause. The Russian Tartars also showed 
distinct political ability and soon gained the confidence 
of their Turkoman cousins of Russian Central Asia, 
who were also stirring to the breath of nationalism. 
The first Russian. Duma contained a large Mohammedan 
group so enterprising in spirit and so skilfully led that 
Russian public opinion became genuinely uneasy and 
encouraged the government to diminish, Tartar influence 
in Russian parliamentary life by summary curtailments 
of Mohammedan representation.1

1 For the Tartar revival, see S. Brofcovnikov, “  Mosfoma in Russia,’ ’ 
The Moslem World, January, 1911; Mvret, “ Lea Tatars do Ormi6e, ’ 
Revue du Monde mmdman, August, 1907; A. U-. Chateher, .-as Mustil-
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course the Russian Mohammedans were careful to 
proclaim their political loyalty to the Russian Empire. 
Nevertheless, many earnest spirits revealed their secret 
aspirations by seeking a freer and more fruitful field of 
labour in Turkish Stambui, where the Russian Tartars 
played a prominent part, in the Pan-Turk and Pan- 
Turanian movements within the Ottoman Empire. In 
fact, it was a Volga Tartar, Yusuf Bey Akchura Oglu, 
who was the real founder of the first Pan-Turanian 
society at Constantinople, and his well-known book.,
Three Political System,s, became the text on which 
most subsequent Pan-Turanian writings have been 
based,1

Down to the Young-Turk revolution of 1908, Pum- 
Turanism was somewhat under a cloud at Stambui.
Sultan Abdul Hamid, as already remarked, was a Pan- 
Islamist and had a rooted aversion to all nationalist 
movements. Accordingly, the Pan-Turanians, while not. 
actually persecuted, were never in the Sultan’s favour.
With the advent of Young-Turk nationalism to power, 
however, all was changed. The “  Ottoman! zing ”  leaders 
of the new government listened eagerly to Pan-Turanian 
preaching, and most of them became affiliated with the 
movement. It is interesting to note that Russian Tar
tars continued to play a prominent part. The chief Pan- 
Turanian propagandist was the able publicist Ahmed 
Bey Agayeff, a Volga Tartar. His well-edited organ,
Turk Yunlu (Turkish Home), penetrated to every corner 
of the Turko-Tartar world and exercised great influence 
on the development of its public opinion.

Although leaders like Ahmed Bey Agayeff clearly
mans rnsses,” Revue du Monde musulman, December, 1906; Fr. von 
Maekay, ‘‘ .Die Erwee&amg Ikisslands aelatischea Volkerschaften,” Deutsche 
Rundschau, March, 1918; Arminius VamMry, Western Culture in Eastern 
Las,Is ; H. Williams, “ The Russian Mohammedans,” Russian Review, 
February, 1914; “ X ,” “ Le Pan-Islamiame et le Pan-Turquisme,”  Revue 
du Month musulman, March, 1913.

1 For these activities, see article by “ X,” quoted above; also Ahmed 
Emin, The Development of Modern Turkey as Measured by Us Press (New 
York, 1914).
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”  - Nisuabzed the entire Turanian world from Finland to 
Manchuria as a potential whole, and were thus full- 
hedged “  Pan-Turanians,”  their practical efforts were at 
first confined to the closely related Turko-Tartar seg
ment; that is, to the Ottomans of Turkey, the Tartars 
of Russia, and the Turkomans of central Asia and Per
sia, Since all these peoples were also Mohammedans, 
it follows that this propaganda "had a religious as well as 
a racial complexion, trending in many respects toward 
Pan-Islamism. Indeed, even disregarding the religious 
factor, we may say that, though Pan-Turanian in theory, 
the movement was at that time in practice little more 
than {i Pan-Turkism,”

It was the Balkan wars of 1912-13 which really pre
cipitated full-fledged Pan-Turanism. Those wars not 
merely expelled the Turks from the Balkans and turned 
their eyes increasingly toward Asia, but also roused 
such hatred of the victorious Serbs in the breasts of 
Hungarians and Bulgarians that both, these peoples 
proclaimed their “  Turanian ”  origins and toyed with 
ideas of “  Pan-Turanian ”  solidarity against the menace 
of Serbo-Russian “  Pan-Slavism.” 1 The Pan-Turanian 
thinkers were assuredly evolving a body of doctrine 
grandiose enough to satisfy the most ambitious hopes. 
Emphasizing the great virility and nerve-force every
where patent in the Turanian stocks, these thinkers 
saw in Turan the dominant race of the morrow. Zealous 
students of: Western evolutionism and ethnology, they 
were evolving their own special theory of race grandeur 
and decadence. According to Pan-Turanian teaching, 
the historic peoples of southern Asia— Arabs, Persians, 
and Hindus—are hopelessly degenerate. As for the 
Europeans, they have recently passed their apogee, 
and, exhausted by the consuming fires of modem 
industrialism, are already entering upon their decline.

1 I*or these Pan-Turanian tendencies in Hungary and Bulgaria, see my 
article “ I  aH~Torantai;’J American Political Science Review, February, m  /»



^ I r i s  the Turanians., with their inherent virility and 
steady nerves unspoiled by the wear and tear , of Western 
civilization, who must be the great dynamic of the 
future. Indeed, some Pan-Turanian thinkers go so far 
as to proclaim that it is the sacred mission of their race 
to revitalize a whole senescent, worn-out world by the 
saving infusion of regenerative Turanian blood.1'

Of course the Pan-Turanians recognized that any
thing like a realization of their ambitious dreams was 
dependent upon the virtual destruction of the Russian 
Empire. In fact, Russia, with its Tartars, Turkomans, 
Kirghiz, Finns, and numerous kindred tribes, was in 
Pan-Turanian eyes merely a Slav alluvium laid with 
varying thickness over a Turanian subsoil. This turning 
of Russia into a vast “  Turania irredenta ”  was cer
tainly an ambitious order. Nevertheless, the Pan- 
Turanians counted on powerful Western backing. They 
realized that Germany and Austria-Hungary were fast 
drifting toward war with Russia, and they felt that such 
a cataclysm, however perilous, would also offer most 
glorious possibilities.

These Pan-Turanian aspirations undoubtedly had a 
great deal to do with driving Turkey into the Great 
War on the side of the Central Empires. Certainly, 
Enver Pasha and most of the other leaders of the govern- 
mg group had long been more or less affiliated with 
the Pan-Turanian movement. Of course the Turkish 
Government had more than one string to its bow. It 
tried to drive Pan-Turanism and Pan-Islarnism in double 
harness, using the “ Holy W a r”  agitation for pious 
Moslems everywhere, while it redoubled Pan-Turanian 
propaganda among the Turko-Tartar peoples. A good 
statement of Pan-Turanian ambitions in the early years 
of the war is that of the publicist Tekin Alp in his * 
book, The Turkish and Pan-Turkish Ideal, published

1 bee article by “ X,” quoted above; also his article “ Lea Commits 
{■ 'J lit iq u e s  dans la Torqtde eontemporaine,”  Revue, d u  Monde m .um lm tm , 
December, 1912.
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• ::1n 1915. Says Tekin Alp : “  With the crushing of lias-
man despotism by the brave German, Austrian, and 
Turkish armies, 30,000,000 to 40,000,000 Turanians will 
receive their independence. With, the' 10,000,000 Otto
man Turks, this will form a nation of 50,000,000, ad
vancing toward a great civilization which may perhaps 
be compared with that of Germany, in that it will have 
the strength and energy to rise even, higher, In some 
ways it will he superior to the degenerate French and 
English civilizations.”  i

With the collapse of Russia after the Bolshevik revo
lution at the end of 1917, Pan-Turanian hopes knew no 
bounds. So certain were they of triumph that they 
began to flout even their German allies, thus revealing 
that hatred of all Europeans which had always lurked 
at the hack of their minds. A German staff-officer thus 
describes the, table-talk of Halil Pasha, the Turkish 
commander of the Mesopotamian front and uncle of 
Enver : “  First of all, every tribe with a Turkish mother- 
tongue must be forged into a single nation. The 
national principle was supreme; so it was the design 
to conquer Turkestan, the cradle of Turkish power and 
glory- That was the first task. From that base con
nections must be established with the Yakutes of 
Siberia, who were considered, on account of their 
linguistic kinship, the remotest outposts of the Turkish 
blood to the eastward. The closely related Tartar 
tribes of the Caucasus must naturally join this union, 
Armenians and Georgians, who form minority nation
alities in that territory, must either submit voluntarily 
or be subjugated. . . . Such a great compact Turkish 
Empire, exercising hegemony over all the Islamic world, 
would exert a powerful attraction upon Afghanistan and 
Persia. . . .  In December, 1917, when the Turkish 
front in Mesopotamia threatened to yield, Halil Pasha 
said to me, half vexed, half jokingly : 1 Supposing we let 
the English have this cursed desert hole and go to 
Turkestan, where I will erect a new empire for mv little
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^ad named his youngest son alter the great 
conqueror and destroyer, Jenghjz Khan.”  1 * *

As a matter of fact, the summer of 1918 saw Transcau
casia and northern Persia overrun by Turkish armies 
heactcd for Central Asia. Then came the German col
lapse in the West and the end of the war, apparently 
dooming Turkey to destruction. For the moment tire 
Pan-Turanians were stunned. Nevertheless, their hopes 
were soon destined to revive, as we shall presently see.

Before describing the course of events' in the "Near- 
East since 1918, which need to be treated as a unit, let 
us go back to consider the earlier developments of the 
other “  second-stage ”  nationalist movements in tire 
Moslem world. We have already seen how, concur
rently with Turkish nationalism, Arab nationalism was 
likewise evolving into the “ racial ”  stage, the ideal being 
a great “  Pan-Arab ’ ’ empire, embracing not merely the 
ethnically Arab peninsula-homeland, Syria, and Meso
potamia, but also the Arabized regions of Egypt, Tripoli, 
French North Africa, and the Sudan.

Pan-Arabism has not been as intellectually developed 
as Pan-Turanism, though, its general trend is so similar 
that its doctrines need not be discussed in deta il, One 
important difference between the two movements is 
that Pan-Arabism is much more religious and Pan- 
Islamic in character, the Arabs regarding themselves 
as The Chosen People ”  divinely predestined to domi
nate the whole Islamic world. Pan-Arabism also lacks 
Pan-Turanisms unity of direction. There have been 
two distinct intellectual centres—-Syria and Egypt. In

1 Ex-OMef of General Staff (Ottoman) Ernst Paraquin, in the Berliner
lageblad, January 24, 1920. For Turkish nationalist activities and atti
tudes during the war, see further t* D. 11954-/1 Manual m  the, Turanians 
mut ttm-l'watmmsm. Compiled by the Geographical Section of the Naval 
Intelligence Division, Naval Staff, Admiralty (London, 1019); E. F. Benson, 
•.crescent ard Iron Cross (London, 1918); M. A. Czapiicka, The, Turks of 

•ef*w; •' ^n into the Pan-Turanian Problem (Oxford, 1918)'-
H. Moi-genthau, Ambassador Morgettthan'e Story (New York, 1918)- Dr! 
a V, nl0r’ , H4*0 -War-Years in Constantinople (New York, 1917)
A. Mandelstam, ‘ The Turkish Spirit,”  New Europe, April 22,1S20.
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^ ,£W .  it  is i«  Egypt that Pan-Arab schemes have been 
most concretely elaborated, the Egyptian programme 
looking toward a reunion of the Arab-speaking lands 
under the Khedive—perhaps at first subject to British 
tutelage, though ultimately throwing off British control 
by concerted Pan-Arab action. The late Khedive Abbas 
Hilmi, deposed by  the British in 1914, is supposed- to 
have encouraged this movement.-1 

The Great War undoubtedly stimulated Pan-Arabism, 
especially by its creation of an independent Arab king
dom in the Hedjaz with claims on Syria and Mesopo
tamia. However, the various Arab peoples are so 
engrossed with local independence agitations looking 
toward the elimination of British, French, and Italian 
control from specific regions like Egypt, Syria, Meso
potamia, and Tripoli, that the larger concept of Pan- 
Arabism, while undoubtedly an underlying factor, is 
not to-day in the foreground of Arab nationalist 
programmes.

Furthermore, as I have already said, Pan-Arabism 
is interwoven with the non-racial concepts of Pan- 
Mamism and “  Pan-Islamic Nationalism,”  This latter 
concept may seem a rather grotesque contradiction of 
terms, So it may be to us Westerners. But it is not 
necessarily so to Eastern minds. However eagerly the 
East may have seized upon our ideas of nationality and 
patriotism, those ideas have entered minds already full 
of concepts like Islamic solidarity and the brotherhood 
of all True Believers. The result has been a subtle 
coloration of the new by the old, so that even when 
Moslems use our exact words, “  nationality,”  “  race,”  
etc., their conception of what those words mean is dis
tinctly different from ours. These differences in fact 
extend to a 11 political concepts. Take the word.w State,”

1 For Pan-Arab developments, see A.- M'usil, Zur Zeitgeschichte von 
Arabten (Leijaig, 1918); M, Kckthall, “ Turkey, England, and the Present 
Crisis), Asiatic Review, October 1„ 1914; A, Servier, Le Nationalisme, 
mtmlrmn ; Sheiok Abd-el-Azla Sehauieoh, “ Das Machtgebiet dter a/abi- 
schen Sprache, ’ Prevssucho Jahrbiicher, September, 1916.



*( M 'H  .NATIONALISM VSJT
... T 7 1  j

"^foiNtexample. The typical Mohammedan state is not, 
like the typical Western state, a sharply defined unit, 
with fixed boundaries and full sovereignty exercised 
everywhere within its frontiers. It is more or less an 
amorphous mass, with a central nucleus, the seat of an 
authority which shades off into ill-defined, anarchic 
independence. Of course, in the past half-century, 
most Mohammedan states have tried to remodel them
selves on Western lines, but the traditional tendency is 
typified by  Afghanistan, where the tribes of the Indian 
north-west frontier, though nominally Afghan, enjoy 
practical independence and have frequently conducted 
private wars of their own against the British which, the 
Ameer has disavowed and for which the British have not 
held him responsible.

Similarly with the term “  Nationality.”  In Moslem 
eyes, a man need not be bom  or formally naturalized 
to be a member of a certain Moslem “  Nationality.”  
Every Moslem is more or less at home in every part of 
Islam, so a man may just happen into a particular coun
try and thereby become at once, if he wishes, a national 
in good standing. For example : “  Egypt for the Egyp
tians ”  does not mean precisely what we think. Let a 
Mohammedan of Algiers or Damascus settle in Cairo. 
Nothing prevents him from acting, and being considered 
as, an “  Egyptian Nationalist ”  in the full sense of the 
term. This is because Islam has always had a distinct 
idea of territorial as well as spiritual unity. All pre
dominantly Mohammedan lands are believed by Mos
lems to constitute ■“  Dar-ul -Islam,” 1 which is in a sense 
the joint possession of all Moslems and which all Mos
lems are jointly obligated to defend. That is the reason 
why alien encroachments on any Moslem land are in
stantly resented by Moslems at the opposite end o f the 
Moslem world, who could have no possible material 
interest in the matter.

1 Literally “ House of Islam.”  All non-Moslem lands are collectively 
known as “  Dar-ul-Harb ” or ‘ House of War.”



% ^ 0 W e  are now better able to understand bow. many 
Moslem thinkers, combining the Western concept of 
nationality with, the traditional idea of Dar-ul-Islam, 
have evolved a new synthesis of the two, expressed by 
the term “  Pan-Islamio Nationalism.’ ’ This trend of 
thought is well set forth by an Indian Moslem, who 
writes: “  In the West, the whole science of government 
rests on the axiom that the essential divisions- of 
humanity are determined by considerations of race and 
geography; but for Orientals these ideas are very far 
from being axioms. For them, humanity divides 
according to religious beliefs. The unity is no longer 
the nation or the State, but the ‘ Millah.’ 1 Europeans 
see in this a counterpart to their Middle Ages—a stage 
which Islam should pass through on its way to modernity 
in the Western sense. How badly they understand 
how religion looks to a Mohammedan ! They forget 
that Islam is not only a religion, but also a social organ
ization. a form of culture, and a nationality. . . . The 
principle of Islamic fraternity—of Pan-Islam ism, if you 
prefer the word— is analogous to patriotism, but with 
this difference : this Islamic fraternity, though resulting 
in identity of laws and customs, has not (like Western 
Nationality) been brought about by community of race, 
country, or history, but has been received, as we believe, 
directly from God.”  2

Pan-Mamie nationalism is a relatively recent phe
nomenon and has not been doetrinally Worked out. 
Nevertheless it is visible throughout the Moslem world 
and is gaining in strength, particularly in regions like 
North Africa and India, where strong territorial patriot
ism has, for one reason or another, not developed. 
As a French writer remarks : “  Mohammedan Nation
alism is not an isolated or sporadic agitation. It is a

i I, (>., the organized group of followers of a particular religion.
* Mohamnied Ali, “ Lo Mouvcmeu .• rausulman dans Unde,” item  

Politique Internationale, January, 1914. Ho headed the so-called “  Khilafat 
Delegation ”  sent by the Indian Moslems to England in 1919 to protest 
against the partition of the Ottoman Empire by the peaee treaties.
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tide, which is flowing over the whole Islamic 
world of Asia, India, and Africa, Nationalism is a new 
form of the Mohammedan faith, which, far from being 
undermined by _ contact with European civilization, 
fern s to have discovered a surplus of religious fervour, 
and which, in its desire for expansion and proselytisxn, 
tends to realize its unity by rousing the fanaticism of 
the masses, by directing the political tendencies of the 
elites, and by  sowing everywhere the seeds of a danger
ous agitation.”  1 Pan-Islamic nationalism may thus, 
in the future, become a major factor which will have 
to be seriously reckoned with.3

Ill,
So ends our survey of nationalist movements in the 

Moslem world. Given such a ‘tangled complex o f  as
pirations, enormously stimulated by Armageddon, it was 
only natural that the close of the Great War should 
have left the Orient a veritable welter of unrest. Ob
viously, anything like a constructive settlement could 
have been effected only by the exercise of true states
manship of the highest order, Unfortunately, the 
Versailles peace conference was devoid of true states
manship, and the resulting “  settlement f  not only- 
failed to give peace to Europe but'disclosed an attitude 
toward the East inspired by the pre-war spirit of pre
datory .imperialism and cynical R ealpolitik. "Apparently 
oblivious of the mighty psychological changes which the 
war had wrought, and of the consequent changes of 
attitude and policy required, the victorious Allies pro
ceeded to treat the Orient as though Armageddon were

* A. Sender, Lc Natkmalisme musulman, p, ISi.
* ®or Panlslamio nationalism, besides Sender arid Mohammed .AM, 

quoted above, see A. Lo Chatelier, L’Islam mi dix-nenmbne Si&cle (Paris, 
1388); same author, “ Politique musulmane,” Seim du Monde M-umlmm, 
bseptember, .1910; Sic T. Morison, England and Islam,” Nineteenth Cm- 
iu-ry and After, duly, 1919; G. .Dsknorgny, La Question Persane, pp. 23-31 
(Paris, 1916); W, E. D. Alien, “ Transcaucasia, Past and Present,” Quar
terly Bevieie, October, 1920.
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v n sirirmisli and Asia the sleeping giant of a century 
ago,

in  fact, disregarding both the general, pronounce
ments of liberal principles and the specific promises of 
self-determination for Near Eastern peoples which they 
had made during the war, the Allies now paraded a series 
of secret treaties (negotiated between themselves during 
those same war-years when they had been so unctuously 
orating), and these secret treaties clearly divided up 
the Ottoman Empire among the victors, in absolute 
disregard of the wishes of the inhabitants, I  he pur
poses of the Alli.es were further revealed by the way in 
which the Versailles conference refused to receive the 
representatives of Persia (theoretically still indepen
dent), hut kept them cooling their heels in Paris while 
British pressure at Teheran forced the Shah s govern
ment to enter into an. “  agreement ”  that made Persia a 
virtual protectorate of the British Empire. As for the 
Egyptians, who had always protested against the 
protectorate proclaimed by England solely on its own 
initiative in 1914, the conference refused to pay any 
attention to their delegates, and they were given to 
understand that the conference regarded the British 
protectorate over Egypt as a fa it accom pli. The upshot 
was that, as a result of the war, European domination 
over the Near and Middle East was riveted rather than 
icltvxccl.

But the strangest feature of this strange business 
remains to be told. One might imagine that the Allied 
leaders would have realized that they were playing a 
dangerous game, which could succeed only by close 
team-work and quick action. As a matter of fact, the 
very reverse was the case. After showing their hand, 
and thereby filling the East with disillusionment, de
spair, and fury, the Allies proceeded to quarrel over the 
spoils. Nearly two years passed before England, France, 
and Italy were able to come to an even superficial agree
ment as to the partition of the Ottoman Empire, and

’:V':""";:,'■ ''■ .':v;■:'■:-, '''V':. :". ■;".':■ ■:
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they had been bickering and intriguing 
against each other all over the Near East. This was 
sheer madness. The destined victims were thereby in
formed that European domination rested not only on 
disregard of the moral “  imponderables ’5 but on diplo
matic bankruptcy as well. The obvious reflection was 
that a domination resting on such rotten foundations 
might well he overthrown.

That, at any rate, is the way multitudes of Orientals 
read the situation, and their rebellious feelings were 
stimulated not merely by consciousness of their own 
strength and Western disunion, hut also by the active 
encouragement of a new ally— Bolshevik Russia. Rus
sian Bolshevism, had thrown down the gauntlet to West
ern civilization, and in the desperate struggle which was 
now on, the Bolshevik leaders saw with terrible glee the 
golden opportunities vouchsafed them in the East. The 
details o f Bolshevik activity in the Orient will he con
sidered in the chapter on Social Unrest. Suffice it to 
remember here that Bolshevik propaganda is an import
ant element in that profound ferment which extends 
over the whole Near and Middle East; a ferment 
which has reduced some regions to the verge of chaos 
and which threatens to increase rather than diminish 
in the immediate future.

To relate all the details of contemporary Eastern 
unrest would fill a book in itself. Let us here content 
ourselves with considering the chief centres of this unrest, 
remembering always that it exists throughout the 
Moslem world from French North Africa to Central 
Asia and the Dutch Indies. The centres to be here 
surveyed will be Egypt, Persia, and the Turkish and 
Arab regions of the former Ottoman Empire. A fifth 
main centre of unrest— India—will be discussed in the 
next chapter.

The gathering storm first broke in Egypt. During 
the war Egypt, flooded with British troops and sub
jected to the most stringent martial law, had remained
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quiet, but it was the quiet of repression, not of pas
sivity. We have seen now, with the opening years of 
the twentieth century, virtually all educated Egyptians 
had become more or less impregnated with nationalist 
ideas, albeit a large proportion of them believed in evo
lutionary rather than revolutionary methods, The chief 
hope of the moderates had been the provisional character 
of. English rule. So long as England declared herself 
merely in "  temporary occupation ”  of Egypt, anything 
was possible. But the proclamation of the protectorate 
in 1914, which declared Egypt part of the British 
Empire, entirely changed the situation. Even the 
most moderate nationalists felt that the future was 
definitely prejudged against them and that the door had 
been irrevocably closed upon their ultimate aspirations. 
The result was that the moderates were driven over to 
the extremists and were ready to join the latter in 
violent action as soon as opportunity might offer.

The extreme nationalists had of course protested 
bitterly against the protectorate from the first, and the 
close of the war saw a delegation, composed ̂ of both 
nationalist wings proceed to Paris to lay their claims 
before the Versailles conference. Rebuffed by the con
ference, which recognized the British protectorate oyer 
Egypt as part of the peace settlement, the Egyptian 
delegation issued a formal protest warning of trouble. 
This protest read :

“  We have knocked at door after door, but have re
ceived no answer. In spite of the definite pledges given 
b y  the statesmen at the head of the nations which woo 
the war, to the effect that their victory would, mean the 
triumph of Right over Might and the establishment of 
the principle of self-determination for small nations, 
the British protectorate over Egypt was written into the 
treaties of Versailles and Saint Germain without the 
people of Egypt being consulted as to their political 
status.

“  This crime against our nation, a breach of good
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the part of the Powers who have declared that 
they are forming in the same Treaty a Society of Nations, 
will not be consummated without a solemn warning 
that the people of Egypt consider the decision taken at 
Paris null and void. . . . If our voice is not heard,, if 
will be only because the blood already shed has not 
been enough to overthrow the old world-order and give 
birth to a new world-order.”  1 

Before these lines had appeared in type, trouble in 
Egypt had begun. Simultaneously with the arrival of the. 
Egyptian delegation at Paris, the nationalists in Egypt 
laid their demands before the British authorities. The 
nationalist programme demanded complete self-govern
ment for Egypt, leaving England only a right of super
vision over the public debt and the Suez Canal. The 
nationalists’ strength was shown by the fact that these 
proposals were indorsed by the Egyptian cabinet re
cently appointed by the Khedive at British suggestion.
In fact, the Egyptian Premier, Roushdi Pasha, asked 
to be allowed, to go to London with some of his col
leagues for a hearing. This placed the British authorities 
in Egypt in a distinctly trying position. However, they 
determined to stand firm, and accordingly answered 
that England could not abandon its responsibility for 
the continuance of order and good government in 
Egypt, now a British protectorate and an integral 
part of the empire, and that no useful purpose would 
be served by allowing the Egyptian leaders to go to 
London and there advance immoderate demands which 
could not possibly be entertained..

The English attitude was firm. The Egyptian atti
tude was no less firm. The cabinet at once resigned, 
no new cabinet could be formed, and the British High 
Commissioner, General Allenhy, was forced to assume 
unveiled control. Meanwhile the nationalists announced 
that they Were going to hold a plebiscite to determine

1 Egyptian. White Book: Collection of Official Correspondence of the 
Egyptian Delegation to the Peace Conference (Paris, 1919).
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attitude of the Egyptian people. Forbidden by 
the British authorities," the plebiscite was nevertheless 
illegally held, and resulted, according to the nationalists, 
in an overwhelming popular indorsement of their de
mands. This defiant attitude determined the British 
on strong action. Accordingly, in the spring of 1919, 
most of the nationalist leaders were seized and deported 
to Malta.

Egypt’s answer was an explosion. From one end of 
the country to the other, Egypt flamed into rebellion. 
Everywhere it was the same story. Railways and tele
graph lines were systematically cut. Trains were stalled 
and looted. Isolated British' officers and soldiers were 
murdered. In Cairo alone, thousands of houses were 
sacked by the mob. Soon the danger was rendered 
more acute by the irruption out of the desert of swarms 
of Bedouin Arabs bent on plunder. For a few days 
Egypt trembled on the verge of anarchy , and the British 
Government admitted in Parliament that all Egypt 
was in a state of insurrection.

The British authorities met the crisis with vigour and 
determination. The number of British troops in Egypt 
was large, trusty black regiments were hurried up from 
the Sudan, and the well-disciplined Egyptian native 
police generally obeyed orders. After several weeks of 
sharp fighting and heavy loss of life, Egypt was again 
gotten under control.

Order was restored, but the outlook was ominous in 
the extreme. Only the presence of massed British and 
Sudanese troops enabled order to be maintained. Even 
the application of stern martial law could not prevent 
continuous nationalist demonstrations, sometimes end
ing in riots, fighting, and heavy loss of life. The most 
serious aspect/ of the situation was that not only were 
the upper classes solidly nationalist* but they had be
hind them the hitherto passive fellah millions. The 
war-years had borne hard on the fellaheen. Military 
exigencies had compelled Britain to conscript fully a
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million of them for forced labour in the Near East and 
even in Europe, while there had also been wholesale 
requisitions of grain, fodder, and other supplies. These 
things had caused profound discontent and had roused 
among the fellaheen not merely passive dislike but 
active hatred of British rule. Authoritative English 
experts on Egypt were seriously alarmed. Shortly after 
the riots Sir William Willcocks, the noted engineer, 
said in a public statement: “  The keystone of the British 
occupation of Egypt was the fact that the fellaheen 
■were for it. The Sheikhs, Omdehs, governing classes, 
and high religious heads might or might not be hostile, 
but nothing counted for much while the millions of 
fellaheen were solid for the occupation. The British 
have undoubtedly to-day lost the friendship and confi
dence of the fellaheen.”  And Sir Valentine Chirol 
stated in the London Times : “  We are now admittedly 
face to face with the ominous fact that for the first time 
since the British occupation large numbers of the Egyp
tian fellaheen, who owe far more to us than does any 
other class of Egyptians, have been worked up into a 
fever of bitter discontent and hatred. Very few people 
at home, even in responsible quarters, have, I think, 
the slightest conception of the very dangerous degree 
of tension which has now been reached out here.”

All foreign observers were impressed by the nationalist 
feeling which united all creeds and classes. Regarding 
the monster demonstrations held during the summer of 
19X9, an Italian publicist wrote : “  For the first time 
in history, the banners flown showed the Crescent 
interwoven with the Cross. Until a short time ago the 
two elements were as distinct from each other as each 
of them was from the Jews. To-day, precisely as has 
happened, in India among the Mussulmans and the 
Hindus, every trace of religious division has departed.
All Egyptians are enrolled under a single banner.
Every one behind his mask of silence is burning with 
the same faith, and confident that his cause will
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: ,. ultimately triumph.” 1 And a Frenchwoman, a lifelong 
resident of Egypt, wrote : “  We have seen surprising 
things in this country, so often divided By party and 
religions struggles Coptic priests preaching in mosques; 
ulemas preaching in Christian churches; Syrian, Maro 
nite, or .Mohammedan students; women, whether of 
Turkish or Egyptian blood, united in the same fervour, 
the same ardent desire to see break over their ancient 
land the radiant dawn of independence. For those who, 
like myself, have known the Egypt of Tewfik, the atti
tude of the women these last few years is the most 
surprising transformation that has happened in the val
ley of the Nile. One should have seen the nonchalant 
life, the almost complete indifference to anything savour
ing of politics, to appreciate the enormous steps taken 
in the last few months. For exam ple: last summer a 
procession of women demonstrators was surrounded 
by British soldiers with fixed bayonets. One of the 
women, threatened by a soldier, turned on him, baring 
her breast, and cried : 4 Kill me, then, so that there may 
be another Miss Cavell/ ”  a 

Faced by this unprecedented nationalist fervour, 
Englishmen on the spot were of two opinions. Some, 
like Sir William Willcocks and Sir Valentine Chirol, 
stated that extensive concessions must be made.3 Other 
cpialified observers asserted that concessions would be 
weakness and would spell disaster. Said Sir M. 
Mellwraith.: “  Five years of a Nationalist regime Would 
lead to hopeless chaos and disorder. . . . I f  Egypt 
is not to fall back into the morass of bankruptcy and 
anarchy from which we rescued her in .1882, with the 
still greater horrors of Bolshevism, of which there are

■' Q. Civbdni, iri. the Cornere della Sera,. December 30. 1019.
f Madame Jehan d’lvray, “  En Fgypte,” Seme de Paris, September 15, 

1920. Madame d’ lvray cites other picturesque incidents of alike charac. 
ter. See also Annexes to Egyptian, While Book, previously quoted. These 
Annexes contain numerous depositions, often accompanied by photographs, 
alleging severities and atrocities by the British troops.

3 Contained hi the press statements previously mentioned.
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zliem y  sinister indications, superadded, 'Britain must 
I not loosen her control.”  1 In England the Egyptian, 

situation caused grave disquietude, and in the summer 
of 1919 the British Government announced the ap
pointment of a commission of inquiry headed by Lord 
Milner to investigate fully into Egyptian affairs.

The appointment was a wise one. Lord Milner was 
one of the ablest figures in British political life, a man 
of long experience, with imperial problems, including 
that of Egypt, and possessed of a temperament equally 
remote from the doctrinaire liberal or the hidebound 
conservative. In short, Lord Milner was a realist, in 
the true sense of the word, as Ms action soon proved. 
Arriving in Egypt at the beginning of 1920, Lord Milner 
and his colleagues found themselves confronted with a 
most difficult situation. In Egypt the word had gone 
forth to boycott the commission, and not merely nation
alist politicians but also religious loaders like the Grand 
Mufti refused even to discuss .matters unless the com
missioners would first agree to Egyptian independence.
This looked like a deadlock. Nevertheless, by infinite 
tact and patience, Lord Milner finally got into free and 
frank discussion with Zagloul Pasha and the other 
responsible nationalist leaders.

His efforts were undoubtedly helped by certain de
velopments within Egypt itself. In Egypt, as elsewhere 
in the East, there were appearing symptoms not merely 
of political but also of social unrest. New types of 
agitators were springing up, preaching to the populace 
the most extreme revolutionary doctrines. These 
youthful agitators disquieted the regular nationalist 
leaders, who felt themselves threatened both as party 
chiefs and as men of social standing and property, The 
upshot was that, by the autumn of 1920, Lord Milner 
and Zagloul Pasha had agreed upon the basis of what

1 Sir M. Mcllwraith, “ Egyptian Nationalism,”  EdMurgh Kemevj,
July, 1919. See also Hon. W. Ormsby-Goro, “  The Future in Egypt,”
Mew Europe, November 0,1919.
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^ »  <  ?6ofeed like a genuine compromise. According to the 
intimations then given out to the press, and later con
firmed by the nature of Lord Milner’s official report, 
the lines of the tentative agreement ran as follows: 
England was to withdraw her protectorate and was to 
declare Egypt independent. This independence was 
qualified to about the same extent that Cuba’s is to
ward the United States. Egypt was to have complete 
self-government, both the British garrison and British 
civilian officials being withdrawn. Egypt was, how
ever, to make a perpetual treaty of alliance with Great 
Britain, was to agree not to make treaties with other 
Powers save with Britain’s consent, and was to grant 
Britain a military and naval station fox the protection 
of the Sues Canal and of Egypt itself in case of sudden 
attack by foreign enemies. The vexed question of the 
Sudan was left temporarily open.

These proposals bore the earmarks of genuinely con
structive compromise. Unfortunately, hey were not 
at once acted upon.1 Both in England and in Egypt 
they roused strong opposition. In England adverse 
official influences held up the commission’s report till 
February, 1921. In Egypt the extreme nationalists de
nounced Zagloul Pasha as a traitor, though, moderate 
opinion seemed substantially satisfied. The commis
sion’s report, as finally published, declared that the 
grant of self-government to Egypt could not be safely 
postponed; that the nationalist spirit could not be ex
tinguished; that an attempt to govern Egypt in the 
teeth of a hostile people would be “  a difficult and dis
graceful task ” ; and. that it would be a great misfortune 
if the present opportunity for a settlement were lost. 
However, the report was not indorsed by the British 
Government in its entirety, and Lord Milner forthwith 
resigned. As for Zagloul Pasha, he still maintains his 
position as nationalist leader, but Iris authority has

1 For unfortunate aspects of this delay, see Sir Valentine Cliirol, “  Con
flicting Policies in the East,” New Europe, July 1 ,1920.



w lp ^ i jp a v e ly  shaken. Such is the situation of B g y j^ -L ^  
''''te-Lbis present writing; a situation frankly not so 

encouraging as it was last year.
Meanwhile the storm winch had begun in Egypt had 

long since spread to other parts of the Near East, In 
fact, by the opening months of 1920, the storm-centre 
had shifted, to the Ottoman Empire. For this the 
Allies themselves were largely to blame. Of course a 
constructive settlement of these troubled regions would 
have been very difficult. Still, it might not'have proved 
impossible if Allied policy had been fair and above
board. The close of the war found the various peoples 
of the Ottoman Empire hopeful that the Liberal war- 
aims professed by the Allied spokesmen would be re
deemed. The Arab elements were notably hopeful, 
because they had been given a whole series of Allied 
promises (shortly to be repudiated, as we shall presently 
see), while even the beaten. Turks were not entirely bereft 
of hope in the future, Besides the general pronounce
ments of liberal treatment as formulated in the “  Four 
teen Points ”  programme of President Wilson and in
dorsed-by the Allies, the Turks had pledges of a more 
specific character, notably by Premier Lloyd George, who, 
on January 5, 1918, had said : “ • Nor are we fighting to 
deprive Turkey of its capital or of the rich and renowned 
lands of Asia" Minor and Thrace, which are predomi
nantly Turkish in race.”  In  other .words, the Turks 
were given unequivocally to understand that, while 
their rule over non-Turkish regions like the Arab pro
vinces must cease, the Turkish regions of the empire 
were not to pass under alien rule, but were to form a 
Turkish national state. The Turks did not know 
about a series of secret treaties between the Allies, 
begun in 1915, which partitioned practically the whole 
of Asia Minor between the Allied Powers. These were 
to come out a little later. For the moment the Turks 
might hope.

In the case of the Arabs there were far brighter

' Gô \
NATIONALISM



; ..' 1 / n
v \ & $ j  THE NEW WORLD OF ISLAM V £ |

Or grounds for nationalist hopes—and far darker depths 
of Allied duplicity. We have already mentioned the 
Arab revolt of 1916, which, beginning in the Hedjaz 
under the leadership of the Shereei of Mecca, presently 
spread through all the Arab provinces of the Ottoman 
Empire and contributed so largely to the collapse of 
Turkish, resistance. This revolt was, however, not a 
sudden, unpremeditated thing. It had been carefully 
planned, and was due largely to Allied backing— and 
Allied promises. From the very beginning of the war 
Arab nationalist malcontents had been in touch with 
the British, authorities in Egypt. They were warmly 
welcomed and encouraged in their separatist schemes, 
because an Arab rebellion would obviously be of invalu
able assistance to the British in safeguarding Egypt 
and the Suez Canal, to say nothing of an advance into 
Turkish territory.

The Arabs, however, asked not merely material aid 
but also definite promises that their rebellion should 
be rewarded by the formation of an Arab state embrac
ing the Arab provinces of the Ottoman Empire. Un
fortunately for Arab nationalist, aspirations, the British 
and French Governments had their own ideas as to 
the future of Turkey’s Arab provinces. Both England 
and France had long possessed “  spheres of _ influence ”  
in those regions. The English sphere was in southern 
Mesopotamia at the head of the Persian Gulf. The 
French sphere was the Lebanon, a mounta inous district 
in northern Syria just inland from the Mediterranean 
coast, where the population, known as Maronites, were 
Roman Catholics, over whom France had long extended 
her diplomatic protection. Of course both these dis
tricts were legally Turkish territory. Also, both were 
small in area. But “  spheres of influence ”  are elastic 
things. Under favourable circumstances they are cap 
able of sudden expansion to an extraordinary degree. 
Such a circumstance was the Great War. Accordingly, 
the British and French Foreign Offices put their heads
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'^together and on March 5, 1915, the two governments 
signed a secret treaty by the terms of which France 
was given a “  predominant position ” in Syria and 
Britain a predominant position in Mesopotamia. No 
definite boundaries were then assigned, but the intent 
was to stake out claims which would partition Turkey 's 
Arab provinces between England and France.

Naturally the existence of this secret treaty was an 
embarrassment to the British officials in Egypt in their 
negotiations with the Arabs. However, an Arab rebel
lion was too Valuable an asset to be lost, and the British 
negotiators finally evolved a formula which satisfied 
the Arab leaders. On October 25, 1915, the Shereef of 
Mecca’s representative at Cairo was given a document 
by the Governor-General of Egypt, Sir Henry Mc
Mahon, in which Great Britain undertook, conditional 
upon an Arab revolt, to recognize the independence of 
the Arabs of the Ottoman Empire except in southern 
Mesopotamia, where British interests required special 
measures of administrative control, and also except 
areas where Great Britain was “  not free to act without 
detriment to the interests of France.”  This last clause 
was of course a “  joker.”  However, it achieved its 
purpose. The Arabs, knowing nothing about the secret 
treaty, supposed it referred merely to the restricted 
district of the Lebanon. They went home jubilant, to 
prepare the revolt which broke out next year.

The revolt began in November, 1916. It might not 
have begun at all had the Arabs known what bad hap
pened the preceding May. In that month England and 
France signed another secret treaty, the celebrated 
Sykes-Pieot Agreement, This agreement definitely par
titioned Turkey’s Arab provinces along the lines sug
gested in the initial secret treaty of the year before. 
By the SykesrPicot Agreement most of Mesopotamia 
was to be definitely British, while the Syrian coast from 
Tyre to Alexandretta was to be definitely French, to
gether with extensive Armenian and Asia Minor regions
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albeit its chief seaport, Haifa, was to be British, and 
the implication was that Palestine fell within the English 
sphere. As to the great hinterland lying between Bieso- 
potamia and the Syrian coast, it was to be “  indepen
dent Aral) under two spheres of influence,”  British, and 
French; the French sphere embracing all the rest of 
Syria from Aleppo to Damascus, the English sphere 
embracing all the rest of Mesopotamia -the region about 
Mosul, In other words, the independence promised 
the Arabs by Sir Henry McMahon had vanished into 
thin air.

This little shift behind the scenes was of course not 
communicated to the Arabs. On the contrary, the 
British did everything possible to stimulate Arab nation
alist hopes—this being the best way to extract their 
fighting zeal against the Turks. The British Govern
ment sent the Arabs a number of picked Intelligence 
officers, notably a certain Colonel Lawrence, an extra
ordinary young man who soon gained unbounded in
fluence over the Arab chiefs and became known as “  The 
Soul of the Arabian Revolution.”  1 These men, chosen 
for their knowledge of, and sympathy for, the Arabs, 
were not informed about the secret treaties, so that 
their encouragement of Arab zeal might not be marred 
by any lack of sincerity. Similarly, the British generals 
were prodigal of promises in their proclamations.2 The 
climax of this blessed comedy occurred at the very close 
of the war, when the British and French Governments 
issued the following joint declaration which was posted 
throughout the Arab provinces : “ The aim which France 
and Great Britain have in view in waging in the East 
the war let loose upon the world by German ambition, 
is to insure the complete and final emancipation of all

1 For a good account ol Lawrence and his work, see series of articles 
.by L. Thomas, “  Lawrence : The Soul of the Arabian Revolution,”  Asia, 
April, May, June, July, 1920.

2 A notable- example is General Maude’s proclamation to the Meso
potamian .Arabs In March, 1917.



these peoples, so long oppressed by .Turks,- and to estab
lish national governments and administrations which 
shall derive their authority from the initiative and free 
will of the people themselves.”

This climax was, however, followed by a swift de
nouement. The war was over, the enemy was beaten, 
the comedy was ended, the curtain was rung down, 
and on that curtain the Arab? read—the inner truth of 
things. French troops appeared to occupy the Syrian 
coast, the secret treaties came out, and the Arabs learned 
how they had been tricked. Black and bitter was their 
wrath. Probably they would have exploded at once 
had it not been for their cool-headed chiefs, especially 
Prince Feisal, the son of the Shereef of Mecca, who 
had proved himself a real leader of men during the war 
and who had now attained a position of unquestioned 
authority. Feisal knew the Allies’ military strength 
and realized how hazardous war would be, especially 
at that time. Feeling the moral strength of the Arab 
position, he besought his countrymen to let him plead 
Arabia’s cause before the impending peace conference, 
and he had his way. During the year 1919 the Arab 
lands were quiet, though it was the quiet of suspense.

Prince Feisal pleaded his case before the peace con
ference with eloquence and dignity. But Feisal failed.
The covenant of the League of Nations might contain 
the benevolent statement that " certain communities 
formerly belonging to the Turkish Empire have reached 
a stage of development where their existence as inde
pendent nations can he provisionally recognized subject 
to the rendering of administrative advice and assistance 
by a mandatory until such time as they are able to 
stand alone.” 1 The Arabs knew what “ mandatories ” 
meant. Lloyd George might utter felicitous phrases 
such as “ Arab forces have redeemed the pledges given 
to Great Britain, and we should redeem our pledges.” a

1 Article xxii.
* From a speeqh delivered September 19,1919.
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^  The Arabs had read the secret treaties. “  In vain is 

the net spread in the sight of any bird.”  The game no 
longer worked. The Arabs knew that they' must rely 
on their own efforts, either in diplomacy or war.

Feisal still counselled peace. He was probably influ
enced to this not merely by the risks of armed resistance 
hut also by the fact that the Allies were now quarrelling 
among themselves. These quarrels of course extended 
all over the Near Bast, but there was none more bitter 
than the quarrel which had broken out between England 
and France over the division of the Arab spoils. This 
dispute originated in French dissatisfaction with the 
secret treaties. No sooner had the Sykes-Picot Agree
ment been published than large and influential sections 
of French opinion began shouting that they had been 
duped. For generations French imperialists had had 
their eye on Syria,3 and since the beginning of the war 
the imperialist press had been conducting an ardent 
propaganda for wholesale annexations in the Near East. 
“  La Syrie integrate ! ”  “  All Syria ! ”  was the cry .,
And this “  all ”  included not merely the coast-strip 
assigned France by the Sykes-Picot Agreement, but also 
Palestine and the vast Aleppo-Damascus hinterland 
right across to the rich oil-fields of Mosul. To this entire 
region, often termed in French expansionist circles “  La 
France du Levant,”  the imperialists asserted that 
France had cc imprescriptible historic rights running 
back to the Crusades and even to Charlemagne.”  Syria 
was a “  second Alsace,”  which held out its arms to 
France and would not be denied. It was also the 
indispensable fulcrum of French world-policy. These

1 For examples of this pre-war imperialist propaganda, see G. Poignant, 
“  Les IntbrSts fran$ais on Syrie,” Questions dipiornaiiqvcs et coloniales, 
March 1-16, 1013. Among other interesting facts, the author cites 
Premier Poincare’s declaration before the Chamber of Deputies, December 
21, .1912 : “  I need not remark that in the Lebanon and Syria particu
larly wo have traditional interests and that we intend to make them 
respoctod.”  See also ,J. Atolls, “ Lea Trois Solutions de la Question 
syrienne,” Questions diplomatiques et coloniales, October 16, 1913; L. Le 
Fur, Le ProkatmU de la France mr les (jatkoliques d’Orient (Paris, 1914).



fwW%\ ' ' '
(f ( J |  j f ,  NATIONALISM U & ' , '

aspirations had powerful backing in French 
Government circles. For example, early in 1915,
M, Leygues had said in the Chamber of Deputies : 
“ 'The axis of French policy is in the Mediterranean.
One of its poles is in. the West, at Algiers, Tunis, and 
Morocco. The other must lie in the East, with Syria, 
Lebanon, Palestine.”  1

After such high hopes, the effect of the Sykes-Pioot 
Agreement on French imperialists can be imagined. 
Their anger turned naturally upon the English, who 
were roundly denounced and blamed for everything 
that was happening in the East, Arab nationalist aspira
tions being stigmatized as nothing but British propa
ganda, Cried one French writer : “  Some psychiatrist 
ought to write a study of these British colonial officials, 
implacable imperialists, megalomaniacs, who, night ami 
day, work for their country without even asking counsel 
from London, and whose constant care is to annihilate 
in Syria, as they once annihilated in Egypt, the supre
macy of France.”  2 In answer to such fulminations, 
English, writers scored French “  greed ”  and “  folly M 
which was compromising England’s prestige and threat
ening to set the whole East on fire.3 In fine, there was 
a very pretty row on between people who, less than a 
year before, had been pledging their “  sacred union ”  
for all eternity. The Arabs were certainly much edified, 
and the,-other Eastern peoples as well

1 Quoted by Senator E. Flandrin In his article “  Nos Droits, on Syrie. 
et en Palestine,”  JRetme HtMomafaire, June 5, 1915. For other examples 
of French imperialist propaganda, see, besides above article, C. G. Basal to,
La Question du Liban (Paris, 1915); H. Baudouin, “  La Syrie : Champ cte 
Bataille politique,” La Revue MondiaU, February 1-15, 1921); Comte 
Cressaty, La Syrie frangaise (Paris, 1910); F. Laudet, “  La France du 
Levant,”  Seme, Mebdomadaire, March 1, 1919.

2 Baudouiii, supra. For other violent anti-British comment, see 
Laudet, mpra,

* For sharp British criticisms of the Stench attitude in Syria; see Boejdea 
Wilson, “ Our Amazing Syrian Adventure,” National Review, September, 
1920; W. Ilrinowslri, “  The Arab Cause,”  Balkan Review, September, 1020.
.Both of these writers were offioers in the British forces in the Arab area.
See also Strong articles by “ Taira" in the Balkan Review, August and 
October, 1920.
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Largely owing to these bickerings, Allied action in 
the Near East was delayed through 1919. But by the 
spring of 1920 the Allies came to a measure of agree
ment. The meeting of the Allied Premiers at San 
Keroo elaborated the terms of the treaty to-be imposed 
on Turkey, dividing Asia Minor into spheres of influ
ence and exploitation, while the Arab provinces were 
assigned England and France according to the terms of 
the Sykes-Picoi, Agreement—properly camouflaged, of 
course, as “  mandates ”  of the League of Nations. Eng
land, France, and their satellite, Greece, prepared for 
action. British reinforcements were sent to Mesopo
tamia and Palestine; French reinforcements were sent 
to Syria; an Anglo-Franco-Greek force prepared to 
occupy Constantinople, and Premier Veniaelos promised 
a Greek army for Asia Minor contingencies. The one 
rift in the lute was Italy. Italy saw big trouble brew
ing and determined not to be directly involved. Said 
Premier Nitti to an English journalist after the San 
Remo conference : “  You will have war in Asia Minor, 
and Italy will not send a single soldier nor pay a single 
lira. You have taken from the Turks their sacred city 
of Adrianopie; you have placed their capital city under 
foreign control; you have taken from them every port 
and the larger part of. their territory; and the five 
Turkish delegates whom you will select will sign a 
treaty which will not have the sanction of the Turkish 
people or the Turkish Parliament.”

Premier Nitti was a true prophet. For months past 
the Turkish, nationalists, knowing what was in store 
for them, had been building up a centre of resistance 
in the interior of Asia Minor. Of course the former 
nationalist leaders such as Enver Pasha had long since 
fled, to distant havens like Transcaucasia or Bolshevik 
Russia, but new leaders appeared, notably a young 
officer of marked military talent, Mustapha Keinal 
Pasha. With great energy Mustapha Kemal built up 
a really creditable army, and from his “  capital,”  the



''hkityhf. Angora in tire heart of Asia Minor, he now defied 
the Allies, emphasizing Ids defiance by attacking the 
French garrisons' in Cilicia (a coast district in Asia 
Minor just north of Syria), inflicting heavy losses,.

The Arabs also were preparing for action. In March 
a “ Pan-Syrian Congress ”  "met at Damascus, unanim
ously declared the, independence of Syria, and elected 
Feisal king. This announcement electrified all the 
Arab provinces. In the French-occupied coastal zone 
riots broke out against the French; in Palestine there 
were “ pogroms”  against the lews, whom the Arabs, 
both Moslem and Christian, hated for their “  Zionist ” 
plans; while in Mesopotamia there were sporadic 
uprisings of tribesmen. _ .

Faced by this ominous situation, the “  mandatories 
took military counter-measures. Hie French took espe
cially vigorous action. France, now had nearly 100,000 
men in, Syria and Cilicia, headed by General Ckraraud, a 
veteran of many colonial, wars and a believer in “  strong- 
arm ’ ’ methods. On July 15 Gouraud sent Feisal an 
ultimatum requiring complete submission. Feisal, diplo
matic to the last, actually accepted the ultimatum, 
but Gouraud ignored this acceptance on a technicality 
and struck for Damascus with 60,000 men. Feisal at
tempted no real resistance, fighting only a rearguard 
action and withdrawing into the desert. On July 25 
the French entered Damascus, the Arab capital, deposed 
Feisal, and set up thoroughgoing French rale. Oppo
sition was punished with the greatest severity. Damas
cus was mulcted of a war-contribution of 10,000,000 
francs, after the German fashion in Belgium, many 
nationalist leaders were imprisoned or shot, while Gou
raud announced that the death of “  one French subject 
or one Christian ”  would be followed by wholesale most 
terrible, reprisals ”  by bombing aeroplanes.1

Before this Napoleonic “  thunder-stroke ”  Syria bent 
for the moment, apparently terrorized. In Mesopo-

1 For acuotuats of French severities, boo articles just quoted.
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however, the British were not so fortunate. For 
some months trouble had patently been brewing, and 
in March the British commander had expressed him
self as “  much struck with the volcanic possibilities of 
the country.”  In July all Mesopotamia flamed into 
insurrection, and though Britain had fully 100,000 
troops in the province, they were hard put to it to stern 
the rebellion.

Meanwhile, the Allies had occupied Constantinople, 
to force acceptance of the draft treaty of peace. Natur
ally, there was no resistance, Constantinople being 
entirely at the mercy of the Allied fleet. But the silence 
of the vast throngs gathered to watch the incoming 
troops filled some Allied observers with disquietude.
A French journalist wrote : “  The silence of the multi
tude was more impressive than boisterous protests. 
Their eyes glowed with sullen hatred. Scattered through 
this throng of mute, prostrated, hopeless people circu
lated watchful and sinuous emissaries, who were to 
carry word of this misfortune to the remotest confines 
of Islam. In a few hours they would be in Anatolia.
A couple of days later the news would have spread to 
Korda, Angora, and Sivas. In a brief space of time it 
would be heralded throughout the regions of Bolshevist 
influence, extending to the Caucasus and beyond. In 
a feW weeks all these centres of agitation will be prepar
ing their counter-attack. Asia and Africa will again 
cement their union of faith. Intelligent agents will 
record in the retentive minds of people who do not 
read, the history of our blunders. These missionaries 
of insurrection and fanaticism come from every race 
and class of society. Educated and refined men dis
guise themselves as beggars and outcasts, in order 
to spread the news apace and to prepare for bitter 
vengeance.” 1

Events in Turkey now proceeded precisely as the 
Italian Premier Nitti had foretold. The Allied masters

1 B. G. Gaulis in L'Opinion, April 24. 1920.



df Constantinople compelled the S uita a to appoint a 
“ friendly ” cabinet which solemnly denounced Mustapha 
Kemal and his u rebels,” and sent a hand-picked delega
tion to Sevres, France, where they dutifully “ signed on 
the dotted line ” the treaty that the Allies had pre
pared. The Allies had thus “ imposed their will ”—on 
paper. For every sensible man knew that the whole 
business was a roaring farce; knew that the “ friendly ” 
government, from Sultan to meanest clerk, was as 
nationalist as Mustapha Kemal himself; knew that the 
real Turkish capital was not Constantinople but Angora, 
and that the Allies’ power was measured by the range 
of their guns. As for Mustapha, Kemal, his comment 
on the Sevres Treaty was : “ I Will fight to the end. of 
the world.”

The Allies were thus in a decidedly embarrassing 
situation, especially since “ The Allies ”  now meant only 
England and France. Italy was out of the game. As 
Nitti had warned at San Bemo, she would “ not send a 
single soldier nor pay a single lira.” With. 200,000 
soldiers holding down the Arabs, and plenty of trouble 
elsewhere, neither France nor Britain had the troops to 
crush Mustapha Kemal—a job which the French staff 
estimated Would take 300,000 men. One weapon, how
ever, they still possessed—Greece. In return for large 
temtbrial concessions, Premier Venizelos offered to bring 
the Turks to reason. His offer was accepted, and 
100,000 Greek troops landed at Smyrna. But the Greek 
campaign was not a success. Even 100,000 inert soon 
wore thin when spread out over the vast Asia Minor 
plateau. Mustapha Kemal avoided decisive battle, 
harassing the Greeks by guerilla warfare just as be was 
harassing the French in Cilicia at the other end of the 
line. The Greeks “ dug in,”  and a deadlock ensued 
which., threatened to continue indefinitely. This soon 
caused a new complication. Venizelos might be willing 
to “ carry on” as the Allies’ submand&tory, but the 
Greek people were not. Kept virtually on a war-footing 
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: 'since 1912, the Greeks kicked over the traces. Its. the 
November elections they repudiated Venizeios by a vote 
of 990,000 to 10,000, and recalled King Constantine, who 
had been deposed by the Allies three years before. This 
meant that Greece, like Italy, was out of the game. To 
be sure, King Constantine presently started hostilities 
with the Turks on his own account. This was, however, 
something very different from Greece’s attitude under 
the Venizelist regime. The Allies’ weapon had thus 
broken in their hands.

Meanwhile Mustapha Kemal was not merely consoli
dating his authority in Asia Minor but was gaining 
allies of his own. In the first place, he was establish
ing close relations with the Arabs. It may appear 
strange to find such bitter foes become friends; never
theless, Franeo-British policy had achieved even this 
seeming miracle. The reason was clearly explained by 
no less a person than Lawrence (“ The Soul of the Arab 
Revolution” ), who had returned to civil life and was 
thus free to speak his mind on the Eastern situation, 
which he did in no uncertain fashion. In one of several 
statements given to the British press, Lawrence said :
“ The Arabs rebelled against the Turks during the 
wax, not because the Turkish Government was notably 
bad, but because they wanted independence. They 
did not risk their lives in battle to change masters, to 
become British subjects or French citizens, but to win a 
State of their own.” The matter was put even more 
pointedly by an Arab nationalist leader in the columns 
of a French radical paper opposed to the Syrian ad
venture. Said this leader : “ Both the French and the 
English should know once for all that the Arabs are 
joined by a common religion with the Turks, and have 
been'politically identified with them for centuries, and 
therefore do not wish to separate themselves from their 
fellow believers and brothers-in-arms merely to submit 
to the domination of a European nation, no matter what 
form the latter’s suzerainty may assume. . . . It is no
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use for M. Millerand to say : e We have never thought 
of trespassing in any respect upon the independence 
of these people,’ No one is deceived by such state
ments as that. The armistice was signed in accordance 
with the conditions proclaimed by Mr. Wilson, but as 
soon as Germany and its allies were helpless, the promises 
of the armistice were trodden underfoot, as Well as 
the Fourteen Points. Such a violation of'the promises 
of complete independence, so prodigally made to the 
Arabs on, so many occasions, has. resulted in re-uniting 
closer than ever the Arabs and the Turks. It has 
taken but a few months to restore that intimacy. . . .
It is probable that France, by maintaining an. army of 
.150,000 men in Syria, and by spending billions of francs, 
will be able to subdue the Syrian Arabs. But that will 
not fi nish the task, The interior of that country borders 
upon other lands inhabited by Arabs, Kurds, and Turks, 
and by the immense desert. In starting a conflict with
4,000,000 Syrians, France will be making enemies of 
.15,000,000 Arabs in the Levant, most of whom are 
armed tribes, without including the other Mohammedan 
peoples, who are speedily acquiring solidarity and organ
ization under the blows that are being dealt them 
by the Entente. If yon believe I am exaggerating, all 
you have to do is to investigate the facts yourself. But 
what good will it do to confirm the truth too late, and 
after floods of blood have flowed ? ” -l

In fact, signs of Tureo-Arab co-operation became 
everywhere apparent. To be sure, this co-operation 
was not openly avowed either by Mustapha Kemal or 
by the deposed King Feisal who, fleeing to Italy, con
tinued his diplomatic manoeuvres. But Arabs fought 
beside Turks against the French in Cilicia; Turks and 
Kurds joined the Syrian Arabs in their continual local 
risings; while Kemal’s hand was clearly apparent in 
tile rebellion against the British in Mesopotamia.

This Arab entente was not the whole of Mustapha
5 Le Populaire, February 16, 1920,
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:: : Komar s foreign policy. He was also .reaching put-
north-eastward. to the Tartars of Transcaucasia and the 
Turkomans of Persian Azerbaijan. The Caucasus was 
by this time the scene of a highly complicated.■ struggle 
between -Modem- Tartars and Turkomans, Christian 
Armenians and Georgians, and various Russian factions, 
which was fast reducing that unhappy region to chaos. 
Among the Tartar-Turkomans, long leavened by .Pan- 
Turanian propaganda, M'ustapha Kemal found enthu
siastic adherents ; and his efforts were supported by 
a third ally—Bolshevik Russia. Bolshevik policy, 
which,, as we have already stated, was seeking to stir 
up trouble against the Western Powers throughout the 
East, had watched Kemal’s rise with great satisfaction. 
At first the Bolsheviki could do very little for the Turkish 
nationalists because they were not in direct touch, hut 
the collapse of Wrangel’s “  White ”  army in No vember, 
1920, and. the consequent overrunning of all south Russia 
by the Red armies, opened a direct line from Moscow 
to Angora via the Caucasus, and henceforth Mustapha 
Kemal was supplied with money, arms, and a few men. 

Furthermore, Kemal and the Bolsheviki were starting 
trouble in Persia. That country was in a most deplor
able condition, During the war Persia, despite her 
technical neutrality, had been a battle-ground between 
the Anglo-Russians on the one hand and the Turco- 
Germans on the other. Russia's collapse in 1917 had 
led to her military withdrawal from Persia, and England, 
profiting by the situation, had made herself supreme, 
legalizing her position by the famous “ Agreement ” 
(< negotiated ”  with the Shah’s government in August, 
L919.1 This treaty, though signed and sealed in due 
form, was bitterly resented by the Persian people. 
Here was obviously another ripe field for Bolshevik 
propaganda. Accordingly, the Bolshevik govern
ment renounced all rights in Persia acquired by the

1 For the details of those events, see .m y  a r t i c l e  on Persia in The. Century, 
January, 1820.
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' v Lrx^2zamt regime and proclaimed themselves the friends 
of the Persian people against Western imperialism. 
Naturally the game worked, and Persia soon became 
honeycombed with militant unrest. In the early 
summer of 1920 a Bolshevist force actually crossed the 
Caspian Sea and landed on the Persian shore. They 
did not penetrate far into the country. They did not 

j L need to| for the country simply effervesced in a way 
which made the British position increasingly untenable. 
For many months a confused situation ensued. In 
fact, at this writing the situation is still obscure. But 
there can be no doubt that Britain’s hold on Persia is 
gravely shaken, and she may soon be compelled to 
evacuate the country., with the possible exception of 
the extreme south.

Turning back to the autumn of 1920 : the position of 
v  England and France in the Near East had become far 

from bright. Deserted by Italy and Greece, defiedby 
the Turks, harried by the .Arabs, worried by the Egyp
tians and Persians, and everywhere menaced by the 
subtle workings of Bolshevism, the situation was not a 
happy one. The burden of empire was proving heavy.
In Mesopotamia alone the bill was already 100,000,000 
sterling, with no relief in sight.

Under these circumstances, it is not surprising that 
in both England and France Near Eastern policies 
were subjected to a growing flood of criticism. In 
England especially the tide ran very strong. The 
Mesopotamian, imbroglio was denounced as both a crime 
and a blunder. For example, Colonel La wrence stated: 
“ We are to-day not far from disaster. Our govern
ment is worse than the old Turkish system. They 
kept 14,000 local conscripts in the ranks and. killed 
yearly an average of 200 Arabs in maintaining peace.
We keep 90,000 men, with aeroplanes, armoured cars, 
gunboats, and armoured trains. We have killed about 
10,000 Arabs in the rising this summer,”  1 Influenced

1 Statement given to the press in August, 1920.
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by such criticisms and by the'general trend of events, 
the British Government modified its? attitude, sending 
out Sir .Percy Cox to negotiate with the Arabs. Sir 
Percy Cox was a man of the Milner type, with a firm 
grip on realities and an intimate experience with Eastern 
affairs. Authorized to discuss large concessions, he met 
the nationalist leaders frankly and made a good impres
sion upon them. At this writing matters have not 
been definitely settled, but it looks as though England 
was planning to limit her direct control to the extreme 
south of Mesopotamia at the head of the Persian Gulf— 
practically her old sphere of influence before 1914.

Meanwhile, in Syria, France has thus far succeeded 
in maintaining relative order by strong-arm methods. 
But the situation is highly unstable. All classes of the 
population have been alienated. Even the Catholic 
Maronites, traditionally pro-French, have begun agitat
ing. General Qouraud promptly squelched the agita
tion by deporting the leaders to Corsica; nevertheless, 
the fact remains that France’s only real friends in Syria 
are dissatisfied. Up to the present these things have 
not changed France’s attitude. A short time ago ex-' 
Premier Leygu.es remarked of Syria, “  France will occupy 
all of it, and always ” ; while still more recently General 
Gouxaud stated : “  France must remain in Syria, both 
for political and economic reasons. The political con
sequences of our abandonment of the country would 
be disastrous. Our prestige and influence in the Levant 
and the Mediterranean would be doomed. The economic 
interests of France also compel us to remain there. 
When fully developed, Syria and Cilicia will have an 
economic value fully equal to that of Egypt.”

However, despite the French Government’s firmness, 
there is an increasing public criticism of the “  Syrian 
adventure,”  not merely from radical anti-imperialist 
quarters, but from unimpeachably conservative circles 
as well. The editor of one of the most conservative 
French political periodicals has stated : “  Jealous of its



nationalism
autonomy, the Arab people, liberated from the Otto
man yoke, do not desire a new foreign domination. 
To say that Syria demands our protection is a lie. 
Syria wishes to be entirely independent.” 1 And recently 
Senator Victor Berard, one ' of France’s recognized 
authorities on Eastern affairs made a speech in the 
French Senate strongly criticising the Government’s 
Syrian policy from the very start and declaring that a 
“  free Syria ”  was “  a question of both interest and 
honour.”

Certainly, the French Government, still so unyield
ing toward the Arabs, has reversed its attitude toward 
the Turks. Side-stepping the S&vres Treaty, It has 
lately agreed on provisional peace terms with the Turkish 
nationalists, actually agreeing to evacuate Cilicia. In 
fact, both France and England know that the Sevres 
Treaty is unworkable, and that Turkish possession of 
virtually the whole of Asia Minor will have to be 
recognized.

In negotiating with Mustapha Kernal, France un
doubtedly hopes to get him to throw over the Arabs. 
But this is scarcely thinkable. The whole trend, of 
events betokens an increasing solidarity of the Near 
Eastern peoples against Western political control. A 
most remarkable portent in this direction is the Pan- 
Islamie conference held at Sivas early in 1921. This 
conference, called to draw up a definite scheme for effec
tive Moslem co-operation the world over, was attended 
not merely by the high orthodox Moslem dignitaries 
and political leaders, but also by heterodox chiefs like 
the Shiah Emir of Kerbela, the Imam Yahya, and the 
Zaidite Emir of Yemen— leaders of heretical sects be
tween whom and the orthodox Sunnis co-operation had 
previously been impossible. Most notable of all, _ the 
press reports state that the conference was presided

1 Henri de Ghambon, editor of La Revue Parlementaire. Quoted by 
Beetles Wilson, “ Our Amazing Syrian Adventure,” National Review, 
September, 1920,
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' over by no less a personage than El Sennussi. This 

may well fee so, for we have already seen how the Sen- 
nuBsi have always worked for a close union of all Islam 
against Western domination.

Such is the situation in the JTeav Eash—a situation, 
very grave and full of trouble. The most hopeful 
portent is the apparent awakening of the British 
Government to the growing perils of the hour, and its 
consequent modifications of attitude. The labours of 
men like Lord Milner and Sir Percy Cox, however 
hampered by purblind influences, can scarcely be wholly 
barren of results. Such men are the diplomatic descend
ants of Chatham and of Durham; the upholders of that 
great political tradition which, has steered the British 
Empire safely through crises that appeared hopeless.

On the other hand, the darkest portent in the Near 
East is the continued intransigean.ee of France. Steeped 
in its old traditions, French policy apparently refuses 
to face realities. If an explosion comes, as come it 
must unless France modifies her attitude; if, some dark 
day, thirty or forty French battalions are caught in a 
simoom of Arab fury blowing out of the desert and are 
annihilated in a new Adowa; the regretful verdict of 
many versed in Eastern affairs can only be : £! French 
policy has deserved it.”

Leaving the Near Eastern problem at this critical 
juncture to the inscrutable solution of the future, let us 
now turn to the great political problem of the Middle 
East—the nationalist movement in India.



X <SL
V’ 1 - ’ • , ' ' 1 * M‘i ' • . ' ' 1 n ’ •. >

* ■ '/'■ 1 ;: 

CHAPTER VI

NATIONALISM IN INDIA.

India is a land of paradox. Possessing a fundamental 
geographical unity, India lias never known real, political 
union save that recently imposed externally by the 
British “  Raj.”  Full of warlike stocks, India has never 
been able to repel invaders. Occupied by many races, 
these races have never really fused, but have remained 
distinct and mutually hostile, sundered by barriers of 
bipod, speech, culture, and creed. Thus India, large 
and populous as Europe or China, has neither, like 
China, evolved a generalized national unity; nor, like 
Europe, has developed a specialized national diversity; 
but has remained an amorphous, unstable indetermi
nate, with tendencies in both directions which were 
never carried to their logical conclusion.

India’s history has been influenced mainly by three 
great invasions : the Aryan invasion, commencing about 
1500 b .c . ; the Mohammedan invasion, extending 
roughly from  a .d , 1000 to 1700, and the English 
invasion, beginning about a .d . 1750 and culminating a 
century later in a complete conquest which has lasted 
to the present day.

The Aryans were a fair-skinned people, unquestion
ably of the same general stock as ourselves. Pressing 
down from Central Asia through those north-western 
passes where alone land-access is possible to India, 
elsewhere impregnably guarded by the mountain wall of 
the Himalayas, the Aryans subdued the dark-skinned 
Draviclian aborigines, and settled down as masters.
This conquest was, however, superficial and partial.
The bulk of the Aryans remained in the north-west,

SOI



THE NEW WORLD OF ISLAM

tEo more adventurous spirits scattering thinly over the 
rest 'o f the vast peninsula. Evert in the north large 
areas of hill-country and jungle remained in the ex
clusive possession of the aborigines, while very few 
Aryans ever penetrated the south. Over most of India, 
therefore, the Aryans were merely a small ruling class 
superimposed upon a much more numerous subject 
population. Fearing to be swallowed up in the Dra vidian 
ocean, the Aryans attempted to preserve their political 
ascendancy and. racial purity by the institution of 
“  caste,”  which has ever since remained the basis of 
Indian social life. Caste was originally a <c colour line,”  
But it was enforced not so much by civil law as by 
religion. Society was divided into i t  \ ee castes: 
Brahmins, or priests; Kshatriyas, or warriors; and 
Sudras, or workers. The Aryans monopolized the two 
upper castes, the Sudras being the Dra vidian subject 
population. These castes were kept apart by a rigorous 
series of religious taboos. Intermarriage, partaking of 
food and drink, even physical propinquity, entailed cere
monial defilement sometimes inexpiable. Disobedience 
to these taboos was punished with, the terrible penalty 
of “  outeasting,”  whereby the offender did not merely 
fall to a lower rank in the caste hierarchy hut sank even 
below the Sudra and became a “  Pariah,”  or man of 
no-caste, condemned to the most menial and revolting 
occupations, and with no rights which even the Sudra 
was bound to respect. Thus Indian society was governed, 
not. by civil, but by ceremonially religious law;, while, 
conversely, the nascent Indian religion (“  Brahnumsrn ” ) 
became not ethical but social in character.

These things produced the most momentous con
sequences. As a’ “  colour line,”  caste worked very im
perfectly. Despite its prohibitions, even the Brahmins 
became more or less impregnated with Dra vidian blood,1

1 According to some historians, this race-mixture occurred almost, a t  
once, The theory is that the Aryan conquerors-, who outside the north;* 
western region had very few of their own women with them, took Dravid-



But as a social system caste continued to function in 
ways peculiar to itself. The three original castes gradu
ally subdivided into hundreds and even thousands of 
sub-castes. These sub-castes had little or nothing of 
the original racial significance. But they were all just 
as exclusive as the primal trio, and the outcome was a 
shattering of Indian society into a chaos of rigid social 
atoms, between which co-operation or even understand
ing was impossible. The results upon Indian history are 
obvious. Says a British authority : “  The effect of this 
permanent maintenance of human, types is that the 
population is heterogeneous to the last degree. It is no 
question of rich and poor, of town and country, of 
employer and employed : the differences lie far deeper.
The population of a district or a town is a collection of 
different nationalities—almost different species-—of man
kind that will not eat or drink or intermarry with one 
another, and that are governed in the more important 
affairs of life by committees of their own. It is hardly 
too much to say that by the caste system the inhabitants 
of India are differentiated into over two thousand species, 
which,, in the intimate physical relations of life, have as 
little in common as the inmates of a zoological garden/’ 1 

Obviously, a land socially atomized and politically 
split into many principalities was destined to fall before 
the. first strong invader. This invader was Islam. The 
Mohammedans attacked India soon after their conquest 
of Persia, but these early attacks were mere border 
raids without lasting significance. The first yeal
ian women aa wives or concubines, and legitimatized their half-breed 
children, the offspring of the conquerors, both pure-bloods 'and mixed- 
bloods, coalescing into a closed caste. Further infiltration of Dravidian 
blood was thus prevented, but Aryan race-purity had been destroyed.

1 Sir Bampfylde Fuller, Studies o f  Indian L ife and Sentiment, |>. 40 
(London, 1910). For other discussions o f caste and its effects, see W.
Archer, India and the Future (London, 1918); Sir V. Chiroi, Pridian Unrest 
(London, 1910); Rev. J. Morrison, New Ideas in In d ia : A  Study o f  
Social, Political, and Religious Developments (Edinburgh, .1908); Sir H,
Risley, The Pe/ple o f  India (London, 1908); also writings of the “  Namasa- 
d r a '' leader, l)r. hair, previously quoted, and S. Nihal Singh, “  India’s 
'Untouchables,”  Contemporary Review, March, 1913.
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Mohammedan invasion was that of Mahmud of 
Ghazni, an Afghan prince, in a .d . 1001. Following 
the road taken by the Aryans ages before, Mahmud 
conquered north-western India, the region known as 
the Punjab. Islam had thus obtained a firm foothold 
in India, and subsequent Moslem leaders spread gradu
ally eastward until most of northern India was under 
Moslem rule. The invaders had two notable advan
tages : they were fanatically united against the despised 
f‘ idolaters,”  and they drew many converts from the 
native population. The very antithesis of Brahminisro, 
Islam, with its doctrine that all Believers are brothers, 
could not fail to attract multitudes of low-castes and 
out-castes, who by conversion might rise to the status 
ol the conquerors. This is the main reason why the 
Mohammedans in India to-day number more than
70,000,000-—over one-fifth ol the total population, 
'these Indian Moslems are descended, not merely from 
Afghan, Turkish, Arab, and Persian invaders, but even 
more from the millions of Hindu converts who embraced 
Islam.

bor many generations the Moslem hold on India was 
confined to the north. Then, early in the sixteenth 
century, the great Turko -Mongol leader Baber entered 
India and founded the “  Mogul ”  Empire. Baber and 
his successors overran even the south, and united India 
politically as it had never been united before. But 
even this conquest was superficial. The Brahmins, 
threatened with destruction, preached a Hindu revival; 
the Mogul dynasty petered out; and at the beginning 
of the eighteenth century the Mogul Empire collapsed, 
leaving India a welter of-waning principalities, Moham
medan and Hindu, fighting each other for religion, for 
politics, or for sheer Just of plunder.
( Out of this anarchy the British rose to power. The 

British were at first merely one of several other Fur.o- 
pean elements—-Portuguese, Dutch, and French—who 
established small settlements along the Indian coasts.
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' T h e  Europeans never dreamed of conquering India 
while the Mogul power endured. In fact, the British 
connection with India began as a purely trading venture 
— the East India Company. But when India collapsed 
into anarchy the Europeans were first obliged to 
acquire local authority to protect their “ factories,”  
and later were lured into more ambitious schemes by 
the impotence of petty rulers. Gradually the British 
ousted their European rivals and established a solid 
political foothold in India. The one stable element 
in a seething chaos, the British inevitably extended 
their authority. At first they did so reluctantly. The 
East India Company long remained primarily a trad
ing venture, aiming at dividends rather than dominion. 
However, it later evolved into a real government with 
an ambitious policy of annexation. This in turn awak
ened the fears of many Indians and brought on the 
“  Mutiny ”  of 1857. The mutiny was quelled, the East 
India Company abolished, and India came directly 
under the British Crown, Queen Victoria being later 
proclaimed Empress of India. These events in turn 
resulted not only in a strengthening of British political 
authority but also in an increased penetration of West
ern influences of every description. Hoads, railways, 
and canals opened up and unified India as never before; 
the piercing of the Isthmus of Suez facilitated communi
cation with Europe; while education on European lines 
spread Western ideas.

Over this rapidly changing India stood the British 
“  Raj ” —a system of government unique in the world’s 
history. It was the government of a few hundred 
highly skilled administrative experts hacked by a small 
professional army, ruling a vast agglomeration of sub
ject peoples. It was frankly an absolute paternalism, 
governing as it saw fit, with no more responsibility to 
the governed than the native despots whom it had dis
placed. But it governed well. In efficiency, honesty, 
and sense of duty, the government of India is probably
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the best example of benevolent absolutism that tne 
world has ever seen. It gave India profound peace. 
It played no favourites, .holding the scales even between 
rival races, creeds, and castes. Lastly, it made India 
a real polit ical entity- -something which India had never 
been before. For the first time in its history, India 
was firmly united under one rale—the rule of the Pax 
Britamdca.

Yet the very virtues of British rule sowed the seeds 
of future trouble. Generations grew up, _ peacefully 
United in unprecedented acquaintanceship, forgetful of 
past ills, seeing only European shortcomings, and, above 
all, familiar with- Western ideas of self-government, 
liberty, and nationality. In India, as elsewhere in the 
East, there was bound to arise a growing movement of 
discontent against Western rule—a discontent; varying 
from moderate demands for increasing autonomy to 
radical demands for -immediate independence.

Down to the last quarter of the nineteenth century, 
organized political agitation against the British “  Raj ” 
was virtually unknown. Here and there isolated _ in
dividuals uttered half-audible protests, but these voices 
found no popular echo. The Indian masses, pre-oceu- 
pied with the ever-present problem of getting a living, 
accepted passively a government no more absolute, 
and infinitely more efficient, than its predecessors. Of 
anything like self-conscious Indian “  Nationalism. ”  there 
was virtually no trace.

The first symptom of organized discontent was the 
formation of the “ Indian National Congress ’ in the 
year 188A The very name showed that the British 
Raj, covering all India, was itself evoking among India’s 
diverse elements a certain common point of view and 
aspiration. However, the early congresses were very 
far from representing Indian public opinion, in the 
general sense of the term. On the contrary, these con
gresses represented merely a small class of professional 
men, journalists, and politicians, all of them trained


