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			Foreword 
		

		
			Predictably, the writing of modern Indian history evolves over succeeding 
		

		
			academic generations. As India led the dissolution of the British Empire, 
		

		
			there was a natural interest in how it all came about. The apparent rise 
		

		
			and triumph of a nationalist cause was a good story in itself, but was also 
		

		
			thought to have resonance for other jurisdictions in the imperial/colonial 
		

		
			world and not necessarily in just the British one. As nation building led to 
		

		
			a new post-colonial social and political order in India, historians turned 
		

		
			their gaze to a myriad of other interests and movements ranging from the 
		

		
			environment through gender studies and minority rights to sport. The Sub-
		

		
			altern Studies school emphasis on “history from below” spearheaded much 
		

		
			of this, to be challenged by the inevitable revisionists so that now there are 
		

		
			even newer insights being promoted. 
		

		
			In many ways, of course, this is the practice of history, as G. R. Elton 
		

		
			termed it so long ago, writ large: newer generations of scholars revisit-
		

		
			ing the past to make some sense of the present. The essence of history, in 
		

		
			many respects, is to help any social entity understand how things got to be 
		

		
			the way they are, what the preconditions were, who were the main play-
		

		
			ers, and how did they proceed and with what results. That is as true of, 
		

		
			say, Ramachandra Guha ’s new analysis of post-1947 India as it is of Boria 
		

		
			Majumdar ’s insights into Indian cricket or of the many writings on politics, 
		

		
			the economy, literature, fi lm, or the Indian diaspora. 
		

		
			Placed in that context, this present book may be seen to highlight another 
		

		
			major Indian role and one that has become paramount in the past decade, 
		

		
			India in the global context. 
		

		
			For a long time in earlier periods, of course, India was seen in a global 
		

		
			mercantilist light. Travellers and traders both before and after Ibn Batuttah 
		

		
			combined a natural curiosity for the “Other ” with concerns for commerce 
		

		
			and political positioning in India over succeeding centuries. That, height-
		

		
			ened with the coming of the British as they fi rst cleared out as many other 
		

		
			foreign powers, especially France, as possible to secure predominance, then 
		

		
			after 1857 consolidated India as the key beachhead in Asia. In the globally 
		

		
			strategic sense, that strand continued through the later 19th century amidst 
		

		
			the “scramble for Africa ” then into the 20th century and its two massive 
		

	
		
			x Foreword 
		

		
			global con fl icts. In both world wars, India was a signi ficant contributor of 
		

		
			both people and strategic signi fi cance. 
		

		
			In all the historians’ concern for nationalism growing into independence, 
		

		
			however, it is fair to say that the global positioning of India became some-
		

		
			what overlooked. While there was work done on the place of India in British 
		

		
			policy, it was largely bilateral and largely on economic and/or constitutional 
		

		
			shifts, the polarities say, of Dominion Status and the gold standard. 
		

		
			Auriol Weigold now reminds us, however, that India ’s place in the global 
		

		
			context, especially in the later stages of Empire, was much more multidi-
		

		
			mensional than that. In particular, the Americans had a complex and often 
		

		
			contradictory view of British India. That sprang from a heady mix of ideol-
		

		
			ogy, strategic concern, commercial interests, international strategies, and 
		

		
			personality politics. At one end this might be seen in the long and promi-
		

		
			nent presence in India of American missionaries bent on cultural change, 
		

		
			at the other, a gaggle of journalists who saw in Gandhi a massive story that 
		

		
			in simple terms read like David vs Goliath. As America was drawn late 
		

		
			into one war and earlier into the next, India and what Britain was doing 
		

		
			there moved more and more centre stage, especially as America was also 
		

		
			watching events in China. In turn, Britain became increasingly concerned 
		

		
			about American attitudes toward its India policy, foreseeing possibly severe 
		

		
			consequences both for the war effort and what might happen in a postwar 
		

		
			global world. 
		

		
			It is tempting to see that as a nascent globalisation (a much abused word), 
		

		
			but the temptation must be resisted. Rather, Auriol Weigold lays out an 
		

		
			important and broadened understanding of two essential processes: how 
		

		
			America became increasingly interested in and concerned about what Britain 
		

		
			was doing in India, and how British authorities reacted to and dealt with that 
		

		
			American interest. All that, of course, collided with an escalating nationalist 
		

		
			movement, complicated warfare commitments on several far- flung fronts, 
		

		
			sophisticated propaganda campaigns, and heightened media interests. 
		

		
			It is a fascinating story that provides the necessary counterbalance as 
		

		
			well as a direct link to what was happening at the local level in India, where 
		

		
			campaigns like the Quit India movement were being mobilised in the midst 
		

		
			of tragic events like the Bengal famine. While it does not preordain a future 
		

		
			world, it does highlight a clear predilection for “spin ” in of fi cial circles 
		

		
			on both sides of the Atlantic, as well as in India; a frequently large gap 
		

		
			between what policy promised and actually delivered; a large gap between 
		

		
			experiences at the mass and elite levels; how compromise was often crude 
		

		
			horse-trading; and how personality could turn policy. For all those rea-
		

		
			sons, it is an important book. 
		

		
			Professor Brian Stoddart 
		

		
			Emeritus Professor and former Vice Chancellor, 
		

		
			La Trobe University, Australia 
		

		
			Research Professor, University of Newcastle, Australia 
		

	
		
			Preface 
		

		
			In 1942, British propaganda delivered in the United States against immedi-
		

		
			ate self-government for India was ef ficiently and effectively organised —it 
		

		
			was deliberate, not adventitious. The chief protagonists were Churchill and 
		

		
			Roosevelt. Churchill’s success in retaining control of government in India 
		

		
			depended on convincing the President of the United States that there was 
		

		
			no viable alternative. 
		

		
			This Prime Minister Churchill did in two ways. First, his propaganda 
		

		
			organisation targeted pro-British groups in America with Britain ’s record 
		

		
			in India, the complexities of Indian society, Britain ’s responsibilities to the 
		

		
			minority groups, and the effort to fi nd a way to give India a measure of self-
		

		
			government. Second, it discredited Indian nationalist leadership. 
		

		
			Convincing American public opinion and, through it, the President that 
		

		
			the governing of India should remain in British hands also depended on the 
		

		
			right mix of censorship and press freedom in India. 
		

		
			Britain ’s need to mount a propaganda campaign in the United States indi-
		

		
			cated its dual agenda: its war-related determination to maintain and increase 
		

		
			American aid, and its longer term aim to retain control of its Empire. 
		

		
			The case for a propaganda campaign was made stronger by Roosevelt ’s 
		

		
			constant pressure on Churchill from mid-1941 to reach a political settle-
		

		
			ment with India. Pressure was also brought to bear by the Indian National 
		

		
			Congress Party as its price for war-related cooperation, by China, and by 
		

		
			the Labour Party in Britain. Japan ’s success made strategists assess that 
		

		
			India might be a target. Stable and cooperative government in India was as 
		

		
			much in America ’s interest as in Britain ’s. 
		

		
			The idea that Roosevelt might intervene in India to secure a measure of 
		

		
			self-government there constantly worried Churchill. This, in turn, drove 
		

		
			the Foreign Of fi ce, the India Of fi ce, the Government of India, the Ministry 
		

		
			of Information, and the British Embassy in Washington to develop propa-
		

		
			ganda based, fi rst, on the last-minute reform offer to India and, second, on 
		

		
			the elements of Gandhi’s Quit India movement that could be presented as 
		

		
			damaging to Allied war aims. 
		

		
			While the key sources used in this book are referred to in the Intro-
		

		
			duction, I would like to acknowledge gratefully the access I have had to 
		

	
		
			xii Preface 
		

		
			United States and British documents, to the papers of key players, and to 
		

		
			the wealth of scholarly writing on Anglo-American relations, on aspects of 
		

		
			the Indo –British relationship, on propaganda theory and practice, and on 
		

		
			newspaper reports in 1942, each of which was vitally important in putting 
		

		
			this small piece of the “end of Empire ” story in place. 
		

		
			I also would like to express my appreciation to academic colleagues who 
		

		
			read, advised, and encouraged me across the process of writing this book, 
		

		
			in part developed from my doctoral studies. Routledge’s interest in it pro-
		

		
			vided the fi nal impetus, but it still needed the painstaking checking and 
		

		
			formatting work, done with dedication by my friend and colleague, Elaine 
		

		
			Eccleston, for which I thank her. Many others at the University of Can-
		

		
			berra have encouraged and assisted me. They know they have my thanks. 
		

		
			Last and most important, my thanks, as ever, go to my husband and sons 
		

		
			for their tolerance for and support of my absorbing interest in India, with-
		

		
			out which this book would not have been completed. 
		

		
			Auriol Weigold 
		

		
			University of Canberra 
		

		
			November 2007 
		

	
		
			Introduction 
		

		
			While few generalisations can be made about the effectiveness of propa-
		

		
			ganda, its use by Britain to disguise a con fl ict of interests with the United 
		

		
			States in 1942 established its interest as a case study. 
		

		
			British propaganda objectives, to maintain anti-colonial America ’s sup-
		

		
			port for its war effort and at the same time retain its Empire, highlights the 
		

		
			divide between Britain ’s international interests and its imperial intentions. 
		

		
			India ’s interest as a subject in the use of propaganda lies therefore in its 
		

		
			unsuccessful war-time bid for independence, a bid that, nonetheless, drove 
		

		
			Prime Minister Churchill into a propaganda campaign to convince his ally, 
		

		
			President Roosevelt, fi ghting a war for freedom, that the continued subju-
		

		
			gation of the Indian people was appropriate. 
		

		
			Propaganda was generally, if reluctantly, accepted in Britain as an adjunct 
		

		
			to military action. The British developed propaganda techniques during the 
		

		
			First World War and re-embraced them during the 1930s, coordinated by 
		

		
			the Ministry of Information at the outbreak of the Second World War. 
		

		
			Engaged in propaganda on home and war fronts and to Allied and neu-
		

		
			tral countries, British policy-makers comforted themselves in the belief that 
		

		
			“their propaganda was publicity, ” that they had “resorted to such an un-
		

		
			English activity only in order to defend themselves. . . . ” 
		

		
			The establishment 
		

		
			of a British propaganda machine in America under Churchill’s auspices in 
		

		
			1941 and its concentration on British –Indian interests from late that year, 
		

		
			however, suggests that a primary target for its “friendly” propaganda was 
		

		
			its ally, the United States. 
		

		
			Despite arguments about the value of propaganda, its use has a long 
		

		
			and often disreputable history. Many modern studies tend to replace the 
		

		
			word propaganda with less pejorative ones. Neutral terms, however, such 
		

		
			as communication , mass communication , persuasive communication , 
		

		
			or publicity , for example, do not adequately describe Britain ’s efforts to 
		

		
			direct, not her own, but American public opinion toward a particular view 
		

		
			of political events in India in 1942. 
		

		
			A useful de fi nition of propaganda, carrying within it the notion of 
		

		
			manipulation that is the essence of propaganda and inherent in this study, 
		

		
			states that, 
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			Propaganda is the deliberate and systematic attempt to shape percep-tions, manipulate cognitions, and direct behaviour to achieve a re-
		

		
			sponse that furthers the desired intent of the propagandist. 
		

		
			2 
		

		
			One important strand of Britain ’s propaganda was played out in the 
		

		
			United States. The prize was the support of President Roosevelt and Ameri-
		

		
			can public opinion for maintaining the status quo in India. Churchill and 
		

		
			Roosevelt were the key protagonists. 
		

		
			Indian nationalist leaders challenged the propaganda campaign in Amer-
		

		
			ica in the liberal media and primarily in a monthly pamphlet, “India Today, ” 
		

		
			published by the India League of America. It was an important outlet for 
		

		
			the countervailing, pro-independence arguments of Pandit Nehru, leader 
		

		
			of the nationalist Indian Congress Party, and other Party members. The 
		

		
			League also published occasional broadsheets in 1942, such as “India: Her 
		

		
			position in a changing world, ” “Storm over India, ” and Nehru ’s “Can Indi-
		

		
			ans get together? ” Despite the presence on the League’s advisory board of 
		

		
			in fluential Americans, including Albert Einstein, Louis Fischer, and Henry 
		

		
			Luce, 
		

		
			3 
		

		
			the publications were ineffectual in terms of shifting public opinion 
		

		
			to an extent where the President had to take it into account in the decisions 
		

		
			he made on intervention in India. 
		

		
			A general indication of swings in American public opinion about India, 
		

		
			linked with media reporting, can be observed from mid-1940, when Brit-
		

		
			ain ’s offer of limited political reform, known as the August Offer, was 
		

		
			rejected by Mahatma Gandhi. The Offer restated the goal of Dominion 
		

		
			Status, but maintained that no fundamental constitutional changes could 
		

		
			be made during the war. It was condemned as inadequate as a carrot to 
		

		
			gain unquali fi ed Indian support for the war on the Allied side by American 
		

		
			liberal journals, such as Time, The Nation, and The New Republic, and 
		

		
			received limited support from traditionally pro-British newspapers, such as 
		

		
			the New York Times. 
		

		
			4 
		

		
			Support, however, swung away from the nationalist Indian Congress 
		

		
			party when Gandhi started a civil disobedience campaign late that year 
		

		
			and was jailed again by the Government of India. The New York Times 
		

		
			regretted his imprisonment, but suggested that sympathy was all Ameri-
		

		
			can could offer. 
		

		
			5 
		

		
			Support swung back toward the Congress Party in mid-
		

		
			1941, when Churchill made it clear that the third clause of the Atlantic 
		

		
			Charter, which purported to respect the right of all people to choose their 
		

		
			form of government, did not apply to India. 
		

		
			6 
		

		
			The position reversed again 
		

		
			when a proposal offering limited political reform for India was delivered on 
		

		
			the Churchill Government ’s behalf by Sir Stafford Cripps in New Delhi in 
		

		
			March 1942. Since the start of the year, the British Embassy in Washington 
		

		
			and British and Indian Government sources had released propaganda mate-
		

		
			rial to the American press, stating and restating Britain ’s historical links 
		

		
			with its Indian Empire and its responsibilities toward it, in preparation for 
		

		
			the reform announcement. Referring to Cripps’ Offer, the New York Times, 
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			in an editorial on March 12, noted that an apparently unconditional pro-
		

		
			posal for Indian self-rule had come from Britain. During the next month, 
		

		
			that newspaper and others endeavoured to convince India to accept Cripps’ 
		

		
			Offer, reluctant to accept Britain ’s propaganda arguments also run by the 
		

		
			press that Indian nationalists would turn it down. 
		

		
			Propaganda theory suggests that the greater the monopoly of an infor-
		

		
			mation source —in this case, newspapers —the greater the in fluence of the 
		

		
			message. 
		

		
			British access to American newspapers, and hence the American 
		

		
			public, was far greater than Indian access, and another advantage for Brit-
		

		
			ain lay in the similarity between British and American values and intellec-
		

		
			tual environments, making each understandable to the other. 
		

		
			Leadership in India will be further discussed in Chapter 8. However, 
		

		
			to canvass some of that discussion, it is worth noting that, in a cultural 
		

		
			identity context, both Pandit Nehru and Mahatma Gandhi, leaders of the 
		

		
			Indian nationalist Congress Party, were outsiders to the world of the broad 
		

		
			Indian population and grass-root politics by virtue of their involvement in 
		

		
			imperial ideas and networks, gained outside the subcontinent. In particular, 
		

		
			Nehru ’s international connections set him apart from most other Indians. 
		

		
			8 
		

		
			His overseas network included Sir Stafford Cripps, his friend, whose offer 
		

		
			of political reform for India was the backbone of the Churchill-inspired 
		

		
			propaganda campaign predicting that it would fail and that there would not 
		

		
			be immediate self-government there. Indeed Nehru said of himself that he 
		

		
			was “a queer mixture of the East and the West, out of place everywhere, at 
		

		
			home nowhere. ” 
		

		
			9 
		

		
			We are also reminded that in India ’s progression towards 
		

		
			independence, nationalist leaders had to persuade, in addition to Britain 
		

		
			and the United States, and more particularly Churchill and Roosevelt in 
		

		
			the early 1940s, “the very diverse, deeply divided, and largely illiterate 
		

		
			masses of the [Indian] people, ” 
		

		
			that their unmet needs could be met in an 
		

		
			independent India. 
		

		
			That Nehru carried the people with him remains a phenomenon, but a 
		

		
			New York Times correspondent provided an insight. He had watched “the 
		

		
			ragged crowds gaze at Nehru . . . hardly moving as they listened to him 
		

		
			speak in a language that few of them could understand, ” 
		

		
			but charismati-
		

		
			cally capturing their imagination. While Churchill made his antagonism 
		

		
			toward Gandhi well known (labeling him, among other epithets, a half-
		

		
			naked fakir , Nehru was regarded as a threat to the imperial purpose and, 
		

		
			mostly on law and order issues, spent more than 3,200 days imprisoned in 
		

		
			British India. 
		

		
			The great war-time debate over India ’s political future, however, took 
		

		
			place between Britain and the United States. Nehru’s, Gandhi’s, and India ’s 
		

		
			voices were ignored or seldom heard, and the outcome of the nation ’s 
		

		
			demand for self-government was slogged out between Churchill and Roos-
		

		
			evelt after the negotiations over Cripps’ Offer ended. One outcome of the 
		

		
			propaganda campaign was the backlash against Britain in America follow-
		

		
			ing the repression of the Gandhi-inspired Quit India movement. What may 
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			be seen as either a failure of Indian leadership or a unifying strategy in 
		

		
			the face of another failure to achieve even a measure of self-government is 
		

		
			discussed in Chapter 8, but the passage of Gandhi’s Quit India resolution 
		

		
			left the nationalist leaders imprisoned and prevented from communicating 
		

		
			with the media, and public interest in India faded in the United States. 
		

		
			To achieve their desired outcome, retaining control of India, British 
		

		
			propagandists had to re-in fi ltrate American opinion-making ranks from 
		

		
			the start of the Second World War. Their task was dif fi cult. America 
		

		
			remained, after the start of the war, opposed to any overseas propaganda 
		

		
			and suspicious of it when generated locally. Public fear of the manipula-
		

		
			tion of opinion, seen in the popularity of the “America First ” movement, 
		

		
			had not dissipated in the interwar years. It had been stimulated early by 
		

		
			the publication in 1920 of George Creel’s How We Advertised America: 
		

		
			The First Telling of the Amazing Story of the Committee on Public Infor-
		

		
			mation, 1917–1919. As Director of the Committee on Public Informa-
		

		
			tion during the First World War, Creel had been commissioned to “sell 
		

		
			the war to America, ” and his book evoked widespread concern about the 
		

		
			powers of mass media to “sway public opinion . . . towards almost any 
		

		
			view. ” 
		

		
			Indeed in Liberty and the News, also published in 1920, Walter 
		

		
			Lippmann wrote, 
		

		
			True opinions can prevail only if the facts to which they refer are known; if they are not known, false ideas are just as effective as true ones, if not a little more effective. 
		

		
			British propaganda in America during the First World War had been 
		

		
			very skilful. The deception admitted to by Creel and others drew Ameri-
		

		
			cans to the isolationist policies that fuelled their determination not to look 
		

		
			outward to the renewed turmoil in Europe or to become embroiled in a 
		

		
			European war again by creative propagandists. 
		

		
			Within academic communities, however, American social scientists 
		

		
			were stimulated to develop theories to explain the effects of propaganda 
		

		
			and communication more broadly in terms of “Magic Bullets ” or the 
		

		
			“Hypodermic Needle Theory” to explain the phenomenon of mass com-
		

		
			munication. Walter Lippmann ’s Public Opinion, fi rst published in 1922, 
		

		
			raised what became ongoing concerns about the in fluence of the media. 
		

		
			In 1937, as the British propaganda machine was gearing up prior to the 
		

		
			war, the fi rst edition of Public Opinion Quarterly was published. Its Fore-
		

		
			word claimed that, “for the fi rst time in history, we are confronted nearly 
		

		
			everywhere by mass opinion as the fi nal determinant of political and eco-
		

		
			nomic action. . . . ” 
		

		
			Such endorsement of the strength of public opinion 
		

		
			and those who directed it was grist to Churchill’s mill, convinced as he 
		

		
			was of the power of propaganda “employed against enemy and friend alike 
		

		
			when survival of an ideal was at stake. ” 
		

		
			In this case, the ideal was the 
		

		
			maintenance of Britain ’s Indian Empire. 
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			The Institute for Propaganda Analysis was funded and set up in New 
		

		
			York, also in 1937, as a response to a strong and growing public concern 
		

		
			in the United States about the growing tension in Europe and the desire 
		

		
			not to see any repeat of the successful propaganda campaigns of the First 
		

		
			World War. The Institute’s 1939 publication, The Fine Art of Propaganda, 
		

		
			provided a methodology for recognising and analysing propaganda, with 
		

		
			a seven-point analytical measure. The editors, A. and E. Lee, 
		

		
			argued that 
		

		
			propaganda analysis as an idea caught on so readily because it provided a 
		

		
			perspective on current affairs much needed by the American public and a 
		

		
			device to “see through ” the propagandist ’s “tricks. ” 
		

		
			Like all methods of analysing propaganda, the Lees’ method is open to 
		

		
			criticism and is now outdated, but the time and reasons for its development 
		

		
			are directly relevant to the climate in which British propaganda, with regard 
		

		
			to India during the Second World War, was disseminated in the United 
		

		
			States. Thus, it is of interest to measure British propaganda surrounding 
		

		
			Cripps’ Offer against the criteria set out in the Institute’s seven-point analy-
		

		
			sis for separating factually accurate information from propaganda. 
		

		
			Described as “the tricks of the trade, ” the tests devised to identify pro-
		

		
			paganda were listed by names and basic information to allow a method 
		

		
			by which a propaganda story could, with some research, be identi fi ed and 
		

		
			separated from accurate reporting. The fi rst test was entitled “Name Call-
		

		
			ing, ” which gave an idea a “bad ” label so that it would be rejected by the 
		

		
			audience without examining the evidence. The next test was called “Glit-
		

		
			tering Generality, ” and it associated an idea with a “virtue word ” to pro-
		

		
			mote acceptance and approval, again without examination of the evidence. 
		

		
			“Transfer, ” the third test, carried the authority, sanction, and prestige of 
		

		
			someone or something respected, across to another issue, to make that 
		

		
			issue, in turn, respected. “Testimonial ” consisted of having a respected (or 
		

		
			hated) person say that a given idea, program, or person was good (or bad). 
		

		
			The fi fth test, named “Plain Folks, ” was the method used by the propa-
		

		
			gandist to convince his audience that he and his ideas were good because 
		

		
			he was “of the people. ” “Card Stacking, ” the sixth test, involved the selec-
		

		
			tion and use of facts or fi ction, illustrations or distractions, and logical or 
		

		
			illogical statements to give the best (or worst) possible case for an idea, 
		

		
			program, or person. The final test, named “Band Wagon, ” concluded the 
		

		
			seven-point analysis. In this test, the propagandist attempts to convince 
		

		
			members of his audience that, because everyone accepted his ideas, they 
		

		
			should also “jump on the band wagon. ” 
		

		
			Application of the seven tools for analysis of media content and identi fi -
		

		
			cation of propaganda to British propaganda in the United States produced 
		

		
			interesting results. 
		

		
			In illustrating their use, broad generalisations about Indian un fi tness 
		

		
			for self-rule, stated and restated in press releases in America, are utilised. 
		

		
			Discussion of the detail of the propaganda story Churchill and his infor-
		

		
			mation bureaux told unfolds in subsequent chapters. Broadly, then, in 
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			naming or labeling the Congress Party as unrepresentative and by empha-
		

		
			sising Hindu –Muslim tensions, known as the communal divide or com-
		

		
			munalism, British propaganda ensured that the idea of the Congress Party 
		

		
			as a suitable government for India was rejected by the American public 
		

		
			without questioning or further investigation. 
		

		
			Claiming its responsibilities for the Indian minorities and the Indian 
		

		
			princely states in any transfer of power, Britain made responsibility a vir-
		

		
			tue word, a “glittering generality” that the American public could approve 
		

		
			without question. 
		

		
			The idea of the British Empire carried the authority, prestige, and respect 
		

		
			of a long-established institution. This idea was transferred as the carrier of 
		

		
			such trust in the propaganda message to approval for continued British rule 
		

		
			in India. 
		

		
			The editors of The Fine Art of Propaganda considered that a respected 
		

		
			(or hated) person could testify that a given idea, program, or person was 
		

		
			good (or bad). Lord Halifax, British Ambassador in Washington, former 
		

		
			British Foreign Secretary, and a previous Viceroy of India (as Lord Irwin), 
		

		
			then known to be sympathetic to Indian aspirations, 
		

		
			represented the 
		

		
			respected person, and he af fi rmed that the Congress Party was “bad. ” 
		

		
			“Card Stacking” involved the selection and use of facts or falsehoods, 
		

		
			illustrations or distractions, and logical or illogical statements to present 
		

		
			the best (or worst) possible case for an idea, program, or person. British 
		

		
			propaganda ’s representation of the Congress Party as not prepared to take 
		

		
			responsibility for governing India and as making outrageous demands in a 
		

		
			time of war met the card-stacking criterion. 
		

		
			Jumping on the “Band Wagon ” was perhaps not as whole hearted as the 
		

		
			British ministries concerned with propaganda would have liked. A small 
		

		
			majority, however, as shown in polling, indicated their preference for grant-
		

		
			ing India independence after the war, rather than immediately. 
		

		
			20 
		

		
			Lee and Lee’s analytic method clearly could have been applied by any 
		

		
			reader unconvinced about the veracity of the British propaganda message, 
		

		
			and the swings in opinion polling suggest that other sources of information 
		

		
			or veri fi cation were sought by the general public. 
		

		
			Further shifts in American opinion on the question of independence for 
		

		
			India from mid-1942 forced the British to renew their propaganda cam-
		

		
			paign. Opinion polling was not a clear indicator of a pro-Indian nationalist 
		

		
			swing as questions varied from poll to poll, but a trend was discernible. 
		

		
			21 
		

		
			Most British evidence of the need for a strong second propaganda push 
		

		
			came from their Washington Embassy and Ministry of Information read-
		

		
			ing of the United States’ press. 
		

		
			22 
		

		
			Halifax ’s successor at the Foreign Of fi ce Sir Anthony Eden ’s paper on 
		

		
			Anglo-American relations indicated public opinion was volatile on the sub-
		

		
			ject of India, 
		

		
			23 
		

		
			and the renewed surge of pro-independence views following 
		

		
			the Quit India movement arrests discussed in the later chapters compelled 
		

		
			the British into another propaganda push. The reasons for propaganda 
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			remained unchanged. Churchill could not be sure that Roosevelt would 
		

		
			not intervene to secure a political settlement in India, and he must, if 
		

		
			the Prime Minister ’s interests were to prevail, be persuaded by majority 
		

		
			American public opinion not to take such a course of action. If in fl uential 
		

		
			groups such as members of the State Department, the Harvard Group, 
		

		
			Pearl Buck ’s East West Society, and the President ’s representatives in India 
		

		
			persuaded a majority of American public opinion to support immediate 
		

		
			independence for India, pressure on Roosevelt to act would increase. 
		

		
			India Of fi ce, Foreign Of fi ce, Ministry of Information, and Govern-
		

		
			ment of India fi les reveal the sense of urgency behind the large number of 
		

		
			man hours spent and cables sent developing what was quite openly called 
		

		
			propaganda for dissemination in the United States. 
		

		
			24 
		

		
			Their frequent com-
		

		
			munications planned the timing and content of announcements about the 
		

		
			progress of Cripps’ Mission to India, bearing an offer of limited reform in 
		

		
			March 1942, and revealed their expectation that it could fail. The inter-
		

		
			action of staff below ministerial level in London, Washington, and New 
		

		
			Delhi, many of whom had served in India and understood what Churchill 
		

		
			and his India Committee sought to achieve, give breadth to the history of 
		

		
			the period. This allowed some recognition for the development of policy 
		

		
			to fall on the civil servants involved, where “credit ” is usually given to 
		

		
			politicians 
		

		
			25 
		

		
			in accounts about international relations. 
		

		
			Primary source material is abundant. It includes Nicholas Mansergh ’s 
		

		
			and Edward Lumby ’s collected documents, India: The Transfer of 
		

		
			Power 1942 – 47, the Foreign Relations of the United States series, and 
		

		
			exchanges between the British Embassy in Washington and the depart-
		

		
			ments involved in propaganda in Britain and India, which are held at the 
		

		
			Public Records Of fice in London. The Franklin D. Roosevelt Library in 
		

		
			Hyde Park, New York, holds of fi cial fi les on India, the President ’s per-
		

		
			sonal fi les on writers Louis Fischer and Edgar Snow, his unof fi cial infor-
		

		
			mants in India, and the Louis Fischer Papers. As war correspondents in 
		

		
			India, Fischer and Snow provided the President with views contradicting 
		

		
			the propaganda story on India. The Edgar Snow Papers are held at the 
		

		
			University of Missouri, Kansas City Campus. They provided access to 
		

		
			his many articles (as did the Library of Congress in Washington DC), 
		

		
			most published in the Saturday Evening Post, and revealed his growing 
		

		
			interest in India and his conversations about it with President Roosevelt. 
		

		
			Louis Fischer ’s articles in The Nation are another example of the many 
		

		
			British and American journals cited in the bibliography. Newspapers, 
		

		
			primarily in the United States but also in Britain and India, also yielded 
		

		
			insights to the many-sided story. 
		

		
			Nehru’s papers, held at the Nehru Memorial Museum and Library in 
		

		
			New Delhi, fl eshed out the progress, duration, and, fi nally dashed hopes 
		

		
			of his friendship with Cripps. Parallel with the downturn in Nehru’s rela-
		

		
			tionship with Cripps, his communication with Colonel Louis Johnson, 
		

		
			Roosevelt ’s Personal Representative in India, grew. 
		

	
		
			8 Churchill, Roosevelt and India 
		

		
			Hadley Cantril’s meticulous public opinion polls on the question of polit-
		

		
			ical change in India provided invaluable information on shifts in American 
		

		
			views, enabling Churchill’s propaganda machine to adjust its campaign. 
		

		
			Churchill’s India Committee; the Viceroy of India, Lord Linlithgow; Sir 
		

		
			Leo Amery, Secretary of State for India; and Lord Halifax, British Ambas-
		

		
			sador in Washington remained convinced that such a propaganda drive 
		

		
			was vital to their imperial agenda. 
		

		
			Frequent quotations from the key players, found in documents and 
		

		
			newspapers, add to the fl avour of the 1940s’ use of language. Rather than 
		

		
			a chronological history, the succeeding chapters build and add depth to 
		

		
			previously mentioned events. 
		

		
			India ’s interest as a case study in British and American international 
		

		
			relations strategy lies in its unsuccessful bid for independence —a bid that 
		

		
			nonetheless threatened Britain ’s war-related agenda focused on the United 
		

		
			States and its long-term imperial intentions. The indications of possible 
		

		
			harm to its interests drove Britain into a propaganda campaign to convince 
		

		
			its ally, the United States, fi ghting a war for freedom, that the continued 
		

		
			subjugation of the Indian people was appropriate. 
		

	
		
			1 Churchill, Roosevelt, and India 
		

		
			The Genesis of the Propaganda Game 
		

		
			The bazaars of India, like the London coffee-houses of the last century, are always full of marvellous tales . . . a single unimportant fact is exaggerated and distorted, till it becomes unrecognisable. . . . 
		

		
			So the game goes on. 
		

		
			1 
		

		
			The idea of the “Great Game ” fascinated Winston Churchill. The phrase 
		

		
			was immortalised by Rudyard Kipling in Kim and fi rst coined by Captain 
		

		
			Arthur Conolly and Colonel Charles Stoddart, British army of fi cers facing 
		

		
			execution in Bokhara in 1842 for their part in the intrigue that cloaked the 
		

		
			political ambitions of Britain and Russia in Central and South Asia. The 
		

		
			“Great Game, ” an ongoing and frequently dangerous enterprise undertaken 
		

		
			to protect and secure the interests of the British Raj, continued through-
		

		
			out the 19th century and greatly impressed Winston Churchill when he 
		

		
			was attached to the Malakand Field Force as a correspondent in 1897. The 
		

		
			horse-mounted men patrolled the northwest heights of the Hindu Kush on 
		

		
			what was then the border between India and Afghanistan and out- fl anked 
		

		
			and outwitted recalcitrant tribes, whose displacement was often based on 
		

		
			information gleaned from local bazaars. 
		

		
			Almost half a century later, in 1942, within one month of America ’s 
		

		
			entry into the Second World War, British Prime Minister Winston Churchill 
		

		
			and American President Franklin Delano Roosevelt embarked on a new 
		

		
			“Great Game, ” a propaganda campaign played to decide India ’s immedi-
		

		
			ate political future. At stake was a continuation of its imperial status under 
		

		
			Britain or self-government promoted by anti-colonialist America. Indian 
		

		
			nationalists arguing for their country ’s freedom did not have an effective 
		

		
			hand to play, and protest in the form of the Quit India movement led them 
		

		
			back to gaol. 
		

		
			The Anglo-Russian “Great Game ” continued across the region through-
		

		
			out the 19th and early 20th centuries and continues to have relevance today 
		

		
			on a grand scale in America ’s coalition of the willing challenging Islam for 
		

		
			control of the hearts, minds, and weaponry of Muslim majority countries 
		

		
			from the Middle East to Pakistan. The “game ” as it was played in the 
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			late 19th century greatly in fluenced Churchill, then a young reporter. He 
		

		
			observed the paci fi cation of tribes close to the Afghan border, utilising the 
		

		
			bazaars to both gather intelligence and disseminate propaganda, swiftly 
		

		
			backed up with force, securing time and again the British Raj position 
		

		
			along the north western ramparts of the Hindu Kush massif. 
		

		
			At that time, Churchill was embedded with the Malakand Field Force, 
		

		
			writing for the Allabahad Pioneer, which also published much of Kipling ’s 
		

		
			early writing. Churchill’s letters and telegrams, despatched from the sites 
		

		
			of border skirmishes, were also published by The Daily Telegraph and the 
		

		
			Indian Weekly News between September and November 1897. He was 
		

		
			seduced by empire and intrigue. Information gathered along the northwest 
		

		
			heights of the Hindu Kush sustained the “Great Game, ” as it was then 
		

		
			played, and inspired his life-long commitment to maintaining Britain ’s 
		

		
			Empire and his fascination with the power of propaganda employed against 
		

		
			enemy and friend alike when survival of an ideal was at stake. 
		

		
			His commitment to “hold India to the Empire ” 
		

		
			was such an ideal and 
		

		
			was to determine much of his fi rst forty- five years in Parliament. Propa-
		

		
			ganda that supported his style of personal diplomacy 
		

		
			developed from his 
		

		
			early glimpses of bazaar intrigue was used by him with great effect in the 
		

		
			new “game, ” the propaganda campaign undertaken in the 20th century, 
		

		
			as in the 19th century, to defend the Raj. His self-imposed task during the 
		

		
			Second World War, supported by his “die-hard ” conservative colleagues, 
		

		
			was to convince his friend and ally, President Franklin Roosevelt, not to 
		

		
			intervene in the Government of India during the Second World War, forc-
		

		
			ing Britain to concede to self-government there. 
		

		
			Churchill’s presence in political and military Britain had been estab-
		

		
			lished early. In 1898, at age twenty-two, again as a war reporter, he served 
		

		
			at Omdurman under Lord Kitchener. His book on the South African War, 
		

		
			describing his capture and imprisonment by the Boers as well as his escape, 
		

		
			established his reputation as a writer and soldier in England. The then 
		

		
			sixteen-year-old Roosevelt was at Groton School, yet to go to Harvard and 
		

		
			Columbia School of Law. 
		

		
			Churchill was elected to Parliament as a Conservative in 1900, at age 
		

		
			twenty-six, on the strength of his reputation as a war correspondent, but 
		

		
			his commitment was to issue and cause rather than Party. He left the Con-
		

		
			servative Party in 1904 (the year Roosevelt achieved his Harvard BA) when 
		

		
			he crossed the floor and joined the Liberals. He was rewarded with an 
		

		
			appointment as Under-Secretary for the Colonies after their election vic-
		

		
			tory in 1905, and, in a series of portfolio moves, he became Home Secre-
		

		
			tary in February 1910 and First Lord of the Admiralty in 1911. 
		

		
			Experience across this range of portfolios and gained during the handful 
		

		
			of years remaining before the start of the First World War honed Churchill’s 
		

		
			belief that political misunderstandings could be stabilised by informal 
		

		
			negotiations with a potential enemy or with a friend. Personal diplomacy, 
		

		
			he believed, would enable Britain to maintain its world power position, and 
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			central to this idea was the maintenance of the Empire, Britain ’s fl agship. 
		

		
			Much of his personal diplomatic effort was invested in holding on to both. 
		

		
			In his later ventures in Cold War diplomacy, he remained con fident in his 
		

		
			ability to persuade people to his view. 
		

		
			Perhaps remarkably, Roosevelt also was destined for naval appointment. 
		

		
			He was made Assistant Secretary of the navy in 1913, where he remained 
		

		
			through Churchill’s Gallipoli disaster and his subsequent voluntary service 
		

		
			in the trenches in France. Prime Minister Lloyd George restarted Churchill’s 
		

		
			parliamentary career, appointing him Minister of Munitions in 1917, Sec-
		

		
			retary of State for War in 1918, and Colonial Secretary in 1921, before 
		

		
			he lost his seat and the Coalition Government fell in 1922. Re-elected in 
		

		
			October 1924, opportunities now lay across the floor, and, as a born-again 
		

		
			conservative, he served as Chancellor of the Exchequer in Prime Minister 
		

		
			Baldwin ’s Ministry until the radical declaration in 1929 by the then-Vice-
		

		
			roy of India Lord Irwin. 
		

		
			Irwin, who became Lord Halifax and led Churchill’s propaganda team 
		

		
			in Washington in 1942, declared during his Viceroyalty that Dominion 
		

		
			Status was the goal for India, a signi fi cant move toward eventual self-
		

		
			government. It so enraged Churchill that he removed himself from the 
		

		
			political mainstream. He remained on the back bench until the begin-
		

		
			ning of the Second World War and the start of his “pen-friendship ” 
		

		
			with 
		

		
			Franklin Roosevelt. 
		

		
			Their paths into government were different. Churchill went from Sand-
		

		
			hurst to military service, elected to Parliament without a political appren-
		

		
			ticeship in 1900. Roosevelt began a career as a lawyer before being elected 
		

		
			to the New York State Senate in 1910. He became the leader of a group of 
		

		
			insurgent Democrats and allied himself with reform elements in his Party. 
		

		
			He campaigned vigorously for Woodrow Wilson in the 1912 election. 
		

		
			President during the First World War, Wilson brought America into the 
		

		
			war in 1917 and headed the American delegation to the Paris Peace Con-
		

		
			ference in 1918. Wilson outlined his celebrated Fourteen Points, which he 
		

		
			believed the peace settlement must cover, to Congress at the beginning of 
		

		
			1918. He envisaged creating a new world society that would be governed 
		

		
			by “the self-determination of peoples, ” free from secret diplomacy and 
		

		
			wars, and that would establish an association of nations to oversee inter-
		

		
			national justice. This idea proved an inspiration for Roosevelt and guided 
		

		
			his anti-colonial ideals throughout his political life. 
		

		
			While Churchill was embroiled in debate over India ’s future, Roosevelt 
		

		
			was elected Governor of New York in 1928. He was reelected in 1930 at 
		

		
			the beginning of Churchill’s wilderness years and became the Democrat 
		

		
			presidential candidate in 1932. He was elected in November that year, 
		

		
			defeating the Republican incumbent, Herbert Hoover, and embarked on 
		

		
			his New Deal policies to restore the American economy. 
		

		
			Roosevelt too was fascinated by intrigue. His secret service experiences 
		

		
			were gained, contemporaries record, with great enthusiasm. During the 
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			fi nal years of the First World War as Assistant Secretary of the Navy assigned 
		

		
			to the Of fice of Naval intelligence, he galvanised the out fit, “catapulting it 
		

		
			into the wider and rougher world of international intrigue. ” He suspected 
		

		
			German-American plots and sent the Director of Naval Intelligence “alarm-
		

		
			ist ” reports, which were put together from his own sources. Through his 
		

		
			Director, Captain Roger Welles, Roosevelt met the British naval attaché, 
		

		
			Captain Sir Guy Gaunt, who “had taken to the murky world of counter-
		

		
			espionage like a duck to water ” and ran a network of agents from his hotel, 
		

		
			the Biltmore, in New York. 
		

		
			5 
		

		
			British code-breaking activities, which included 
		

		
			tapping the American transatlantic cable as well as intercepting and reading 
		

		
			German messages, fascinated Roosevelt. 
		

		
			6 
		

		
			A cooperation with British naval 
		

		
			intelligence had developed, a fact that remained with Roosevelt who con-
		

		
			templated a new alliance as early as 1937 while his country ’s Neutrality Acts 
		

		
			were still in place, making that all but impossible. That year, the American 
		

		
			navy ’s most successful spy ship of that time was sunk in the Yangtse River 
		

		
			by the Japanese while it was observing their activities outside Nanking. 
		

		
			Roosevelt, who arrived in Britain in July 1918 in his role as Assistant 
		

		
			Secretary of the Navy with a broad mandate from President Wilson, was 
		

		
			feted by the British as a person who could be an important connection. 
		

		
			This notion was clear in the meetings set up for him. Roosevelt met King 
		

		
			George V and talked with Prime Minister David Lloyd George and Foreign 
		

		
			Secretary Arthur Balfour. The First Lord of the Admiralty organised an 
		

		
			inspection of British and American bases for him, and he attended a din-
		

		
			ner for Allied war ministers at Gray ’s Inn. There he was invited to speak, 
		

		
			without prior notice, after Lord Curzon and General Smuts. 
		

		
			8 
		

		
			After his 
		

		
			impromptu talk, he had what he regarded for the next two decades as an 
		

		
			unpleasant fi rst encounter with Churchill, then Minister of Munitions. As 
		

		
			a result, Roosevelt avoided overtures to reopen contact by Churchill until 
		

		
			he himself commenced their “pen friendship ” in 1939. Despite this, the 
		

		
			strong and favourable impression made by his contact with British naval 
		

		
			intelligence operations in New York and his fi rst visit to Britain cemented 
		

		
			Roosevelt ’s determination to maintain their countries’ relationship. 
		

		
			Roosevelt learned one more lesson about intelligence-gathering and 
		

		
			secrecy during his period with the navy, before he resigned in 1920 to stand 
		

		
			without success as the Democratic vice presidential candidate. Caught up 
		

		
			investigating a scandal that was not relevant to naval intelligence, he came 
		

		
			close to ending his political career. In extricating himself, it became clear 
		

		
			that he had issued instructions verbally rather than in writing and had, in 
		

		
			the course of self-defence, acquired the useful skill of plausible deniability. 
		

		
			After he became President in 1932, Roosevelt resumed his interest in 
		

		
			intelligence-gathering through of fi cial and informal channels, under the 
		

		
			radar of the Congress and his isolationist colleagues, identifying a group 
		

		
			of prominent citizens who formed a secret society known as “The Room. ” 
		

		
			9 
		

		
			The group met to discuss economic and international issues, providing 
		

		
			intelligence to Roosevelt and convincing him of the merit of gaining such 
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			extramural information, a practice he continued during his propaganda 
		

		
			“game ” with Churchill over India. 
		

		
			That practice led to an interesting intelligence operative overlap in at 
		

		
			least one instance and a view into Churchill’s methods. Roosevelt ’s fellow 
		

		
			student at Colombia Law School and, subsequently, one of his valued intel-
		

		
			ligence sources was a lawyer named William “Wild Bill ” Donovan, rein-
		

		
			troduced to the President by members of The Room. Roosevelt sent him on 
		

		
			various fact- fi nding missions overseas. On his return from Europe in mid-
		

		
			1941, Donovan was appointed Coordinator of Information (COI), which 
		

		
			later became the Of fi ce of Strategic Services (OSS), directed by Donovan 
		

		
			from June 1942. Churchill’s intelligence chief in the United States, William 
		

		
			Stephenson, promoted the creation of the COI and OSS. His mission was 
		

		
			to contain some of Donovan ’s activities that might damage British inter-
		

		
			ests and manoeuvre his agents into positions in Donovan ’s organisation. 
		

		
			Donovan also had an MI-6 code number and was a member of Churchill’s 
		

		
			Special Operations Executive (SOE). 
		

		
			While it was clearly advantageous to 
		

		
			share intelligence operatives, Donovan ’s intelligence identities represented 
		

		
			the intrigue behind activities that both Churchill and Roosevelt relished. 
		

		
			In a link to Roosevelt ’s intelligence-gathering in India, Donovan sought to 
		

		
			set up an OSS of fi ce in New Delhi to monitor British and Indian political 
		

		
			moves in South and South-East Asia. As soon as he was made aware of the 
		

		
			plan, Lord Linlithgow, the Viceroy of India, sought to obstruct it. Miss-
		

		
			ing the political point, Linlithgow complained to London that “Donovan ’s 
		

		
			agency was intent on conducting secret operations in India and digging 
		

		
			into the country with a view to American commercial penetration after the 
		

		
			war. ” Leo Amery, the Secretary of State for India, “urged Churchill to raise 
		

		
			the issue with Roosevelt ” whom he thought might be behind the plan. 
		

		
			Churchill’s Malakand experience some fi fty years earlier had taught 
		

		
			him that intelligence-gathering and its use were inseparable, that those 
		

		
			who assembled and assessed information and “who understand the whole 
		

		
			question ” 
		

		
			should act on it, flagging the innovative manner in which he 
		

		
			approached intelligence and propaganda throughout his career as a war 
		

		
			correspondent, writer, and politician. His tactics to both recruit and restrict 
		

		
			Donovan demonstrate his use of earlier lessons. Churchill’s hand in Brit-
		

		
			ish secret service operations is well known, 
		

		
			but his expertise as a pro-
		

		
			pagandist was particularly noted by Isaiah Berlin, an Oxford philosopher 
		

		
			attached to the Prime Minister’s public relations unit in Washington in the 
		

		
			early 1940s. He recognised Churchill’s propensity was to absorb informa-
		

		
			tion that re-emerged with a spin, “transformed ” by the meanings he attrib-
		

		
			uted to the raw material. 
		

		
			This “transformation ” of information was a 
		

		
			tool that, as Prime Minister, Churchill used frequently in his communica-
		

		
			tion with President Roosevelt. Their interests did not always coincide, and 
		

		
			their close relationship did not preclude misinformation when differences 
		

		
			emerged. Roosevelt ’s intention that the post-war world should also be post-
		

		
			colonial was the grounds for violent verbal clashes between them, adding 
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			to the tensions and suspicions embedded in their relationship. During the 
		

		
			early 1940s, when, despite the demands of the war in Europe, India ’s politi-
		

		
			cal future became a cause of great friction between them and the centre of 
		

		
			a game of bluff, Churchill’s propaganda skills were brought into play. This 
		

		
			was an attempt, questionably successful, to allay what he saw as the anti-
		

		
			colonial President ’s suspicion that all was not well in India. 
		

		
			Churchill’s passionate commitment to Britain ’s interests in India that 
		

		
			emerged from his youthful experience remained fi rm. His romantic view 
		

		
			of the Indian Empire, the “Jewel in the Crown ” and the responsibility 
		

		
			its maintenance entailed, together with his determination not to preside 
		

		
			over its conversion from imperial possession to independent nation, lay 
		

		
			uneasily beside Roosevelt ’s vision of a post-war world free of colonialism. 
		

		
			Roosevelt ’s interest in intelligence-gathering saw him using networks that 
		

		
			were outside formal diplomatic exchanges to bring other perspectives and 
		

		
			opinions to bear on what Churchill said about political stability in India 
		

		
			through his information bureaux ’s propaganda. 
		

		
			Roosevelt had several unof fi cial informants in India, and Churchill’s 
		

		
			dilemma lay in the fact that, during 1941 and 1942 and the remaining 
		

		
			years of Roosevelt ’s life, he continued to be unsure about how much the 
		

		
			President knew about conditions there: the lack of real preparedness for 
		

		
			war, the slow pace of industrial advance, and the consequent discontent 
		

		
			among political, communal, and business leaders, indicative of the level of 
		

		
			unrest. How much the Prime Minister himself knew about conditions in 
		

		
			India remains a moot point. Unhappily, the country that Churchill chose 
		

		
			to make the focus of his political wilderness years was the stuff of precon-
		

		
			ceptions and imperial dreams, not physically revisited since his time as 
		

		
			a subaltern in the late 1890s. His lack of detailed knowledge showed up 
		

		
			in parliamentary debates in the early 1930s, when he less than rationally 
		

		
			opposed constitutional reform for India, a pattern of opposition that he 
		

		
			had rigorously pursued and would maintain. 
		

		
			The President knew little about India either, although he set out to rec-
		

		
			tify this soon after he and Churchill fi rst clashed on the future of colonial 
		

		
			possessions in the postwar peace. Thus, India became representative of an 
		

		
			ideological struggle that each was determined to win, but was left virtually 
		

		
			without a voice in the battle of words over its political future. 
		

		
			The case for a propaganda campaign was made strong by Roosevelt ’s 
		

		
			constant pressure on Britain from mid-1941 to reach a political settlement 
		

		
			with India, giving it at least a measure of self-government. Pressure was 
		

		
			also brought to bear by the Indian Congress Party, which had demanded 
		

		
			independence since the earlier failed attempt at political reform in August 
		

		
			1940 as the price for active cooperation in the war effort. Further, Chiang 
		

		
			Kai-shek visited India in February 1942, reporting on conditions there to 
		

		
			Roosevelt with Britain ’s knowledge that he would do so, but not the con-
		

		
			tent of his report. The Labour Party in Britain also pushed for resolution 
		

		
			to the persistent political instability, and Japan ’s success in Singapore and 
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			Burma made strategists brie fly assess that India might be the next target. 
		

		
			Stable and cooperative government there was as much in America ’s inter-
		

		
			ests as Britain ’s, but the question remained, who would govern? 
		

		
			The fi rst active round in the propaganda game was played by Churchill. 
		

		
			In the early months of 1942, the Prime Minister and his newly formed 
		

		
			India Committee devised a means to persuade the President that there was 
		

		
			no suitable nationalist group to take over the governing of India from the 
		

		
			British. Churchill released his plan to send Sir Stafford Cripps, Lord Privy 
		

		
			Seal and Leader of the House of Commons, to India to offer limited power-
		

		
			sharing immediately to representatives of political parties and a longer 
		

		
			term proposal for constitutional change and eventual independence after 
		

		
			the war ended. 
		

		
			Cripps’ Offer was designed to convince Roosevelt and the 
		

		
			American public (whose opinion played a crucial role in policymaking) 
		

		
			that, regardless of the outcome, Britain had done everything in its power to 
		

		
			negotiate a settlement acceptable to political parties in India. 
		

		
			Starting their acquaintance anew in their correspondence in 1939, Roos-
		

		
			evelt recalled that his fi rst meeting with Churchill had not been cordial. 
		

		
			Churchill, then Minister of Munitions in David Lloyd George’s Coalition 
		

		
			Government, appeared “pompous, patronising, even dictatorial to the 
		

		
			Americans present. ” Roosevelt, who regarded himself as an American of 
		

		
			equal standing, was irritated, so much so that he ignored approaches from 
		

		
			Churchill’s publishers to review his book, The World Crisis, in the mid-
		

		
			1920s, and later that decade he avoided a meeting with Churchill on a visit 
		

		
			to New York. 
		

		
			Despite his earlier reaction, Roosevelt began a private cor-
		

		
			respondence with Churchill to build, as he explained to Joseph Kennedy, 
		

		
			American Ambassador in London at that time, a relationship with a man 
		

		
			he felt might become the next Prime Minister. 
		

		
			As President and Prime Minister, their second and mercurial meeting 
		

		
			started on August 9, 1941, in circumstances of secrecy and adventure that 
		

		
			pleased both men. Although their meeting to discuss and ratify the Atlantic 
		

		
			Charter met Roosevelt ’s anti-colonial agenda, the circumstances of their 
		

		
			meeting were conceived by Churchill. In London on July 17, 1941, he had 
		

		
			met with the President ’s adviser and friend, Harry Hopkins, who was there 
		

		
			to discuss the practicalities of the Lend-Lease Act to supply Britain with 
		

		
			military equipment, signed the previous March. With Hopkins’ encourage-
		

		
			ment, Churchill determined that he must meet Roosevelt as soon as pos-
		

		
			sible to discuss war progress and approve the Atlantic Charter, setting out 
		

		
			their agreement on peace-time aims. 
		

		
			Provision for such a document was 
		

		
			made in the Lend-Lease Act. 
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			They made the decision to meet off the shores of Newfoundland. Churchill 
		

		
			determined to steam through U-boat-patrolled waters from Scapa Flow in 
		

		
			Scotland on The Prince of Wales, entailing a vast amount of organisation 
		

		
			to spirit him, his Chiefs of Staff and technical advisers to the other side of 
		

		
			the Atlantic. He sailed on August 4. Roosevelt left on his yacht, Potomac, 
		

		
			on August 3 for a fi shing holiday along the New England coast and was 
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			quickly missed by the American press, leading to speculation about where 
		

		
			he might be. Roosevelt transferred to the U.S.S. Augusta, the symbolic link 
		

		
			between the British and American navies engaging their imaginations and 
		

		
			setting the scene for a meeting that the two men deemed had to be held in 
		

		
			secret. Walter Thompson, Churchill’s bodyguard, was “overwhelmed by 
		

		
			the idea that he was not only seeing history but sharing the making of it. ” 
		

		
			When Churchill introduced him to Roosevelt, the President asked whether 
		

		
			Churchill was “troublesome, ” to which Thompson “dutifully lied. ” 
		

		
			Harry Hopkins sailed with Churchill and joined the President on the 
		

		
			Augusta, on arrival at Placentia Bay. Also with the President were Under 
		

		
			Secretary of State Sumner Welles and Averell Harriman, a diplomat posted 
		

		
			to London as one of Roosevelt ’s personal representatives to oversee all mat-
		

		
			ters concerning the implementation of Lend-Lease. He also was charged 
		

		
			with raising the matter of India ’s Government with Churchill as frequently 
		

		
			as possible. 
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			Also accompanying Roosevelt were the Chiefs of the Ameri-
		

		
			can fi ghting services. Churchill’s entourage included his Chiefs of Staff, Sir 
		

		
			Alexander Cadogan, Permanent Under Secretary to the Foreign Of fi ce, and 
		

		
			Lord Beaverbrook, Britain ’s Minister of Supply. 
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			Hailing each other as their ships closed, 
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			they proceeded to a series of 
		

		
			meetings at which their differences over Empire came to the fore. Elliott 
		

		
			Roosevelt, the President ’s son and member of the American Navy, was 
		

		
			also on board and recorded several sharp interchanges: “The peace, ” anti-
		

		
			colonial Roosevelt said, “cannot include any continued despotism. The 
		

		
			structure of the peace demands and will get equality of peoples. . . . ” “It 
		

		
			was an argument that could have no resolution between these two men, ” 
		

		
			25 
		

		
			and nor did it. The Atlantic Charter, as it came to be called, was an eight-
		

		
			point statement of war objectives. Churchill thought that defeating Hit-
		

		
			ler was aim enough and that Roosevelt was “putting the cart before the 
		

		
			horse, ” laying claim to outcomes for a war his country had yet to enter. 
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			Roosevelt was determined on his post-colonial vision. 
		

		
			Middle-aged when they met again at Placentia Bay (Churchill was born in 
		

		
			1876, Roosevelt in 1882), their friendship became mercurial and “an ongo-
		

		
			ing pleasure in compatibilities and a continuing reconciliation of incompat-
		

		
			ibilities. ” 
		

		
			From similar old- and new-world backgrounds, Churchill and 
		

		
			Roosevelt shared a classical education and the elitism and con fi dence of 
		

		
			those born to power and social standing. During their long-distance friend-
		

		
			ship, the exchange of letters initiated by the President, Churchill signed his 
		

		
			letters “Former Naval Person, ” initially to preserve his anonymity 
		

		
			, but it 
		

		
			became a reminder of their shared naval backgrounds. 
		

		
			In his essay on Churchill and Roosevelt written in 1949, 
		

		
			29 
		

		
			British philos-
		

		
			opher and essayist, Isaiah Berlin, utilised his familiarity with the two men 
		

		
			to suggest that each was fascinated by the other. He argued that, although 
		

		
			the President was a typical child of the new world and the 20th century, 
		

		
			the Prime Minister remained a man of the 19th century. The differences 
		

		
			between them were greater than the similarities and were representative 
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			of two continents and two centuries. Nonetheless, the war drew them 
		

		
			together, and they formed a “unique personal bond ” that Harry Hopkins, 
		

		
			Roosevelt ’s Special Adviser, observed and encouraged. 
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			Berlin saw Roosevelt as imaginative, optimistic, self-con fident, cheerful, 
		

		
			fearless, fl exible, and steeped in the idea of social progress, typi fi ed by his 
		

		
			New Deal policies. He saw Churchill, while also imaginative, as steeped 
		

		
			in history, more intent, more concentrated, and preoccupied. Churchill 
		

		
			had come to believe in the permanent character of races and classes and a 
		

		
			social order that should not be upset. Berlin pointed to the key dif fi culty in 
		

		
			attempting any comparison of the two men. By the 1940s, Churchill had 
		

		
			written extensively as a journalist, a novelist, and a historian, leaving a trail 
		

		
			of information. Roosevelt, who died unexpectedly in 1945, had not, and 
		

		
			much information about him comes in fl eshing out his intuition and vision 
		

		
			from his fi re-side chats, speeches, records, and documents. 
		

		
			In Their Finest Hour, the second volume of Churchill’s war reminiscences, 
		

		
			his Roosevelt stands out most for his lack of fear of the future. He had an 
		

		
			awareness of social and individual trends, the movement of American pub-
		

		
			lic opinion, and its signi ficance for the future that has been described as 
		

		
			uncanny. 
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			Churchill was different. His strongest sense was his sense of the 
		

		
			past and imperial traditions for which he assumed personal responsibility. 
		

		
			In its protection, he was proactive as demonstrated in his defence of Britain ’s 
		

		
			responsibility to rule India in its best interest. But for all their differences, 
		

		
			they were drawn to each other, “fascinated not so much by the other as by 
		

		
			the idea of the other. ” 
		

		
			There were strong similarities, too. Each had a vivid 
		

		
			public style, deliberately developed, which worked best in times of crisis 
		

		
			when their rhetorical skills commanded public support. 
		

		
			Both used the art of oratory, the persuasive use of language, to in fluence 
		

		
			the thoughts and reactions of listeners. Indeed, Churchill wrote an essay 
		

		
			in 1897 entitled The Scaffolding of Rhetoric, in which he expressed his 
		

		
			views on the power of the speaker. Both sought to enlist the support of the 
		

		
			people and both used unsupported or in fl ated discourse, but did so differ-
		

		
			ently. Churchill’s rhetoric was persuasive and plausible, and he convinced 
		

		
			himself of its truth. He brooked no criticism, and he was not interested in 
		

		
			the views of others. He “acted rather than reacted. ” 
		

		
			Roosevelt ’s preferred 
		

		
			medium was radio, where he felt his contact with the public was direct and 
		

		
			not mediated by reporters, whom he generally felt were hostile to him. He 
		

		
			liked to be pushed by public opinion into policy decisions and to react, and 
		

		
			he sought support using rhetorical devices such as fear of what might even-
		

		
			tuate if a certain course of action was not followed and guilt by associating 
		

		
			non-supporters with the consequence of not acting. 
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			Despite their differences, Roosevelt was Churchill’s supportive friend and 
		

		
			Britain ’s ally to the extent that this was possible before America entered the 
		

		
			war. Along with the convergence of pressures for self-government for India 
		

		
			in late 1941 and early 1942, what he saw as the anti-imperial thrusts of the 
		

		
			Lend-Lease Act and the Atlantic Charter seemed suf fi ciently threatening 
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			to Churchill to warrant the development of a propaganda campaign. Its 
		

		
			purpose was to persuade the American public and through it the President, 
		

		
			that granting India some measure of independence in 1942 would not be in 
		

		
			the best interests of the allies nor in Churchill’s. 
		

		
			The dilemma for Churchill and his conservative supporters, and mem-
		

		
			bers of the newly formed India Committee, was whether Roosevelt had 
		

		
			suf fi cient information to justi fi ably intervene between Britain and India to 
		

		
			secure immediate self-government. Roosevelt ’s interest in intelligence-gath-
		

		
			ering and his attraction to unof ficial sources of information was no secret. 
		

		
			He had private access to his newly appointed Personal Representative in 
		

		
			New Delhi, Colonel Louis Johnson. Donovan emerged as a player, and, 
		

		
			additionally, American war correspondents in India, particularly Louis 
		

		
			Fischer and Edgar Snow, kept him informed. 
		

		
			35 
		

		
			Fischer and Snow avoided 
		

		
			British censorship by reporting directly to him and the Secretary of State 
		

		
			on visits to Washington, enabling Roosevelt to privately rebut the British 
		

		
			propaganda line. Thus, Churchill was continually unsure about how much 
		

		
			the President knew of the alarming political situation in India. 
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			The perceived danger to Britain ’s India-related agenda, however, did not 
		

		
			end with substantive threats, such as the coincidence of pressure, the prog-
		

		
			ress of the war, and caveats built into the Lend-Lease Act discussed in the 
		

		
			next chapter. The volatility of the American press and the President ’s sus-
		

		
			ceptibility to it in framing policy were more unpredictable. Churchill met 
		

		
			both threats by directing propaganda to pro-British sections of the Ameri-
		

		
			can press and sympathetic broadcasters, through his information bureaux, 
		

		
			kick-starting the new “Great Game. ” 
		

		
			Churchill had assembled his propaganda team, which was drawn from 
		

		
			the Ministry of Information ’s network in Britain, including old “India 
		

		
			hands, ” formerly in the Indian Civil Service and well versed in Churchill’s 
		

		
			imperial ideals. Pro-British American journalists and visiting academics 
		

		
			and writers attached to the British Library in New York pushed the impe-
		

		
			rial line on India. 
		

		
			A generally more pro-British stance on United States involvement with 
		

		
			Britain ’s war effort, the second part of Churchill ’s agenda, was promoted 
		

		
			by Roosevelt ’s inner circle. This circle of people included Robert Sherwood, 
		

		
			his speech writer; Gilbert Winant, the United States Ambassador to Great 
		

		
			Britain; Vincent Astor, the President ’s cousin; members of The Room, and 
		

		
			Harry Hopkins, his adviser, who pushed toward America ’s entry to the war, 
		

		
			although they stopped well short of supporting Churchill pro-empire stance. 
		

		
			In another propaganda ploy successful in the First World War, major 
		

		
			British publishers were again asked to publish books that gave an “ideolog-
		

		
			ical construction ” to the war —one that distanced Britain from its “land-
		

		
			grab ” reputation, 
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			and writers such as E. M. Forster, Somerset Maugham, 
		

		
			and Beverley Nichols were cooperative. 
		

		
			Although the British Embassy in Washington was habitually suspected 
		

		
			of issuing propaganda, Lord Lothian, Ambassador in 1939 and 1940, who 
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			was careful not to be seen as a propagandist nonetheless supported the 
		

		
			setting up of the Inter-Allied Information Committee, whose members 
		

		
			could speak freely in support of Britain, including the Australian Minis-
		

		
			ter in Washington, R. G. Casey. 
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			John Buchan, the novelist who as Lord 
		

		
			Tweedsmuir was Governor-General of Canada until he died in 1940, also 
		

		
			was a “behind-the-scenes operator well connected to British intelligence 
		

		
			and propaganda. ” 
		

		
			Herding American public opinion toward pro-British 
		

		
			positions was thus stage-managed with Churchillian fl air and intelligence 
		

		
			agencies’ attention to where support would be best placed. 
		

		
			The groundwork for the India propaganda campaign had already been 
		

		
			laid. Competing agenda over India ’s political future had become the subject 
		

		
			of occasional newspaper reports in the United States, gathering momentum 
		

		
			during 1941. It was given added impetus in the new year by Churchill’s 
		

		
			information bureaux in Britain and India, which released through the 
		

		
			Washington Embassy historical material about Britain ’s record in India 
		

		
			and the importance of the new offer of reform about to be put to Indian 
		

		
			leaders. This background information was followed from late March 1942 
		

		
			by the prediction that Cripps’ Offer would fail to gain acceptance in India, 
		

		
			proving that there was no viable alternative government. The of fi cial expla-
		

		
			nation for the Offer ’s failure was then released: Indian intransigence and 
		

		
			unwillingness to “take responsibility” and, later, the elements of the August 
		

		
			1942 Quit India resolution that could be presented as damaging to allied 
		

		
			war aims. This situation, in turn, attracted contradictory comments from 
		

		
			the liberal American press that supported India ’s struggle for freedom. Pub-
		

		
			lic opinion polling on questions relating to the timing of Indian indepen-
		

		
			dence appeared in the United States from March 1942 
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			and swung during 
		

		
			the following months between, as previously noted, support for Britain ’s 
		

		
			position and liberal arguments in the United States. The debate generated 
		

		
			increased American awareness of the unresolved political con fl ict and re-
		

		
			energising the propaganda game. In August 1942, the imprisonment of 
		

		
			tens of thousands of Indian supporters of the Quit India movement silenced 
		

		
			Indian comment and, with it, American press interest. The Indian issue, 
		

		
			however, did not die for Churchill or Roosevelt. 
		

	
		
			2 America’s Interest in India 
		

		
			The Reasons for Britain’s Propaganda Campaign 
		

		
			Roosevelt, who has been described as representing mainstream American 
		

		
			liberal thought, 
		

		
			was “in search of monsters to destroy. ” 
		

		
			Colonial empires, 
		

		
			particularly the British Empire, were appropriate targets. In his frequently 
		

		
			stated anti-colonialism and his pressure on Churchill to grant India self-
		

		
			government, the President pushed the normal boundaries of appropriate 
		

		
			intervention in the domestic policy of an ally, and it was suf fi ciently intru-
		

		
			sive to threaten Britain ’s war-related dual agenda focused on maintaining 
		

		
			support from the United States and retaining its Empire. 
		

		
			Liberals in the United States generally favoured self-determination and 
		

		
			supported policies directed toward individual freedom. In foreign policy par-
		

		
			ticularly, Roosevelt was a liberal in theory, if not always in practice. During 
		

		
			the 1940s, he at times allowed his anti-colonial principles to be over-ridden 
		

		
			by war-related priorities. His over-riding commitment, however, to fighting 
		

		
			a war for freedom and not continued enslavement remained. One illustration 
		

		
			of his continued pressure to end the British Empire is recorded in a conversa-
		

		
			tion in 1944, in the diary of Edward Stettinius, Lend-Lease Administrator 
		

		
			from 1941 to 1943. The subject was decolonisation, and Britain was the pri-
		

		
			mary target. When the President was asked whether he wished to bring that 
		

		
			matter up again, he replied, “Yes . . . it is something we should discuss with 
		

		
			them at every opportunity. ” 
		

		
			Roosevelt did precisely this from 1941 until his 
		

		
			death. 
		

		
			Churchill ’s fear of American intervention in India was well founded. 
		

		
			The uncertainty that Roosevelt created about his intentions toward India 
		

		
			began with the Lend-Lease negotiations in 1941 and continued throughout 
		

		
			that year and, despite Churchill’s endeavours, into mid-decade. Churchill, 
		

		
			needing to act in defence of continued British rule, approached India with 
		

		
			a proposal for limited self-government in March 1942. The proposal, itself 
		

		
			a propaganda exercise, was the subject of the intense British propaganda in 
		

		
			the attempt to preempt American intervention in India. Aware of Roosevelt ’s 
		

		
			susceptibility to public opinion, the object of the propaganda campaign 
		

		
			was to convince a majority of American public opinion and, consequently, 
		

		
			Roosevelt that India was not fit for self-government at that time. 
		

		
			The reasons for Churchill and his India committee’s pro-empire pro-
		

		
			paganda drive in the United States are to be found in many facets of the 
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			relationship between Britain and America. Within the context of America ’s 
		

		
			interest in India, the President ’s intelligence gathering there increased his 
		

		
			knowledge of political conditions. The nationalists effectively led by Pandit 
		

		
			Nehru demanded self-government in return for actively opposing the Japa-
		

		
			nese, industry was underdeveloped, and the country ill prepared for war. 
		

		
			Unsure about the extent of Roosevelt ’s knowledge, other elements of the 
		

		
			relationship that increased Churchill’s apprehension included, primarily, 
		

		
			American anti-colonialism, but also the anti-imperial thrusts incorporated 
		

		
			in the Lend-Lease Act and the Atlantic Charter. 
		

		
			Roosevelt and Americans of his generation remembered the squalid 
		

		
			negotiations of the Paris Peace Conference at the end of the First World 
		

		
			War and the formal and informal empires that resulted. President Wilson ’s 
		

		
			noble dream of a war to end all wars, a war to end the old era of secret 
		

		
			diplomacy and imperial deals, dissolved at Versailles, but his attempt to set 
		

		
			in place agreements that sovereign nation states would replace colonialism 
		

		
			left a lasting impression on Roosevelt. 
		

		
			Wilson ’s conviction that the late 19th century scramble for Empire had 
		

		
			led to the tensions in Europe that produced the First World War in fl uenced 
		

		
			Roosevelt profoundly, 
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			and he was determined that the present war would 
		

		
			not leave the possibility of similar a legacy. Wilson ’s democratic and anti-
		

		
			colonialist principles, embedded in Roosevelt ’s political psyche, were sum-
		

		
			marised in statements Wilson made in February, July, and September 1918: 
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			. . . peoples and provinces are not to be bartered about from sover-eignty to sovereignty as if they were chattels or pawns in a game, even the great game, now forever discredited, of the balance of power . . . 
		

		
			that political relationships must be 
		

		
			upon the basis of the free acceptance of that settlement by the people immediately concerned, and not upon the basis of the material interest or advantage of any other nation or people which may desire a different settlement for the sake of its own exterior in fluence or mastery. No spe-cial or separate interest of any single nation or any group of nations can be made the basis of any part of the settlement which is not consistent with the common interest of all. 
		

		
			Roosevelt identi fi ed with both the principles and the sentiment. He 
		

		
			took them further in the 1941 Atlantic Charter, which purported to set 
		

		
			out American and British aims for the future peace. 
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			It was a propaganda 
		

		
			document, not a contractual one, and it was aimed primarily at Britons 
		

		
			and Americans whose values and similar intellectual environments made 
		

		
			it understandable to both. 
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			The Lend-Lease Act, which was signed the pre-
		

		
			vious March, to send Britain weapons and supplies free of charge to be 
		

		
			repaid in kind after the war, validated the issue of a joint statement before 
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			America entered the war, if this were to happen. It also reminded Britain 
		

		
			that American aid was not completely free. 
		

		
			The third and fourth clauses of the Atlantic Charter re fl ected Roosevelt ’s 
		

		
			extension of Wilsonian ideals, embodying the American commitment to 
		

		
			ending imperialism, both colonial and economic. The signatories, Roos-
		

		
			evelt and Churchill, who met secretly at Placentia Bay in August 1941, 
		

		
			agreed that 
		

		
			. . . they respect the right of all peoples to choose the form of govern-ment under which they will live; and they wish to see sovereign rights and self-government restored to those who have been forcibly deprived of them 
		

		
			and that 
		

		
			. . . they will endeavour, with due respect for their existing obligations, to further the enjoyment by all states . . . of access, on equal terms, to the trade and raw materials of the world which are needed for their economic prosperity. 
		

		
			Although the Charter was jointly signed, it appears much more the 
		

		
			President ’s document, re fl ecting American rather than British policy direc-
		

		
			tion. The British contingent at Placentia Bay attempted to sidetrack any 
		

		
			future attack on their Imperial Preferences scheme 
		

		
			with the addition of 
		

		
			the words “with due respect for their existing obligations, ” seen in the 
		

		
			fourth Charter ’s fourth clause. It has been suggested that, for the President, 
		

		
			the meeting at Placentia Bay was a reconnaissance, a meeting to discuss 
		

		
			further ways to assist Britain without declaring war; a way of changing his 
		

		
			“pen-friendship ” with the Prime Minister into a personal one. 
		

		
			It also has 
		

		
			been suggested that Churchill signed the Atlantic Charter as a ruse to get 
		

		
			the United States “a little bit further into the war . . ., ” 
		

		
			and that he saw it 
		

		
			as an opportunity to publicise Anglo-American friendship and, by implica-
		

		
			tion, the United States’ closeness to declaring war. 
		

		
			The colonial implications of the third clause were seen just days after the 
		

		
			Charter’s publication, and, within a month, Churchill denied the relevance 
		

		
			of the clause to the British Empire. The fi rst reaction from nationalist India 
		

		
			was a message from V. D. Sarkar, President of the Hindu Mahasabha, an 
		

		
			Indian political party, asking whether President Roosevelt, under the terms 
		

		
			of the Charter, could guarantee Indian independence. 
		

		
			But the Governor of 
		

		
			Burma ’s question about the timing of self-government in the region caused a 
		

		
			storm in the India and the Colonial Of fices. The Colonial Of fice hierarchy 
		

		
			could not accept the idea of immediate self-government for India or any part 
		

		
			of the Empire, and Secretary of State for India Sir Leo Amery’s proposed 
		

		
			statement from the India Of fice did not help them. Of necessity supportive of 
		

		
			the Atlantic Charter that Churchill had so recently signed, but also intended 
		

	
		
			America's Interest in India 23 
		

		
			to be reassuring to Britain ’s imperial possessions, Amery’s statement read, in 
		

		
			part, “ . . . that the British Empire, animated by a spirit of liberty, pursued the 
		

		
			goal of self-governing institutions. ” 
		

		
			Churchill, however, saw the point of the 
		

		
			statement. He had to be seen publicly to stand by the Charter, vital to Britain ’s 
		

		
			agenda in the United States, but at the same time clarify, in the gentlest and 
		

		
			least provocative terms, that Britain ’s agenda in India was different. 
		

		
			In a masterly speech to the House of Commons on September 9, 1941, 
		

		
			Churchill adopted Amery ’s statement as his underlying text. He massaged it 
		

		
			into a message for both protagonists and antagonists of Empire, stating that 
		

		
			the Charter was not intended in any way to qualify earlier commitments 
		

		
			that Britain had made to India. Britain ’s commitments to India, of course, 
		

		
			did not include immediate self-government. Churchill reiterated the inten-
		

		
			tion of the August 8, 1940, Offer to help India toward equal partnership in 
		

		
			the Commonwealth, subject, of course, to a raft of interlocking conditions 
		

		
			to meet Britain ’s responsibilities there. 
		

		
			The propaganda effect of Churchill ’s speech was mixed. British imperial-
		

		
			ists were reassured that the slow pace of reform remained unchanged. The 
		

		
			Indian nationalists heard nothing that had not been said before. For them the 
		

		
			question remained the timing of independence. American liberals, including 
		

		
			anti-colonialists within Roosevelt ’s administration, were disillusioned, bol-
		

		
			stering American support for nationalist India. The idea that they might 
		

		
			again support Britain in a war to protect its Empire was incomprehensible. 
		

		
			American opinion polling in January 1942, four months after Churchill ’s 
		

		
			speech, showed that 72% of people polled favoured self-government for 
		

		
			India, whereas 28% were undecided. No one believed that India ’s demand 
		

		
			for a national government should be rejected. 
		

		
			Because the President ’s deci-
		

		
			sion making was in fluenced by public opinion, such fi gures were a potential 
		

		
			threat to the survival of Britain ’s Empire, both colonial and economic. 
		

		
			As Roosevelt ’s understanding of the strength of American in fluence 
		

		
			increased following his country ’s entry into the war in December 1941, the 
		

		
			idea that it could be used to force colonial change was aired frequently. 
		

		
			But 
		

		
			from 1941 to his death in 1945, at the many points when Roosevelt had the 
		

		
			opportunity to intervene on India ’s behalf in its campaign for independence, 
		

		
			his anti-colonialist values gave way to pragmatic war-related decisions. In 
		

		
			his private correspondence with Churchill, however, the pressure for reform 
		

		
			in India did not cease, nor did the unspoken threat to intervene, keeping the 
		

		
			level of uncertainty high. At the same time, Roosevelt kept India ’s hopes of 
		

		
			his support alive. He continually let Indian nationalist leaders know of his 
		

		
			interest in the struggle for self-government through his intelligence infor-
		

		
			mants there. 
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			India ’s supporters in America continued to put the nationalist 
		

		
			position to the public, and, in perhaps the only common strand with Britain, 
		

		
			India, too, was uncertain about American intentions. 
		

		
			Anti-colonialism had been a powerful force in the United States ’ thinking 
		

		
			since the War of Independence that freed America from Britain. It has been 
		

		
			suggested that Americans believed that Washington ’s victory was the start of 
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			the decline of the British Empire and that since then they had waited for its 
		

		
			collapse. 
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			The losses of Hong Kong, Malaya, Singapore, and Burma in 1941 
		

		
			and 1942 signalled that the end of the British Empire was close and, along 
		

		
			with America ’s own security concerns about India, briefl y threatened by the 
		

		
			Japanese on two fronts, gave Roosevelt the impetus to repeatedly challenge 
		

		
			Churchill on the issue of self-government there. 
		

		
			Historically, opposition to imperialism was at the forefront of Ameri-
		

		
			can thinking. The 1823 Monroe Doctrine was designed to keep European 
		

		
			Empires out of South America; the west was “won ” to liberate it from the 
		

		
			Spanish, and wars were fought to free Cuba and the Philippines. The return 
		

		
			to Europe to enter the war in 1917 and set terms for the Paris Peace Confer-
		

		
			ence was to give the right of self-determination to the people of the German 
		

		
			and Austro-Hungarian Empires. 
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			American wars to liberate subject peoples were and are themselves open 
		

		
			to question, and American global intentions during the Second World 
		

		
			War remained an issue of contention for Britain. When Roosevelt referred 
		

		
			to “trusteeships ” in the context of Asia, Churchill suspected that it was a 
		

		
			metaphor for American postwar expansion. 
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			America ’s postwar activities 
		

		
			in Korea, Vietnam, Granada, Kuwait, and Iraq to some extent vindicated 
		

		
			Churchill ’s suspicions. Throughout the Second World War, the United States ’ 
		

		
			understanding of the notion of popular support for independence movements 
		

		
			may have been imperfect or naive, resting on an assumption that popular 
		

		
			democracy would always succeed authoritarian rule 
		

		
			following any interim 
		

		
			trusteeship arrangement. This belief encouraged the American anti-colonial 
		

		
			thrust and Britain ’s fear of it. 
		

		
			America ’s interest in India, although minimal, was as long-standing as 
		

		
			its anti-colonialism, but actively seeking information about the country 
		

		
			became pressing in the context of the war. Indeed, as Sir Frederick Puckle, 
		

		
			Secretary of the Government of India ’s Department of Information, said, 
		

		
			America ’s knowledge of India began in 1939. Its interest developed initially 
		

		
			from trade in jute, tea, and cotton exchanged for manufactured goods, trade 
		

		
			that alternately expanded and declined over the years from the 1780s until 
		

		
			the Second World War. 
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			America also established early representation in 
		

		
			India, and its fi rst consulate at Calcutta preceded the 1857 Indian uprising. 
		

		
			When the capital moved to New Delhi in 1927, however, foreign consul-
		

		
			ates remained in Calcutta and other provincial cities primarily to look after 
		

		
			trade matters. Full diplomatic relations were exercised between the United 
		

		
			States and Britain, which represented its Empire overseas, thus America had 
		

		
			no direct diplomatic contact with India. Constitutionally, the Government 
		

		
			of India, responsible to Whitehall, did not exchange representatives with 
		

		
			other countries. Limited diplomatic relations between India and the United 
		

		
			States were fi nally achieved after the passage of the Lend-Lease Act in 1941, 
		

		
			after which an America Mission (not with the status of an Embassy) was set 
		

		
			up in New Delhi. In a trade-off negotiated with Britain, the Government of 
		

		
			India gained an Indian agent general in Washington. 
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			India was not prominent in American popular thought in the 18th and 
		

		
			19th centuries. School curricula, for example, paid little attention to India. 
		

		
			To the extent that they did, history texts described the British assumption 
		

		
			of power favorably. 
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			Popular writing, including articles, short stories, and 
		

		
			novels, often in serial form, were published during the early part of the 
		

		
			20th century, generally depicted the unusual, and Kipling ’s turn-of-the-
		

		
			century writing reinforced Britain ’s role in India. Katherine Mayo’s book, 
		

		
			Mother India, critical of Indian culture and religions, was published in 
		

		
			1927. It in fluenced its readers for a decade until the release in 1939 of the 
		

		
			fi lm, The Rains Came, which presented popular audiences with a realistic 
		

		
			and encouraging view of Indian lives. Earlier fi lms about India, some 35 
		

		
			before the Second World War, had continued the trend in popular writ-
		

		
			ten work of distorting views of culture, practice, and religion. Films in 
		

		
			the interwar years ignored the Indian nationalist movement and “glori-
		

		
			fi ed ” Britain ’s achievements, including the routing of apparently subver-
		

		
			sive tribesmen in the high-border country, a subject dear to Churchill, 
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			hardly surprising because fi lm makers drew their information from the 
		

		
			India Of fi ce in London. 
		

		
			Parallel with popular information about India, returned missionaries 
		

		
			publicised and supported Indian claims for independence and appealed 
		

		
			to an audience committed to principles of self-determination. Historians 
		

		
			acknowledge the role of the American Board of Foreign Missions and 
		

		
			returned missionaries who, from the late 19th century, increased Ameri-
		

		
			can awareness of Indians as a subject people. 
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			From their number came 
		

		
			the strongest support for Mohandas Karamchand Gandhi after his return 
		

		
			from South Africa in 1914, and publicity against Britain ’s repression of 
		

		
			the Indian Congress Party began to feed into American anti-colonial ide-
		

		
			als. Early in 1940, four American missionaries were expelled from India 
		

		
			for endorsing the Congress Party ’s demand for immediate involvement in 
		

		
			their government. 
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			Distinguished Indian speakers who visited the United States also 
		

		
			engendered wide support among liberal Americans, who understood the 
		

		
			common theme in America ’s past and India ’s present connection with 
		

		
			Britain. 
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			Indians living in the United States, although not numerically 
		

		
			strong, regarded themselves as unof fi cial ambassadors for their country 
		

		
			and argued persuasively against imperialism and for their independence 
		

		
			as a nation. The most widely known Indian association, the India League 
		

		
			of America, through its publications became the Indian Congress Party ’s 
		

		
			mouthpiece, counteracting British propaganda with mixed success. The 
		

		
			Atlantic Monthly began publishing Nehru’s work in 1940, and, among 
		

		
			other groups, the East West Association, led by writer Pearl Buck, con-
		

		
			demned British imperialism. 
		

		
			31 
		

		
			Academic in fl uence, which included Indian residents appointed to 
		

		
			American universities, was strong. Organisations such as the Harvard 
		

		
			Group gave “scholarly sanction ” to the broad range of pro-independence 
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			interests, as did religious organisations. 
		

		
			32 
		

		
			Student activists and African-
		

		
			American pro-Indian independence groups also supplied intelligence to 
		

		
			bolster the Administration ’s growing support for Indian claims, and strong 
		

		
			pro-Indian statements sourced from the State Department 
		

		
			33 
		

		
			continually 
		

		
			worried Britain. 
		

		
			India had briefly been a focus for American anti-colonialism at the out-
		

		
			break of the First World War, when Gandhi was at the height of his anti-
		

		
			discrimination battle against White racialism in South Africa before he 
		

		
			returned to India. Anti-colonial agitation in India moved President Wilson 
		

		
			to pledge American support for self-determination against colonial oppres-
		

		
			sion. 
		

		
			34 
		

		
			Indian nationalists imagined that the President ’s rhetoric was a state-
		

		
			ment of American intentions, only to fi nd that this was not the case. 
		

		
			35 
		

		
			At the 
		

		
			operational level, Wilson gave precedence to smooth relations with European 
		

		
			allies. 
		

		
			36 
		

		
			Older but wiser in the 1940s, the same Indian leaders maintained the 
		

		
			hope that Roosevelt might step in where Wilson had failed to act. Early in 
		

		
			the Second World War, nationalist Indian expectations of American support 
		

		
			had been rekindled by the Atlantic Charter, but Roosevelt found himself, 
		

		
			like Wilson, constrained, having to choose between his anti-colonialist prin-
		

		
			ciples and the need to remain openly on good terms with Britain. 
		

		
			Nonetheless, the sympathy of the American public and the Roosevelt 
		

		
			administration had leaned toward the nationalists since the 1940 August 
		

		
			Offer of political reform failed to address the growing political unease in 
		

		
			India. It was an offer of reform that did not meet nationalist demands. 
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			If India was to fi ght again in a European war, recognition of its service 
		

		
			with at least a measure of self-government was seen as reasonable by sym-
		

		
			pathetic Americans. Britons, therefore, could not assume that Roosevelt ’s 
		

		
			pressure on Churchill to grant some form of self-government in India from 
		

		
			1941 would not become a demand for broader political reform. 
		

		
			America ’s interest in India also was strategic. Following Pearl Harbor and 
		

		
			the quick succession of Japanese military successes in southeast Asia, India 
		

		
			seemed a likely target for Japan ’s next strike. At the same time, German 
		

		
			advances in North Africa and Russia made it appear that India might be the 
		

		
			point at which the Axis powers met. 
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			The threat to India did not last long, 
		

		
			but it was instrumental in involving America in that theatre of the war and 
		

		
			fuelled Roosevelt ’s urgent need to know more about conditions in India. 
		

		
			Japan controlled the Bay of Bengal after the fall of Singapore. Colombo 
		

		
			and parts of the east coast of India were bombed in March 1942, but the 
		

		
			attacks were not followed up. British and Indian troops were driven out of 
		

		
			southern Burma as the Japanese advanced, but Allied strategists did not con-
		

		
			sider that a land invasion of India would be a priority for Japan. As early as 
		

		
			April 1, 1942, Churchill had signalled to Roosevelt, “my feeling is that the 
		

		
			wisest stroke for Japan would be to press on through Burma northwards into 
		

		
			China. . . . They may disturb India, but I doubt its serious invasion. ” 
		

		
			This comment may be read as reassurance for the President that India 
		

		
			would not be directly involved in the war against Japan, thus he need not 
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			focus on India ’s political problems. However, in other contexts, the pos-
		

		
			sibility of a Japanese invasion remained a useful tool. 
		

		
			Any doubt about a land-based Japanese threat in 1942 was resolved 
		

		
			by mid-year. An invasion of India from Burma was out of the question 
		

		
			with the advent of the monsoon in July. 
		

		
			The seaward threat also did not 
		

		
			eventuate. By May 6, the Philippines had fallen, and in early June the Japa-
		

		
			nese were engaged at Midway Island. It became clear that Japan did not 
		

		
			intend to advance further west. Churchill, nevertheless, kept the threat of 
		

		
			a Japanese invasion of India alive to explain the imprisonment of the Con-
		

		
			gress Party ’s leaders and many thousands of the Party ’s members during 
		

		
			the repression of the Quit India movement in August that year, Gandhi’s 
		

		
			response to Cripps’ Offer, and continuing British rule. 
		

		
			Japan ’s more realistic aims in India were to appeal to Gandhi’s neutralist 
		

		
			sentiments by denying any designs on the subcontinent and encouraging a 
		

		
			revolt against the British. It also has been suggested that the Japanese may 
		

		
			have hoped to drive a wedge between Britain and America. In June 1942, 
		

		
			for example, the Japanese organised a conference in Bangkok. It was called 
		

		
			the “Indian Independence League, ” and it voted for complete separation 
		

		
			from Britain, playing on American anti-colonialism. 
		

		
			The fall of northern Burma had galvanised Lieutenant General Stilwell’s 
		

		
			retreat toward India. He was the United States Deputy Supreme Com-
		

		
			mander S.E. Asia Command, and his retreat from Burma attracted public 
		

		
			notice. This was the start of America ’s physical involvement in the China – 
		

		
			Burma –India theatre. India became a supply and communications base, 
		

		
			one end of the air route over the “hump ” to China and a direct recipient 
		

		
			under the Lend-Lease program to supply the Allies. 
		

		
			The Lend-Lease Act was a controversial piece of legislation, authoris-
		

		
			ing the President to transfer weapons and supplies, to be replaced postwar 
		

		
			and for which the Congress would appropriate money. In the fi rst instance, 
		

		
			such “loans ” would go to Britain, but then to any country whose defence 
		

		
			the President saw as essential to the defence of the United States. 
		

		
			In marshalling public support for Lend-Lease, Roosevelt illustrated his 
		

		
			point with the much-quoted garden hose analogy: If his neighbour ’s house 
		

		
			caught fi re, would he not lend his garden hose, to be returned or replaced 
		

		
			after the fi re had been put out? 
		

		
			Such an appeal in Roosevelt ’s rhetorical 
		

		
			style caught the public’s imagination, giving the President the assurance of 
		

		
			public support he so often sought before introducing controversial policy. 
		

		
			When the Lend-Lease Act was passed in March 1941, Roosevelt desig-
		

		
			nated India as a country whose defence was vital to United States interests. 
		

		
			This action implied that closer diplomatic links between America and the 
		

		
			Government of India should be established, to some extent cutting out Brit-
		

		
			ain and the War Cabinet. That diplomatic link with the New Delhi Govern-
		

		
			ment was established in mid-1941 after much quibbling by Britain about 
		

		
			the terms and conditions of the arrangement with the appointment of Roos-
		

		
			evelt ’s Personal Representative Colonel Louis Johnson. 
		

		
			The concession 
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			was reluctantly made as a cost of ensuring Lend-Lease supplies, despite the 
		

		
			fact that an American Mission in the capital opened further opportunities 
		

		
			for the United States to intervene between Britain and nationalist India. 
		

		
			Perhaps most threatening to British control in India was Section 9 of 
		

		
			the Lend-Lease Act, 
		

		
			which gave the President almost unlimited power to 
		

		
			administer the Act as he chose. With India a direct bene ficiary of Lend-Lease 
		

		
			supplies, satisfactory conduct of the war in the southeast Asian theatre might 
		

		
			depend on self-government being granted there if the President so decided. 
		

		
			Although Roosevelt became Churchill ’s supportive friend, anti- colonialism 
		

		
			remained a potent force on public opinion, and the Lend-Lease debates to 
		

		
			some extent echoed anti-colonial sentiment in the Administration. 
		

		
			As a 
		

		
			quid pro quo for assisting Britain, the possibility of bargaining for political 
		

		
			reform in India was raised. Self-government for India and the abolition of 
		

		
			Britain ’s trade advantage under Imperial Preferences arrangements were the 
		

		
			levers most favoured by in fluential members of the State Department, and 
		

		
			both issues had reappeared in Clauses 3 and 4 of the Atlantic Charter. This 
		

		
			situation left British of ficials with the certainty that the United States wished 
		

		
			to dissolve the Empire and “milk dry” its preferential trading arrangement. 
		

		
			The Act, when taken in conjunction with the tenor of the debate, allows 
		

		
			interpretations wider than the actual terms set out. This combination of fac-
		

		
			tors, along with Roosevelt ’s separate pressure on Churchill over India, also 
		

		
			impelled Britain into Cripps’ Mission, the offer of limited political reform in 
		

		
			India, and the propaganda that surrounded it. 
		

		
			Sections of the Lend-Lease Act that could threaten Britain ’s control of 
		

		
			India throw additional light on the reasons for Britain ’s propaganda drive 
		

		
			in the United States. 
		

		
			Lend-Lease, according to Churchill, was a “most unsordid act. ” Despite 
		

		
			its generosity, it did not come free of charge. 
		

		
			49 
		

		
			Britain ’s autonomy was 
		

		
			eroded, and the legislation contained threats to Britain ’s power. Three sec-
		

		
			tions of the Act 
		

		
			50 
		

		
			could potentially be used to justify American intervention 
		

		
			in India. Section 3 (a) speci fied that the President could act “ . . . in the 
		

		
			interest of national defense . . . ” in a range of aid matters. Roosevelt had 
		

		
			designated India as a country whose security was essential to America ’s 
		

		
			own, 
		

		
			51 
		

		
			putting it within the ambit of American national defence. Section 9 
		

		
			allowed the President to freely introduce new rules and regulations: 
		

		
			The President may, from time to time, promulgate such rules and regu-lations as may be necessary and proper to carry out any of the provi-sions of this Act . . . 
		

		
			Section 3 (b) allowed that 
		

		
			The terms and conditions upon which any such foreign government receives any aid . . . shall be those which the President deems satisfac-tory, and the bene fit to the United States may be payment or repayment 
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			in kind or property, or any other direct or indirect bene fit which the 
		

		
			President deems satisfactory. 
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			The fi nal clause of Section 3 (b), read in conjunction with the other parts 
		

		
			of the Act cited, constituted a substantial threat to Britain ’s position in 
		

		
			India should the United States wish to install self-government there in 1942 
		

		
			or at any time during the life of the Act. When considered in conjunction 
		

		
			with suggestions early in the Lend-Lease debate that British colonies be 
		

		
			swapped for aid or leased to America, 
		

		
			53 
		

		
			and Roosevelt ’s penchant for trust-
		

		
			eeships in postwar Asia, 
		

		
			54 
		

		
			Churchill’s need for a propaganda campaign to 
		

		
			secure Britain ’s imperial position becomes more apparent. 
		

		
			Taken in combination, the threats to Britain ’s survival as an imperial 
		

		
			power, the favourable terms of trade under the Imperial Preference Scheme 
		

		
			targeted in the fourth clause of the Atlantic Charter, the terms of the Lend-
		

		
			Lease Act, Roosevelt ’s anti-colonialism focused on India, and Britain ’s 
		

		
			need to boost American support for the war pushed Churchill to reopen the 
		

		
			reform agenda with the Indian nationalists in March 1942. He did so only 
		

		
			when a policy shift was necessary to secure his dual agenda: maintenance 
		

		
			of American support for the war and retention of the Empire. 
		

		
			A description of the plan for negotiations that would surround the reform 
		

		
			offer Sir Stafford Cripps would take to India and the possible outcomes of 
		

		
			the negotiations, mirrored in propaganda developed by Churchill ’s informa-
		

		
			tion bureaux in London and New Delhi for dissemination by the Washing-
		

		
			ton Embassy, was explained in the American press before Cripps left for 
		

		
			India. Editors and columnists in the New York Times publicising Cripps 
		

		
			Mission 
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			additionally reused the propaganda material disseminated at the 
		

		
			beginning of the year about Britain ’s vital role in India. Press articles warned 
		

		
			the Indian leaders and their readers in advance of negotiations about the 
		

		
			likely consequences should the proposals be rejected, including a change in 
		

		
			the American attitude to India. Roosevelt ’s pressure on Churchill to settle 
		

		
			with India, however, did not stop, and uncertainty about the President ’s 
		

		
			intentions was suf ficiently unnerving to convince Churchill to push ahead 
		

		
			with the propaganda campaign. 
		

		
			Controversy over war aid for Britain continued. Britain had defaulted on 
		

		
			its First World War debts to the United States, and the Lend-Lease debates 
		

		
			revealed American suspicion that it might again “be conned by the wily Eng-
		

		
			lish. ” 
		

		
			Britain ’s economic record in America eyes was not good. It had gone 
		

		
			down the road of protectionism and economic discrimination, disadvantag-
		

		
			ing the United States, as well as defaulting on its war debts. 
		

		
			57 
		

		
			A direct conse-
		

		
			quence of the latter was the 1934 Debt Default Act that prevented Americans 
		

		
			from extending loans to defaulters. 
		

		
			58 
		

		
			This Act was an attempt to coerce Brit-
		

		
			ain and other European countries to repay their loans so that they would be 
		

		
			eligible, if loans were again forthcoming, to borrow from the United States. 
		

		
			A second consequence of British and European economic and defence deci-
		

		
			sions in the interwar years was the series of United States Neutrality Acts, the 
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			fi rst of which was passed in 1935. These Acts ensured that Americans would 
		

		
			not again be involved in a European war and were overwhelmingly sup-
		

		
			ported by the public. In 1937, in response to the question, “If another war 
		

		
			like the World War develops in Europe, should America take part again?, ” 
		

		
			95% of people polled said “no. ” 
		

		
			The 1937 Neutrality Act was passed 
		

		
			in the shadow of the Spanish Civil War and the real possibility of further 
		

		
			European con fl ict. With public opinion in mind, the main provisions of the 
		

		
			previous Act were retained, but it now gave the President some leeway to 
		

		
			authorise assistance for Britain in the form of a “cash-and-carry” plan. 
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			In October 1939, the Neutrality Acts were further liberalised, repealing 
		

		
			the embargo on the export of arms and retaining the cash-and-carry prin-
		

		
			ciple. 
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			Another poll that year showed that Americans were still almost uni-
		

		
			versally opposed to going to war, with 96.5% recording their opposition. 
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			The possibility of a war to protect outdated empires was, as has been said, 
		

		
			unacceptable to the American people. 
		

		
			The Neutrality Acts gave legal frame to isolationist philosophy. Isola-
		

		
			tionism was a part of American thinking from the early 19th century. It 
		

		
			emerged as the Monroe Doctrine in the 1850s and reemerged forcefully 
		

		
			after the President ’s failure to convince Britain and Europe to his views 
		

		
			at the Paris Peace Conference in 1918 –1919. As a result, the United States 
		

		
			refused to participate in the League of Nations or to take any active part in 
		

		
			international cooperation. 
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			This decision was a decisive break in Anglo-
		

		
			American relations, not helped by what America saw as British economic 
		

		
			intransigence over its war debts. It is thus hardly surprising that Britain felt 
		

		
			uncomfortable in its American relationship and that Churchill welcomed 
		

		
			Roosevelt ’s “pen-friendship ” initiative. It is no more surprising to fi nd Brit-
		

		
			ain defending its unpopular imperial position in the newly forged, war-
		

		
			motivated relationship with America. 
		

		
			Aware by 1938 of the risks for America in the Neutrality Acts as they 
		

		
			stood, the President was in a dif fi cult situation largely of his own making. 
		

		
			He had been elected and reelected as a non-interventionist, if not an isola-
		

		
			tionist. 
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			He was not prepared to make a direct assault on public opinion, 
		

		
			65 
		

		
			and all his persuasive skills were employed to gain support for the Lend-
		

		
			Lease idea. 
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			His success is measured in a series of polls under the heading 
		

		
			“Lend-Lease Bill, ” 
		

		
			and he was provided with weekly reports on moves in 
		

		
			public opinion by his Division of Press Intelligence so that he could observe 
		

		
			shifts in it for himself. 
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			Roosevelt ’s success in gaining public and congressional support for 
		

		
			Lend-Lease assistance to Britain was a remarkable achievement in a nation 
		

		
			that had only recently drawn back from isolationism. Economic aspects 
		

		
			of that debate, which had a bearing on India, were complex and revealed 
		

		
			the strength of opposition in the United States administration to Britain ’s 
		

		
			preferential trade practices. 
		

		
			The May 1940 imposition by the British Government of India of strict 
		

		
			exchange and quota controls on foreign trade, for example, was a cause 
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			for concern, creating trading problems for the United States. The controls 
		

		
			were a part of the British Empire dollar pool plan and had an immediate 
		

		
			effect on trade between the United States and India. 
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			As all India ’s for-
		

		
			eign relations were conducted from London, excluding direct American 
		

		
			interaction, the dollar pool plan gave further impetus to American plans 
		

		
			to achieve diplomatic representation in New Delhi and attempt to free up 
		

		
			trade locally. 
		

		
			These controls and the possibility of further postwar monetary and 
		

		
			economic restrictions fl agged by John Maynard Keynes, sent to the 
		

		
			United States by the British Treasury to discuss the Lend-Lease terms in 
		

		
			May 1941, contributed to the tightening of Lend-Lease policies in 1943 
		

		
			and 1944. 
		

		
			Together with unanswered questions about how long the aid 
		

		
			program might last, this, in turn, posed another threat to Britain. 
		

		
			Once Lend-Lease became law, the “temptation ” to use it to gain 
		

		
			economic concessions from Britain was great. 
		

		
			71 
		

		
			Much debate centered 
		

		
			on Secretary of State Cordell Hull ’s belief that the Lend-Lease negotia-
		

		
			tions should be used as a lever to end the Imperial Preference Scheme. 
		

		
			72 
		

		
			The Imperial Preference Scheme was devised at the Imperial Economic 
		

		
			Conference held in Ottawa in 1932, and it disadvantaged the United 
		

		
			States. Assistant Secretary of State Sumner Welles saw that it consti-
		

		
			tuted “an obstacle to any healthy fl ow of trade between the nations 
		

		
			of the world, ” 
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			and Hull campaigned persistently to have the Scheme 
		

		
			abolished. 
		

		
			74 
		

		
			With trading arrangements in place that favoured Britain, 
		

		
			Hull did not accept the fact that Britain could be short of funds by 1940 
		

		
			and need military supplies virtually free of charge while still running 
		

		
			colonial and economic Empires. Although the idea of using Lend-Lease 
		

		
			as a bargaining tool with Britain was not openly discussed by the State 
		

		
			Department during the framing of the legislation, “it quickly made up 
		

		
			for lost time afterward. ” 
		

		
			75 
		

		
			Stettinius felt that the British were exaggerat-
		

		
			ing their fi nancial dif fi culties, whereas Henry Morgenthau, Secretary 
		

		
			of the Treasury (and even Roosevelt), could not believe that Britain was 
		

		
			“broke. ” 
		

		
			76 
		

		
			Negotiations on the Empire provisions of what Hull still labelled the 
		

		
			“interim ” Lend-Lease agreement continued in January 1942. 
		

		
			77 
		

		
			John 
		

		
			Winant, American Ambassador in London, in reply to a State Depart-
		

		
			ment query about the progress of discussions in London, noted that an 
		

		
			agreement with the United States 
		

		
			in which the . . . unity of the Empire is questioned even in the fi eld of economics . . . is opposed by Empire preference Tories who . . . are nothing more than imperialists. 
		

		
			Winant went on to say that the British Government assumed that both 
		

		
			the President and Morganthau were “indifferent ” to their Empire preference 
		

		
			concerns. Opposition to it was no more than “a special position taken by 
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			Mr. Hull based on his general economic policy as expressed in trade agree-
		

		
			ments which he had advocated. . . . ” 
		

		
			79 
		

		
			British Chancellor of the Exchequer 
		

		
			Kingsley Wood led the opposition to Empire aspects of the latest draft pro-
		

		
			posal, supported by Leo Amery, Secretary of State for India. 
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			Amery was quick to label Hull “an anachronism ” 
		

		
			and alerted the Vice-
		

		
			roy of India, Lord Linlithgow, to the danger of submitting to American 
		

		
			pressure in “our anxiety to secure Lend-Lease. ” 
		

		
			The timing of Amery ’s 
		

		
			communication to Linlithgow, in January 1942, demonstrated how long 
		

		
			the pressure on Imperial Preferences continued. It had begun a year earlier 
		

		
			at the start of the Lend-Lease discussions. The level of economic pressure 
		

		
			on Britain can be followed through successive State Department and Trea-
		

		
			sury drafts that looked continually for concessions from Britain. 
		

		
			83 
		

		
			Britain was made particularly vulnerable not only through the contin-
		

		
			ual revisiting of the Lend-Lease provisions, but also by the terms of the 
		

		
			Atlantic Charter. Both brought to the surface the old tensions surrounding 
		

		
			imperialism. Both were forged on American terms. The intense mistrust of 
		

		
			British motives and Anglophobia, with roots in America ’s First World War 
		

		
			and earlier colonial experiences, still coloured its view. The United States 
		

		
			came out of the Lend-Lease negotiations with unaltered determination not 
		

		
			to support a war for outdated British goals, such as the maintenance of 
		

		
			empires and favourable trading agreements. In this way, the process of giv-
		

		
			ing aid to Britain reinforced American values, in turn forcing Britain to 
		

		
			repeatedly defend its imperial and economic priorities. 
		

		
			America ’s strategic interest in India, a result of the brief threat from 
		

		
			Japan, Stillwell’s retreat from Burma, and Lend-Lease aid to India, was 
		

		
			further demonstrated when a Technical Mission was sent there in April 
		

		
			1942 to examine the means of developing industry in a country not pre-
		

		
			pared for war production. The failure of the British to develop India indus-
		

		
			trially became apparent in the information flowing to Roosevelt after the 
		

		
			collapse of Cripps’ negotiations for political reform there. 
		

		
			The Technical Mission, once set up, worked swiftly. The United States 
		

		
			Tariff Commission released the Mission ’s report, the Grady Report, in June 
		

		
			1942, 
		

		
			84 
		

		
			and the Economic Defence Board submitted a program to imple-
		

		
			ment recommendations in August. 
		

		
			85 
		

		
			Implementation of the report required a 
		

		
			fundamental decision that India and, more speci fically, Calcutta ’s industrial 
		

		
			areas would be defended against any future Japanese attack. 
		

		
			86 
		

		
			The idea that 
		

		
			India might not be defended reinforced Indian nationalist ideas that a form 
		

		
			of self-government that gave them control of their defence was imperative. 
		

		
			The urgency of establishing viable heavy industrial production in British 
		

		
			possessions east of Suez had been belatedly recognised by Britain toward 
		

		
			the end of 1940. A conference was rapidly organised and held in New Delhi 
		

		
			on October 25 that year, some five months before the Lend-Lease Act was 
		

		
			passed. The Eastern Group Conference was attended by delegations from 
		

		
			the Governments of Australia, New Zealand, Malaya, India, Burma, 
		

		
			Ceylon (now Sri Lanka), South Africa, East Africa, Rhodesia, Palestine, 
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			and Hongkong, each a British colonial or mandated possession. They rep-
		

		
			resented more than 5 million people, 
		

		
			87 
		

		
			many vulnerable to the Japanese 
		

		
			advance into Asia. 
		

		
			The Eastern Group endorsed a radical move away from the practice that 
		

		
			British dominions, possessions, and colonies were solely suppliers of raw 
		

		
			materials to industrial Britain, to be processed there, to becoming regional 
		

		
			producers. India and Australia were selected as the most suitable for rapid 
		

		
			conversion into industrial bases. Australia was well advanced, but India ’s 
		

		
			development required a fundamental shift in British post-war policy for 
		

		
			India. India ’s geostrategic location made its conversion to a supplier of war 
		

		
			materials to strategic points from Egypt to Malaya, rather than Britain, an 
		

		
			essential part of the continuing war effort. 
		

		
			America ’s Technical Mission evolved from a conversation between 
		

		
			Adolph Berle, Assistant Secretary of State, and Sir Girja Shankar Bajpai, 
		

		
			the newly appointed Indian Agent General in Washington, and centered on 
		

		
			a report entitled “India ’s War Effort, ” issued by the Government of India. 
		

		
			Bajpai ’s objective was to ascertain whether the United States Government 
		

		
			would be interested in assisting with the development of Indian war produc-
		

		
			tion. 
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			The Government of India ’s report had been produced in March 1941 
		

		
			by the Chat field Mission coinciding with the passage of the Lend-Lease Act. 
		

		
			Sir Ernle Chat field had been Minister for Coordination of Defence in 1939 
		

		
			and 1940, and there is no indication that he had further links with India. He 
		

		
			concluded that, although India ’s industrial capacity was “not negligible, ” the 
		

		
			need for rapid action to strengthen defences was essential. 
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			He argued that 
		

		
			the fate of India depended on support from Britain and America. Despite the 
		

		
			October 1940 Conference and the Government of India report, little prog-
		

		
			ress had been made. There was small production of simple machine tools 
		

		
			and machinery and the beginnings of a heavy chemical industry. The Alkali 
		

		
			and Chemical Corporation of India, along with Tata Chemicals, had plants 
		

		
			under construction in 1941. Indian plants were treating imported alumin-
		

		
			ium, and it was estimated that bauxite would be produced locally by the end 
		

		
			of 1942. Nonetheless, progress with machinery such as tanks, war planes, 
		

		
			and armoured vehicles, needed east of Suez, was negligible because India 
		

		
			was dependent on fully imported engines. Indian industrialists had offered 
		

		
			at the start of the war to manufacture aircraft, but were delayed for more 
		

		
			than a year. Similarly stalling, the British Government blocked the construc-
		

		
			tion of Indian-owned shipbuilding yards and opposed the establishment of 
		

		
			an Indian automotive manufacturing plant. 
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			The factors limiting increased production in India were set out in Berle’s 
		

		
			memorandum to the President on the need for a Technical Mission to inspect 
		

		
			the sites of Indian industrial development. The limiting factors included the 
		

		
			shortage of material, the shortage of trained supervisors, and shortages of 
		

		
			nonferrous metals, particularly tin, lead, zinc, tungsten, and limited alu-
		

		
			minium treatment. 
		

		
			India also lacked generators, motors, and machine 
		

		
			tools, and Berle proposed that America might provide technical assistance 
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			together with “limited quantities ” of machine tools and other parts. He 
		

		
			also pointed out that all the Indian Army ’s vehicles had already been sup-
		

		
			plied from America. Berle suggested that, as a fi rst step, a representative 
		

		
			preferably chosen by the Of fi ce of Production Management be sent to India 
		

		
			to assess the situation and that the Of fice of Production Management, the 
		

		
			Lend-Lease Administration, and the State Department should facilitate any 
		

		
			plan that might be proposed as a result of the assessment. 
		

		
			Roosevelt signalled that Berle’s proposals merited urgent exploration. 
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			A 
		

		
			meeting was convened on February 3, 1942, the day after his meeting with 
		

		
			Edgar Snow, emphasising the President ’s focus on India. The participants 
		

		
			were well quali fi ed to advise: the Executive Director of the Board of Eco-
		

		
			nomic Warfare, two members of the British Empire Division of the Board, 
		

		
			a representative of the Division of Defence Materials, and the Chief of the 
		

		
			Division of Near Eastern Affairs. 
		

		
			94 
		

		
			There was strong interest in assisting 
		

		
			India to reach its industrial potential, and the only note of doubt aired was 
		

		
			that it might not be easy to persuade the British Government that India 
		

		
			should be made self-suf fi cient in war production because of British plans 
		

		
			to retain a controlling interest in Indian markets after the war. 
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			Thus, the 
		

		
			British Government was opposed to any large growth of Indian-controlled 
		

		
			heavy industries because the intention was to continue to dominate both 
		

		
			production and trade postwar. 
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			Consultation with the Whitehall Gov-
		

		
			ernment and the Government of India, however, produced agreement for 
		

		
			the Mission to go ahead because India ’s industrial development was now 
		

		
			extremely urgent and, on March 6, the State Department issued a press 
		

		
			release announcing a new step in American –Indian collaboration. 
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			The 
		

		
			decision to send a Technical Mission to India was seen in some quarters 
		

		
			as an event of great signi ficance that recognised that India was no longer 
		

		
			solely Britain ’s concern. 
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			The members of the Technical Mission were published on March 9, 
		

		
			within weeks of Cripps’ departure for India with his offer of political 
		

		
			reform. The coincidence of timing reveals not just American pressure on 
		

		
			Britain to industrialise India, which sections of the Lend-Lease Act, feared 
		

		
			by Britain, allowed, but also Churchill’s realisation that he had to urgently 
		

		
			demonstrate through an attempted reform process that there was no suit-
		

		
			able alternative government for India to his own. 
		

		
			Colonel Louis Johnson was appointed Chairman of the Technical Mis-
		

		
			sion, but was reappointed Roosevelt ’s Personal Representative in India 
		

		
			before the Mission left America. In his place, Henry Grady, a former Assis-
		

		
			tant Secretary of State in charge of trade relations, led it, and the members 
		

		
			were Arthur Herrington, President of the Society of Automotive Engineers 
		

		
			to advise on the production of automotive equipment, Harry E. Beyster, 
		

		
			President of the Beyster Engineering Company to advise on the conversion 
		

		
			and organisation of Indian plants for war production, and Dirk Dekker, 
		

		
			Director of Personnel and Training, Illinois Steel Corporation. 
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			His role 
		

		
			was to aid in the training of the skilled and semi-skilled workforce. 
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			The Technical Mission spent fi ve weeks in India; on its departure, 
		

		
			a press release was issued in India. It described the Mission’s work in 
		

		
			general terms and stated that Grady ’s Report would not be published 
		

		
			there because parts of it were sensitive. 
		

		
			A summary of the Technical 
		

		
			Mission ’s fi ndings was sent to the Vice-President on June 12 by Harry 
		

		
			Beyster, and included were the sections of the Grady Report considered 
		

		
			suitable to be handed to the Government of India. Neither was favour-
		

		
			able, and a number of strong recommendations were made. 
		

		
			In the con-
		

		
			text of America ’s likely future presence in India, Beyster noted that the 
		

		
			Mission “was shocked and disturbed by the conditions existing there that 
		

		
			might be faced by our military forces. ” 
		

		
			Such information, combined with Louis Johnson ’s report as Roosevelt ’s 
		

		
			Personal Representative in India and Arthur Herrington ’s as President of 
		

		
			the Society of Automotive Engineers, presented to the Division of Near 
		

		
			Eastern Affairs on the political and military situation in India after the 
		

		
			collapse of Cripps’ negotiations, 
		

		
			together with the tacit recognition that 
		

		
			British rule in India would continue at least pro tem, gave the United States 
		

		
			departments concerned with implementation of the program much to con-
		

		
			sider. The Board of Economic Warfare, nonetheless, devised a program in 
		

		
			recognition of India ’s strategic importance. 
		

		
			The Technical Mission had discovered the extent to which Britain had 
		

		
			restricted Indian development economically, industrially, and politically. 
		

		
			Arguably, the size of the task of modernising India and gaining its coop-
		

		
			eration was far greater than the United States anticipated and contributed 
		

		
			among other events that developed over the year to the late 1942 decision 
		

		
			not to proceed with the Technical Mission ’s program at that time. 
		

		
			No discussion of America ’s strengthened interest in India can be sep-
		

		
			arated completely from the broad parameters of America ’s relationship 
		

		
			with Britain. India, however, was the main area over which United States 
		

		
			and British interests clashed during the Second World War. Aspects of that 
		

		
			relationship which affected India directly or made the British fearful of 
		

		
			the consequences for their imperial agenda remain focused on Churchill 
		

		
			because the War Cabinet ’s India Committee decisions were largely his. He 
		

		
			was already a “maverick” 
		

		
			in British political thinking on India, but his 
		

		
			Coalition Cabinet colleagues did not seriously challenge him. While he 
		

		
			remained in power, his agenda on India prevailed. 
		

		
			American hostility to British imperialism, as opposed to its broad anti-
		

		
			colonialist commitment, was a crucial factor in the relationship at that 
		

		
			particular time. It provided the reasons that Britain, a friend and then 
		

		
			an ally of the United States, needed to mount a propaganda campaign in 
		

		
			America. India was Britain ’s Achilles heel. Provoking Roosevelt and his 
		

		
			Administration to intervene in India would wreck parts of Churchill’s 
		

		
			war agenda: fi rst, to maintain and increase American support for the war, 
		

		
			and, second, to keep the Indian Empire. He was particularly vulnerable 
		

		
			on the latter part. Churchill had to prove to American public opinion, and 
		

	
		
			36 Churchill, Roosevelt and India 
		

		
			hence to Roosevelt, that Congress Party recalcitrance and not imperial 
		

		
			imperatives prevented agreement to Cripps’ Offer in April 1942. 
		

		
			British 
		

		
			propaganda urged Americans to accept that 1942 was not the year that 
		

		
			India should be granted self-government. 
		

		
			Despite their opposition over Empire and India, Roosevelt and Churchill 
		

		
			became “the greatest of friends ” 
		

		
			and forged an alliance between their 
		

		
			countries that is often seen as long term. The impetus for their friendship 
		

		
			came from the half-American Churchill, who envisaged a trans-Atlantic 
		

		
			partnership with the President as Britain ’s “vital friend. ” 
		

		
			The Anglo-
		

		
			American alliance, however, resumed at the start of the Second World War. 
		

		
			It was not continuous. Despite the United States intervention on Britain ’s 
		

		
			side in 1917, the partnership was allowed to lapse for the next two decades. 
		

		
			What Churchill called a “ . . . fraternal association of the English-speaking 
		

		
			peoples ” 
		

		
			in fact “quickly disintegrates unless it receives careful and con-
		

		
			tinuous political direction, ” 
		

		
			which, in the interwar years, it did not. The 
		

		
			Anglo-American alliance, resumed at the start of the Second World War, 
		

		
			may thus be seen as a relationship of convenience especially for Britain. 
		

		
			As Britain ’s awareness of its loss of strength grew in the early war years, 
		

		
			so did its leaders’ feeling that American support was vital to British inter-
		

		
			ests. 
		

		
			An alliance was seen by Britain as crucial both for the defence of 
		

		
			the Empire and the means to defeat Germany. It was contrived despite dif-
		

		
			fi culties such as America ’s determination not to again underwrite a war 
		

		
			fought to preserve the British Empire, one of a multiplicity of problems for 
		

		
			the new partnership that included strategy, the balance of power, trade, 
		

		
			and tariffs. 
		

		
			The hostility, both current and historic, between the United 
		

		
			States and Britain was repeatedly manifest in their clashes over British pol-
		

		
			icy for India in the 1940s. Roosevelt was convinced that the Empire was 
		

		
			an anachronism and was determined to push Churchill toward ending it. 
		

		
			When Churchill was provoked into stating in November 1942 that he had 
		

		
			“not become the King ’s fi rst Minister in order to preside over the liquida-
		

		
			tion of the British Empire, ” 
		

		
			many liberal Americans felt duped, having 
		

		
			assumed that the war they were now fi ghting for freedom would bring 
		

		
			about the end of the Empire. 
		

		
			Anti-colonialism also was suf ficiently explicit within Roosevelt ’s admin-
		

		
			istration to push Churchill closer to making a reform offer to India and to 
		

		
			launch the Foreign Of fi ce, the India Of fice, the Ministry of Information, the 
		

		
			Government of India, and the British Embassy in Washington into planning 
		

		
			the propaganda campaign that surrounded the reform negotiations carried 
		

		
			out by Cripps. A strategy for the timing and content of press releases on 
		

		
			India in the United States was developed from the beginning of 1942, prior 
		

		
			to the announcement of the Offer that Cripps would take to India. Its pur-
		

		
			pose remained to discredit India ’s claims for self-government and gain the 
		

		
			support of the American public for Britain retaining control of India. 
		

		
			In addition to Roosevelt ’s public commitment to end imperialism, remarks 
		

		
			made in February 1942 by Breckenridge Long, Assistant Secretary of State, 
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			recorded the feeling of the Senate Foreign Affairs Committee and pressured 
		

		
			Britain still further. Long reported that the Committee’s argument concern-
		

		
			ing India was 
		

		
			. . . that we are participating on such a large scale and had done so much for England in lend-lease that we had now arrived at a position of importance to justify our participation in Empire councils and such as to authorise us to require England to make adjustments of a political nature within the framework of her Empire. We should demand that 
		

		
			India be given a status of autonomy . . . 
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			In April that year, Long also noted that “India is about to fall. The 
		

		
			uncomprehending philosophy of England is meeting its reward. Blind, self-
		

		
			centred and tenacious of the phantoms of the past . . . [ sic ]. ” 
		

		
			Sumner Welles warned Roosevelt in July 1942 about the seriousness of 
		

		
			the political unrest in India following the failure of the Cripps Mission in 
		

		
			April and the perception, fostered in British propaganda, that the Congress 
		

		
			Party might not resist a Japanese invasion: “This is a question of vital con-
		

		
			cern to our own military and naval interests in the Far East. ” 
		

		
			Advice of this sort was not new. Before the Cripps Offer and the Con-
		

		
			gress Party ’s demands for immediate self-government, Hull, Berle, and 
		

		
			Welles had urged that pressure be put on Britain to give Indians what they 
		

		
			envisaged as full partnership in the government of their country. Roos-
		

		
			evelt applied that pressure consistently after the publication of the Atlantic 
		

		
			Charter in August 1941. Some months later, in February 1942, after the 
		

		
			fall of Singapore, Berle wrote that, with the changed position in the Far 
		

		
			East, tackling the Indian problem should be “the fi rst item on the list ” and 
		

		
			“Why should India defend a freedom she hasn ’t got? ” 
		

		
			Berle reminded 
		

		
			Welles that Hull had twice during 1941 taken up with Britain the recogni-
		

		
			tion of Indian self-government and further suggested that the United States 
		

		
			and Britain together issue a policy statement on India. 
		

		
			Hull continued 
		

		
			to press Churchill’s Government to give India immediate self-government 
		

		
			after the collapse of Cripps’ negotiations. 
		

		
			Churchill was well aware of how susceptible Roosevelt was to this sort 
		

		
			of pressure from his State Department, and it was demonstrated continu-
		

		
			ally in his prodding of the Prime Minister to settle with India. Even more 
		

		
			likely to make the President intervene was the threat to his country ’s image 
		

		
			and prestige in India if it was identi fi ed with British policy there. The Of fi ce 
		

		
			of Strategic Services, which had agents throughout Asia, 
		

		
			including “Wild 
		

		
			Bill ” Donovan, did a survey of opinion in the region and warned the State 
		

		
			Department of this danger. Loughlin Currie, one of Roosevelt ’s administra-
		

		
			tive assistants whose responsibility it was to obtain intelligence for him, 
		

		
			put it fi rst to Vice-President Wallace that America must “maintain her own 
		

		
			position with regard to races like the Indians . . . and not get sucked into 
		

		
			taking the British position. ” 
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			In August 1942, Currie warned Roosevelt of the Indian Congress Party ’s 
		

		
			tendency to see American inaction as supportive of British action. 
		

		
			Iden-
		

		
			ti fi cation with British policy in India was not something Roosevelt would 
		

		
			tolerate, but Indian nationalists, accustomed to verbal jousting with Brit-
		

		
			ain, were not above goading America in this way. 
		

		
			The Congress Party ’s opinion that the United States supported British-
		

		
			Indian policy was expressed despite Roosevelt ’s efforts to let the national-
		

		
			ists know of his interest in India. During Cripps’ negotiations, this was 
		

		
			achieved through Louis Johnson, head of the New Delhi Mission and, at 
		

		
			other times, through private informants. Johnson carried to India a letter 
		

		
			from the President to Maulana Azad, President of the Congress Party. 
		

		
			Roosevelt ’s messages to Nehru were carried by his private informant, Edgar 
		

		
			Snow. A letter from Gandhi and a summary of the situation in India were 
		

		
			brought to him by Louis Fischer. 
		

		
			Thus, Snow, Fischer, and other writers 
		

		
			and journalists reported to Roosevelt or the State Department, bringing 
		

		
			political news about India, in addition to their published work as corre-
		

		
			spondents. The President ’s wartime relationship with Britain (and British 
		

		
			censorship in India) made more direct contact for him with the Indian lead-
		

		
			ership diplomatically impossible. 
		

		
			Indian nationalists made a speci fi c reference to American cooperation 
		

		
			with British Empire policy in February 1942. The Congress Party suspected 
		

		
			that anti-British, pro-Indian comments in the Hearst press and other news-
		

		
			papers were not reported in India “because the [American] government has 
		

		
			conspired with the British Tories. ” 
		

		
			The State Department replied that the 
		

		
			Of fi ce of War Information had been cabling comments from newspapers 
		

		
			regularly to India and the “tone was the same as that of the American press 
		

		
			generally. ” 
		

		
			In terms of the British propaganda campaign, the Indian sup-
		

		
			position about American sentiment was unfortunate. 
		

		
			Perhaps unknown to the American Of fice of War Information, however, 
		

		
			the British Embassy in Washington had attempted to censor the Hearst Press. 
		

		
			Comments of a “controversial nature ” that came to the Embassy for “guid-
		

		
			ance ” were not sent on to Hearst ’s international agency, the International 
		

		
			News Service, for distribution in India. 
		

		
			Possibly the Indian Congress Party 
		

		
			was correct in its charge that not all American news reports about India were 
		

		
			published on the subcontinent, the result of British intervention. 
		

		
			The President sought to further distance his administration from any 
		

		
			political association with Britain in India by emphasising, for example, the 
		

		
			limited role of American soldiers based there, which precluded their taking 
		

		
			part in any local law and order matters. This was particularly important 
		

		
			during the aftermath of the Quit India movement in August 1942. Since 
		

		
			the Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor, the American entry to the war, and 
		

		
			Cripps’ Offer to India, Churchill and the India Committee of Cabinet could 
		

		
			not rely on Roosevelt and his Administration to stay out of British –Indian 
		

		
			matters. Through his representatives, especially Harry Hopkins, Averell 
		

		
			Harriman, and John Winant, Roosevelt raised and reraised the matter of 
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			self-government for India, 
		

		
			repeatedly forewarning Britain of the possibil-
		

		
			ity of intervention in its Empire. 
		

		
			This situation left Churchill with little choice: approach India with 
		

		
			another reform package and effect a settlement or continue the propaganda 
		

		
			campaign to keep before the American public his opinion that India was 
		

		
			not fit for self-government. Churchill chose the latter with good reason. 
		

		
			His prestige in the United States was high, his favoured interpretations 
		

		
			were unlikely to be challenged in the usually pro-British newspapers, and 
		

		
			his expectation was that a signi fi cant proportion of the public would not 
		

		
			consider alternative arguments. 
		

		
			Churchill’s assumptions that the section of the American public he tar-
		

		
			geted would neither question nor conduct research on his arguments were 
		

		
			correct. Pro-Indian independence arguments were not considered by the 
		

		
			majority of American public until mid-1942, and even then the effects 
		

		
			of propaganda surrounding Cripps’ Offer lingered. Although the level of 
		

		
			support for Indian independence was maintained, more people thought it 
		

		
			should be granted after the war and not immediately than in polls taken 
		

		
			earlier in the year. 
		

		
			Churchill and the India Committee’s decision to wage a propaganda 
		

		
			campaign in support of Britain ’s retention of control in India demonstrated 
		

		
			clearly the point on which Anglo-American relations were weakest and 
		

		
			where Britain was most vulnerable. Economic issues apart, and the fact that 
		

		
			Britain had successfully hedged its bets on postwar concessions, Churchill, 
		

		
			if not Britain, stood to lose the most if the United States was not persuaded 
		

		
			to leave India alone. 
		

		
			Thus, America ’s interest in India was demonstrably sustained and suf-
		

		
			fi ciently intrusive to threaten Britain ’s war-related agenda focused on the 
		

		
			United States, and its imperial agenda focused on India. Tactically, reform 
		

		
			negotiations had to be seen to be held. Churchill had no choice but to send 
		

		
			Cripps to India. 
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			Sir Stafford Cripps became leader of the House of Commons and Lord Privy 
		

		
			Seal, replacing Churchill and Clement Attlee, Labour Party leader and Dep-
		

		
			uty Prime Minister, in mid-February 1942. He took the Churchill-inspired 
		

		
			Offer of limited self-government to India in March 1942, suggesting the 
		

		
			speed with which the Prime Minister reacted to the mounting pressure on 
		

		
			him to reach agreement with Indians over their immediate political future. 
		

		
			America ’s war-related interest in India was the galvanising factor. 
		

		
			Cripps’ Offer had two parts: (a) self-government as soon as possible after 
		

		
			the end of the war, an open-ended undertaking proposing no end date to 
		

		
			the imperial connection; and (b) interim war-time measures that admitted 
		

		
			Indians to minor involvement in their government. Minority rights were 
		

		
			guaranteed, opening wider the door to possible partition of the country 
		

		
			and the creation of a Muslim state when self-government eventuated. Both 
		

		
			parts of the Offer had to be accepted before the immediate measures could 
		

		
			be put in place, suggesting that the key assurance for self-government in the 
		

		
			future rested on Indian acceptance of the interim measures. Churchill was 
		

		
			con fident that the future provisions would slip away as immediate agree-
		

		
			ment was unlikely to be reached. 
		

		
			The Government of India at that time comprised the Viceroy and, his 
		

		
			Executive Council, made up of the Commander-in-Chief, three British 
		

		
			of fi cial members, and eight nonof fi cial Indian members. Linked with the 
		

		
			Government of India were eleven Provincial Governments, each of which 
		

		
			had a British Governor. Provincial Governments had been elected since 
		

		
			1937 following the passage in August 1935 of the India Act. Although 
		

		
			only partly implemented before war broke out, it was the last major British 
		

		
			reform agenda installed, a decade in the making and a substantial part of 
		

		
			the reason for Churchill’s wilderness years. 
		

		
			Seven Provincial Governments were made up of appointed of fi cials, 
		

		
			administered by their Governors under a section of the 1935 India Act, 
		

		
			since their elected Congress Party Ministries had resigned in protest at the 
		

		
			start of the war. Their protest was against the Viceroy ’s announcement that 
		

		
			India was at war without consulting Indian leaders. The remaining four 
		

		
			provinces had Muslim League Governments, but no Congress Party (Hindu 
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			nationalist) politicians were in power when Cripps took his Offer to India. 
		

		
			Although there were other political parties, the Congress Party 
		

		
			and the 
		

		
			Muslim League 
		

		
			4 
		

		
			were the two main political groups. Both wanted indepen-
		

		
			dence from Britain, but had different demands. 
		

		
			The All-India Congress Committee, whose members included Gandhi, 
		

		
			Nehru, Maulana Azad, Vallabhbhai Patel, Chakravarti Rajagopalachari, 
		

		
			and Acharya Kripalani, each important in post-independence India, were 
		

		
			involved in decision making for the Congress Party, framing and voting 
		

		
			on resolutions. It was the responsibility of members of the Committee to 
		

		
			negotiate with Cripps and come to a decision on his Offer. 
		

		
			Cripps’ Offer was a response to pressure from a number of directions, 
		

		
			including from Roosevelt ’s key advisers serving in London, and was, for the 
		

		
			most part, drafted by Cripps under the supervisory eye of Churchill’s newly 
		

		
			convened India Committee. 
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			Cripps’ instructions from the War Cabinet 
		

		
			clearly allowed him to negotiate with the Indian leaders from all parties 
		

		
			to reach a settlement and was a vital part of his expectation that the Offer 
		

		
			he took to India would be accepted. The word negotiation is frequently 
		

		
			used in the context of Cripps’ Offer, and its scope has been the subject of 
		

		
			much debate, although the Annex to the India Committee’s fifth meeting 
		

		
			on March 3 is quite clear. Cripps left with instructions to “negotiate . . . 
		

		
			some scheme by which they [the Indian leaders] can partake in an advisery 
		

		
			or consultative manner in the counsels of their country. ” 
		

		
			The freedom to negotiate on which he relied, however, was revoked in 
		

		
			cables authorised by Churchill as key agreements with the Congress Party 
		

		
			and the Muslim League appeared to be close. 
		

		
			Changing the ground rules in the course of negotiations led to the even-
		

		
			tual rejection of the war-time provision in the Offer by all Indian Parties 
		

		
			and nulli fied it as a whole. This situation armed the India Of fice, the Gov-
		

		
			ernment of India, the British Embassy in Washington, and other involved 
		

		
			Ministries with the ammunition they sought for the propaganda campaign 
		

		
			coordinated in the United States. 
		

		
			The initial phase of the propaganda campaign from early in 1942 antici-
		

		
			pated the likely failure of Cripps’ Offer and steered the American pub-
		

		
			lic toward a complex view of India that only the British could properly 
		

		
			understand. 
		

		
			Surrounding the propagandised progress of Cripps’ negotia-
		

		
			tions, the “intricacies ” of the caste system and the cultural, linguistic, and 
		

		
			religious diversity present in India were stressed in the media. 
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			The com-
		

		
			munal problems between Hindus and Muslims, much overused in British 
		

		
			claims of responsibility to minorities, were cited as a further complication 
		

		
			in handing over power to what might be a largely Hindu Government. It 
		

		
			was presented to the American public as “unrepresentative ” in terms of 
		

		
			Lee and Lee’s methodology for propaganda identi fi cation. The communal 
		

		
			problem was a complication that Churchill had welcomed at many stages 
		

		
			in the reform process over many years and was deemed by him to be “the 
		

		
			bulwark of British rule in India. ” 
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			In principle, as long as the communities 
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			could not agree, power could not be handed over. However, the partition 
		

		
			of India as a solution to the communal divide was fl agged in Cripps’ Offer 
		

		
			and had indeed been raised in 1940, rendering that particular “bulwark” 
		

		
			to the history of earlier, unsuccessful reform attempts. 
		

		
			Collectively named “the Indian problem, ” the propaganda campaign 
		

		
			also drew in the threat to the allied war effort from any change to the 
		

		
			government, the lack of preparedness of Indian nationalists for leadership, 
		

		
			and the raft of anticipated dif fi culties in incorporating princely India into 
		

		
			a self-governing nation. Within this barrage of information, Indian voices 
		

		
			were seldom heard. 
		

		
			Churchill’s reform proposal for India was a propaganda exercise, as has 
		

		
			been said, designed to persuade American public opinion and Roosevelt 
		

		
			that Churchill, his India Committee, and his War Cabinet had done every-
		

		
			thing possible to secure a settlement with India. Again, Indian voices seek-
		

		
			ing to publicise their version of Cripps’ negotiations were largely unheard 
		

		
			until writers Louis Fischer and Edgar Snow published their accounts some 
		

		
			months later. The American public was misled by the pro-British press 
		

		
			about the reasons for the failure of Cripps’ Offer and the rejection of the 
		

		
			draft declaration he took to India, but their accounts were not seriously 
		

		
			challenged by readers as propaganda theory at the time advocated. This 
		

		
			task would have been dif ficult in any case because neither the United States 
		

		
			Government nor the public had access to British documents that recorded 
		

		
			the War Cabinet ’s control of the progress of negotiations. Johnson in New 
		

		
			Delhi and Roosevelt ’s private informants in India, Fischer and Snow did, as 
		

		
			the President suggested, pass on a more complete version of the Offer ’s col-
		

		
			lapse than did British propaganda. Roosevelt used this information to keep 
		

		
			up his pressure on Churchill, but, in line with his public silence on India 
		

		
			to placate Churchill following their stormy meeting in December 1941 in 
		

		
			Washington, he did not release it to the American people. 
		

		
			The Indian 
		

		
			leaders were also misled. At the time when negotiations broke down, they 
		

		
			were no more aware than the American public that Churchill had removed 
		

		
			Cripps’ power to negotiate at two crucial junctures. Cripps kept the “story 
		

		
			. . . to himself, ” 
		

		
			damaging his relationship with Nehru and the Congress 
		

		
			Party, but preserving the integrity of the propaganda account. 
		

		
			Cripps’ friendship with Nehru, the powers he thought he had been 
		

		
			granted by Churchill’s War Cabinet to negotiate with the Indian leaders, 
		

		
			together with his well-known anti-imperialism played an essential part in 
		

		
			giving his Offer credibility and suggests reasons why Churchill appointed 
		

		
			him to speak for his attempt to de flect Roosevelt ’s attention from India. 
		

		
			The relationship between Cripps and Nehru sheds light on the less obvi-
		

		
			ous objectives of the political reform offer. Cripps and Nehru were both, in 
		

		
			their way, a threat to Churchill’s position. Cripps was seen in some circles 
		

		
			as a possible successor to Churchill as Prime Minister. 
		

		
			He was demoted 
		

		
			after his failure in India, and he lost his place in the inner circle of the War 
		

		
			Cabinet. If Nehru had accepted Cripps’ Offer, he would have effectively 
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			given India a national government, a measure of self-rule that Churchill 
		

		
			vehemently opposed, and Nehru, further disillusioned, was “goaded . . . 
		

		
			into rebellion ” 
		

		
			following the failure of negotiations. The halt to talks with 
		

		
			Britain, Cripps’ apparent back-down, and adherence to British propaganda 
		

		
			in the following months, pushed Nehru towards Gandhi’s Quit India move-
		

		
			ment, and imprisonment by the Government of India. 
		

		
			This effectively 
		

		
			removed him, other Hindu leaders, and thousands of their supporters from 
		

		
			the political arena, and any future negotiations on Indian self-government 
		

		
			while Churchill remained in power and opposed its independence. 
		

		
			Cripps had developed ties with the nationalist leaders, especially Nehru. 
		

		
			He had visited India in December 1939, held discussions with Nehru, and 
		

		
			met and talked with Gandhi and Azad, President of the Indian National 
		

		
			Congress, and Nehru ’s papers include letters from and to Cripps dating from 
		

		
			October 1936. Cripps’ early letters were concerned with Labour politics in 
		

		
			Britain and the Party ’s gradual engagement in opposition to imperialism, 
		

		
			and they exhorted Nehru to “maintain the most rigid opposition to imperi-
		

		
			alism in all its forms. ” 
		

		
			Cripps’ correspondence gradually moved from the 
		

		
			stereotypical “We salute you as brothers and sisters in the common cause 
		

		
			of freedom ” 
		

		
			to a more personal exchange of views. At the same time, he 
		

		
			attempted to raise the profile of nationalist Indian politics in Britain. 
		

		
			They had both keenly anticipated Cripps’ visit to India in December 
		

		
			1939. Cripps held extended talks with Gandhi and Azad also, earning him 
		

		
			his Congress man label. The exchange of letters continued until March 27, 
		

		
			1942, when Cripps cabled Nehru, “Am looking forward immensely to see-
		

		
			ing you at the earliest possible moment . . . . ” 
		

		
			Mutual disappointment at the failure of the Mission damaged their rela-
		

		
			tionship. Cripps had staked his reputation on persuading Nehru to accept 
		

		
			his Offer, and he had told him, “Your position in the Council here, backed 
		

		
			by my position in the Cabinet, will give us such moral power that the Vice-
		

		
			roy cannot dispute you here nor the Cabinet challenge me in England. ” 
		

		
			At the end of their talks, Azad remained convinced that Cripps had offered 
		

		
			a de facto Cabinet Government, one in which the Viceroy would choose 
		

		
			not to exercise his power of veto over his Council 
		

		
			and which appeared 
		

		
			acceptable to both the Congress Party leaders and Muhommed Ali Jinnah, 
		

		
			President of the All India Muslim League. When he was asked to restate 
		

		
			this before negotiations broke down, Cripps retreated to a less contentious 
		

		
			position, 
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			arguing that constitutional amendment was not possible during 
		

		
			the war and ignoring the fact that a de facto Cabinet Government required, 
		

		
			in this case, only the Viceroy ’s cooperation. Nehru ’s disappointment over 
		

		
			what he saw as Cripps’ volte-face over the Cabinet Government issue was 
		

		
			given expression in a letter to Johnson, Roosevelt ’s representative in New 
		

		
			Delhi, after Cripps returned to Britain. 
		

		
			The failure of the Cripps Mission had undoubtedly made the position much worse and any compromise harder . . . we came near . . . to a 
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			working arrangement for the present, but in reality the gulf was very far from being bridged . . . this became apparent as soon as basic mat-
		

		
			ters, including the real transfer of power were discussed. 
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			Rather than explain the reasons for his retreat from the offer of a de 
		

		
			facto Cabinet Government and a negotiated settlement on defence, Cripps 
		

		
			followed the Whitehall Government ’s propaganda line, leaving his old 
		

		
			friend without an explanation to bridge the gulf between them. 
		

		
			The collapse of Cripps’ Offer was the direct result of Churchill’s two-
		

		
			pronged agenda: (a) to show Roosevelt and the American public that there 
		

		
			was no suitable alternative government for India (that a genuine offer had 
		

		
			been made and rejected), and (b) that the British Government of India under 
		

		
			the Viceroy must remain in place. This goal was achieved through the pro-
		

		
			paganda campaign. In the second part of his agenda, Churchill undermined 
		

		
			the reform offer with cabled instruction to Cripps that negated the instruc-
		

		
			tions he had been given to negotiate a settlement, ensuring its failure. 
		

		
			Roosevelt was briefed on the terms of the Offer and a version of its out-
		

		
			come by Halifax, the British Ambassador, and the American public was 
		

		
			made aware through the media-based propaganda campaign. 
		

		
			The fi nal clause of Cripps’ Offer (Clause e), 
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			the section where the 
		

		
			war-time reform measures to be introduced immediately agreement was 
		

		
			secured, proposed that “His Majesty ’s Government desire and invite the 
		

		
			immediate . . . participation of the leaders . . . of the Indian people in the 
		

		
			counsels of their country . . . . ” 
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			and while 
		

		
			His Majesty ’s Government must inevitably bear the responsibility for and retain control and direction of the defence of India as part of their world war effort . . . the task of organising to the full the military, moral and material resources of India must be the responsibility of the 
		

		
			Government with the co-operation of the peoples of India. 
		

		
			24 
		

		
			In opening the negotiations, Cripps offered the Indian leaders, fi rst Azad 
		

		
			and then Jinnah, a form of Cabinet Government that did not involve con-
		

		
			stitutional change, but only a change of convention, to allow immediate 
		

		
			Indian involvement in their government. Under such a scheme, the Viceroy, 
		

		
			if willing, could say that he would make it his habit to deal with his Coun-
		

		
			cil as far as possible as if it were a Cabinet. Effectively, he would not use 
		

		
			his over-riding power and would accept his Council members’ advice. 
		

		
			25 
		

		
			Because the Viceroy ’s Council would be united in defending India, any dis-
		

		
			agreement would be unlikely. The Congress Party came close to accepting 
		

		
			this as a means of sharing power before it became aware that this part of 
		

		
			the Offer had been withdrawn. It did not know at that stage that Churchill’s 
		

		
			India Committee, in reaction to objections from the Viceroy, sent a cable to 
		

		
			Cripps from the War Cabinet and changed the rules of engagement. Cripps’ 
		

		
			power to negotiate on this issue was revoked, 
		

		
			26 
		

		
			and Cripps elected not to 
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			reveal at that time that he had been instructed to withdraw his de facto 
		

		
			Cabinet offer. 
		

		
			The second part of the Offer to be put in place immediately retained for 
		

		
			the British Government control of the defence of India as part of its overall 
		

		
			war strategy and gave only the day-to-day, mundane task of organising 
		

		
			military resources to a new Government of India. 
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			The Congress Party 
		

		
			leaders were unhappy with their lack of responsibility in the role allocated 
		

		
			to them, but a settlement based on a new defence formula was negotiated 
		

		
			and agreed to by the Party and the negotiating team. 
		

		
			The new defence formula, which became known as the Cripps –Johnson 
		

		
			formula was drafted with the assistance of Roosevelt ’s Personal Represen-
		

		
			tative. The new formula emphasised India ’s responsibility in the defence 
		

		
			portfolio by retaining the existing Defence Department under an Indian 
		

		
			head, rather than the Commander-in-Chief, and transferred the military 
		

		
			functions to a new War Department under Commander-in-Chief Field 
		

		
			Marshall Sir Archibald Wavell. This movement was little more than shift-
		

		
			ing the deckchairs, and Linlithgow signalled to Amery that he and Wavell 
		

		
			were prepared to go along with the new formula, “Given all the circum-
		

		
			stances and the importance of American opinion. ” 
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			The Viceroy appeared 
		

		
			to recognize that Cripps’ Offer would be accepted at least in the immediate 
		

		
			part, but Cripps had again stepped on the Viceroy ’s toes. 
		

		
			Linlithgow had not been aware that, while Henry Hodson, his Reforms 
		

		
			Commissioner, brought copies of the redrafted proposal to him and Wavell 
		

		
			in the early evening of April 8, at the same time Cripps had allowed John-
		

		
			son to show a copy to Nehru. When Cripps and Linlithgow met at 10 p.m. 
		

		
			that night, Linlithgow was still unaware that the Congress Working Com-
		

		
			mittee also had seen the new formula. When during their conversation it 
		

		
			became clear, the Viceroy was “exceedingly and reasonably angry. ” How 
		

		
			could he now “resist a formula agreed by Cripps, the USA [via Johnson] 
		

		
			and Congress ”? 
		

		
			The Viceroy again cabled his concerns, and again the 
		

		
			reform path was blocked. 
		

		
			Leading to this intractable position in India followed the pressure for polit-
		

		
			ical reform that had escalated simultaneously from a number of directions, 
		

		
			including the United States. It forced the “no new constitutional advance ” 
		

		
			decision made by Churchill, Amery, and Linlithgow in January 1942 to change 
		

		
			rapidly. Their January decision to offer no change in Indian governance was 
		

		
			based on the Viceroy’s assessment of Congress Party and Muslim League 
		

		
			“manoeuvring. ” In other words, he raised the communal problem again. He 
		

		
			also argued that the Congress Party would be satisfied with nothing less than 
		

		
			full independence. Yet any attempt to reintroduce the rejected 1940 August 
		

		
			Offer with its restated promise that “the future object” was Dominion Status, 
		

		
			an enlargement of the Viceroy’s Council and guarantees for Muslims, 
		

		
			30 
		

		
			could 
		

		
			only be from a “strong position ” 
		

		
			dif ficult to imagine at that time. 
		

		
			The British position was not strong in a war context, nor was it likely 
		

		
			that Indian nationalists would now accept an offer short of self-government, 
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			leaving open the possibility of another spell of civil disobedience and fur-
		

		
			ther instability. Thus, the August Offer, having been rejected by the Indian 
		

		
			parties, was not a real option. Linlithgow, however, in a raft of argu-
		

		
			ments, concluded, “we should stand fi rm and make no further move. ” 
		

		
			He informed the Prime Minister of “all essential factors ” in his recom-
		

		
			mendations and quickly received Secretary of State Amery ’s endorsement 
		

		
			for “standing fi rm. ” 
		

		
			Roosevelt had begun his campaign for self-government for India before 
		

		
			the United States entered the war. He had hoped to get Churchill’s com-
		

		
			mitment to end British rule in India at their fi rst meeting when the Atlantic 
		

		
			Charter was signed. Roosevelt had avoided confrontation with Churchill 
		

		
			over the subject, recognising the Prime Minister ’s opposition to interference 
		

		
			in imperial questions. Instead he included the clause supporting self-deter-
		

		
			mination in the Charter. Churchill was similarly eager to avoid confronta-
		

		
			tion, fearing it would jeopardise his case for American aid. He accepted the 
		

		
			Atlantic Charter ’s controversial third clause, 
		

		
			34 
		

		
			but his apparent coopera-
		

		
			tion was short-lived. 
		

		
			Churchill had attempted to “defang” 
		

		
			the Charter commitment on Sep-
		

		
			tember 10, 1941, a month after the meeting, by excluding the Empire from 
		

		
			the self-determination clause. He successfully argued his case in Parlia-
		

		
			ment, reassuring British imperialists, but losing wider credibility. Roosevelt 
		

		
			gained the moral high ground for the United States, and the Prime Minister 
		

		
			found himself outmanoeuvred “in a classic exercise of public diplomacy. ” 
		

		
			Public attention was focused on the issue of self-determination to Britain ’s 
		

		
			disadvantage. Indian nationalists, among other pro-independence move-
		

		
			ments, saw Roosevelt ’s commitment to self-government as unequivocal and 
		

		
			drew heart from it. 
		

		
			37 
		

		
			Two issues emerged and kept the matter of self-determination alive in the 
		

		
			press. On the one hand, nationalists questioned the timing of its implemen-
		

		
			tation. 
		

		
			38 
		

		
			On the other hand, there was comment in American and Indian 
		

		
			newspapers about India ’s exclusion by Churchill from the guarantees of 
		

		
			the third clause. 
		

		
			39 
		

		
			This form of pressure on the British Government, gener-
		

		
			ated by Roosevelt ’s successful public diplomacy, continued during 1942 
		

		
			and beyond, keeping Churchill guessing about the President ’s intentions 
		

		
			toward India. 
		

		
			Roosevelt returned to his anti-empire campaign within weeks of the 
		

		
			bombing of Pearl Harbor. He suggested that Churchill make a public dec-
		

		
			laration on Indian independence at their Washington meeting in December 
		

		
			1941. Churchill recorded that he “reacted so strongly and at such length 
		

		
			that he [Roosevelt] never raised it verbally again. ” 
		

		
			Not with Churchill 
		

		
			directly, but Roosevelt ’s message was delivered verbally and frequently 
		

		
			through his intermediaries, including Hopkins, who has been described as 
		

		
			Roosevelt ’s personal foreign of fi ce 
		

		
			41 
		

		
			; Averell Harriman, his Personal Rep-
		

		
			resentative in London responsible for the administration of the Lend-Lease 
		

		
			in Britain 
		

		
			42 
		

		
			; and John Winant, his Ambassador there. 
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			He also raised the subject repeatedly in his personal correspondence with 
		

		
			Churchill. 
		

		
			Although Roosevelt did not again discuss India verbally with 
		

		
			Churchill, the Prime Minister’s statement is misleading in its implication. 
		

		
			Before the conclusion of the Washington meeting, Roosevelt had one 
		

		
			more time brought the question of Indian independence to the fore. He 
		

		
			insisted that India be one of the signatories to a Declaration by the United 
		

		
			Nations, framed loosely on the principles contained in the Atlantic Char-
		

		
			ter. Sir Girja Shankar Bajpai, the Agent General for India in Washington, 
		

		
			signed the Declaration for India, provoking reaction from several direc-
		

		
			tions. Amery, for example, complained to Linlithgow that an Indian “has 
		

		
			signed on behalf of India to yet another resounding declaration which 
		

		
			bases itself upon the Atlantic Charter, so it can hardly be said now that 
		

		
			India is excluded from its purview. ” 
		

		
			The Bombay Sentinel stated that the 
		

		
			Atlantic Charter had no meaning for India and that Bajpai had signed the 
		

		
			Declaration under instructions from the Government of India, whom he 
		

		
			represented. 
		

		
			A Hindustan Times editorial expressed the view that, 
		

		
			Under the present declaration, India is made to profess her faith in the principles and purposes of the Atlantic Charter, and since these principles are not to apply to her own case, she is evidently to “join the common struggle against savage, brutal forces ” in order that these principles may be applied to other nations. 
		

		
			The question of India ’s inclusion in or exclusion from the Charter was thus 
		

		
			kept alive. 
		

		
			Another source of pressure on Britain came from an in fluential group 
		

		
			of Indian moderates led by Sir Tej Bahadur Sapru. They had called for the 
		

		
			reconstruction of the Viceroy ’s Executive Council as a provisional National 
		

		
			Government in March 1941. 
		

		
			The moderates renewed their call on Janu-
		

		
			ary 2, 1942, in an appeal to Churchill for a “bold stroke ” for India. This 
		

		
			time the proposal was Dominion Status for India under a National Gov-
		

		
			ernment responsible only to the Crown, 
		

		
			requiring constitutional change. 
		

		
			Sapru ’s telegram was sent to Churchill, still in Washington, on January 
		

		
			2. Sapru, as historian Anthony Low explained, “scored a bull. ” It seemed 
		

		
			that Roosevelt may have seen a copy of the telegram. Low suggests that this 
		

		
			might have been the cause of Churchill’s outburst to Roosevelt on India. 
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			Drafted replies to Sapru lapsed as the War Cabinet failed to pick a way 
		

		
			between Amery ’s view that no immediate constitutional change could be 
		

		
			made and Attlee, who was now urging that someone go to India to discuss 
		

		
			the problem with the Indian leaders. 
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			Attlee increased the pressure on Churchill at the end of January 1942, 
		

		
			taking further his December 1941 demand for a forward policy on India. 
		

		
			52 
		

		
			He did not agree with Churchill and Amery that a new advance on Indian 
		

		
			constitutional reform was inappropriate. He anticipated the Cripps Mission 
		

		
			when he raised the idea of sending someone to India to bring the political 
		

	
		
			48 Churchill, Roosevelt and India 
		

		
			leaders together in an attempt to reach an agreement. He stated that there 
		

		
			is “a lot of public opinion here ” that crossed party lines, and he was not 
		

		
			convinced that “there is nothing to be done, but to sit tight on the declara-
		

		
			tion of August 1940. ” 
		

		
			He restated that view on February 2. 
		

		
			54 
		

		
			The position of the Congress Party remained unchanged. The rejection 
		

		
			of the 1940 August Offer had led to the ongoing Congress demand for com-
		

		
			plete independence immediately. 
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			Although press support for India in the 
		

		
			United States fluctuated, it was largely supportive of India in 1941. 
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			This 
		

		
			situation was a matter of continuing concern for Britain into the new year. 
		

		
			The build-up of pressure produced a compromise from Churchill on 
		

		
			February 5, 1942, that brie fly distracted the War Cabinet from Labour 
		

		
			Party demands on India. The Prime Minister ’s intention was to expand the 
		

		
			Viceroy ’s Council and extend its function to an elected body, representing 
		

		
			the provincial governments and the princes, and to include responsibility 
		

		
			for drafting a new constitution after the war. 
		

		
			57 
		

		
			The increasing danger to 
		

		
			Singapore and the Viceroy ’s objections, however, put a stop to Churchill’s 
		

		
			proposal 
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			until later in February the idea of consultation with the Indian 
		

		
			leaders took shape in the form of Cripps’ Offer to India. 
		

		
			Events moved quickly, and pressure on Churchill to act emerged from a 
		

		
			new source. Chiang Kai-shek had visited India in early February. His object 
		

		
			was to rally support for the defence of India against Japan as an essential 
		

		
			part of the defence of China. He had asked Churchill for permission to see 
		

		
			Gandhi and Nehru. This he did despite Churchill’s reply: 
		

		
			With regards to your seeing persons like Mr. Gandhi and Mr. Nehru, who are in “a state of . . . passive disobedience to the King Emperor, this you will readily see is a matter which requires very grave consid-eration. . . . ” 
		

		
			Churchill later stated that the Congress Party leaders had used the Gen-
		

		
			eralissimo to bring pressure on Britain to yield to their demands. 
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			An 
		

		
			expert on Indian constitutional matters who was in India to report on the 
		

		
			political situation to the Fellows of Nuf field College, Oxford, Sir Reginald 
		

		
			Coupland, concurred with this view. 
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			Azad acknowledged that the meeting 
		

		
			with Chiang Kai-shek put the Government of India in an awkward position 
		

		
			because he had come to India with the express intention of talking to the 
		

		
			Indian leaders as well as the Government. Azad recorded that “the Viceroy 
		

		
			could not therefore prevent him from establishing contact with us. ” 
		

		
			Following his talks with the nationalist leaders, Chiang Kai-shek 
		

		
			appealed to the Government of India to give real power to India as rapidly 
		

		
			as possible: 
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			. . . so that they may be in a position further to develop their spiritual and material strength and thus realise that their participation in war is 
		

		
			. . . turning point in their struggle for India ’s freedom. 
		

		
			64 
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			Chiang tried privately and unsuccessfully to get the Congress Party lead-
		

		
			ers to state their support of the war, which they would not do without con-
		

		
			stitutional reform. He reported to Roosevelt that disunity in India could 
		

		
			allow a Japanese invasion virtually unopposed. If, however, “the political 
		

		
			situation in India were to change for the better, this may prevent the enemy 
		

		
			from having any ambitions to enter India. ” 
		

		
			He also informed his Ambassador in London and his Minister for For-
		

		
			eign Affairs in Washington that he was “shocked by the Indian military 
		

		
			and political situation. ” Chiang ’s diplomats were to pass his views on to 
		

		
			Roosevelt and Cripps, who, in turn, was to inform Churchill. 
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			Churchill may not have known that Chiang had visited India with Roos-
		

		
			evelt ’s endorsement as early as February, 
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			but he was aware when Roos-
		

		
			evelt used the Chinese leader ’s views on India again in July 1942 to put 
		

		
			additional pressure on Churchill. At that time, Chiang noted that “The 
		

		
			United States . . . has a natural and vital role to play in bringing about a 
		

		
			successful solution of the problem. ” 
		

		
			The Chinese leader stressed that his 
		

		
			dispatch was strictly con fidential. Nonetheless, Roosevelt immediately sent 
		

		
			a copy to Churchill “in view of its nature. ” 
		

		
			Armed fi rst with Chiang ’s February views, Roosevelt instructed Harri-
		

		
			man to raise the Indian question with Churchill again. 
		

		
			Harriman admit-
		

		
			ted that Roosevelt was “prodding” Churchill through him, and, because 
		

		
			he was responsible for the administration of Lend-Lease in Britain, the 
		

		
			implications were clear. Harriman was asked by the President to look into 
		

		
			all matters relating to Lend-Lease for “a slant on what the Prime Minister 
		

		
			thinks about the relationship between Britain and India. ” 
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			On February 
		

		
			26, he received instructions to deliver to Churchill a “highly sensitive 
		

		
			personal message” from the President. 
		

		
			In this message, Roosevelt asked 
		

		
			what steps the Prime Minister intended to take to conciliate the Indian 
		

		
			leadership in order to gain their support for the war. Churchill raised the 
		

		
			“white man ’s burden ” argument in reply, but, as Harriman recorded, 
		

		
			“Roosevelt had taken it into his head that the Indian problem could be 
		

		
			settled. ” 
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			He proposed to Churchill two weeks later, on March 11, that 
		

		
			the Indian problem could be solved in much the same way that the Amer-
		

		
			ican colonies had achieved the Articles of Confederation. 
		

		
			Churchill 
		

		
			noted what he saw as the President ’s lack of understanding of the Indian 
		

		
			situation at the time and again in April, a month later, when Roosevelt 
		

		
			restated his argument in a last-minute attempt to prevent Churchill from 
		

		
			allowing Cripps ’ negotiations to fail. 
		

		
			Despite Churchill’s private ridicul-
		

		
			ing of Roosevelt ’s grasp of the Indian problem, the President ’s pressure 
		

		
			could not be ignored. 
		

		
			The coincidence of pressure from Roosevelt, Attlee, the Indian moder-
		

		
			ates, Chiang, Kai-shek, and the Congress Party left Churchill no alterna-
		

		
			tive but to reopen the question of political reform with India. Sending 
		

		
			Cripps, who had supported nationalist India ’s aspirations since the 1930s, 
		

		
			was, as noted, a stroke of Churchillian genius because it left both Cripps 
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			and Nehru exposed if the Offer failed. Nationalist India ’s hopes of settle-
		

		
			ment were unusually high because Cripps was involved and were revealed, 
		

		
			for example, by a Bombay Sentinel editorial that regarded the Offer as an 
		

		
			honest attempt to deal with a dif fi cult problem. “If it were not an honest 
		

		
			and sincere attempt . . . Sir Stafford Cripps would not have been associ-
		

		
			ated with it. ” 
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			Cripps offered to take the draft declaration to India on March 7, 1942, 
		

		
			but his suggestion was vetoed by Amery on the grounds that the Muslims 
		

		
			regarded Cripps “as an out and out Congress man. ” 
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			Amery ’s point was 
		

		
			valid, but not for the reason he inferred. Had Cripps not been a “Con-
		

		
			gress man, ” nationalist Indian expectations might have been lower and the 
		

		
			Offer ’s failure anticipated. 
		

		
			Earlier offers of reform had never been delivered in person, and negotia-
		

		
			tions had played no part, signalling a different direction. The 1940 August 
		

		
			Offer had made it clear that no real change would take place during the war. 
		

		
			However, Cripps’ involvement suggested a fresh approach. Indian expecta-
		

		
			tions were high, possibly making the reaction to failure more extreme. 
		

		
			Despite his opposition to Cripps going to India, Amery had a propitious 
		

		
			change of heart and said that he had taken “a natural liking” to him, even 
		

		
			though he saw him as “naive in his outlook on politics in general and on 
		

		
			Indian affairs in particular . . . he had swallowed all Nehru ’s views. ” 
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			Linlithgow had “little doubt that Cripps would fail, ” but his biographer 
		

		
			recorded that the Viceroy approached the mission with a “characteristic 
		

		
			generosity” not generally associated with his views on political reform in 
		

		
			India. The Viceroy went on to say, “Of course the Congress and the Hindus 
		

		
			are jubilant. They think they ’ve scored with the British Government and 
		

		
			that Cripps is their man. . . . ” 
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			On March 25, less than three weeks since he had offered to go to India, 
		

		
			Cripps was there. Naive possibly, as Amery had said, he did not suspect 
		

		
			that the draft declaration he took to India would fail because it was never 
		

		
			Churchill’s intention that it should succeed. 
		

		
			Ostensibly it failed, fi rst, because Cripps took his powers to negotiate with 
		

		
			the Indian leaders further than Churchill (supported by the India Committee) 
		

		
			was prepared to allow, and, second, because the terms National Government 
		

		
			and de facto Cabinet Government had, at different times, different mean-
		

		
			ings for Cripps, the Congress Party leaders, Churchill, and Linlithgow. 
		

		
			The success or failure of the Offer depended on the all-important issue 
		

		
			of the terms of India ’s immediate participation in its government, seen by 
		

		
			nationalist Indians as more important than the postwar provisions. Cripps’ 
		

		
			forced retraction of his offer of a de facto Cabinet Government, 
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			as noted, 
		

		
			was one breaking point. The probability that the Government of India 
		

		
			would observe the conventions of Cabinet-style Government was no longer 
		

		
			suf fi cient for the Congress Party. That is not to say that a real transfer of 
		

		
			power in India was the only contentious issue. The continued control of the 
		

		
			defence portfolio by Britain was another. A negotiated settlement, based on 
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			a new defence formula, seemed possible until Churchill disallowed that too 
		

		
			and returned Cripps to the original terms of the Offer, where India had no 
		

		
			in fluence on or input into its defence strategy. 
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			The propaganda explanation for Cripps’ failure published in the United 
		

		
			States was developed from the Congress Party ’s refusal to accept the subor-
		

		
			dinate defence role offered. The Party ’s failure to accept the British position 
		

		
			on retaining control of the Government of India ’s defence portfolio, fi rst, 
		

		
			and, second, their subsequent rejection of the Offer as a whole, was pre-
		

		
			sented as their unwillingness to take any responsibility for governing their 
		

		
			country at a time of crisis. The idea that India refused to take responsibility 
		

		
			for its own government stemmed from a remark by Amery to Linlithgow 
		

		
			on April 3: “I am not sure these people really want responsibility, and if 
		

		
			we offered them the moon they would probably reject it because of the 
		

		
			wrinkles on the surface. ” 
		

		
			Halifax, British Ambassador in Washington and a former Viceroy, took 
		

		
			this line further in a nationally broadcast speech on April 7 in New York, in 
		

		
			which he predicted the failure of Cripps ’ Offer. He suggested that the Congress 
		

		
			Party was not ready to assume responsibility for defending India and keeping 
		

		
			order. That level of responsibility, of course, had not been offered. The New 
		

		
			York Times noted Halifax’s views on India ’s unwillingness to accept responsi-
		

		
			bility on April 8, before the negotiations broke down, and again on April 13, 
		

		
			when the talks had collapsed. The propaganda direction was thus developed, 
		

		
			and the message was repeated to emphasise the points being made. 
		

		
			Churchill’s intention had been that the unsatisfactory August Offer in 
		

		
			1940 would be the last word on India until the war was over. Churchill’s 
		

		
			determination not to devolve any real power to India was consistent, and 
		

		
			his struggle against the India Act in the 1930s was not an aberration. His 
		

		
			racist remarks, particularly about Gandhi, are well documented, as is his 
		

		
			dislike of the Congress Party. His determination to hang onto India was well 
		

		
			known. 
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			A change of tack, however, was unavoidable because “the politi-
		

		
			cal price of holding the line on India was liable to be unacceptably high. ” 
		

		
			Churchill’s tactic was to defuse the situation. His fi rst move on February 
		

		
			5 to expand the Executive Council had been scotched by the Viceroy, who 
		

		
			wanted to “stand fi rm. ” His next move was to set up the India Committee 
		

		
			of Cabinet, which he chaired. Its members, with the exception of Attlee 
		

		
			and Cripps, were scarcely progressive. Most had previous experience of the 
		

		
			slow pattern of change and retreat that had guided British –Indian policy 
		

		
			since the end of the First World War, when Gandhi’s demands for political 
		

		
			reform gathered strength. 
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			The India Committee’s immediate task was to oversee preparation of 
		

		
			the Offer that Cripps would take to India. During the process, Amery 
		

		
			remarked that: 
		

		
			While Cabinet had not been stormy . . . the storm was internal to Win-ston, who hated the idea of giving up all his most deeply ingrained 
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			prejudices merely to secure more American, Chinese and Left Wing 
		

		
			support. 
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			The proposal, for the most part drafted by Cripps, a tactically sound move, 
		

		
			was sent to the Viceroy by Amery on February 28. Its main focus was on 
		

		
			the future and proposed calling a constituent assembly to frame a new 
		

		
			constitution for India immediately after the war ended. It also repeated the 
		

		
			August 1940 Offer provision that gave the Muslims the right to opt out of 
		

		
			the new constitution, effectively conceding Pakistan. The new and contro-
		

		
			versial departure, however, dealt with the present and invited representa-
		

		
			tive Indians’ immediate participation in their country ’s governance. 
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			This new element was hedged with conditions, but, as Amery pointed 
		

		
			out, it “leaves the fi eld open for negotiation. ” 
		

		
			That Cripps, as the Govern-
		

		
			ment ’s emissary, had the power to negotiate was the clear intention of the 
		

		
			War Cabinet, even if the possibilities of limiting that power were not fully 
		

		
			understood. The instructions to the Viceroy, written by Cripps, stated, 
		

		
			“You are authorised to negotiate . . . on the basis of paragraph (e) of the 
		

		
			offer, ” 
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			although Linlithgow would not actually take part in negotiations. 
		

		
			A clarifying War Cabinet Minute recorded that Cripps would take to India 
		

		
			the draft declaration as the plan he would discuss with political leaders to 
		

		
			see whether it was acceptable. 
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			The word negotiation, as noted earlier, is frequently used in the context 
		

		
			of Cripps’ Mission, and its scope has been the subject of much debate. The 
		

		
			annex to the India Committee’s fi fth meeting on March 3 is unequivo-
		

		
			cal. Cripps left for India with instructions to negotiate “some scheme ” by 
		

		
			which the Indian leaders can take part in government in an advisory or 
		

		
			consultative manner. 
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			This statement appeared frequently in documents, 
		

		
			in various wordings, emphasising the intention of the India Committee as 
		

		
			a whole. The instructions also allowed the Viceroy to offer seats on his 
		

		
			Executive Council (a move that he had advised against), as long as this pro-
		

		
			cess did not impede decision making on the defence and good government 
		

		
			of the country during the war. 
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			Linlithgow, however, understood the full implication of Cripps’ power 
		

		
			to negotiate on behalf of the War Cabinet and its threat to his position. His 
		

		
			concern was fi rst expressed to Henry Hodson, Reforms Commissioner to 
		

		
			the Government of India, in his often obscure use of language: “No one 
		

		
			would choose this way of becoming Viceroy if that were his ambition, ” 
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			meaning that one would not choose to become Viceroy to share power in a 
		

		
			form of Cabinet Government. 
		

		
			His growing hostility was next given expression on April 5 in a threat to 
		

		
			resign should Cripps “assume ” or “appear to assume ” the role of Governor 
		

		
			General, 
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			which was the role assumed by Heads of State in the Dominions. 
		

		
			The threat to resign also was his response to Cripps’ proposals involving 
		

		
			the allocation of seats in the then-likely new National Government sent to 
		

		
			Churchill on April 4. 
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			But it was the Viceroy ’s next warning telegram, on 
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			April 6, “that gave Churchill his cue . . . not to support but reduce the emis-
		

		
			sary who had gone to India with a brief to negotiate. ” 
		

		
			Churchill’s reaction, which marked the beginning of the end of the nego-
		

		
			tiations, followed his examination of Cripps’ telegram to him on April 4. 
		

		
			In it Cripps described the state of play in the negotiations and suggested 
		

		
			that, in the matter of a de facto Cabinet, it was time to decide “ . . . how 
		

		
			far we are prepared to go on the chance of getting a settlement. ” 
		

		
			98 
		

		
			Two 
		

		
			points made by Cripps in his summary of the situation had particularly 
		

		
			attracted the attention of the Viceroy, who read all Cripps’ communica-
		

		
			tions and again alerted the Prime Minister on April 6. In the fi rst point, 
		

		
			Cripps referred to “the new arrangements whereby the Executive Council 
		

		
			will approximate to a Cabinet . . . . ” In the second point, he referred to 
		

		
			“ . . . the dif fi culties as to the apportionment of seats when the Viceroy 
		

		
			comes to form his new Government . . . . ” 
		

		
			These references to Cabinet and the new Government point to the dif-
		

		
			ferent meanings these terms had for Cripps and for Churchill and Linlith-
		

		
			gow, who had not envisaged such terms being so freely used, as well as the 
		

		
			Indian leaders, for whom references to a new government meant effective 
		

		
			independence. Their different reactions, the hostility displayed by Linlith-
		

		
			gow and taken up by Churchill, and the hopefulness of the nationalists 
		

		
			played a decisive role in the Offer ’s failure. 
		

		
			Sir David Monteath, Permanent Under-Secretary of State for India, 
		

		
			wrote an appraisal of the draft declaration for the India Committee before 
		

		
			Cripps left for India. He argued that, because the draft concentrated on the 
		

		
			future and dealt “without precision and only in very general terms ” with 
		

		
			the present, it “exposes surfaces for criticism. ” Therefore, his conclusion 
		

		
			that “the Offer fails as a bait ” to attract cooperation with the war effort in 
		

		
			India predictably did not disturb the majority of the India Committee. 
		

		
			For Churchill and his support base, the appraisal was reassuring. Attlee 
		

		
			and Cripps, however, relied on the imprecision of Clause (e), the fi nal clause 
		

		
			of the Offer that invited the immediate and effective participation of the 
		

		
			Indian leaders in their own governance, 
		

		
			combined with Cripps’ power to 
		

		
			negotiate to achieve agreement. 
		

		
			Cripps had left for India with his powers to negotiate intact, a measure 
		

		
			of Churchill’s con fidence that the Indian parties would not accept the Offer. 
		

		
			His con fidence lay in the fact that embedded in the Offer were conditions 
		

		
			that were unacceptable to both Hindus and Muslims. Both groups knew 
		

		
			what was at stake —that they were required to accept the Offer as a whole 
		

		
			before it could be implemented —and Churchill relied on what he thought of 
		

		
			as their usual differences to prevent their cooperation with each other. 
		

		
			In the India Committee’s view, the most obvious point of disagreement 
		

		
			for the Congress Party, if compromise with Britain was not achieved, was 
		

		
			that control of the defence of India was to remain in British hands. Indeed, 
		

		
			as noted, Amery could write within days of Cripps’ arrival in India that 
		

		
			all communications pointed to the Congress Party turning the plan down, 
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			using defence as the main ground for rejection. 
		

		
			Amery expressed this 
		

		
			view despite the fact that Cripps had not yet entered into negotiations on 
		

		
			the defence provisions in his Offer and may indicate Amery ’s knowledge 
		

		
			that any negotiated agreement that moved away from the drafted offer 
		

		
			would not be allowed to proceed. 
		

		
			The fi rst substantial problem, however, arose when Linlithgow regretted 
		

		
			his earlier support for his idea of a new National Government of India. It was 
		

		
			a concept with which he had seemed quite comfortable during the discussion 
		

		
			phase at the beginning of March, when he had proposed to Amery that the 
		

		
			Viceroy ’s Executive Council be “ . . . reconstructed on National Government 
		

		
			lines. . . . ” 
		

		
			He reaf fi rmed this view to Cripps within days of his arrival in 
		

		
			India, before his threat to resign late in the fi rst week of April. 
		

		
			At Cripps’ fi rst press conference, held on March 29, he con fi rmed that: The object of the scheme is to give the fullest measure of Gov-ernment to the Indian people at the present time consistent with the possibilities of a constitution which cannot be changed until the end of the war. 
		

		
			Linlithgow did not object at that time, 
		

		
			nor, at that point, did Churchill, 
		

		
			and Cripps continued his discussions with the Indian leaders. The India 
		

		
			Committee must have been aware of the direction he followed. None-
		

		
			theless, hostile reactions from Churchill and the War Cabinet were not 
		

		
			received by Cripps until April 6. 
		

		
			Cripps’ request for advice on “how far 
		

		
			we are prepared to go ” 
		

		
			to achieve a settlement forewarned the Govern-
		

		
			ment that agreement with the Congress Party might be unexpectedly close. 
		

		
			In summarising the position on April 4, Cripps also had referred to a “new 
		

		
			arrangement whereby the Executive Council will approximate to a Cabinet 
		

		
			. . ., ” 
		

		
			triggering the Viceroy ’s defensive reaction. 
		

		
			Cripps probably offered a form of Cabinet Government to the Con-
		

		
			gress Party in his fi rst discussion with Azad on March 25, although he 
		

		
			later denied having done so. 
		

		
			At that meeting, he gave Azad a statement 
		

		
			including proposals for discussion. Azad recorded that the main proposal 
		

		
			concerned restructuring the Viceroy ’s Executive Council, and he sought 
		

		
			clari fication from Cripps on the position of the Viceroy in his new Coun-
		

		
			cil. In Azad’s record of their conversation, Cripps replied that the Viceroy 
		

		
			would function as a constitutional head like the King in Britain and that 
		

		
			power would rest with the Council as it did with Cabinet. 
		

		
			In his record 
		

		
			of that interview, 
		

		
			Cripps was less speci fi c about his discussion with Azad, 
		

		
			noting that the only points in his statement that interested Azad at all were 
		

		
			those concerning the immediate steps in the fi nal clause of the Offer and 
		

		
			that Azad had concentrated on the defence provisions. 
		

		
			It is hardly sur-
		

		
			prising that Azad would move on to the next matter of concern, the defence 
		

		
			provisions, having been reassured, as he had stated in his record of the con-
		

		
			versation, that the Viceroy ’s new Council would function like a Cabinet. 
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			Cripps gave the same statement and proposals to Jinnah, leader of the 
		

		
			Muslim League. He subsequently recorded that Jinnah did not raise any 
		

		
			objection to Clause (e), “ . . . provided the Viceroy would consult the Con-
		

		
			gress and himself on the composition of the Executive and would treat the 
		

		
			Executive as a Cabinet rather than as the Executive according to the consti-
		

		
			tution. ” 
		

		
			Cripps’ record of his interview with Jinnah, together with Azad’s 
		

		
			account of his interview, suggests that the nature of the new Government 
		

		
			was probably discussed more fully with Azad than Cripps mentioned later. 
		

		
			The discussion about what had and had not been said became aca-
		

		
			demic. Churchill’s reply to Cripps’ de facto Cabinet Government proposal 
		

		
			derailed it. On April 6, after his communication with the Viceroy, Churchill 
		

		
			informed Cripps that 
		

		
			. . . the constitutional position of the Viceroy ’s Council, however its personnel may be changed or enlarged in pursuance of the invitation contained in (e) of the draft declaration, cannot be altered in present circumstances. The position is and must remain that the Viceroy in Council acts as a collective body responsible to the Secretary of State 
		

		
			and subject to the Viceroy ’s special powers and duties. . . . 
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			Cripps’ proposal did not involve a change to the constitution, but there 
		

		
			is no indication that the model Cripps put forward was considered seriously 
		

		
			by the India Committee or the War Cabinet, nor is there any evidence that 
		

		
			a constitutional expert was consulted. Churchill’s agenda was, in any case, 
		

		
			better served by rejecting any form of Cabinet Government out of hand. 
		

		
			Coupland remained in India as Cripps’ constitutional adviser and inde-
		

		
			pendent observer after completing his report on the political situation in 
		

		
			India for Nuf fi eld College and undoubtedly briefed Cripps on a form of 
		

		
			Cabinet Government possible without constitutional change, an issue he 
		

		
			addressed in his Report. Coupland reasoned that the extent to which the 
		

		
			Viceroy ’s Council could operate as a Cabinet depended on the difference 
		

		
			between de jure and de facto. That is, in law, the Viceroy ’s Council was dif-
		

		
			ferent from the British Cabinet: Any change to its legal position, therefore, 
		

		
			required a constitutional change. It could, however, act as a de facto Cabi-
		

		
			net if its decisions approved by a majority of the Council were allowed and 
		

		
			not over-ridden by the Viceroy. 
		

		
			The idea was both possible and workable, 
		

		
			but documents on the public record do not suggest why Cripps did not 
		

		
			pursue it further. 
		

		
			Coupland’s Report, although complete in early 1942, was not published 
		

		
			until 1944. When published, it revealed that two members of the Viceroy ’s 
		

		
			Executive Council con fi rmed that, since the Council had been enlarged in 
		

		
			1941, the Viceroy had never vetoed a decision of the majority. 
		

		
			Linlithgow 
		

		
			had, in practice, operated his Council as a de facto Cabinet. The secrecy 
		

		
			surrounding Cripps’ discussions with the Indian leaders may have left the 
		

		
			Viceroy con fident that his practice would not be commented on, or at least 
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			not immediately, and Churchill’s destruction of the Cabinet proposal went 
		

		
			unchallenged from any quarter. 
		

		
			Linlithgow clearly had a change of heart when he realised that what he 
		

		
			had done in practice would be formalised if Cripps’ April 4 proposals were 
		

		
			accepted. He had signalled his alarm about his position as Viceroy rather 
		

		
			than his practice to Churchill on April 5, 
		

		
			and the next day he set out his 
		

		
			theoretical position vis-à-vis his Council (which he had previously referred 
		

		
			to as a new National Government) as he now saw it: 
		

		
			There can however be no question of majority decisions of the Council being effective against the requirements of His Majesty’s Government . . . it is essential that the position of the Executive Council should not be glozed [ sic ] over in any clari fication of the offer. This is the more necessary because of popular references to an Indian Cabinet or National Govern-ment. The vital test of Cabinet Government, namely, responsibility to an 
		

		
			Indian legislature, does not and cannot exist in the interim period. . . . 
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			Amery, fully aware of the direction of Cripps’ negotiations as they 
		

		
			affected the powers and composition of any interim government, supported 
		

		
			Linlithgow, and, on April 6, he argued successfully to the India Committee 
		

		
			that “paragraph (e) of the declaration did not envisage any fundamental 
		

		
			change in the relations between the Viceroy and his Executive. . . . ” 
		

		
			Amery ’s carefully crafted words concealed the fact that any change 
		

		
			might be a reversion to earlier practice where a majority decision by his 
		

		
			Executive Council could be and had been blocked by the Viceroy. 
		

		
			The telegram to Cripps that followed began the breakdown of his nego-
		

		
			tiations. Cripps, reminded of the cable he received from the War Cabinet 
		

		
			earlier on April 6, 
		

		
			was instructed by Amery that, on the powers of an 
		

		
			interim government, “There should be no misunderstanding between you 
		

		
			and the Indian political leaders on this point. ” 
		

		
			Cripps saw no alternative 
		

		
			but to back down. The long-term result of the India Committee’s deci-
		

		
			sion was made clear by Azad when he rejected the Offer on behalf of the 
		

		
			Congress Party on April 10. Azad reminded Cripps that he had realised 
		

		
			from his proposal of March 25 that the new Council would effectively be a 
		

		
			National Government operating as a de facto Cabinet. 
		

		
			The new picture that you placed before us was not really very differ-ent from the old, the difference being one of degree and not of kind. The new government . . . would just be the Viceroy and the Executive 
		

		
			Council with the Viceroy having all his old powers. . . . 
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			This outcome was not the one that Cripps had intended in his discussions 
		

		
			with Azad and Jinnah on March 25. 
		

		
			Cripps ’ retraction left in the air the convention that normally a Governor 
		

		
			General accepted the majority decision of his Council. 
		

		
			Linlithgow, as noted, 
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			had observed this convention since the enlarging of his Council the previous 
		

		
			year, but he was clearly opposed to the rami fications of its being formalised, 
		

		
			which would reduce his powers. To refer again to Linlithgow ’s words, “There 
		

		
			can however be no question of majority decisions of the Council being effec-
		

		
			tive against the requirements of His Majesty’s Government . . . . ” 
		

		
			The Congress leaders reacted by demanding guarantees that his practice 
		

		
			would not change if they accepted that part of the Offer. Cripps hoped that 
		

		
			if he could extract such assurances the Congress Party might still agree to 
		

		
			join the Government. Churchill, however, continued to see their demand 
		

		
			as one for constitutional change, and he had decreed that no such changes 
		

		
			would be made during the war. There the matter uneasily rested for a few 
		

		
			more days. 
		

		
			Coupland, too late to have effect, acknowledged, “the tragic irony in 
		

		
			Churchill’s onslaught against Cripps’s readiness to throw away the Viceroy ’s 
		

		
			legal powers . . ., ” whereas Azad and Nehru complained of his “obdurate ” 
		

		
			defence of them. 
		

		
			After the collapse of the Offer, Coupland re flected that 
		

		
			quasi-Cabinets of the sort proposed by Cripps also had worked successfully 
		

		
			with the “tact and persuasion ” of their Governors, in two Indian provinces 
		

		
			where Congress Party Governments had been elected following the 1935 
		

		
			India Act. 
		

		
			Linlithgow ’s refusal to allow formal recognition of his prac-
		

		
			tice and Churchill’s preference for his stance over his emissary ’s chance of 
		

		
			success were crucial steps in retarding further the long-drawn progression 
		

		
			to independence and represented the “die-hard ” conservative position that 
		

		
			dominated the India Committee. Roosevelt was unaware at the time and 
		

		
			for a further month of these behind-the-scenes machinations. 
		

		
			Despite the reversal over the powers of a new government, the negotia-
		

		
			tions continued after April 6, as Cripps remained hopeful that agreement 
		

		
			could still be reached. He sought and received Churchill’s approval to invite 
		

		
			Azad and Nehru to talk over the defence provision in his Offer with Wavell, 
		

		
			the Commander-in-Chief, with Churchill stating, 
		

		
			as long as the Commander-in-Chief retains his position on the Vice-roy ’s Council and as long as his existing control and direction of the defence of India are not in any way weakened, there is no objection in principle to the appointment by the Crown of a new Indian member on the Council to co-operate in the sphere of military organisation. 
		

		
			Cripps’ proposed initial amendments to the defence portfolio to meet 
		

		
			Congress Party objections were discussed with Linlithgow. The amend-
		

		
			ments overcame the “snag” of “specifying the functions to be transferred 
		

		
			from the Defence Department under a new Indian head, to the War Depart-
		

		
			ment ” by a change in the way they were to be listed, emphasising those to 
		

		
			be retained by the Defence Department. 
		

		
			This was followed by a new for-
		

		
			mula on defence, put together with the assistance of Johnson, who arrived 
		

		
			in India on April 4 and immediately became involved in the discussions. 
		

	
		
			58 Churchill, Roosevelt and India 
		

		
			As noted, the Cripps –Johnson formula emphasised India ’s responsibility 
		

		
			by retaining the existing Defence Department under an Indian head, but it 
		

		
			transferred some of the functions to a new War Department under Com-
		

		
			mander-in-Chief Wavell. Linlithgow signalled to Amery that he and Wavell 
		

		
			were prepared to go along with the new formula given Linlithgow ’s cor-
		

		
			respondence referring to the importance of American opinion. 
		

		
			The for-
		

		
			mula was discussed with Nehru who found the draft acceptable. 
		

		
			But the 
		

		
			Viceroy ’s sense that he had been bypassed, despite his agreement, provoked 
		

		
			him to again make his feelings known to the War Cabinet. 
		

		
			Cripps and Johnson felt that they had found a way to allow the Congress 
		

		
			Party to accept the draft declaration and come into the Government. Suc-
		

		
			cess was close until Cripps was again reined in by Churchill’s War Cabinet: 
		

		
			“It is essential to bring the whole matter [of defence] back to the Cabinet ’s 
		

		
			plan which you went out to urge. ” 
		

		
			The understanding that Cripps was 
		

		
			to negotiate with the Indian leaders again disappeared when it looked as if 
		

		
			he might succeed. 
		

		
			Churchill destroyed Cripps’ Offer and the draft declaration, discredit-
		

		
			ing the political rival who was his messenger and goading Nehru to a point 
		

		
			where he risked his own political future. When the Congress Party rejected 
		

		
			Cripps’ Offer, the other Indian parties followed. Thus, Churchill achieved 
		

		
			his objective: its rejection. What remained was to present the Mission ’s 
		

		
			failure in the best possible propaganda light to Roosevelt and the American 
		

		
			public, and this was made possible because British documents, recording 
		

		
			Cripps’ negotiations and setbacks, were not available to the President. 
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			Preparation for Propaganda 
		

		
			Cripps ’ Offer was the lynchpin of the struggle to retain the Indian Empire 
		

		
			in 1942 and was fought by British propaganda agencies. It assumed the pro-
		

		
			portions of a new “Great Game ” in which Churchill was never sure of his 
		

		
			ground and never sure about how much Roosevelt knew about the political 
		

		
			disarray in India. Churchill utilised his home- and India-based propaganda 
		

		
			Ministries and his Information Services in the United States to present its case 
		

		
			against immediate self-government for India. Lord Halifax, British Ambas-
		

		
			sador in Washington and former Viceroy of India, used his considerable skills 
		

		
			to promote Churchill ’s and the India Committee ’s argument that India should 
		

		
			remain under its control. To do so, Britain ’s propaganda machine had to be 
		

		
			rebuilt to protect and secure the interests of the British Raj. 
		

		
			In the tradition of 
		

		
			the late 19th-century “Great Game, ” it became an ongoing enterprise. 
		

		
			Britain had ended the First World War with a fi nely tuned propaganda 
		

		
			organisation, but it entered the Second World War with an ill-prepared pro-
		

		
			paganda structure, allowed to lapse in the intervening years. The Ministry 
		

		
			of Information, which had been re-created as a shadow organisation in May 
		

		
			1938, became operational only on the declaration of war. 
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			It then dissemi-
		

		
			nated day-to-day news to the United States, allies, and other neutral countries 
		

		
			and sought to educate public opinion along the lines of the Government ’s for-
		

		
			eign policy and to ensure that government communications were “beneficial 
		

		
			to the interests of the source. ” 
		

		
			Truth in propaganda was considered important at the start of the Second 
		

		
			World War because the effective First World War propaganda organisation 
		

		
			acquired a tainted reputation in America, along with other aspects of the 
		

		
			relationship between the two. This notion was particularly important because 
		

		
			of the widely held belief that the United States had been duped into going 
		

		
			to war on the Allied side in 1917. The intention in the early war years was 
		

		
			that no pro-British propaganda should emerge from the Washington Embassy 
		

		
			or the associated information services: that any of ficial effort to in fl uence 
		

		
			Americans to look favourably on Britain ’s Second World War aims would be 
		

		
			regarded as propaganda and therefore be counterproductive. 
		

		
			However, this 
		

		
			idea changed as Roosevelt gradually loosened the stranglehold of isolationism 
		

		
			and India became a pawn in securing Lend-Lease. 
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			Kingsley Martin, editor of the New Statesman, was convinced at the 
		

		
			beginning of the Second World War that there would “never again be 
		

		
			any British propaganda designed to bring America into the war, ” and 
		

		
			he also maintained that “ . . . no propaganda is successful which is not 
		

		
			based on truth. ” 
		

		
			The idea that propaganda should be based on truth is 
		

		
			an interesting one taken up by a historian who pointed out that, dur-
		

		
			ing the First World War, British propaganda became associated with lies 
		

		
			in public opinion. He concluded that British propaganda was, nonethe-
		

		
			less, “a careful process of selection and omission [which] never assumed 
		

		
			the proportion of the whole truth. ” 
		

		
			Martin’s judgment was borne out 
		

		
			by Alfred Duff Cooper, brie fl y Minister of Information in 1940 –1941. 
		

		
			In describing his practical approach to propaganda, he stated that he 
		

		
			“sought never to distort or minimise the truth but to keep it in proper 
		

		
			proportion to the whole. ” 
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			The British case against Indian self-government in 1942 was similarly 
		

		
			constructed in a process of selection and omission that convinced major-
		

		
			ity opinion in the United States that there was no alternative government 
		

		
			for India. Roosevelt, who had his own sources of information, remained 
		

		
			alert to Churchill’s propaganda game. 
		

		
			Returning to his idea that the more truthful propaganda is the more 
		

		
			successful it will be, Martin proposed that propaganda in neutral coun-
		

		
			tries, such as the United States, may safely be trusted to the “friends of 
		

		
			democracy” in such countries. 
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			Churchill, however, could not rely on 
		

		
			Roosevelt to put the British case on India to the American public. The 
		

		
			reverse always seemed more likely. 
		

		
			Censorship was the natural companion of propaganda. A justi fi cation 
		

		
			of Britain ’s censorship rules was sent to Washington by the Government 
		

		
			of India ’s Information and Broadcasting Department for use in discus-
		

		
			sions or for information if the issue emerged in the public domain. In 
		

		
			relation to censorship of material entering India, it was explained that 
		

		
			“straight ” news, however bad, was not to be suppressed, but that opinion 
		

		
			that could be misrepresented or that distorted news would be. For use in 
		

		
			press releases, it was further explained that every noncoded word tele-
		

		
			graphed out of India, likely to be critical of the Government, was picked 
		

		
			up by the enemy and used as propaganda in broadcasts back to India. 
		

		
			Censorship of material leaving India, nevertheless, was slight. News and 
		

		
			“fair comment ” were not restricted. If censorship was applied, correspon-
		

		
			dents were given the opportunity to discuss the ruling. 
		

		
			9 
		

		
			This reassurance 
		

		
			was misleading. Josselyn Hennessy, in charge of publicity at the Washing-
		

		
			ton embassy, warned Sir Frederick Hale Puckle, Secretary of the Govern-
		

		
			ment of India ’s Department of Information, that, because of the political 
		

		
			situation in India, “both press and public will regard [the] severity of cen-
		

		
			sorship as evidence that the authorities in India have much to conceal. ” 
		

		
			There is no indication that the Government of India relaxed its cen-
		

		
			sorship rules. Indeed, the United States complained of censorship of 
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			newspaper reports in September 1942, and some months afterwards an 
		

		
			American news bureau was set up in New Delhi. 
		

		
			The propaganda campaign that Britain undertook in the United States 
		

		
			came from a substantial organisation. In the five-way process by which the 
		

		
			propaganda line on India was developed between the Ministry of Informa-
		

		
			tion, the Foreign Of fi ce, the India Of fi ce, the Government of India and the 
		

		
			Washington Embassy, the nerve-centre in London was the hub. 
		

		
			The idea of re-establishing the Ministry of Information and its over-
		

		
			seas information services developed from a subcommittee of the Imperial 
		

		
			Defence Committee that met during 1935 to examine the question of 
		

		
			censorship in any future war. It was suggested that a system for issuing 
		

		
			and controlling news should be considered jointly among all interested 
		

		
			groups, and a report was later submitted to the Foreign Of fi ce. It pro-
		

		
			posed an organisation that would, in principle, after a declaration of 
		

		
			war, distribute all information presenting the national case in both Brit-
		

		
			ain and other countries. Following a series of redesigns and changes in 
		

		
			top-level staff, the Ministry eventually emerged by 1940 in similar shape 
		

		
			to the 1935 proposal, with fi ve areas of operation targeted, including the 
		

		
			United States. 
		

		
			The Ministry of Information was not the only propaganda organisation 
		

		
			operating in Britain at the outbreak of war. In 1934, the Foreign Of fi ce 
		

		
			established the British Council, a peacetime establishment that continued 
		

		
			to function during and after the war. Its purpose was to promote cul-
		

		
			tural propaganda, which was generally de fi ned as including national aims, 
		

		
			achievements, traditions, and lifestyle. 
		

		
			The view that its role was to pro-
		

		
			mote Britain ’s friendship with neutral countries prevailed, and it was not 
		

		
			brought under Government control nor of fi cially used as a vehicle for war-
		

		
			time propaganda. However, the Vansittart Committee, convened in 1938, 
		

		
			promoted cooperation among the British Council, the British Broadcasting 
		

		
			Company (BBC), and the Ministry of Information after it was reactivated, 
		

		
			blurring the Council’s distinct role. 
		

		
			In exploring the connections between people in high-government posts 
		

		
			connected with propaganda and India, it is interesting that Lord Lloyd, 
		

		
			Chairman of the British Council from 1937 until his death in 1941, had 
		

		
			been a Governor of Bombay. Lloyd, along with Churchill, was one of the 
		

		
			most vigorous opponents of Prime Minister Baldwin ’s 1935 India Act. 
		

		
			Brendan Bracken, Churchill’s former Parliamentary Secretary who became 
		

		
			Minister of Information in 1941, also supported Churchill in opposition to 
		

		
			political reform in India. 
		

		
			Bracken ’s role fi rmly allied him with Churchill, 
		

		
			putting an anti-Indian self-government triumvirate brie fl y at the centre of 
		

		
			the propaganda output. 
		

		
			The BBC also retained its independence, although it did cooperate with 
		

		
			the Foreign Of fi ce and various other ministries involved in war-time pro-
		

		
			paganda. 
		

		
			During the Munich crisis, for example, it responded with broad-
		

		
			casts to Europe in French and German, as well as English. When war broke 
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			out, the BBC entered into an informal agreement with the Government 
		

		
			to conform to of fi cial policy on the release and interpretation of news. 
		

		
			Despite its nominal independence, brie fi ng the BBC became the respon-
		

		
			sibility of the Ministry of Information. This arrangement did not work 
		

		
			well. Too many people in the Ministry, and members of other depart-
		

		
			ments who sought unof fi cially to in fluence it, supplied often-con fl ict-
		

		
			ing information. 
		

		
			The attempted resolution of this problem by Brendan 
		

		
			Bracken, after he became Minister in July 1941, merely caused another. 
		

		
			He appointed a Foreign Adviser and a Home Adviser to the BBC who 
		

		
			were to be the sole channels of information from the Ministry. They were 
		

		
			immediately suspected of being part of a Government push to take control 
		

		
			of the BBC, 
		

		
			which had an ongoing effect on the relationship between the 
		

		
			Ministry and the broadcaster. 
		

		
			The Ministry ’s Foreign Adviser, Ivone Kirkpatrick, 
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			had full responsi-
		

		
			bility for ensuring that the BBC ’s overseas services represented “the inter-
		

		
			ests of the source ” when making propaganda broadcasts, 
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			including the 
		

		
			Empire Service, primarily, but not exclusively, aimed at expatriates. 
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			Also 
		

		
			part of the BBC network was All-India Radio. K. C. Sharma, a one-time 
		

		
			Director, records that the struggle for self-government had little support 
		

		
			from it and that the “BBC did not miss an opportunity to project the seamy 
		

		
			side of our people and polity. ” 
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			Although the BBC maintained its indepen-
		

		
			dence while accepting guidance from the Ministry of Information, Sharma 
		

		
			also records that the External Services were virtually a limb of the Foreign 
		

		
			Of fi ce, promoting imperial rather than democratic views. 
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			All-India Radio had a chequered history. After an uncertain start in 
		

		
			1927, it was closed down by the Government of India in October 1931 
		

		
			beause it was run at a considerable loss. It was revived in 1932, however, 
		

		
			funded by customs receipts and amendments to the Indian Tariff Amend-
		

		
			ment Act, which increased the duty levied on receivers, enabling it to 
		

		
			survive. 
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			When Amery informed Linlithgow in May 1942 that the BBC was run-
		

		
			ning discussions on India, giving both British and Indian points of view, 
		

		
			the Viceroy, in an ungenerous mood, responded that, had he been con-
		

		
			sulted, he would have opposed them. 
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			Linlithgow was even more incensed 
		

		
			to learn that Cripps was taking an active interest in the broadcasts and, 
		

		
			indeed, proposed that they should be repeated in India. Linlithgow also 
		

		
			was vehemently opposed to Cripps’ alternative suggestion that Indian rep-
		

		
			resentative speakers, such as Nehru and Jinnah, be given time on All-India 
		

		
			Radio, followed by a neutral summing up of their talks. He rejected Cripps’ 
		

		
			idea that the propaganda result would be good and continued: 
		

		
			I doubt if Cripps really understands what the position is out here . . . I am perfectly clear myself as to the grave disadvantages of encouraging political leaders to make statements on the wireless . . . the less we talk 
		

		
			and fuss about India the better from all points of view. . . . 
		

		
			27 
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			Amery, backing away from expected hostility from the Viceroy, justi fied 
		

		
			his support of the BBC broadcasts in Britain: 
		

		
			. . . it seemed desirable to take advantage of current interest in India here to try to educated [the] ordinary listener . . . I am trying to ensure that [the] British case gets a good show, and I think that the general impression produced on the public will be that nobody in India can 
		

		
			agree on anything. 
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			The last remark was a reference to the communal tension that Churchill 
		

		
			saw as “a pillar of the Raj ” and was fundamental to his argument that no 
		

		
			political reform would be made without the agreement of the Muslims and 
		

		
			other substantial minority groups. 
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			Although Roosevelt was well aware of this argument, Linlithgow ’s 
		

		
			reference to censorship revealed the reasons for his opposition to Indian 
		

		
			nationalists having air-time on All-India Radio. In stating also that Indian 
		

		
			speakers “would certainly not submit to censorship, ” 
		

		
			his fear was that 
		

		
			American journalists in India would relay the content of the broadcasts to 
		

		
			the United States, undermining the propaganda reasons for the failure of 
		

		
			Cripps’ Offer. 
		

		
			In February 1938, a Committee for the Coordination of British Public-
		

		
			ity Abroad was created under the Chairmanship of Sir Robert Vansittart 
		

		
			to coordinate existing propaganda machinery. Not in itself a propaganda 
		

		
			organisation (its role was advisory), the Vansittart Committee gave propa-
		

		
			ganda a high profi le in senior government circles and established its role in 
		

		
			Britain and overseas, including the United States. 
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			The Committee’s in flu-
		

		
			ence owed much to Vansittart ’s reputation, established during his time as 
		

		
			Permanent Under-Secretary in the Foreign Of fi ce from 1930 to 1938 and 
		

		
			Chief Diplomatic Adviser from 1938 to 1941. 
		

		
			One recommendation of his Committee, implemented progressively from 
		

		
			1938, was that press and public relations departments should be attached 
		

		
			to Ministries and Missions to “project ” Britain at home and overseas. 
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			Another recommendation was that the Foreign Of fi ce should expand its 
		

		
			peace-time propaganda activities while preparing to transfer all overseas 
		

		
			propaganda activities, except to enemy or enemy-occupied countries, to 
		

		
			the Ministry of Information. If war broke out, the Ministry was to take 
		

		
			responsibility for policy, content, and presentation. 
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			The fact that the Ministry of Information did not generate its own news, 
		

		
			but was dependent on the often uncooperative Foreign Of fi ce and the Ser-
		

		
			vice Departments, hampered its operation. 
		

		
			34 
		

		
			Despite its brief to hand over-
		

		
			seas propaganda to the Ministry at the outbreak of war, the Foreign Of fi ce 
		

		
			had done “everything in its power to emasculate the Ministry. ” 
		

		
			Ronald 
		

		
			Tree recorded from his fi rst-hand experience in the Ministry as Parlia-
		

		
			mentary Private Secretary to successive Ministers, that the Foreign Of fi ce 
		

		
			wanted full control of all news distribution. Sir Walter Monckton, Director 
		

	
		
			64 Churchill, Roosevelt and India 
		

		
			General of the Ministry of Information, noted in March 1941 that “we are 
		

		
			flopping badly in foreign propaganda ” and laid the blame with the Foreign 
		

		
			Of fi ce, which jealously protected its preserve. 
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			The Service Departments, 
		

		
			too, protected their war news, using the Ministry “as a post of fi ce for a lot 
		

		
			of unreadable and stuffy material. ” As a result, it became a target in both 
		

		
			the House of Commons and in the British and American press, unfairly 
		

		
			accused of not supplying up-to-date material. 
		

		
			37 
		

		
			While the principles and objectives on which British propaganda rested 
		

		
			were recognised clearly, that is, to educate public opinion along the lines 
		

		
			of the Government ’s foreign policy and to promote British interests, the 
		

		
			reality was that the actual dissemination of news and the accompanying 
		

		
			interpretations lagged. From the beginning of the war, correspondents 
		

		
			gathered daily at the Ministry for press releases that gave them little to 
		

		
			write about. 
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			The Ministry also had some teething problems. The initial turnover 
		

		
			of Ministers and senior staff was high, but stabilised in July 1941, when 
		

		
			Churchill asked his Parliamentary Secretary, Brendan Bracken, to become 
		

		
			Minister. He succeeded Alfred Duff Cooper, while Cyril Radcliffe (who 
		

		
			later became the Boundary Commissioner, who divided Pakistan from India 
		

		
			in 1947) succeeded Walter Monckton as Director General. The Bracken – 
		

		
			Radcliffe partnership ran the Ministry of Information in 1942. 
		

		
			The succession of Ministers of Information from 1939 to Bracken ’s 
		

		
			appointment in July 1941 was a combination of poor selection and inad-
		

		
			equate performance. The fi rst Minister, Baron Hugh Macmillan, sat in the 
		

		
			House of Lords and so was unable to answer questions and criticism in the 
		

		
			House of Commons. By the end of the year, Macmillan had “convinced his 
		

		
			colleagues that he was not the man for the job. ” 
		

		
			In January 1940, Sir John 
		

		
			Reith, director general of the BBC, was appointed, and a seat was found for 
		

		
			him in the House of Commons. 
		

		
			Ronald Tree, a Conservative Member of 
		

		
			Parliament between 1933 and 1945 who had already reported on Britain ’s 
		

		
			information services in the United States for Macmillan, was asked by R. A. 
		

		
			(Rab) Butler, Under-Secretary at the Foreign Of fi ce, to monitor Reith, who 
		

		
			had no political experience. Tree was appointed Reith ’s Parliamentary Private 
		

		
			Secretary, a position he occupied with successive ministers. An American by 
		

		
			birth, he was given charge of the Ministry’s American Division in London. 
		

		
			The latter role was particularly important because, Tree records, there was 
		

		
			little knowledge among Government members about the United States and 
		

		
			little communication between the two countries at a political level, 
		

		
			con-
		

		
			fi rming the on – off state of Anglo-American relations between the wars. In 
		

		
			support of this argument, Tree was able to demonstrate that Anthony Eden, 
		

		
			Foreign Secretary from 1935 to 1938, fi rst visited the United States in 1938, 
		

		
			whereas most of Neville Chamberlain ’s Ministers did not go there at all. 
		

		
			The 
		

		
			exceptions were Churchill and Bracken, who visited America regularly. 
		

		
			Between the wars, American isolationism resulted in its withdrawal from 
		

		
			Europe, whereas Britain saw its interests in Europe and the Empire. During 
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			the 1930s, there were only two full-time British journalists in Washington, 
		

		
			and their reporting of American politics was scant. 
		

		
			Harold Laski, Profes-
		

		
			sor of Political Science at the London School of Economics, 
		

		
			promoted 
		

		
			some understanding of American politics during the 1930s. However, it 
		

		
			was not until 1937 that this policy oversight was acknowledged, when 
		

		
			Kingsley Martin expressed regret that American politics were not given 
		

		
			more weight in Britain. 
		

		
			Finally, in 1939, the Labour Party asked the Government to establish 
		

		
			closer contact with the United States. During the 1930s, British conserva-
		

		
			tives felt that America was a rival rather than a partner, especially where 
		

		
			their interests clashed in Asia, and no community of interest was envisaged 
		

		
			in the interwar years. The United States Neutrality Acts and the British 
		

		
			policy of appeasement in Europe emphasised their political separateness. 
		

		
			Chamberlain rejected an overture of cooperation by Roosevelt in 1938, an 
		

		
			act of folly recognised by Anthony Eden that fuelled his decision to resign 
		

		
			as Foreign Secretary. His resignation resulted in Halifax ’s appointment 
		

		
			until Churchill sent him to Washington as Ambassador following Lord 
		

		
			Lothian ’s death at the end of 1940. Halifax had no interest in the United 
		

		
			States and initially regarded his posting as banishment. 
		

		
			Tree’s appointment to the Ministry ’s American Division was appropriate. 
		

		
			Originally from the United States, he had settled in England and became 
		

		
			a Conservative back-bencher between the wars. The American Division 
		

		
			was staffed by people described by Tree as capable, but reduced to sending 
		

		
			newspaper items to the British Information Service in New York and fi ling 
		

		
			equivalent clippings from the United States. 
		

		
			Tree’s section head was Sir 
		

		
			Frederick Whyte, an ex-Indian civil servant appointed by Lord Lothian 
		

		
			before he went to Washington as British Ambassador in 1939. Whyte’s 
		

		
			brief was not to interfere with Lothian ’s policy: “No propaganda: only 
		

		
			information and as little as possible of that. ” 
		

		
			Lothian, who had been Under-Secretary of State for India in 1931 and 
		

		
			1932 and was therefore familiar with Churchill’s opposition to constitu-
		

		
			tional reform for India, was determined, as Ambassador, not to be called a 
		

		
			propagandist and not to allow his Embassy to be used for propaganda pur-
		

		
			poses. 
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			Lothian ’s anti-propagandist attitude stemmed from Britain ’s First 
		

		
			World War reputation, and he had no intention of repeating his Embassy ’s 
		

		
			earlier mistakes. His policy was, in any case, required by American leg-
		

		
			islation. The Senate’s Foreign Agents Registration Act in 1938 required 
		

		
			the registration of all overseas propaganda organisations operating in the 
		

		
			United States. 
		

		
			Lothian ’s anti-propaganda conviction, however, may have been one of 
		

		
			convenience and bluff. He welcomed the 1940 appointment of Richard 
		

		
			Casey as Australian Minister in Washington and recorded that, “There are 
		

		
			many things that an Australian Minister can say or do . . . which a British 
		

		
			Minister cannot. ” 
		

		
			Historian Carl Bridge has postulated that the Menzies 
		

		
			government allowed the Australian Legation to be used by the British “as 
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			a conduit for covert political activities ” that included propaganda, which 
		

		
			argued the British case alongside the Australian. 
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			In Britain, Reith had taken over a Ministry staffed by undistinguished 
		

		
			civil servants and “brilliant amateurs, ” 
		

		
			historians and writers, among 
		

		
			whom were poet John Betjeman 
		

		
			54 
		

		
			; Isaiah Berlin, the Oxford philosopher 
		

		
			who became part of the propaganda organisation in the United States, 
		

		
			and Sir Harold Nicolson, a former member of the Foreign Of fi ce and a 
		

		
			Labour Member of Parliament from 1935 to 1945. Nicholson became a 
		

		
			Parliamentary Secretary to the next Minister of information, Duff Cooper. 
		

		
			This group of brilliant amateurs produced much of the anti-Indian self-
		

		
			government propaganda. 
		

		
			Reith set out to make the Ministry perform. His fi rst initiative was to pro-
		

		
			duce a Cabinet Paper entitled, “Notes on the Principles and Aims of Propa-
		

		
			ganda, ” in which he argued that there was no point in having a Ministry of 
		

		
			Information if it was not allowed to inform. 
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			The principles argued in Reith ’s 
		

		
			paper were approved by the Cabinet, but not implemented until Churchill 
		

		
			became Prime Minister and not by Reith. He had fallen foul of Churchill in 
		

		
			the 1930s, refusing to give him air time on the BBC to talk about the political 
		

		
			situation in India, and he was not retained as a Minister. 
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			Duff Cooper was Churchill ’s fi rst appointment as Minister of Informa-
		

		
			tion, and Tree stayed on as his Private Parliamentary Secretary and adviser on 
		

		
			the American operation. Harold Nicolson became Duff Cooper’s Parliamen-
		

		
			tary Secretary, but the new appointments were not a success. Duff Cooper’s 
		

		
			impression was that the organisation and the staff were unmanageable: 
		

		
			On the day of the outbreak [of war] the vast machine came into ex-istence and 999 of fi cials sprang to their of fi ce chairs. The result was formidable. A monster had been created, so large, so voluminous, so amorphous, that no single man could cope with it . . . Ex-ambassadors and retired Indian Civil Servants abounded, the brightest ornaments of the Bar were employed on minor duties, distinguished men of letters 
		

		
			held their pens at the monster ’s service. . . . 
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			This was again a reference to the writers, former India hands and retired 
		

		
			diplomats who contributed to Churchill’s propaganda on India. Duff Coo-
		

		
			per was constantly frustrated by the Foreign Of fi ce and the Service Min-
		

		
			istries over inadequate news coverage, having failed to persuade them to 
		

		
			release detailed news promptly despite Reith ’s paper. He also failed to regain 
		

		
			the trust of members of the press, whom he disliked, 
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			after he attempted to 
		

		
			introduce a system of compulsory newspaper censorship when he fi rst took 
		

		
			of fi ce in mid-1940. 
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			Harold Nicolson, in turn, also failed as Parliamentary 
		

		
			Secretary, unable to withstand the barrage of hostile questions to which the 
		

		
			Ministry was still subject in the House of Commons. 
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			He was not offered 
		

		
			another post by Churchill and felt it was because he was “dispensable, ” not 
		

		
			“formidable. ” 
		

		
			Much of his time was occupied by writing, including his 
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			weekly “Marginal Comment ” in the Spectator and book reviews for the 
		

		
			Daily Telegraph. 
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			On India, Nicolson had “a feeling that we are wrong, ” 
		

		
			and he felt enraged that the Cabinet had not listened to Leo Amery a year 
		

		
			ago, at the time of the August Offer, and did not give India Dominion Sta-
		

		
			tus then. 
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			He was not the man to have in Churchill’s camp. 
		

		
			Duff Cooper resigned in June 1941, but he had made some useful changes. 
		

		
			Frederick Whyte, appointed by Lothian, was removed from the American 
		

		
			Division and replaced by journalist Douglas Williams of the Daily Tele-
		

		
			graph, who knew America well. Duff Cooper had sent Ronald Tree to the 
		

		
			United States for a second time in March 1941 to set up a British Informa-
		

		
			tion Service, separate from the existing British Library in New York. 
		

		
			Tree’s task was not made any easier by Alan Dudley, who was appointed 
		

		
			to Washington by the Foreign Of fice early in the war “to clamp down on 
		

		
			anything that smacked of propaganda ” 
		

		
			and was reluctant to face a shift on 
		

		
			propaganda policy. Despite this, he became head of the British Information 
		

		
			Service when much of Tree’s report was implemented. 
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			A breakthrough was 
		

		
			the appointment of Robin Cruickshank as Press Attaché to the Embassy. He 
		

		
			was editor of the London evening newspaper, the Star, 
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			and established 
		

		
			an immediate rapport with the American press, 
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			providing a conduit for 
		

		
			publication of the propaganda material. He was joined at the Embassy by 
		

		
			Josselyn Hennessy, appointed in January 1942 as Information Of ficer to 
		

		
			the Indian Agent-General and the Government of India ’s “publicity man ” 
		

		
			in Washington. 
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			In 1936, at the start of Linlithgow ’s Viceroyalty, Hen-
		

		
			nessy had been appointed Director of the Government of India ’s Bureau of 
		

		
			Public Information on the grounds that, as a journalist, he could best serve 
		

		
			the interests of Churchill’s campaign. 
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			Hennessy was remembered unfa-
		

		
			vourably in India. The Bombay Sentinel held him responsible for the “great 
		

		
			similarity of views ” expressed in the American and British press, relayed to 
		

		
			India, recording that “no doubt Mr. Hennessy is extremely active in his new 
		

		
			sphere of work. ” 
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			Hennessy proved to be invaluable in promoting Britain ’s 
		

		
			propaganda case in Washington against immediate Indian independence. 
		

		
			Churchill called on Beaverbrook, Minister of Information during the 
		

		
			First World War, to advise him on a successor for Duff Cooper. Beaver-
		

		
			brook supported Brendan Bracken, who reluctantly accepted the appoint-
		

		
			ment, expecting that he would shortly join the “happy band of ex-Ministers 
		

		
			of Information. ” 
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			Bracken ’s somewhat mysterious Irish background has 
		

		
			been thoroughly investigated by his biographers. Boyle’s assessment is apt: 
		

		
			If Bracken had been honest with himself, he would have gone down on bended knees to thank the Prime Minister for offering a post so perfectly suited to his peculiar array of talents. 
		

		
			Bracken ’s talents remain elusive. He thwarted would-be biographers by 
		

		
			arranging that all his private papers be destroyed within twenty-four hours of 
		

		
			his death. Boyle, one of Bracken ’s biographers, was interested in him for thirty 
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			years, but never fully penetrated the mystery that was Bracken ’s trademark. 
		

		
			His inventiveness about his early years in Ireland and then Australia created 
		

		
			uncertainties about his background and education. Bracken ’s greatest talent 
		

		
			as far as Churchill was concerned may have been his chameleon-like ability 
		

		
			to adapt convincingly. 
		

		
			Bracken brought several advantages to the Ministry, one of the great-
		

		
			est being that he was Churchill’s like-minded friend and con fidant and 
		

		
			had supported the Prime Minister ’s opposition to reform for India in the 
		

		
			1930s. He was never ignored by the Prime Minister ’s colleagues. Thus, he 
		

		
			was able to overcome his predecessors’ main problem: access to and some 
		

		
			control over sources of news. A fi rst step to reduce friction between the 
		

		
			Ministries concerned with propaganda was to meet weekly with Eden, still 
		

		
			the Foreign Secretary, and Dalton, Minister of Economic Warfare. This 
		

		
			triumvirate was partly successful in its sharing arrangements. However, 
		

		
			because Dalton had his own propaganda apparatus (the Foreign Of fi ce did 
		

		
			not), he was the greater challenge for Bracken. 
		

		
			At this time, the Foreign 
		

		
			Of fi ce cooperated with the new Minister, the Government of India, the 
		

		
			India Of fi ce, and the Washington Embassy in the preparation of the propa-
		

		
			ganda case against Indian self-government. 
		

		
			The newspapers also welcomed Bracken ’s appointment. Journalists were 
		

		
			on his side, and he was a press man himself. Good relations with the press 
		

		
			were important to him, and this notion was extended to American journal-
		

		
			ists, many of whom he already knew. 
		

		
			Thus, the assembled team, including 
		

		
			Cruickshank and Hennessy, was ideal to penetrate the American press. 
		

		
			Bracken ’s affection for the United States and knowledge of its politics 
		

		
			were of great value to the Prime Minister. Bracken was keenly aware of 
		

		
			Britain ’s dual agenda in America, which made him ideally suited to oversee 
		

		
			the presentation of British interests there. In 1943, Beaverbrook mischie-
		

		
			vously proposed that Bracken would have immediate and immense success 
		

		
			as “British Ambassador . . . in place of Halifax. ” 
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			The Ministry of Information appreciated that propagandists must be 
		

		
			skilful, giving arguments the appearance of objective discussion and rais-
		

		
			ing and answering objections that were likely to occur to listeners. Thus, it 
		

		
			was less likely that “untrue ” statements would be challenged especially if 
		

		
			the propagandist was respected, authoritative, and had the means to reach 
		

		
			the target audience, 
		

		
			circumventing Lee and Lee’s propaganda-detecting 
		

		
			methodology. 
		

		
			Although Halifax certainly had the means to be heard 
		

		
			through his Embassy ’s media networks, the reasons for his appointment as 
		

		
			Ambassador in Washington were clouded by Churchill’s agenda. 
		

		
			Halifax was the fi rst Foreign Secretary to relinquish that post for an 
		

		
			Ambassadorship. 
		

		
			While seeing Halifax as fundamentally unsuited for the 
		

		
			Washington Embassy, his recent biography suggests several reasons that 
		

		
			Churchill insisted on Halifax ’s appointment to the United States. 
		

		
			First, like Cripps, Halifax was a potential threat to the Prime Minis-
		

		
			ter ’s leadership because he had had Prime Minister Chamberlain ’s support, 
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			although that threat ended with Chamberlain ’s death in 1940. Second, it 
		

		
			may have been part of a strategy to push supporters of appeasement away 
		

		
			from the centre of Government. Conspiracy theorists accused Halifax both 
		

		
			of plotting against Churchill and preferring a negotiated peace. 
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			Third, 
		

		
			Churchill wanted to restore Eden to the Foreign Of fi ce. Halifax became 
		

		
			Foreign Secretary when Eden resigned over Chamberlain ’s rebuff of Roos-
		

		
			evelt in 1938, and Roberts suggests that Halifax was less malleable as For-
		

		
			eign Secretary than Eden. 
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			Halifax suspected that Beaverbrook might have 
		

		
			given Churchill the idea to appoint him to Washington. Halifax knew that 
		

		
			Beaverbrook was critical of him and that Churchill often took his advice. 
		

		
			Beaverbrook ’s 1943 suggestion to Churchill that Bracken would be a more 
		

		
			appropriate Ambassador for the United States 
		

		
			was typically manipulative, 
		

		
			but did not, in that case, succeed. 
		

		
			Moving Halifax to Washington effectively removed him from the centre 
		

		
			of decision making for the rest of the war and out of any appeasement after-
		

		
			glow. There was another reason. Churchill may well have recalled that they 
		

		
			were on opposite sides over India, that his opposition to the Gandhi –Irwin 
		

		
			pact in 1928 put him outside mainstream politics for a decade. As Viceroy, 
		

		
			Halifax (then Lord Irwin) negotiated an agreement with what Churchill 
		

		
			called “the forces of subversion In India . . . . ” 
		

		
			He persuaded the British 
		

		
			government to declare in 1928 that Dominion Status was the ultimate aim 
		

		
			for India. Churchill had retreated to the back bench in protest against this 
		

		
			move, potentially putting India on a par with other British self-governing 
		

		
			states, such as Australia and Canada. He remained out of of fi ce until the 
		

		
			start of the Second World War. 
		

		
			In a link with Cripps’ 1942 Offer, Halifax, when Viceroy, had fi rst raised 
		

		
			the possibility of a de facto Cabinet Government in India to counteract the 
		

		
			slow pace of constitutional reform. In relation to the Central Government, 
		

		
			he proposed that, although the then-Viceroy ’s executive could not be con-
		

		
			stitutionally responsible to the Council in New Delhi, “the Viceroy could 
		

		
			ensure that as far as possible his Cabinet was responsive to it. ” 
		

		
			Ironi-
		

		
			cally, Halifax ’s later propaganda in the United States involved denying that 
		

		
			Cripps had made a similar offer to the Congress Party. 
		

		
			Despite their ideological differences over India that had spanned a quar-
		

		
			ter of a century, Halifax represented faithfully, although occasionally clum-
		

		
			sily, the Churchill – Linlithgow version of events in 1942. In this context, 
		

		
			Halifax may have been the best appointment for Washington. Although 
		

		
			Churchill vehemently opposed his new Ambassador ’s former India policy, 
		

		
			in propaganda terms, Halifax, known widely to be sympathetic to Indian 
		

		
			political aspirations, was invaluable in his measured presentations of Brit-
		

		
			ain ’s ongoing responsibilities to India. In another context, however, Halifax 
		

		
			seemed a most unsuitable appointment. He abhorred the idea of going to 
		

		
			Washington, which he called an “odious thought. ” 
		

		
			Like other Conserva-
		

		
			tive Members of Parliament, he had visited the United States only once and 
		

		
			had no knowledge of nor interest in it and no sympathy with the people. 
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			He had little regard for the media, was a Tory aristocrat, and had been For-
		

		
			eign Secretary during the Munich crisis. 
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			In this particular context, less 
		

		
			appropriate credentials are dif fi cult to imagine, and indeed in Britain his 
		

		
			appointment was considered a risk for Anglo-American relations at a time 
		

		
			when they were crucial: Aid for Britain and maintenance of its imperial 
		

		
			agenda were at stake. But despite his own misgivings and those of pro-Brit-
		

		
			ish elements in Washington, Halifax established adequate relations with 
		

		
			Roosevelt ’s senior advisers, although he always felt that the President was 
		

		
			“too beholden to the vagaries of American public opinion. ” 
		

		
			With Halifax in Washington as a high-profile Ambassador, the British 
		

		
			Information Service in the United States was modernised following Tree’s 
		

		
			recommendations. Its functions were to provide British information, a less 
		

		
			pejorative word than propaganda, to the American press and radio, and 
		

		
			to produce a survey of American opinion for use by the Ministry of Infor-
		

		
			mation, the Foreign Of fi ce, and the Washington Embassy. When America 
		

		
			entered the war at the end of 1941, a Survey Section was attached to the 
		

		
			Embassy. Its responsibility was to analyse and interpret congressional, 
		

		
			administrative, and public opinion and to weigh its in fluence on groups 
		

		
			and individuals in general, and in Washington in particular. The informa-
		

		
			tion gathered was used in propaganda disseminated in the United States to 
		

		
			counteract opinions most damaging to Britain, such as speculation about 
		

		
			future war debts and the selling of equipment supplied under the Lend-
		

		
			Lease arrangement. The Survey Section ’s weekly political summaries were 
		

		
			generally drafted by Isaiah Berlin and delivered to the Embassy ’s Head 
		

		
			of Chancery, who showed parts of the summaries to various of fi cers who 
		

		
			might suggest omission or alteration. This notion is reminiscent of Duff 
		

		
			Cooper ’s approach to truth in propaganda. Halifax occasionally added his 
		

		
			own remarks. 
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			Halifax also sent annual political reviews to the Foreign Secretary at the 
		

		
			end of 1940, 1941, and 1942 (after which they became quarterly reviews). 
		

		
			The 1942 review of relations with India gave an account of the widespread 
		

		
			criticism of British policy and recorded that the hostile press reports were 
		

		
			dealt with more effectively after a publicity unit was set up for Bajpai, 
		

		
			the Indian Agent-General in Washington. 
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			The unit was led by Hennessy, 
		

		
			which put another piece of the propaganda organisation in place. 
		

		
			Tree’s fi rst examination of British information centres in the United 
		

		
			States, at Macmillan ’s request in 1939, showed that such information as 
		

		
			was distributed came from the British Library, a small of fi ce in The Rock-
		

		
			efeller Center in New York. A relic of the First World War, it was headed by 
		

		
			Angus Fletcher, who had been the librarian for many years. Alan Dudley, 
		

		
			then a junior Foreign Of fi ce clerk, was added to his staff in 1939. 
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			Tree was 
		

		
			amazed that Lothian had been afraid that the Library might be seen as a 
		

		
			front for propaganda. So ineffectual was it that, “If the British Government 
		

		
			intended to prove to the world that it had no intention of propagandising 
		

		
			. . . in the United States, it could not have done a better job. ” 
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			Halifax, 
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			however, wrote in his 1942 review of British publicity in the United States 
		

		
			that, “Early recognition of the need to avoid the stigma of propaganda in 
		

		
			its pejorative sense paid . . . dividends. ” 
		

		
			It allowed his new propaganda 
		

		
			organisation to begin operations with a record untarnished during the fi rst 
		

		
			two years of the war. 
		

		
			Outside New York and Washington, Tree found that there were no 
		

		
			functioning British information centres. Even in Chicago, the home of the 
		

		
			isolationist movement, the British Consul did nothing to counteract its 
		

		
			arguments, promulgated virtually daily by Colonel McCormick through 
		

		
			his newspaper, the Tribune. Despite the recommendation of the Vansittart 
		

		
			Report, no British press or publicity of fi cers had been appointed to British 
		

		
			Consulates. Needing inspiration for his report, Tree sought the advice of 
		

		
			novelist John Buchan. He had worked on propaganda in the United States 
		

		
			with Lord Northcliffe, who had preceded Lord Beaverbrook as head of the 
		

		
			First World War Ministry of Information. Since 1939, Buchan, then Lord 
		

		
			Tweedsmuir, had been Governor-General of Canada and a valuable source 
		

		
			of insights on the successful dissemination of propaganda. 
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			Tree’s report and recommendations to Macmillan were put on hold until 
		

		
			Duff Cooper was appointed Minister of Information. Duff Cooper sent 
		

		
			him to America again in March 1941 to re-examine his recommendations 
		

		
			in the light of the Minister ’s decision to set up a British Information Service 
		

		
			independent of the British Library. Tree found that a start had been made 
		

		
			on building a propaganda organisation in New York and Washington, but 
		

		
			nothing had been done to establish press or publicity of fi ces elsewhere. He 
		

		
			proposed an expansion of the Information Service to Chicago, San Fran-
		

		
			cisco, and Los Angeles; the immediate appointment of press agents; and a 
		

		
			recruitment program to fi nd suitable staff. 
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			At the end of 1942, Halifax 
		

		
			was able to report that the propaganda organisation had expanded rapidly, 
		

		
			with the policymaking centre at the Washington Embassy; the main centre 
		

		
			of operations in New York; branch of fi ces in Washington, Chicago, and 
		

		
			San Francisco; and Consulates across the country being organised for pub-
		

		
			licity exercises. 
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			Sir Gerald Campbell was initially appointed to head the new British 
		

		
			Information Service. In Tree’s view, he was a poor choice. He had been 
		

		
			Consul General in New York from 1931 to 1938, but had no experience in 
		

		
			publicity, propaganda, or press relations; far from diminishing the dissat-
		

		
			isfaction of the information-starved American press, he increased it. 
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			Tree 
		

		
			advised that Campbell needed an experienced person who was known to 
		

		
			and trusted by the American press to work under him and proposed David 
		

		
			Bowes-Lyon, 
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			who was head of the Ministry of Economic Warfare’s Press 
		

		
			Section. However, continuing problems between Eden and Dalton in Brit-
		

		
			ain led to his rejection by the Foreign Of fi ce “because he was not one of 
		

		
			their own men. ” 
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			But Campbell was assigned two assistants who met with 
		

		
			Tree’s approval. Both had volunteered to work at the British Library at the 
		

		
			beginning of the war. 
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			The fi rst assistant was Aubrey Morgan, whose American wife’s family 
		

		
			had introduced him to leading columnists and editors, valuable contacts 
		

		
			for the Information Service. The second was John Wheeler-Bennett, an his-
		

		
			torian who had worked in the League of Nations publicity organisation in 
		

		
			the 1920s. After some years in Germany, where he fell foul of the Nazis, 
		

		
			he became a lecturer in International Law at the University of Virginia, 
		

		
			moving to the British Library in 1939. Not long after he became Minister 
		

		
			of Information, Bracken moved Campbell to the Washington Embassy. He 
		

		
			appointed Alan Dudley to lead the Information Service, with Morgan and 
		

		
			Wheeler-Bennett effectively directing operations. 
		

		
			Tree also had recommended a program of visiting lecturers to promote 
		

		
			Britain ’s interests in America and to increase public support. Bracken was 
		

		
			as familiar as Tree with the President ’s preference for being pushed into 
		

		
			action by public opinion, but in this instance, he disagreed with Tree. He 
		

		
			believed that pro-British American journalists like Vincent Sheean (who 
		

		
			had accompanied Gandhi on his Salt March in 1930), Roy Howard, Doro-
		

		
			thy Thompson, and Helen Kirkpatrick could do more to in fluence Roos-
		

		
			evelt than a clear propaganda message from visiting Britons. 
		

		
			The value of 
		

		
			using American journalists was also picked up and taken further by Halifax 
		

		
			in February 1942, when American pressure on Britain again increased. 
		

		
			The summaries of American press opinion passed on by the Embassy and 
		

		
			the Information Service alerted the Ministry of Information, the Foreign 
		

		
			Of fi ce, the India Of fi ce, and the Government of India to swings in public 
		

		
			opinion toward the Indian position. Lothian had fi elded questions about 
		

		
			constitutional change and nationalist politics in India since the resignation 
		

		
			of the Congress Party Provincial Governments at the start of the war and 
		

		
			the August 1940 Offer of limited political reform, which was unaccept-
		

		
			able to nationalist Indians. His standard reply, sent as advice to Halifax by 
		

		
			the Ministry of Information in February 1942, was not helpful. Lothian 
		

		
			answered all questions on India in the same way: that the Indian provinces 
		

		
			enjoyed about the same amount of autonomy under the 1935 India Act as 
		

		
			did provinces in Canada or states in America. More relevant material was 
		

		
			required. On February 17, Halifax asked the India Of fi ce for information 
		

		
			on Indian military strength and the state of preparation for war. 
		

		
			Berlin 
		

		
			followed up in his weekly summary of February 26 that comments on the 
		

		
			proportion of the Indian army to the country ’s total manpower would be 
		

		
			useful publicity. 
		

		
			The search for general, nonpolitical information about India, however, 
		

		
			was overtaken at the end of the month by preparation for the India Commit-
		

		
			tee’s offer of reform that Cripps would negotiate with the Indian leaders. 
		

		
			Halifax, through his staff, regularly consulted his colleagues in Brit-
		

		
			ain and India about the lead-up, progress, and collapse of Cripps’ nego-
		

		
			tiations. The propaganda line to be taken, and the timing and content 
		

		
			of press releases were the subject of constant communications, as were 
		

		
			the occasional fi res that had to be contained: unexpected questions from 
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			Roosevelt ’s Administration about censorship, for example, and its applica-
		

		
			tion to American journalists in India. 
		

		
			Building profi les of subordinate staff working on the British propaganda 
		

		
			case against Indian independence has proved dif fi cult. Their Ministers’ 
		

		
			names are usually associated with major historical events, but little has 
		

		
			been found to identify staff below the Parliamentary Secretary level. Files at 
		

		
			the Public Records Of fi ce have yielded surnames and an occasional initial, 
		

		
			but there seems to be a conspiracy of silence among diarists and raconteurs 
		

		
			about their generally nameless staff. Ronald Tree is the most informative, 
		

		
			and dictionaries of biography have been of some assistance with tracking 
		

		
			such staff usually selected because of familiarity with Churchillian British – 
		

		
			Indian policy. 
		

		
			Halifax ’s personal assistant was Charles Peake. He had been the Foreign 
		

		
			Of fi ce representative at the Ministry of Information. Robin Cruickshank 
		

		
			was his Press Attaché, and Josselyn Hennessy was the Government of 
		

		
			India ’s press agent in Washington. He also was the Information Of ficer for 
		

		
			the Indian Agent-General there and had spent some years at the Informa-
		

		
			tion Department in New Delhi. His opposite numbers in Britain were Dar-
		

		
			vall at the Ministry of Information, Butler 
		

		
			at the Foreign Of fi ce, and Alec 
		

		
			Joyce, Adviser on Publicity to the Secretary of State for India. Joyce had 
		

		
			a long Indian career behind him in a number of government posts during 
		

		
			the 1930s, was awarded an Order of the British Empire (O.B.E.) in 1938, 
		

		
			and became a Commander of the Indian Empire (C.I.E.) in 1943. Sir Fred-
		

		
			erick Hale Puckle, Knight Commander of the Indian Empire (K.C.I.E.), 
		

		
			was Secretary of the Government of India ’s Department of Information. 
		

		
			He also had many years of political service in India. The propaganda case 
		

		
			against Indian self-government was thus constructed by men well versed in 
		

		
			Churchillian attitudes toward India. 
		

		
			An early Halifax initiative to favourably in fluence the President and 
		

		
			American opinion was the appointment of Sir Girja Shankar Bajpai as 
		

		
			Agent-General for India when the establishment of an American Mission 
		

		
			in New Delhi was negotiated. Bajpai was a former member of the Viceroy ’s 
		

		
			Executive Council who demonstrated, by virtue of his past and present 
		

		
			roles, Indian in fluence within the leadership of British India. Like the other 
		

		
			Indian members of the Viceroy ’s Council, Bajpai was not a member of a 
		

		
			political party. In return for his appointment to Washington and as part 
		

		
			of the arrangement to make India a direct beneficiary under Lend-Lease, 
		

		
			Cordell Hull and Sumner Welles also achieved their objective, representa-
		

		
			tion in New Delhi by Louis Johnson, giving the United States access to the 
		

		
			Government of India and the Indian political leaders for the fi rst time. 
		

		
			In a communication to the India Of fi ce, Halifax, while con fi rming his 
		

		
			con fidence in Bajpai, worried about the risk that the United States Gov-
		

		
			ernment might deal exclusively with him and “overlook the interests of 
		

		
			His Majesty ’s Government. ” 
		

		
			After discussion at the India Of fi ce, it 
		

		
			was decided that the propaganda value of the extension of Bajpai’s role 
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			“should do much to impress on of fi cial minds . . . that India enjoys a very 
		

		
			considerable degree of autonomy, ” and because he “seems to be a man of 
		

		
			good sense, ” there should be no adverse consequences. 
		

		
			Indeed, Bajpai’s 
		

		
			reports to Halifax of his interviews frequently gave a new dimension to the 
		

		
			Embassy ’s understanding of the United States’ thinking and allowed timely 
		

		
			adjustments to the propaganda direction. 
		

		
			Following the fall of Singapore, Halifax informed the India Of fi ce on 
		

		
			February 17, 1942. that his immediate propaganda aims were to publi-
		

		
			cise India ’s war effort to “counter hostile in fluences, ” which suggested that 
		

		
			Britain was “lying back” and leaving America to cope with the war in that 
		

		
			theatre. 
		

		
			He also intended to repeat India ’s historical and constitutional 
		

		
			position at every opportunity to demonstrate Britain ’s ongoing responsibili-
		

		
			ties there. He saw this as a means of promoting American understanding of 
		

		
			Britain ’s position in the short term and laying the foundations for postwar 
		

		
			Anglo-American understanding. 
		

		
			This idea was vitally important because 
		

		
			the American press insinuated that British prestige “has never been so low 
		

		
			here ” and “all criticisms end with and what about India [ sic ]. ” 
		

		
			Press 
		

		
			statements about Cripps’ Offer were still some days ahead, and there was 
		

		
			no positive and new publicity material to in fluence public opinion. To get 
		

		
			Halifax ’s message across and to prepare for the Cripps’ releases, Hennessy 
		

		
			sent Joyce a list of the main channels through which he proposed that pro-
		

		
			paganda would be directed. 
		

		
			The document can be seen as a wish list because there is no later informa-
		

		
			tion about how many of the outlets he referred to were often or generally 
		

		
			used. Hennessy referred to probable access to nine hundred radio stations 
		

		
			and, out of an unknown total, some thirty-two commentators presumed 
		

		
			sympathetic to the British view of India and who were heard by an esti-
		

		
			mated forty-six million people on any one night. The source of his statistical 
		

		
			data is not recorded. Hennessy also referred to a figure of twelve thousand 
		

		
			newspapers and journals, again unnamed, and thirty-six “reputable ” col-
		

		
			umnists. 
		

		
			With the help of Tree’s recommendations, it can be assumed that 
		

		
			the columnists included Dorothy Thompson, Helen Kirkpatrick, Roy How-
		

		
			ard, and Vincent Sheean. Anne O’Hare McCormick, 
		

		
			whose “Abroad ” 
		

		
			column in the New York Times was usually supportive of the British posi-
		

		
			tion despite her generally anti-colonialist stance, and Raymond Daniell of 
		

		
			the New York Times’ London-based contingent, may also be included. 
		

		
			Hennessy ’s list, if it did nothing else, demonstrated the potential range 
		

		
			of the propaganda push. His game plan was to use and further develop per-
		

		
			sonal contacts to gain additional radio and newspaper cover and to distrib-
		

		
			ute illustrated pamphlets and press releases to the broader community. In 
		

		
			the Ministry of Information ’s terms, Halifax had the means to be heard. 
		

		
			Hennessy went on to signal that fi lms, such as the propaganda fi lms made 
		

		
			by the Government of India, “would not (repeat not) be suitable here. ” 
		

		
			Such fi lms, used in overseas news broadcasts, showed, in the main, con-
		

		
			tented Indian workers responding to imperial priorities in factories and on 
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			military exercises. 
		

		
			Hennessy probably assessed that they were not appro-
		

		
			priate for an American public beginning to hear about the lack of develop-
		

		
			ment in Indian industry and India ’s lack of involvement in its own defence 
		

		
			strategy. Hennessy also raised again the idea of lecturers from Britain who 
		

		
			could be “fed raw materials, ” but that idea had lost favour with Bracken. 
		

		
			Hennessy listed the staff necessary to pursue his ambitious program, 
		

		
			but added that he had only been able to take on temporary part-time staff 
		

		
			because the “sanctioned rates are approximately the same as current Amer-
		

		
			ican unemployment rates. ” 
		

		
			A note on the fi le cover remarked that Hen-
		

		
			nessy was unlikely to get far unless the Government showed more than its 
		

		
			usual generosity in its fi nancial dispositions. 
		

		
			This raises an interesting but unanswered question. Was the Government 
		

		
			of India expected to pay for all propaganda connected with the British case 
		

		
			against Indian independence, and was Hennessy, who also was Bajpai’s 
		

		
			Information Of fi cer, expected to charge his time to the Agent-General’s 
		

		
			of fi ce, an appendage of the Government of India? Funding was clearly an 
		

		
			issue because another message on February 17 from the Embassy to the 
		

		
			India Of fi ce, relayed to the Government of India, asked for the amount India 
		

		
			contributed to the British Library in New York. 
		

		
			No reply was recorded. 
		

		
			Because the fi les contain no further references to Hennessy ’s expansion 
		

		
			program and no mention of printed propaganda material, it seems likely 
		

		
			that press releases and personal contact with sympathetic reporters and 
		

		
			commentators remained the method of spreading the British case. 
		

		
			Darvell, in a communication copied to Joyce and Butler, let the Embassy 
		

		
			know that initial planning was taking place to coordinate the expected 
		

		
			announcement of an offer to India. Joyce reported that, at a meeting on the 
		

		
			subject, he had stressed to the Secretary of State the importance of giving 
		

		
			advance notice of the broad content of the announcement to allow Hali-
		

		
			fax time to persuade the President to “say some useful words ” at a press 
		

		
			conference. Roosevelt did not do so, nor did Wendell Willkie. Willkie had 
		

		
			stood against Roosevelt as the Republican candidate for President in 1940, 
		

		
			but Joyce had felt that, because Willkie had made a statement in sup-
		

		
			port of Britain during the Lend-Lease deliberations, he might do so again. 
		

		
			Willkie ’s book, One World, published in March 1943, however, made 
		

		
			clear his anti-colonialist views. Joyce’s third suggestion was that Camp-
		

		
			bell, the newly appointed British Minister in Washington, might be able to 
		

		
			persuade his acquaintance, Dorothy Thompson, and other commentators 
		

		
			“to stress the points we wish. ” 
		

		
			Although it is not clear whether Halifax 
		

		
			approached Roosevelt or Willkie to speak in support of the forthcoming 
		

		
			Offer, it is clear that a boost to public opinion in favour of British rule in 
		

		
			India was needed. 
		

		
			The same fi le contained a memorandum from the American Division of 
		

		
			the Ministry in London (Tree ’s Division), containing extracts from recent edi-
		

		
			torials on India that concluded that, “These extracts are the fi rst indication 
		

		
			that what Britain does in India is of direct importance to the United States 
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			in as much as it can affect the course of the war. ” 
		

		
			The strongest message 
		

		
			quoted came from the New York Mirror: 
		

		
			India must be induced to raise an army of 10 millions. To induce her to do this, England must be persuaded to grant any demands that India makes —complete freedom if need be. Persuade is not perhaps the cor-rect word to de fi ne the action that Roosevelt must take to secure this full cooperation from Britain —compel may become a proper verb. 
		

		
			In the Ministry of Information-based American Division ’s view, this rep-
		

		
			resented the opinion of a considerable proportion of the American press. 
		

		
			A poll of American opinion taken in March 1942 on whether Dominion 
		

		
			Status should be granted to India during or after the war con fi rmed the 
		

		
			Division ’s view: It resulted in a total 65% of those questioned responding 
		

		
			in favour of self-government, 41% during, and 24% after the war. 
		

		
			The 
		

		
			Ministry of Information recognised that more pressure would be brought 
		

		
			to bear on Britain to “make a gesture, ” but its immediate response was to 
		

		
			assume American ignorance on the subject of India, advising that 
		

		
			it was therefore less important for our press of fi cers in the United States to be able to answer questions in detail, than it was for them to know which plain and simple facts they should endeavour to get emphasised persistently and insistently. 
		

		
			Further, less simple guidelines came from the Foreign Of fi ce on Febru-
		

		
			ary 26, suggesting that the issue was not whether Britain was prepared to 
		

		
			give India freedom, but when India would be in a position to exercise it 
		

		
			under a constitution acceptable to all parties there. A poorly punctuated 
		

		
			explanation for the American press followed, and was also a response to 
		

		
			Chiang Kai-shek ’s appeal after his early February visit to India, that Britain 
		

		
			give it real political power rapidly. 
		

		
			It is clear that neither political opinion in India nor in this country is prepared to acknowledge the complications of the situation as presenting an insuperable barrier towards a fresh examination of the whole problem with a view, not to attempting the impossible in the middle of the war, but to seeing whether some means cannot be devised, within the broad framework of the existing constitution which would enable all parties and interests to cooperate wholeheartedly . . . subject, of course, when the 
		

		
			time comes . . . to a broad measure of agreement. . . . 
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			This statement virtually preempted the Offer that Cripps took to India, and 
		

		
			a cynical, unsigned margin note read, “our refusal [to transfer power] in a 
		

		
			nutshell. ” 
		

		
			It also pre-empted part of the propaganda case, allegations of 
		

		
			communal disagreement the time-honoured British reason for not transferring 
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			power. As seen, this notion was raised again despite the fact that the Pakistan 
		

		
			solution had been flagged, making the argument no longer relevant. 
		

		
			Referring to preparation of the draft declaration on February 13, the 
		

		
			Ministry of Information hoped again that the Secretary of State would give 
		

		
			two or three days warning of the announcement to allow for preparation 
		

		
			in the United States. An additional unsigned note on March 4 read, “I sin-
		

		
			cerely hope that in our hurry to make some declaration here, we shall not 
		

		
			risk spoiling the effect, so far as America is concerned, by not giving time 
		

		
			for preparing ground for that declaration. ” 
		

		
			Linlithgow and Amery also were anticipating press reaction in the United 
		

		
			States that, if properly directed, would not blame Britain for the outcome 
		

		
			of Cripps’ Mission: 
		

		
			If the offer is rejected the public . . . in America . . . will realise . . . that the real dif fi culty lies in the unreasonableness of Indian politicians and the incompatibility of their respective domestic policies. 
		

		
			Tempted to proceed against Nehru, whose February speeches were seen as 
		

		
			disruptive, if not dangerous, Linlithgow warned that 
		

		
			it would be dif fi cult to choose a worse moment than the present to proceed against Nehru . . . and the effect on world opinion, and par-ticularly in America, might well be disastrous. 
		

		
			With this temptation overcome, Amery returned to the draft declaration 
		

		
			and its intended effect: 
		

		
			I believe that if we go as far as this draft we shall have gone a long way to meet American and even Indian criticism and to create an atmo-sphere in which such interim concessions as we can offer might pos-sibly be accepted or, if rejected, leave us very much in the right. 
		

		
			Amery, re fl ecting to Linlithgow on Roosevelt ’s pressure on Churchill to 
		

		
			reach a settlement with India and the consequent British move away from 
		

		
			the position that no political change could be made together with the deci-
		

		
			sion to send Cripps to India, wrote: 
		

		
			From the point of view of putting across what is essentially a Conserva-tive policy . . . there is much to be said for sending out someone who had always been a Left Winger . . . but the end result should be . . . to mitigate any blame thrown upon the Government as a whole for failure . . . It will, 
		

		
			I think, also have cleared the air both here and in America. . . . 
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			Pessimism about the propaganda outcome, however, surfaced within days 
		

		
			of Cripps’ departure for India: 
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			The Cripps Mission has had a very good send off [in Britain and Amer-ica]. But I already detect a note in the Left Wing papers of a readiness, if Cripps does not succeed, to denounce the whole thing as a Right Wing fraud, endeavouring to put a Churchill-Amery policy across un-der cover of Cripps, the innocent victim of our machinations. 
		

		
			Whether the “whole thing” was a propaganda exercise has been dis-
		

		
			cussed, but it won a substantial reprieve for Britain. However, American 
		

		
			pressure on Britain resurfaced mid-year, when support for Britain and criti-
		

		
			cism of India reversed. Initial American reaction to Cripps’ Offer and his 
		

		
			press conference on March 29 in New Delhi can be summed up by the New 
		

		
			York Times’ message: “if Indians refuse this gift [of freedom] for petty, per-
		

		
			sonal or spiteful reasons, they will lose American sympathy . . . . ” 
		

		
			Questions to Cripps at his press conference in New Delhi on March 29 
		

		
			for the most part concentrated on the postwar provisions of the draft dec-
		

		
			laration. However, there were some questions on immediate change. 
		

		
			On the question of responsibility for defence, Cripps was able to answer a 
		

		
			series of questions illuminating the content of the draft declaration, but left an 
		

		
			impression that, “So far as this document is concerned, it contemplates joint 
		

		
			responsibility. ” 
		

		
			This statement was invaluable in that it gave further valid-
		

		
			ity to the propaganda argument that India would not accept responsibility for 
		

		
			its own government. The most contentious issue for the Congress Party was 
		

		
			the extent to which a new National Government would function as a de facto 
		

		
			Cabinet. Cripps was not asked a direct question on this matter. However, in 
		

		
			reference to the fi nal clause of the Offer and the “immediate ” and “effective ” 
		

		
			participation of Indians in the reformed government, he was able to say that “ 
		

		
			. . . the word ‘immediate ’ means starting as from the day after the acceptance 
		

		
			of this scheme . . . , ” and that “effective ” means not nominal but “real. ” 
		

		
			Cripps envisaged at this point that the message he had given to Azad and 
		

		
			Jinnah on March 25 about the future operation of the Viceroy’s Executive 
		

		
			Council as a de facto Cabinet would not change. 
		

		
			The American press, generally speaking, was loud in its praise of British 
		

		
			sincerity and critical of Indian intransigence. Even liberal journals brie fly 
		

		
			abandoned the nationalists and accurate reporting. The New Republic 
		

		
			claimed that “it should be clear even to the Indians that the British cannot 
		

		
			be stripped of all their military control in India. ” The Nation, following 
		

		
			the New Republic ’s claim, wrote “that in view of the war crisis India had 
		

		
			no right to demand full freedom. ” 
		

		
			Commenting on the success of British propaganda in the United States, 
		

		
			Halifax referred to editorials in the nationalist Indian press that even before 
		

		
			the collapse of negotiations, expressed resentment about misinterpretation 
		

		
			of the Indian position by the American press: 
		

		
			They [Indian editors] have received word of unfavourable reaction to the reluctance of India ’s leaders to strike a bargain with the British. 
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			Indian nationalists declared that American editors do not understand 
		

		
			all angles and nuances of the Indian political situation. . . . 
		

		
			136 
		

		
			Among many editorials and articles in the Hindustan Times and the Bom-
		

		
			bay Sentinel, for example, published in early April, one editorial puts Indian 
		

		
			impressions of British propaganda and the American press in a nutshell: 
		

		
			If the ineffectual dunderheads in charge of British propaganda are un-der the impression that India could be cowed down into acceptance of the Cripps proposals by such unimpressive examples of Yankee jour-nalism, we can only pity their ignorance. . . . 
		

		
			The propaganda battle over the United States ’ understanding of Cripps ’ 
		

		
			Offer was not over in the Indian press. It had, however, been won in America 
		

		
			by Britain, if only temporarily. By August, when the Congress Party leaders 
		

		
			were imprisoned following Gandhi ’s Quit India resolution, public opinion in 
		

		
			the United States had begun a brief shift to support the Indian position. 
		

		
			The Washington Embassy under Halifax devoted a signi fi cant propor-
		

		
			tion of its time in 1942 to convincing the American public to accept a 
		

		
			particular view of events in India, which, in turn, allowed Roosevelt to be 
		

		
			convinced. Roosevelt believed “that the mass of humanity does think, ” and 
		

		
			that it could “make up its mind on the pros and cons of all public ques-
		

		
			tions. ” 
		

		
			His weekly reports of editorial opinion and the “general drift ” of 
		

		
			press opinion allowed the President to see how it divided 
		

		
			and ascertain 
		

		
			where majority support lay. 
		

		
			Lord Birkenhead recorded that Halifax was liked and admired by the 
		

		
			American press, 
		

		
			although that approval was by no means universal. 
		

		
			Lippmann, for example, noted the propaganda agenda in the speech made 
		

		
			by Halifax on April 7, preparing the American public for the failure of 
		

		
			Cripps’ Mission. He wrote to John Maynard Keynes that, “From listening 
		

		
			to Halifax many Americans were beginning to believe . . . that while the 
		

		
			war in Europe was one of liberation, the war in Asia is for the defence of 
		

		
			archaic privilege. ” 
		

		
			The idea that the war in Asia was to entrench Euro-
		

		
			pean imperialism was given an Indian context by writers such as Snow and 
		

		
			Fischer. They reported to Roosevelt or his administration and wrote books 
		

		
			and articles when they returned to America, out of reach of censorship by 
		

		
			the Government of India. Their views provided the balance to British pro-
		

		
			paganda that the President sought, but ultimately did not act on. 
		

	
		
			5 United States 
		

		
			Approach to Information Gathering 
		

		
			Compared with Britain, the United States was reluctant to set up propa-
		

		
			ganda and information-gathering services similar to the Ministry of Infor-
		

		
			mation. Opposition to propaganda was also part of isolationist thinking, 
		

		
			and the prevailing view was that the media could inform the country more 
		

		
			credibly than any government agency. The notion of presenting the Ameri-
		

		
			can political position in a positive light overseas, as Britain sought to do, 
		

		
			had no currency in the early years of the war. 
		

		
			Congressional and pub-
		

		
			lic antipathy toward information gathering for any purpose, however, did 
		

		
			not prevent Roosevelt from letting Indian nationalists leaders know of his 
		

		
			interest in their struggle for self-government. Roosevelt achieved this goal 
		

		
			in three ways: through the new American Mission in New Delhi and his 
		

		
			representative there, Louis Johnson, who opened channels of communi-
		

		
			cation with political parties and business leaders, through the American 
		

		
			Technical Mission, and through direct contact with the nationalist leaders 
		

		
			by his “unof fi cial informants. ” They were journalists and writers work-
		

		
			ing in India, including Fischer and Snow, who let the President know their 
		

		
			impressions of the political situation, drawn from research and interviews 
		

		
			undertaken for books and articles subsequently published in the United 
		

		
			States. The information they gathered enabled Roosevelt to recognise the 
		

		
			misinformation contained in the British propaganda message, reminiscent 
		

		
			of his pleasure in secrecy, illustrated in his early career and in the secret 
		

		
			meeting with Churchill at Placentia Bay in August 1941. 
		

		
			During and immediately after Cripps’ time in India, Johnson briefed the 
		

		
			President fully on his progress, of which he was well aware, having advised 
		

		
			and supported Cripps when he amended aspects of his Offer to move closer 
		

		
			to nationalist demands. Direct contact with his unof fi cial informants was 
		

		
			less frequent and occurred when they returned to the United States. Through 
		

		
			one avenue or another, including “Wild Bill ” Donovan ’s investigations, the 
		

		
			President sought information about the British –Indian problem and did so 
		

		
			continuously from mid-1941 until his death. His informants, of fi cial and 
		

		
			unof fi cial, invariably supported the nationalist claim for self-government, 
		

		
			adding much to Roosevelt ’s understanding of the undisclosed nature of the 
		

		
			political crisis in India. 
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			Once America entered the war, opposition to propaganda and informa-
		

		
			tion gathering lost currency, and the Of fi ce of War Information was set up 
		

		
			with British assistance in June 1942. Like the British Ministry, the American 
		

		
			information service was staffed, in part, by writers, including Robert Sher-
		

		
			wood, the playwright and Roosevelt ’s speech writer who also wrote about 
		

		
			the political lives of the President and his adviser, Harry Hopkins, 
		

		
			2 
		

		
			and 
		

		
			Archibald MacLeish, the poet and, until 1939, Librarian of Congress. 
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			In a more overtly political context, in 1941, Roosevelt had to fi nd ways 
		

		
			to put his Administration ’s case for developing Lend-Lease. Hence, another 
		

		
			government agency was set up to provide the American public with infor-
		

		
			mation on defence assistance to Britain. Any public assumption that the 
		

		
			agency might be engaged in something like home-front propaganda was 
		

		
			dispelled by its name, the Of fi ce of Facts and Figures. 
		

		
			The agency was 
		

		
			headed not by a statistician or public relations expert, but by MacLeish in 
		

		
			his fi rst propaganda appointment. Also in 1941, Roosevelt set up a foreign 
		

		
			intelligence service to gather information overseas. It was headed by “Wild 
		

		
			Bill ” Donovan, a lawyer, a former colonel in the army, and fellow student 
		

		
			of Roosevelt ’s in earlier days. Once again, in order not to disturb public 
		

		
			opinion, Donovan ’s innocuous title was Coordinator of Information. 
		

		
			5 
		

		
			He 
		

		
			added to the pressure on Roosevelt to intervene in India by putting the 
		

		
			subcontinent on his agency ’s list of concerns, 
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			despite British attempts to 
		

		
			curtail his activities, discussed in Chapter 1. 
		

		
			Disturbed by the limited understanding of American views overseas, an 
		

		
			outcome of close to two decades of isolationist policy following Wilson ’s 
		

		
			withdrawal from the Peace Treaty at Versailles at the end of the First World 
		

		
			War, Sherwood persuaded Donovan to assist him to set up a clandestine 
		

		
			news service to broadcast to neutral and friendly countries. It began to 
		

		
			operate in 1941, before America entered the war, but gained of fi cial sup-
		

		
			port in February 1942 when Sherwood brought together a number of pri-
		

		
			vate broadcasters, forming the Voice of America. 
		

		
			The Of fi ce of War Information, set up in mid-1942, pulled together the 
		

		
			propaganda agencies under the directorship of Elmer Davis, a New York 
		

		
			Times journalist and news analyst. Sherwood became Head of the Of fi ce 
		

		
			of War Information ’s overseas organisation, known as the United States 
		

		
			Information Services. 
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			However, Sherwood’s organisation, involved in pro-
		

		
			American propaganda, failed to let India know of the extent of America ’s 
		

		
			interest. This situation arose because Johnson had no of fi cial mandate from 
		

		
			the President to represent his views, re fl ecting his decision not to openly 
		

		
			provoke Churchill. Yet Johnson ’s interventions in Cripps’ negotiations did 
		

		
			re fl ect Roosevelt ’s intention that Cripps’ Offer should succeed. 
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			MacLeish became Policy Development Director in the War Information 
		

		
			Of fi ce and was widely known to be well informed on India. 
		

		
			MacLeish, 
		

		
			Sherwood, Davis, and Paley, President of the Columbia Broadcasting 
		

		
			System, went to London in mid-1942 to organise air time on the BBC ’s 
		

		
			medium- and long-wave transmissions. Negotiations were held with Ivone 
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			Kirkpatrick, the Ministry of Information ’s Foreign Adviser to the BBC, 
		

		
			who recorded that it was in the common interest that the Voice of Amer-
		

		
			ica should be heard in Europe, 
		

		
			but that “in the fi eld of broadcasting the 
		

		
			Americans had fallen down. ” 
		

		
			The failure to develop the technology to broadcast successfully to Europe 
		

		
			was another part of the American reaction to world events in the interwar 
		

		
			years. A failure described as part of “the fetish of isolationism, ” 
		

		
			it con-
		

		
			trasted with Britain ’s mission to ensure that Government communications 
		

		
			were heard and were “bene fi cial to the interests of the source. ” 
		

		
			While 
		

		
			British propaganda “never assumed the proportion of the whole truth, ” 
		

		
			American propaganda was bound by moral and idealistic overtones. 
		

		
			However, its information gathering in India was less hide-bound, prepared, 
		

		
			as it was, to evade Government of India censorship. 
		

		
			India was represented diplomatically by Britain as part of their impe-
		

		
			rial relationship, effectively quarantining the nationalist leaders from the 
		

		
			United States Administration. The United States was represented in India 
		

		
			by Consular of fi cials in the provincial capitals, but had no establishment 
		

		
			in Delhi until mid-1941. To monitor the political situation there indepen-
		

		
			dently, Roosevelt sought ways around the formal diplomatic framework. 
		

		
			An exchange of private letters and messages, carried in and out of India 
		

		
			by visiting American journalists and writers during 1942, was one method. 
		

		
			Their reports, which were given to Roosevelt personally or to members 
		

		
			of his State Department, and their work as correspondents added to their 
		

		
			value as his “unof fi cial ” informants. The information gathered by China 
		

		
			expert Edgar Snow and his analysis of the situation he found in India in 
		

		
			1942, together with the work of Louis Fischer and, to a lesser extent, jour-
		

		
			nalist Vincent Sheean and others were a vital element in the President ’s 
		

		
			information gathering. 
		

		
			A more formal method was arrived at in May 1941, when the United 
		

		
			States agreed to Bajpai’s appointment to Washington as India ’s Agent-
		

		
			General. In return, America was accorded representation in Delhi. The 
		

		
			arrangement, as it unfolded, was unique diplomatically. The new Mission ’s 
		

		
			status was never completely clear, but it served American interests in a 
		

		
			number of ways. Not only did it become possible for the United States to 
		

		
			gather information that did not have a British gloss, it allowed American 
		

		
			input into the Cripps negotiations. In the Lend-Lease context, it also made 
		

		
			possible ongoing and often unfavourable assessments of Britain ’s war prep-
		

		
			arations in India and its lack of support for industry there. 
		

		
			The fi rst American appointment to Delhi with the rank of Commissioner 
		

		
			was Thomas Wilson, serving in the Calcutta Consulate at the time of his 
		

		
			appointment in 1941. He provided the United States with direct reporting 
		

		
			of political events with an of fi cial imprimatur, which gave Roosevelt the 
		

		
			means to demonstrate to India and Britain his interest in their problems. 
		

		
			His interest was interpreted differently by each. For India, it suggested pos-
		

		
			sible intervention on its behalf; for Britain, it bordered on interference that 
		

	
		
			United States 83 
		

		
			was occasionally met with aggression by Churchill. As an example of his 
		

		
			work, Wilson was asked to report on the strength of Gandhi’s and the 
		

		
			Congress Party ’s popularity following the latter ’s Working Committee’s 
		

		
			Bardoli resolution on December 30, 1941. The resolution stated the Party ’s 
		

		
			preparedness to support the Allied war effort in return for independence. 
		

		
			The Congress Party ’s concession was the sort of information that enabled 
		

		
			Roosevelt to push Churchill toward what became Cripps’ Offer. Wilson ’s 
		

		
			reports were generally critical of British policy, and he, too, pushed the 
		

		
			State Department for a stronger American reaction. 
		

		
			Roosevelt, as has been 
		

		
			stated, was also under pressure from Donovan, the Coordinator of Infor-
		

		
			mation, who had put India on his Agency ’s list of immediate concerns. 
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			As political events accelerated with the build up to Cripps’ Offer in 
		

		
			March 1942, the American Mission ’s full potential emerged. Roosevelt 
		

		
			wanted a more proactive organisation in Delhi, but one that was seen to 
		

		
			observe the fi ne line between the United States’ interest and interference. 
		

		
			He took the opportunity with the departure for Delhi of the American 
		

		
			Technical Mission to replace Wilson with an appointment from outside the 
		

		
			diplomatic net. 
		

		
			Initially, it appeared that Louis Johnson, a lawyer and former Assis-
		

		
			tant Secretary of War, not a diplomat, would lead the Technical Mission. 
		

		
			Roosevelt, however, appointed Henry Grady to head the Mission. This 
		

		
			last-minute switch left Johnson free to take over from Wilson and, in his 
		

		
			interpretation of his responsibilities, blurred the line between interest 
		

		
			and interference. 
		

		
			Controversy surrounded Johnson ’s appointment. Naming a special 
		

		
			envoy to be his Personal Representative was not unusual for Roosevelt. He 
		

		
			had done so when he sent Averell Harriman to London in February 1941, 
		

		
			and it meant that the appointee would report to the White House, rather 
		

		
			than the State Department. 
		

		
			21 
		

		
			But Johnson ’s diplomatic status was unclear, 
		

		
			and Halifax reacted rapidly when, on March 9, 1942, the Washington Post 
		

		
			published a United Press message from New Delhi to the effect that the 
		

		
			United States and India had agreed to exchange Ministers. He cabled to the 
		

		
			Foreign Of fi ce that, “It looks as if the Americans are trying to force our 
		

		
			hand by anticipating the grant of full Dominion Status to India. ” 
		

		
			Ensuing communications con fi rmed that the constitutional position in 
		

		
			India did not allow it direct diplomatic relations with another nation and 
		

		
			that there could be no question of an exchange of Ministers. Halifax was 
		

		
			instructed by the India Of fice to make this point to the State Department, 
		

		
			and he reported that the Whitehall Government and the Government of 
		

		
			India agreed to Johnson ’s appointment as Roosevelt ’s Personal Representa-
		

		
			tive. 
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			Johnson, nonetheless, retained the rank of Minister. 
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			The idea of a Technical Mission to advise the Government of India on 
		

		
			industrial expansion was floated to Berle by Bajpai. 
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			Berle, in turn, pro-
		

		
			posed that a representative be sent to India to assess its needs in war pro-
		

		
			duction. 
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			His suggestion fitted neatly into the range of the Lend-Lease 
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			operation in India. Roosevelt ’s response was positive, 
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			and Bajpai was able 
		

		
			to report that the Government of India would welcome such a Mission. In 
		

		
			a conversation with Berle, Bajpai expressed the hope that if its head was “a 
		

		
			man of the world, ” he might assist in evaluating the constitutional position 
		

		
			there. Berle, with Bajpai’s report of their conversation in mind, replied that 
		

		
			America could not consider “interfering” in a matter or issue that con-
		

		
			cerned Britain and India. 
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			The latter part of Bajpai’s remark seems extraordinary. Churchill had 
		

		
			told Roosevelt that India was off limits. American assistance and opinion 
		

		
			were not sought by the War Cabinet or the Government of India. How-
		

		
			ever, on March 10, Roosevelt took an unprecedented step that bordered on 
		

		
			intervention. He cabled Churchill with a proposed solution to the Indian 
		

		
			deadlock over Cripps’ Offer, a central temporary Dominion Government 
		

		
			made up of a representative group. 
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			Churchill privately made light of the 
		

		
			proposal (which was modeled on the 1787 American Constitutional Con-
		

		
			vention), both in March and a month later when the President re-raised it 
		

		
			in a last-minute intervention to save Cripps’ Offer. 
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			Roosevelt ’s letter to Linlithgow on March 19, apprising him of John-
		

		
			son ’s appointment as the President ’s Personal Representative with the 
		

		
			rank of Minister, not head of the incoming Technical Mission as had been 
		

		
			expected, re fl ected, however, the tenor of Bajpai’s remark. Roosevelt con-
		

		
			cluded, “I consider him specially quali fi ed to further the mutual interests of 
		

		
			the Government of India and the Government of the United States. ” 
		

		
			This does not suggest an appointment limited to observation, informa-
		

		
			tion gathering, and reporting. In his study of Cripps’ Offer, Moore argued 
		

		
			that when Johnson was briefed by Shaw, Assistant Secretary of State, on 
		

		
			March 11, prior to his changed appointment in India, it was clear that he 
		

		
			was going to India “as far more than the head of a mission on munitions. ” 
		

		
			Shaw had informed Johnson that his duties as the President ’s Personal Rep-
		

		
			resentative would “take precedence over his work as Chairman of the Mis-
		

		
			sion. ” 
		

		
			Johnson then asked Shaw whether he should involve himself with 
		

		
			the Indian nationalists. Shaw ’s reply was that he could, but that “ . . . it 
		

		
			must be done with the utmost care. ” 
		

		
			The President ’s letter appointing Johnson as his Personal Representative 
		

		
			to India with the rank of Minister made no mention of any connection with 
		

		
			the Technical Mission. It did, however, make reference to his duties as Per-
		

		
			sonal Representative. But the statement outlining them, as dictated by the 
		

		
			President, is not contained in his fi le, although it remains in the index. 
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			The timing of Johnson ’s appointment in mid-March, the Washington 
		

		
			Post reprinting a message from Delhi on the exchange of Ministers with 
		

		
			India, and the wording of the President ’s communication to Linlithgow are 
		

		
			clear indications of America ’s continuing strong pressure on Britain. These 
		

		
			events occurred at the same time as Roosevelt ’s pressure on Churchill in 
		

		
			London through Harriman and Winant, and in the aftermath of Chiang 
		

		
			Kai-shek ’s visit to India and his subsequent report to the President. 
		

	
		
			United States 85 
		

		
			Cripps ’ negotiations were at a crucial stage when Johnson arrived in Delhi 
		

		
			on April 3. The probable contents of Roosevelt ’s instructions to Johnson have 
		

		
			been the subject of much debate. Historian Hess, for example, argued, on the 
		

		
			one hand, that Roosevelt knew Johnson was outspoken and aggressive; if the 
		

		
			President had intended to remain on the sidelines in the negotiations, he would 
		

		
			not have sent Johnson to represent him. On the other hand, he reasoned that, 
		

		
			although Johnson ’s time in India demonstrated to both Britain and India the 
		

		
			level of America ’s interest, the outcome showed the limits of that interest. 
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			Other attempts to clarify whether Johnson was acting on the President ’s 
		

		
			instructions when he entered Cripps’ negotiations, or on his own initiative, 
		

		
			move from the point that “Roosevelt directed Louis Johnson . . . to medi-
		

		
			ate between Cripps and Viceroy Linlithgow on the one hand and Nehru 
		

		
			and the Congress Party on the other, ” 
		

		
			to an opposite view: that Roosevelt 
		

		
			“ . . . sent Colonel Louis Johnson to India as his personal representative . . . 
		

		
			to keep him apprised of the real situation in the subcontinent. ” 
		

		
			This view suggests that Johnson was little more than one of Roosevelt ’s 
		

		
			information gatherers, albeit with an of fi cial role, charged only with pro-
		

		
			viding the President with an unbiased account of Cripps’ negotiations. 
		

		
			Other writers saw Johnson as immediately involving himself in the 
		

		
			negotiations, legitimately so as he held a Presidential commission. John-
		

		
			son quickly became amicus curiae, mediating between Cripps and Nehru 
		

		
			and proposing key new initiatives in the defence portfolio to facilitate the 
		

		
			Indo –British agreement. He was a highly visible expression of America ’s 
		

		
			hopes for settlement in India. 
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			Cripps’ three biographers, Cooke, Estorick, and Strauss, agree that 
		

		
			Johnson acted positively and with obvious power during the negotiations, 
		

		
			but none suggested that he acted on instructions from Roosevelt. 
		

		
			Cooke 
		

		
			came closest when he suggested that the British “were unable to gauge the 
		

		
			force of Colonel Johnson ’s interventions . . . which were undoubtedly pow-
		

		
			erful enough to prevent an earlier breakdown of the talks with Congress ” 
		

		
			and speculated that Johnson was “moving from the fi eld of persuasion into 
		

		
			that of negotiation. ” 
		

		
			However, Cripps’ biographer, Strauss, simply quoted 
		

		
			from Cripps’ speech in the House of Commons following his return to 
		

		
			London, in which he assured members that, “At no time did he [Johnson] 
		

		
			act otherwise than in a purely personal capacity. ” 
		

		
			In his formal report on the constitutional problem in India prepared for 
		

		
			Nuf fi eld College and fi rst published in March 1943, Coupland stated that 
		

		
			Johnson, after his arrival in New Delhi, “took an informal but active part 
		

		
			in the negotiations. ” 
		

		
			He was more partisan in his propaganda work, The 
		

		
			Cripps Mission, published some nine months earlier, where he recorded 
		

		
			that, “ . . . the rumour was soon abroad that Colonel Johnson ’s arrival at 
		

		
			this juncture was no accident. The American President . . . was determined 
		

		
			to have [a] say in the Indian settlement. ” 
		

		
			The rumour to which Coupland referred was probably generated by bona 
		

		
			fi de reports in Indian newspapers. For example, a headline in the Hindustan 
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			Times on April 7 read, “Can Roosevelt Step in to Avert Breakdown? ”This 
		

		
			story was followed by a report that talks had taken place among Nehru, 
		

		
			Azad, and Johnson and between Cripps and Johnson. Similarly, a report in 
		

		
			the Bombay Sentinel on April 10 acknowledged the part that Johnson had 
		

		
			played in “these vital negotiations ” and recognised that American in flu-
		

		
			ence had been “exerted ” in favour of democracy. Perhaps more provocative 
		

		
			were Shankar ’s cartoons in the Hindustan Times, portraying Cripps and 
		

		
			Linlithgow as helpless while Roosevelt and Johnson took over. 
		

		
			Interestingly, within India, Britain made few attempts at censorship of 
		

		
			political material that originated from the local English-language press. Its 
		

		
			main challenges during 1942 were directed at the Calcutta-based editor of 
		

		
			the Statesman, who was British, and the National Herald, which supported 
		

		
			Nehru. The British acceptance of Indian nationalist freedom of association 
		

		
			and speech during Cripps’ Mission fits well with what Oliver in Leader-
		

		
			ship in Asia described as a long tradition of British tolerance of freedom of 
		

		
			speech, extended to the “uninhibited ” verbal expressiveness of India. 
		

		
			Although Coupland put the possibility of Presidential interference down 
		

		
			to rumour, it was, nonetheless, the possibility most feared by the British: 
		

		
			that the imperial agenda in India might be removed from British hands. 
		

		
			Therefore, it is arguable that, in what was essentially a popular work, The 
		

		
			Cripps Mission, Coupland made the British public aware of a situation that 
		

		
			might again arise: that the United States could intervene in British imperial 
		

		
			policy. In promoting the propaganda line that India was exclusively a Brit-
		

		
			ish matter, Coupland, like Strauss, cited part of Cripps’ speech to the House 
		

		
			of Commons on April 28: “ . . . I wish to make it abundantly clear there 
		

		
			was no question of any American intervention, but only the help of a very 
		

		
			able American citizen. ” 
		

		
			In his examination of Cripps’ Mission, Moore 
		

		
			referred frequently to Coupland’s diary, to which he had access. The diary 
		

		
			appears to provide a personal account of Coupland’s almost daily conversa-
		

		
			tions with Cripps. Their conversations clearly related an inside story that 
		

		
			did not fi nd its way into Coupland’s of fi cial and propaganda accounts, but 
		

		
			added to the evidence that Johnson ’s role was primarily political. 
		

		
			Clymer, 
		

		
			who resifted the evidence, also saw Johnson ’s role as political and part of 
		

		
			the President ’s effort to keep the pressure on Britain to reach a settlement 
		

		
			with the nationalists. 
		

		
			Thus, it can be argued that Roosevelt ’s purpose in appointing Johnson 
		

		
			to Delhi, instead of retaining Wilson or replacing him with a career dip-
		

		
			lomat, was political, arguably clandestine, and part of his anti-imperial 
		

		
			agenda. The absence of the President ’s instructions to Johnson, which may 
		

		
			well have been politically indiscreet, his ultimate failure to take a strong 
		

		
			stance on India despite his rhetoric, and the war-generated need to remain 
		

		
			on good terms with Britain all add weight to this conclusion. 
		

		
			Clymer suggested that the fact that Roosevelt did not intervene when 
		

		
			Johnson fi rst asked him to do so on April 4 was consistent with the argu-
		

		
			ment that Johnson ’s role was political in the broadest sense. It was not clear 
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			on April 4 that Cripps’ Mission would fail. 
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			Clymer recalled, as has been 
		

		
			stated previously, that the President offered Churchill at least an interim 
		

		
			solution in the Central Dominion Government proposal on March 10 only 
		

		
			three weeks previously. Roosevelt intervened, again unsuccessfully, on 
		

		
			April 11 after receiving Johnson ’s urgent assessment on the same day that 
		

		
			Churchill wanted the Congress Party to reject Cripps’ Offer. 
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			Roosevelt informed Churchill that public reaction in the United States 
		

		
			would be disastrous for Britain should the negotiations collapse because of 
		

		
			British intransigence. The President ’s statements about India ’s willingness to 
		

		
			accept a compromise on the defence portfolio and Britain ’s refusal to con-
		

		
			cede self-government indicated that Johnson reported to him fully on the 
		

		
			negotiations, including the Cripps –Johnson formula and the withdrawal of 
		

		
			Cripps ’ powers to negotiate. 
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			Roosevelt ’s threats were, however, based on 
		

		
			a selective reading of public opinion. Churchill, who received Roosevelt ’s 
		

		
			message during the early hours of April 12, Greenwich Mean Time, claimed 
		

		
			wrongly, in response to the President ’s request that negotiations continue, 
		

		
			that Cripps had already left. 
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			Cripps had been due to leave New Delhi during 
		

		
			the morning of Sunday, April 12, Indian Standard Time, but he did not actu-
		

		
			ally leave India until the following morning, Monday, April 13, Indian Time 
		

		
			(6.5 hours ahead of GMT). 
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			It seems highly unlikely that Cripps ’ departure 
		

		
			would have been earlier than 11 p.m. or midnight on April 12, GMT. 
		

		
			On Tuesday, April 14, the Hindustan Times reported a press conference 
		

		
			held in Karachi before Cripps left the subcontinent. 
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			Had Cripps’ press 
		

		
			conference been held on Sunday, April 12 (IST), 
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			it would have appeared 
		

		
			in the Hindustan Times on the previous day; such was Cripps’ importance. 
		

		
			Thus, it is clear that Churchill could have stopped Cripps’ departure and 
		

		
			sent him back to Delhi. It is equally clear that the Prime Minister was 
		

		
			prepared to gamble on the President ’s reaction, and this strategy paid off. 
		

		
			The British propaganda drive in the United States convinced United States 
		

		
			majority opinion that the Congress Party was responsible for the failure 
		

		
			of negotiations. British censorship ensured, for example, that the contents 
		

		
			of Azad’s communication of April 9 were not publicised in, for example, 
		

		
			the New York Times. It had set out the level of compromise on the defence 
		

		
			portfolio that the Congress Party was prepared to accept, 
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			potentially 
		

		
			damaging the British argument that nationalist India would not cooperate 
		

		
			in government unless it controlled defence. The failure of this information 
		

		
			to reach the American public meant that Roosevelt was not “directed ” by 
		

		
			public opinion to take a decisive role in solving the Indian impasse. Ameri-
		

		
			can opinion was informed only from British propaganda. 
		

		
			Keeping secret the alternate story denied American opinion the chance 
		

		
			to shift and put pressure on Roosevelt to act for India. Linlithgow, unaware 
		

		
			of how much the President knew, nonetheless remained convinced that 
		

		
			Johnson ’s role was not one of information gathering and reporting only. He 
		

		
			expressed to Amery his strong view that he did not like anyone in Johnson ’s 
		

		
			position involving himself so closely in negotiations with Indian politicians. 
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			He went on to say that he would be “relieved ” if there was “no misunder-
		

		
			standing or confusion arising on account of Johnson ’s activities and perhaps 
		

		
			on the part of the President himself. ” 
		

		
			Linlithgow ’s next communication 
		

		
			concerning the negotiations followed his late-evening interview with Cripps 
		

		
			and Johnson on April 8, making it clear that the Viceroy was angry because 
		

		
			the Cripps –Johnson formula had been put to Nehru without his knowl-
		

		
			edge. 
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			He also admitted the bind he was in: If the British government ’s 
		

		
			“emissary, ” Roosevelt ’s “personal assistant, ” and the Congress all agreed, 
		

		
			he also must be seen to support the new defence initiative. 
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			Cripps acted 
		

		
			quickly as well. At 1 a.m. (IST) on April 9, Cripps cabled Churchill to ask 
		

		
			him to thank the President on behalf of the Government for Johnson ’s help. 
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			At this point, Roosevelt was closest to in fluencing the outcome of Cripps’ 
		

		
			Offer, adding to the mystery surrounding Johnson ’s role. 
		

		
			Churchill discussed the Viceroy’s communications of April 7 and of the 
		

		
			early hours of April 9 with Hopkins on the morning of April 9, adding that 
		

		
			Linlithgow was convinced that Johnson was acting under the President ’s 
		

		
			instructions. 
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			Seeking to clarify the situation, Churchill fl oated the idea with 
		

		
			Hopkins that the Cabinet might turn down the Cripps –Johnson proposal, 
		

		
			in which case Roosevelt would “be in the embarrassing position of having 
		

		
			ostensibly made a proposal which the British Government rejected. ” 
		

		
			Hop-
		

		
			kins, impressed with the attention he received from the Prime Minister, was 
		

		
			anxious to put the most favourable gloss on Churchill ’s remark and at the 
		

		
			same time insulate his President from Johnson ’s activities. Disingenuously, 
		

		
			he assured Churchill that Johnson ’s original mission to India had nothing 
		

		
			to do with Cripps ’ Offer, which is obvious because the initial intention had 
		

		
			been that he led the Technical Mission. Hopkins gave his view that it was in 
		

		
			Cripps ’ interest to get Roosevelt ’s name identi fied with the new formula. 
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			Ignoring Hopkins’ failure to answer his proposition that the President 
		

		
			might be linked with a proposal that his Government rejected, Churchill 
		

		
			cabled Cripps at 1.20 p.m. (GMT) on the same day, April 9, that John-
		

		
			son was not Roosevelt ’s Personal Representative in any matter outside the 
		

		
			Technical Mission. 
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			Churchill discounted Johnson. The India Committee 
		

		
			also met on April 9 to discuss the proposed new defence formula, and at 4 
		

		
			p.m. (GMT) fi nally killed the proposal and with it, Cripps’ Offer. Churchill 
		

		
			added his own coup de grace on April 10: 
		

		
			It was certainly agreed between us all that there were not to be negotia-tions but that you were to try to gain acceptance . . . of our great offer which has made so powerful an impression here and throughout the 
		

		
			United States. 
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			Cripps did not seek to protect his reputation and supported the propa-
		

		
			ganda line. He chose to keep the real story of his Mission ’s failure to him-
		

		
			self and take advantage of “the handle that the Congress rejection gave to 
		

		
			the propagandist. ” 
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			In supporting the British propaganda line in the United States, Cripps, 
		

		
			Halifax, the Ministry of Information, the Foreign Of fi ce, the Government 
		

		
			of India, and, indeed, Coupland were virtually immune from challenge in 
		

		
			the United States. British censorship of material leaving India, referred to as 
		

		
			a communication blackout in India, 
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			netted international press cables and 
		

		
			Indian newspaper reports of Cripps’ Mission and, more important, Con-
		

		
			gress Party statements. The only remaining threat to Britain ’s immunity 
		

		
			came from Americans in India who, rather than risk censorship of their 
		

		
			reporting in dispatches, wrote after leaving the country. The British were 
		

		
			aware, as India Of fi ce fi les show, that the President ’s information gathering 
		

		
			evaded Government of India censorship. 
		

		
			Two examples indicated the ongoing censorship enforcement problem 
		

		
			faced by Britain. A communication from the Chief Press Adviser to the 
		

		
			Government of India in 1944 to Joyce at the India Of fi ce referred to the 
		

		
			draft of a book by Preston Grover, who wrote for the Associated Press of 
		

		
			America. Grover went to India in April 1942 
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			and completed his draft dur-
		

		
			ing his period there. Krichner recorded that: “ . . . The chapters on India 
		

		
			. . . showed a regrettable anti-British bias . . . it misrepresented British rule 
		

		
			in India and gave a completely one-sided version of the events of August 
		

		
			1942. . . . ” 
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			He resolved, with India Of fice approval, that, because Grover 
		

		
			was to return to the United States shortly, the book was not to be submitted 
		

		
			to censorship because, once back in America, the author could produce a 
		

		
			more damaging account over which there would be no control. 
		

		
			Similarly, 
		

		
			outside the control of censorship was an advertisement in the New York 
		

		
			Times for an article entitled “Must Britain Give Up India? ” by Edgar Snow, 
		

		
			to be published in the Saturday Evening Post. 
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			A copy of the advertise-
		

		
			ment is held at the India Of fi ce and read, in part: 
		

		
			Are the British kidding themselves that they can hold India against India and Japan combined? Snow cables from Bombay why India will swing her tremendous resources to the Axis unless Britain backs down . . . and what action is needed immediately by the United States. 
		

		
			Although the article was not as damning as the advertisement sug-
		

		
			gested, 
		

		
			a letter from New York, also contained in the India Of fi ce fi le, 
		

		
			claimed that its appearance would be “highly damaging in view of the 
		

		
			enormous in fluence of that publication. ” 
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			“Must Britain give up India? ” was published after the arrest of Congress 
		

		
			Party leaders following the passage of the Quit India resolution on August 
		

		
			8, 1942. Snow ’s article, an outcome of Roosevelt ’s information-gathering 
		

		
			methods, also analysed Cripps’ Offer and contributed to a backlash against 
		

		
			British action in India by the American public. Britain reinvigorated its 
		

		
			propaganda drive in response. 
		

		
			The fi rst phase of Churchill’s propaganda drive from February 1942 to 
		

		
			mid-year had convinced the majority of Americans that Cripps’ Mission 
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			failed because of nationalist intransigence. Roosevelt, of course, knew the 
		

		
			real story, but again chose not to reveal it. Churchill, however, could not 
		

		
			rely on his silence. 
		

		
			Johnson was withdrawn from India in May ostensibly because of illness, 
		

		
			but possibly because he had too closely linked the President with his own 
		

		
			role in India. Grady, who led the Technical Mission, cabled to Roosevelt 
		

		
			that while in India Johnson had “overplayed your interest ” and “made 
		

		
			some pretty strong statements in your name. ” 
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			Although Johnson may 
		

		
			well have emphasised the President ’s interest in India, this notion did not 
		

		
			receive air time because the majority of the American press supported the 
		

		
			British position in April 1942, rather than that of the nationalists. Argu-
		

		
			ably, the reason for his recall was his potential to embarrass Roosevelt, in 
		

		
			part, due to his outspokenness and, in part, due his overt support of Cripps 
		

		
			and the Congress position, which was no longer seen as appropriate after 
		

		
			the Offer was rejected and British rule re-endorsed. His parting speech, 
		

		
			delivered at the Delhi railway station and broadcast by All-India Radio on 
		

		
			April 24, contained a personal message, attributed to the President, for the 
		

		
			people of India. His speech also contained another message that he had 
		

		
			indicated to Nehru in a note sent the previous day. He wrote, “I am saying 
		

		
			between the lines what I hope the good people of India will understand are 
		

		
			the convictions, not alone of myself, but of those Americans who are not 
		

		
			sel fi shly hidebound. ” 
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			Although the content of the speech was not overtly 
		

		
			contentious, it demonstrated his anti-imperial feelings more than his sound 
		

		
			political judgment. This view is borne out in a speech that Johnson made to 
		

		
			the National Convention of the American Legion on September 20, 1942: 
		

		
			“I should like most of all to talk today with you . . . about India —but, 
		

		
			for reasons all too obvious, that is not to be. ” 
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			Halifax also indicated 
		

		
			that Johnson had been indiscreet and had exceeded his instructions, caus-
		

		
			ing widespread hopes of American intervention both in the United States 
		

		
			among Indian sympathisers and in India. 
		

		
			Six months elapsed before Johnson ’s successor was appointed. Roosevelt 
		

		
			chose a career diplomat who was an old friend. A member of a prominent 
		

		
			Boston family, William Phillips brought more prestige to the Delhi post than 
		

		
			had Johnson, and his appointment emphasised yet again the importance the 
		

		
			President attached to India. This appointment, in turn, rekindled Indian 
		

		
			hopes of American intervention. 
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			Phillips, however, was serving in London 
		

		
			when he was offered the post, and he seemed likely to be sympathetic to 
		

		
			Britain ’s stance on India. 
		

		
			81 
		

		
			In fact, Phillips ’ reports during 1943 were much 
		

		
			more critical of the British position than the President expected. 
		

		
			Gandhi ’s strongest personal protests were to fast, and in an early 
		

		
			letter to Roosevelt about the jailed Mahatma ’s fast in February 1943, 
		

		
			Phillips wrote that strict censorship prevented the American press from 
		

		
			reporting the level of apprehension in India caused by of ficial bulletins 
		

		
			on Gandhi ’s health, which indicated that he would not survive. Thus, the 
		

		
			American public was generally unaware that political events in India were 
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			again newsworthy. Phillips ’ next letter analysed the political situation as 
		

		
			he saw it. He argued that both Churchill and Linlithgow were “well-sat-
		

		
			is fi ed” to let the political deadlock remain for as long as possible, and he 
		

		
			proposed American intervention. He suggested that the President invite 
		

		
			Indian political groups to meet and discuss the future under American 
		

		
			chairmanship. He went on to suggest that United States ’ chairing of such 
		

		
			a meeting would serve the dual purpose of showing American interest 
		

		
			and acting as a guarantee to India of independence. 
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			Thus, both Phillips 
		

		
			and Johnson saw the need for Presidential or American intervention in 
		

		
			India. Information gathered in India in 1943 thus supported the previous 
		

		
			year ’s intelligence. 
		

		
			The information-gathering vacuum left by Johnson ’s recall to the United 
		

		
			States until Phillips’ appointment was fi lled for Roosevelt by his unof fi cial 
		

		
			informants, the writers and journalist who were in India in 1942. Chief 
		

		
			among the President ’s sources of information on India from mid-year was 
		

		
			Edgar Snow. 
		

		
			Snow met with Roosevelt in February 1942 before leaving for India as 
		

		
			a war correspondent for the Saturday Evening Post. He had another meet-
		

		
			ing with the President when he returned to the United States in 1944 and 
		

		
			had a fi nal talk with him in March 1945. Their discussions about India 
		

		
			were built on Snow ’s articles and books, as well as the President ’s views. 
		

		
			Although Snow ’s written reports to the President are not among either 
		

		
			Snow ’s papers at the University of Missouri, nor the Edgar Snow or India 
		

		
			fi les at the Roosevelt Library, the direction of their conversations suggests 
		

		
			that Snow ’s articles and his other writing utilised, for the most part, the 
		

		
			same information as he conveyed personally to Roosevelt. After Johnson 
		

		
			was withdrawn, Snow became the President ’s key covert source of informa-
		

		
			tion about the deteriorating political situation in India. 
		

		
			Edgar Parks Snow was born in Kansas City on July 19, 1905, where he 
		

		
			was educated. He attended the University of Missouri School of Journalism 
		

		
			in Columbia, but left in 1924 and moved to New York to begin a career 
		

		
			in advertising. 
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			He had no political agenda or interest in China when he 
		

		
			began his period overseas and his writing career there in 1928. He returned 
		

		
			to the United States in 1941, a “politically astute ” China hand and well-
		

		
			known writer. 
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			Snow fi rst visited India in 1931, soon after Halifax (then Lord Irwin) 
		

		
			and Gandhi had negotiated a fragile truce between the Government of 
		

		
			India and the Congress Party. 
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			There he found national upheaval on a 
		

		
			scale that rivaled his recent experiences in China. At that time, he “ . . . had 
		

		
			little stomach for all the study and preparation necessary to engage himself 
		

		
			deeply in the Indian national movement. ” 
		

		
			After meeting Gandhi, whom 
		

		
			he described as a “considerable bore, ” and Nehru, whom he instantly 
		

		
			admired, 
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			he returned to China. 
		

		
			He did, nonetheless, write two thoughtful articles about India, one for 
		

		
			the New York Sun and the other for the China Weekly Review. He also 
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			wrote a series on India in the adventure-travel genre for the Sun. They 
		

		
			bore titles such as “Calcutta, India, City of Contrasting Beauty and Squa-
		

		
			lor —The Hindu Rituals on the Banks of the Sacred Ganges River, ” “Beside 
		

		
			the Ganges River: Benares, India, Where Filth and Ignorance Abound, ” 
		

		
			“The Taj Mahal —That Which Earth Has Not Anything to Show More 
		

		
			Fair, ” and “Seventh City of Delhi: The Modern and Prosaic British Capital 
		

		
			of India Today With Its Beautiful Architectural Reminders of Gay, Brave 
		

		
			Days Long Past. ” 
		

		
			Snow ’s two serious articles on India discussed, fi rst, the communal prob-
		

		
			lem and Gandhi’s attempt to frame a pact that both Hindus and Muslims 
		

		
			could agree to before the start of the Round Table Conference in London 
		

		
			in 1931, 
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			and, second, the boycott of British goods. In this article, Snow 
		

		
			raised his concern that the boycott might open a market in India for Japa-
		

		
			nese piece goods. 
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			His writing demonstrated a perception about Indian realities that Roos-
		

		
			evelt appreciated a decade later, but, as his biographer, Farnsworth, sug-
		

		
			gested, Snow was not yet ready to grapple with. He remained preoccupied 
		

		
			with the Chinese political struggle and reluctant to immerse himself in 
		

		
			Indian nationalist politics as well. 
		

		
			During his years in China, Snow was a correspondent successively for 
		

		
			the Chicago Tribune, the New York Sun, the New York Herald Tribune, 
		

		
			and, from 1936, for the British Labour Party newspaper, the Daily Herald. 
		

		
			He wrote some 30 articles for the Herald, which were the core of his Red 
		

		
			Star Over China, published in 1938. 
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			Red Star had a strong impact on 
		

		
			informed British and American opinion, including Roosevelt. 
		

		
			Before Roosevelt and Snow discussed India in February 1942, Snow clari-
		

		
			fied his own views on America ’s global responsibilities and anti- colonialism. 
		

		
			He argued that instead of being regarded in Asia as “a mere imperialist 
		

		
			rival of Japan, ” the United States should be seen as a nation that treated all 
		

		
			people equally. Thus, America ’s entry into the war, in part to defend British 
		

		
			freedom, entailed involvement in what “Mr. Amery does with India ” 
		

		
			and a 
		

		
			clear choice of future direction. By entering the war, the United States could 
		

		
			support undemocratic concepts of Empire or it could support democracy. 
		

		
			Snow considered that imperialism was destroying itself: that behind the war 
		

		
			about Empires, moves toward social revolution were well advanced, and his 
		

		
			arguments informed the American public. 
		

		
			Snow ’s analysis of Britain ’s Indian Empire is contained in The Battle for 
		

		
			Asia, published in June 1941. His insights were thus well developed before 
		

		
			the signing of the Atlantic Charter, although the Lend-Lease Act was 
		

		
			passed before publication of his book. Snow questioned the Act ’s applica-
		

		
			tion to India and Britain ’s other Asian possessions. He argued that if Brit-
		

		
			ain needed American aid to defend India, with its vast war potential in 
		

		
			terms of manpower, it was a signi fi cant commentary on Britain ’s political 
		

		
			weakness there. 
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			Snow ’s analysis for the most part predated Roosevelt ’s 
		

		
			pressure on Churchill to settle with India. It began during the Lend-Lease 
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			negotiations, continued following the publication of the Atlantic Charter 
		

		
			and the attack on Pearl Harbour, and escalated through Cripps’ time in 
		

		
			India. Snow was clearly ready to immerse himself in India ’s problems by 
		

		
			1941. He had familiarised himself with Britain ’s engagement there in terms 
		

		
			of military preparedness, industrial development, and its value to British 
		

		
			investors and Britons as a whole and also with the political impasse. 
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			On February 21, 1942, Snow requested a meeting with Roosevelt. 
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			The 
		

		
			subject of India preoccupied the President, and he opened their discussion 
		

		
			by asking Snow what he thought about Chiang Kai-Shek ’s recent visit to 
		

		
			Delhi. Roosevelt went on to say that he thought India might soon be an 
		

		
			American problem, and he asked Snow for his views on how to form a new 
		

		
			government there under war conditions. Roosevelt proceeded to explain 
		

		
			the problem as he saw it: Churchill’s determination to protect the minori-
		

		
			ties meant, in practice, not transferring power to any government whose 
		

		
			authority was not recognised by all groups. The President proposed two 
		

		
			options to apply to an independent India: either a government with guar-
		

		
			antees for the rights of all minorities or equality under a democratic con-
		

		
			stitution. 
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			Snow supported the latter, recording his opinion that India ’s 
		

		
			problem was “how to get rid of outgrown feudal institutions not how 
		

		
			to perpetuate them in elaborate constitutional guarantees. ” 
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			For Roos-
		

		
			evelt, private conversations about India were not unusual, nor, apparently, 
		

		
			did they contravene his conception of loyalty to Britain as his ally or to 
		

		
			Churchill personally. 
		

		
			Snow already knew Gandhi from interviews with him in 1931 
		

		
			and 
		

		
			Nehru from their conversations during the same period. He was ideally 
		

		
			suited to the role of unof fi cial informant for Roosevelt on India. Roosevelt, 
		

		
			“the charming chief executive, ” 
		

		
			recruited Snow at their fi rst meeting. He 
		

		
			was not, however, the only one. Other journalists served Roosevelt in other 
		

		
			fi elds, although he failed to persuade CBS reporter Edward Murrow to join 
		

		
			the Of fi ce of War Information. 
		

		
			For his part, Snow liked the idea of non-
		

		
			of fi cials being used for gathering information, a method he had already 
		

		
			encountered in China with Sir Archibald Clark-Kerr, British Ambassador 
		

		
			there in the 1930s and a key supporter of Snow ’s writing projects. 
		

		
			Snow ’s fi rst interview with Roosevelt and discussion about solutions for 
		

		
			India ended with the President asking him to write when “you hear any-
		

		
			thing interesting, ” to report when he returned, and to “ask Nehru to write 
		

		
			me a letter and tell me exactly what he wants me to do for India. ” 
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			Roos-
		

		
			evelt ’s message to Nehru was typical of his unorthodox methods of letting 
		

		
			the Indian leaders know of his concern without using diplomatic channels 
		

		
			open to him, such as his Mission in Delhi. 
		

		
			Nehru wrote to Roosevelt on April 12, the day that Cripps left Delhi. 
		

		
			He sent the letter to Johnson for safe delivery and included a note to him: 
		

		
			“As suggested by you I have written a letter to President Roosevelt and 
		

		
			am sending this to you. I trust you approve of what I have written. ” 
		

		
			The 
		

		
			text of Nehru ’s letter was published in his book, A Bunch of Old Letters. 
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			After telling the President of his sorrow at the failure of Cripps’ mission, 
		

		
			he continued, 
		

		
			. . . I only wish to say how anxious and eager we . . . are to do our utmost for the defence of India . . . our present resources may be limited . . . in-dustrialisation has been limited by the policy pursued . . . by the British Government. We are a disarmed people. But . . . we shall do our utmost not to submit to Japanese . . . or any other aggressor and invasion. 
		

		
			Although no reply from Roosevelt has been found, Nehru ’s letter armed the 
		

		
			President against Churchill ’s later propaganda claims that the Congress Party 
		

		
			could not be expected to oppose the Japanese should they invade India. 
		

		
			Following his interview with Roosevelt in February, Snow wrote to his 
		

		
			sister that the President “showed a remarkable grasp of political and social 
		

		
			forces in the Orient, quite beyond what I imagined he possessed. ” 
		

		
			But Snow 
		

		
			assumed from the President ’s talk about Indian independence that there 
		

		
			might be rapid action. However, this assumption did not eventuate. A report 
		

		
			on India that he sent to Roosevelt in September 1942 was dismissed by the 
		

		
			President as being “amateurish. ” 
		

		
			The President did not retain the report, 
		

		
			which, like other news reports at the time, stressed the need to put India (and 
		

		
			Asia) on a war footing. The timing of Snow’s report may have in fluenced its 
		

		
			reception. The Congress Party leaders had been imprisoned on August 8 as 
		

		
			the Quit India Resolution passed the All-India Congress Committee, public 
		

		
			opinion in the United States about India was volatile, and the President was 
		

		
			vulnerable to renewed public pressure in support of India ’s claim for self-gov-
		

		
			ernment. A poll taken on August 13 indicated that 43% of those surveyed 
		

		
			now favoured complete independence for India, an increase from 37% on 
		

		
			March 31 in favour of immediate self-government. 
		

		
			Snow’s unpublished report to Roosevelt was the basis for his Saturday 
		

		
			Evening Post article, “Must Britain Give up India?, ” published on Septem-
		

		
			ber 12. It was the article that attracted the attention of the Government of 
		

		
			India censors. In it, Snow explored Britain ’s handling of Cripps ’ Mission and 
		

		
			the repression following the Quit India movement. Snow estimated the pos-
		

		
			sible outcome of those actions in an analysis based on extensive interviews 
		

		
			with Congress Party leaders and members in June and July 1942, Muslim 
		

		
			Leaguers, peasants, industrialists, the Viceroy, and what he referred to as the 
		

		
			“antiwar socialists ” and the “prowar communists. ” 
		

		
			This article also was 
		

		
			the basis for another untitled chapter that appeared in G. N. Acharya ’s book, 
		

		
			They Speak for India, published in February 1943. Snow’s chapter was part 
		

		
			of a collection that included articles by Pearl Buck, the novelist; Lin Yutang, 
		

		
			an English-language Chinese author; Wendell Willkie, who had run in the 
		

		
			presidential race against Roosevelt in 1940; Harold Laski, Professor of Politi-
		

		
			cal Science at the London School of Economics; and Louis Fischer, Gandhi ’s 
		

		
			biographer. The work of each, compiled by Acharya, contributed to the con-
		

		
			tinuing pro-Indian independence shift in American public opinion. 
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			The President had asked Snow to send him information. In making 
		

		
			an arrangement with Snow, Roosevelt had set up a mechanism to obtain 
		

		
			information about India untouched by any British bias. In this instance, 
		

		
			Snow ’s September 1942 report might have been used as a balance to 
		

		
			British propaganda that was again strongly anti-Congress following its 
		

		
			repression of the Quit India movement. The possible reasons cited ear-
		

		
			lier for rejecting Snow ’s report, its timing, and its coincidence with a 
		

		
			new volatility in American public opinion scarcely justify the President ’s 
		

		
			response to it. 
		

		
			Despite the time devoted to India, it should be stressed that Roosevelt 
		

		
			had other priorities, both domestic and war-related, that demanded his 
		

		
			attention. Indian nationalist concerns were simply less important. The 
		

		
			British promise of a postwar settlement and the removal, by the advent of 
		

		
			the monsoon and the war in the Paci fi c, of an immediate threat to India 
		

		
			from Japan may have convinced him that there was no urgent need to take 
		

		
			action. Old habits, nonetheless, died hard, and Roosevelt ’s appointment of 
		

		
			Phillips to Delhi reassured nationalist India of his ongoing interest. 
		

		
			Snow used his “Must Britain Give up India? ” analysis again, further 
		

		
			re fi ned and expanded, in the Indian section of his book, People on Our 
		

		
			Side. Published in 1944, the book was highly acclaimed. The Council on 
		

		
			Books in Wartime chose it as essential reading, and a special printing was 
		

		
			done to distribute to the American armed forces. 
		

		
			In an interesting volte 
		

		
			face, Roosevelt, in an interview with Snow in March 1944, said he greatly 
		

		
			admired People, overlooking the origin of its arguments and his rejection 
		

		
			of them in 1942. 
		

		
			Snow ’s impression that Roosevelt ’s interest in India was sincere and last-
		

		
			ing is explored in his “Fragments from FDR, ” in which he attempted to add 
		

		
			to what he saw as scarce information about the President ’s personal senti-
		

		
			ments about India and other Asian colonies. 
		

		
			The text was drawn from a 
		

		
			manuscript that was not among Snow ’s papers, but there were references 
		

		
			to his off-the-record talks with the President. The twelve thousand words 
		

		
			that covered all Snow ’s notes about his conversations with Roosevelt are 
		

		
			referred to at the start of the fi rst part of “Fragments. ” 
		

		
			Snow had observed at their February 1942 meeting that Roosevelt was 
		

		
			“ . . . irked by his own lack of personal contact with the real leaders of 
		

		
			India . . . he was not above a little conspiring to get some private ammuni-
		

		
			tion to use in his next argument with Winston. ” 
		

		
			At their next meeting 
		

		
			on May 26, 1944, when Snow returned to America after several visits 
		

		
			to India, interspersed with visits to other parts of Asia, he recorded that 
		

		
			“India was still on the President ’s mind. ” The President said, 
		

		
			Churchill really wants to do something about India . . . but he cannot overcome his old habit of thinking. He has that grandiose statement haunting him all the time —the one about not becoming the King ’s fi rst Minister in order to preside over the liquidation of the “empah. ” 
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			Because the Congress Party leaders had been imprisoned since August 
		

		
			1942, Roosevelt ’s theory that Churchill wanted to do something about 
		

		
			India seems unlikely. 
		

		
			India was yet again on Roosevelt ’s mind when Snow last saw him on 
		

		
			March 3, 1945, a little over a month before his death . People on Our Side, 
		

		
			which they had discussed the previous year, was raised again. The President 
		

		
			expressed interest in Snow ’s argument that the United States should sponsor 
		

		
			a series of planned withdrawals of the imperial powers from Asia. Snow also 
		

		
			recorded that Roosevelt criticised him for being “too easy” on the British in 
		

		
			his analysis of Cripps’ Offer and the Quit India movement in People. 
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			Snow ’s meetings with Roosevelt and the reports he sent him provide 
		

		
			examples of the President ’s long-term interest in India and his continuing 
		

		
			below-the-horizon gathering of knowledge about it. It also is of interest 
		

		
			that he maintained contact with Snow following the rejection of Snow ’s 
		

		
			September 1942 report and after the end of the year, when the likelihood 
		

		
			of the President ’s direct intervention in India lessened. Roosevelt ’s aware-
		

		
			ness that he might, at some stage, however, have to assume responsibility 
		

		
			for India, for “ . . . the old Pax Britannica, ” 
		

		
			remained with him, as did 
		

		
			his anti-colonialist convictions. 
		

		
			Johnson ’s participation in Cripps’ negotiations and his frequent reports 
		

		
			at that time of crisis, along with Snow ’s infrequent but more analytical 
		

		
			approach to information gathering, put Roosevelt under direct pressure 
		

		
			to intervene in India. This pressure was added to by Chiang Kai Shek ’s 
		

		
			reports to him and repeated by members of the State Department during 
		

		
			1942. Breckenridge Long and his co-members on the Senate Foreign Rela-
		

		
			tions Committee were greatly disturbed by British action and inaction in 
		

		
			India. Members insisted that the United States Government, by virtue of 
		

		
			the size of the aid package to Britain, should “require ” the British to “make 
		

		
			adjustments ” with India. 
		

		
			Donovan ’s agency fuelled their concerns, and 
		

		
			the State Department also had unof fi cial sources of information, particu-
		

		
			larly Louis Fischer, who reported to Cordell Hull and Sumner Welles after 
		

		
			he returned from India in July 1942. 
		

		
			As a tool, Roosevelt ’s information gathering in India served several pur-
		

		
			poses. That he pursued unbiased information when he could more easily 
		

		
			have left the situation in India unmonitored and in the hands of Churchill 
		

		
			demonstrated, fi rst, the President ’s awareness that public opinion could 
		

		
			and did shift, and, second, his commitment to anti-colonialist principles. 
		

		
			The question that remains to be answered, however, is what British action 
		

		
			in India, level of Japanese aggression, or pressure from the American public 
		

		
			would have convinced the President to intervene. 
		

		
			The outcomes of United States information gathering in India were two-
		

		
			fold. The fi rst was a strong attempt to in fluence Roosevelt to intervene in 
		

		
			India in much the same way as he put pressure on Churchill to settle there 
		

		
			politically. The second was to provide the President with uncensored infor-
		

		
			mation with which to make judgments about the level of political crisis in 
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			India and its rami fi cations for both American security and American anti-
		

		
			colonialist ideals. 
		

		
			Despite the work of Johnson, Snow, and others, however, the larger pro-
		

		
			portion of public opinion in America was convinced by British propaganda 
		

		
			that the Government of India should remain in its hands during the war. 
		

		
			Roosevelt, with his eye on public reaction to policy initiatives, was per-
		

		
			suaded that there was no demand to directly intervene, despite the depth 
		

		
			and breadth of knowledge his information gathering had garnished. 
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			Cripps’ Offer 
		

		
			Despite the depth and breadth of Roosevelt ’s intelligence about the failure 
		

		
			of Cripps’ Offer, the message that Churchill’s information bureaux con-
		

		
			veyed to the American people in 1942 had little regard for factual report-
		

		
			ing of the collapse of Cripps’ negotiations. Propaganda was thus “a careful 
		

		
			process of selection and omission [which] never assumed the proportion 
		

		
			of the whole truth. ” Shaped by the Prime Minister ’s reaction to British – 
		

		
			Indian policy since Halifax ’s (Viceroy Irwin ’s) October 1929 declaration 
		

		
			that Dominion Status was the goal for India, propaganda re fl ected his 
		

		
			opposition to reform and his desire for an earlier status quo. 
		

		
			Churchill’s obsession with opposing political reform for India began 
		

		
			in 1929, and it had isolated him from mainstream politics up to the start 
		

		
			of the Second World War. He spearheaded the campaign against the Gov-
		

		
			ernment ’s India policy from 1931, and the consequent breach with Prime 
		

		
			Minister Sir Stanley Baldwin drove him into opposing reform for India for 
		

		
			most of the next decade. Churchill, back in power at the time of the 1940 
		

		
			August Offer and Cripps’ mission in 1942, demonstrated that his die-hard 
		

		
			attitude of the previous decade remained unchanged. Although the way 
		

		
			had been cleared for a possible partition of India, the communal divide 
		

		
			remained a core argument in the new “Great Game, ” with propaganda as 
		

		
			the dice that would be played against the United States. 
		

		
			Sir Samuel Hoare, Secretary of State for India from 1931 to when Bald-
		

		
			win came to power, made two comments about the effect of Churchill ’s 
		

		
			opposition to India ’s passage toward self-government. First, his “for-
		

		
			midable opposition ” made the constitutional debate rancorous when it 
		

		
			should have been free of recrimination, and it delayed the passing of 
		

		
			the 1935 India Act, so compromising the chance of early settlement. 
		

		
			Second, and more serious than the delay, was the atmosphere created by 
		

		
			years of parliamentary wrangling when Churchill repeatedly attacked 
		

		
			the bill, leaving Indian nationalists with the conviction that the British 
		

		
			Government would never give them wholehearted support in attaining 
		

		
			self-government. 
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			Churchill’s reform initiatives, made under pressure during the war, did 
		

		
			nothing to change their conviction. Indeed, Sir Reginald Coupland stated 
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			that, in 1942, Indian nationalists felt British promises were neither straight-
		

		
			forward nor unequivocal. All were conditional. 
		

		
			3 
		

		
			The origins of Churchill’s opposition lay in his devotion to the idea of the 
		

		
			Raj and moved him to defend it against any threat. Political reform, moving 
		

		
			India closer to independence, was such a threat. As a background to the 
		

		
			slow pace of reform in India, Baldwin had approved the Halifax –Irwin dec-
		

		
			laration, setting in train Churchill’s opposition. However, he had doubted 
		

		
			quite rightly that the provincial autonomy recommendations contained in 
		

		
			the next reform round, the Simon Report, which was released the following 
		

		
			year, 1930, would satisfy Indian nationalists. It did not. The Simon Com-
		

		
			mission, appointed under the terms of the 1919 Government of India Act 
		

		
			to review its operation 10 years later, seemed to negate the undertaking to 
		

		
			consult with Indians, and their implied exclusion from decision-making 
		

		
			processes provoked widespread protest in India. 
		

		
			The 1919 reforms, introduced by Secretary of State Sir Edwin Montagu 
		

		
			and Viceroy Viscount Chelmsford, undertook to increase the “association 
		

		
			of Indians in every branch of the administration and the gradual develop-
		

		
			ment of self-governing institutions . . . . ” 
		

		
			The next reform step after the 
		

		
			Simon Report, the fi rst session of the Round Table Conference, convened in 
		

		
			London to discuss constitutional change, opened in November 1930, and 
		

		
			included an Indian delegation. The Indian delegates demanded an All-India 
		

		
			Federation, a call supported by Baldwin and Hoare. It became clear, at the 
		

		
			second session of the Conference attended by Gandhi, that the communal 
		

		
			question, upon which Churchill later relied, would impede the reform pro-
		

		
			cess. Without communal agreement, the then-proposed All-India Federa-
		

		
			tion would not be workable. Churchill and his die-hard supporters were 
		

		
			quick to take advantage, arguing that any constitutional reform should 
		

		
			be postponed until Indians agreed among themselves about how it would 
		

		
			work. 
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			Churchill held to this argument. In a one-sided communication to 
		

		
			Roosevelt a decade later and shortly before Cripps left for India, he made 
		

		
			the President aware of his, Churchill’s, duty to stand by the Muslims and 
		

		
			other minorities who could not agree to a transfer of power to a Hindu-
		

		
			dominated government. 
		

		
			Communal agreement became the lynchpin of 
		

		
			Churchill’s conditions for Indian reform in the 1940s as stated and was a 
		

		
			centre-piece of his propaganda to the American public. 
		

		
			Two organisations concerned with British –Indian politics emerged in 
		

		
			Britain during the years of debate before Baldwin ’s India Act was passed 
		

		
			into law in 1935. The fi rst, the Union of Britain and India, formed in May 
		

		
			1933, was pro-reform, supporting the Government ’s bill. Its aim was to 
		

		
			refute the “Ill-informed propaganda on Indian affairs ” promulgated by the 
		

		
			second organisation. 
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			The Union of Britain and India was sponsored by 
		

		
			people with long association with India, including Sir Edward Villiers, Sir 
		

		
			John Thompson, and R. A. “Rab ” Butler, who became Hoare’s Parliamen-
		

		
			tary Private Secretary in 1931 and Under Secretary in 1932, succeeding 
		

		
			Lord Lothian. 
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			The post-World War I communication gulf between Britain 
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			and the United States meant that this organisation found no audience in 
		

		
			liberal America. 
		

		
			The second, die-hard organisation, the India Defence League, however, 
		

		
			made the running in the propaganda struggle in Britain to persuade a wider 
		

		
			selection of the general public to its opinion that the Government ’s reform 
		

		
			bill for India should not succeed. 
		

		
			The India Defence League conducted a 
		

		
			joint campaign with the Indian Empire Society against Baldwin ’s Govern-
		

		
			ment. 
		

		
			Churchill and other members of parliament also argued individually 
		

		
			for the defeat of the India bill, and their opposition typi fied the controversy 
		

		
			over India in the 1930s. On the one hand, the Government, including the 
		

		
			majority of Conservatives, accepted that the Raj was not permanent. On 
		

		
			the other, public opinion generally and the die-hard Conservatives speci fi -
		

		
			cally thought progress toward Indian self-government should be resisted. 
		

		
			It is impossible to determine clearly what drove Churchill into long-
		

		
			lasting opposition to substantial reform in India. Several views circulated 
		

		
			about the reasons for his commitment to a cause that kept him out of of fi ce 
		

		
			for almost a decade, from an altruistic view that Britain was “betraying 
		

		
			a sacred trust, ” to personal political advantage in discrediting Baldwin. 
		

		
			It also has been suggested that Churchill developed, between the Irwin 
		

		
			Declaration and early 1930, a “sense of outrage ” about the threat to the 
		

		
			British Empire and thus to British power: 
		

		
			that Dominion Status for India 
		

		
			was “the wrong goal; dangerous for India and enfeebling for Britain. ” 
		

		
			His views varied from the betrayal of India to the fear of loss of Britain ’s 
		

		
			strength based on imperialism. 
		

		
			Whatever his reasons, the effect of Churchill’s opposition to self-gov-
		

		
			ernment for India delayed its realisation to the point where transition to 
		

		
			a single Union of India was impossible. For a man who had not seriously 
		

		
			questioned the Montagu –Chelmsford proposals for India in 1919, he devel-
		

		
			oped his opposition rapidly in the 1930s and then played the communal 
		

		
			card with a determination and tenacity that defeated the more moderate 
		

		
			minds in his 1940s Coalition Government. 
		

		
			Propaganda in the United States to promote Britain ’s argument for 
		

		
			retaining control in India was a most important element in the lead up to 
		

		
			and failure of Cripps’ Mission. Elaborate preparations were made in Wash-
		

		
			ington and New York following Ronald Tree’s recommendations in 1941 
		

		
			that a propaganda machine was necessary, and the volume of information 
		

		
			exchanged among the Washington Embassy, the Foreign Of fi ce, the Minis-
		

		
			try of Information, the India Of fi ce, and the Government of India testify to 
		

		
			its importance as well as to America ’s increasingly vocal interest in India. 
		

		
			The propaganda developed for the American press, to be released dur-
		

		
			ing Cripps’ negotiations, was a deliberate attempt to promote a particu-
		

		
			lar understanding of the anticipated failure of the Offer and was different 
		

		
			from the general publicity circulated about, for example, Britain ’s histori-
		

		
			cal links with India, its obligations to different groupings within society, or 
		

		
			the complexities surrounding India ’s cultural difference. 
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			As early as February 12, 1942, following an analysis of American press 
		

		
			comment on India by the Ministry of Information, a fi le note acknowl-
		

		
			edged that India was no longer just a question for Britain and anticipated 
		

		
			continuing pressure to “make a gesture ” to India “footling though most 
		

		
			of the arguments are . . . . ” 
		

		
			Minutes of a meeting on the following day 
		

		
			between Butler (Foreign Of fi ce), Darvell (Ministry of Information), and 
		

		
			Joyce (India Of fi ce) recorded a discussion about propaganda for publica-
		

		
			tion that the United States would promote in the forthcoming statement 
		

		
			on reform proposals for India, and stressed the need for the Washington 
		

		
			Embassy to have a few days notice to properly stage manage it. A note 
		

		
			attached to the fi le added a sincere hope that the effect in America would 
		

		
			not be spoiled “in our hurry to make some declaration here . . . . ” 
		

		
			Joyce sent a “Guidance Note for Editors ” to Hennessy at the Washing-
		

		
			ton Embassy emphasising the communal problem: The question was not 
		

		
			whether Britain was prepared to give India freedom, but when it could be 
		

		
			realised under a new constitution “acceptable to the main political elements 
		

		
			. . . , ” and again, at the end of the note, “Subject . . . to the fundamental 
		

		
			condition of a broad measure of agreement between the main political ele-
		

		
			ments. . . . ” 
		

		
			Pressure from the United States Administration resurfaced, making a 
		

		
			response a priority following Bajpai’s report to the Foreign Of fi ce and the 
		

		
			Government of India. He reported that the Senate Foreign Relations Com-
		

		
			mittee was pushing the State Department to ask the Whitehall Government 
		

		
			for an immediate pledge on self-government for India. Also, “a vocal group 
		

		
			of publicists ” was trying to persuade Wendell Willkie, a former Presidential 
		

		
			candidate, to demand Indian self-government. 
		

		
			Further guidelines for discussions with the American press were issued 
		

		
			by Hennessy to his publicity committee, emphasising again the commu-
		

		
			nal question, described as a “deadlock” among the Indian parties. 
		

		
			This 
		

		
			description was misleading because in mid-March no new reform offer had 
		

		
			been made and no speci fi c negotiations between the Indian parties were 
		

		
			taking place. In 1940, for example, communal disagreement was raised in 
		

		
			the context of the August Offer when the door was left open for a future 
		

		
			Muslim state. The deadlock Hennessy referred to may have been on that 
		

		
			Pakistan demand, abhorred by the nationalist Indians. Safeguards for 
		

		
			Muslims in a future handover of power had thus already been guaranteed 
		

		
			by Britain. Raising the communal question in any guise at that stage was 
		

		
			therefore diversionary, but it kept alive the possibility of disagreement after 
		

		
			the expected offer to India. 
		

		
			The guidelines served their purpose well. Churchill’s announcement that 
		

		
			Cripps would be sent to India received favourable notice in the American 
		

		
			press. The Hindustan Times reported from Reuter in Washington that the 
		

		
			dif fi culty faced by Cripps’ Mission was the main theme of the American 
		

		
			newspaper comment. The British urge to settle with India was recognised in 
		

		
			its long-held intention to grant Dominion Status to India, and the stumbling 
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			block was seen to be disunity in India. 
		

		
			The New York Times recorded 
		

		
			that communal differences could wreck the offer and quoted Moderate 
		

		
			leader, Sapru, as saying, “ . . . if Sir Stafford fails India will have only her-
		

		
			self to blame, ” 
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			and that if the proposals were rejected, Cripps’ explana-
		

		
			tion could be that “India herself put her old quarrels ahead of freedom. ” 
		

		
			The scene was well set for nationalist India to take responsibility when the 
		

		
			Offer failed. 
		

		
			Preparations for what Cripps would say about his Offer were stepped up 
		

		
			in late March. Plans were developed for vetting Cripps’ fi rst press statement 
		

		
			and the simultaneous release of the draft document in India and the United 
		

		
			States to maximise the effect. 
		

		
			The India Committee approved the draft on March 26 and agreed with 
		

		
			Cripps’ proposal that it be published simultaneously in India, Britain, and 
		

		
			the United States on Monday, March 30. It was also agreed that a state-
		

		
			ment of such importance should fi rst be read at a press conference, rather 
		

		
			than broadcast, and further arrangements were put in train to “prevent 
		

		
			leakage in telegrams from India, ” following Cripps’ planned press brie fi ng 
		

		
			on the afternoon of Sunday, March 29. A press brie fi ng was considered 
		

		
			necessary so that Cripps could “give a lead to the Indian press. ” 
		

		
			Bracken, the Information Minister, cabled these decisions to Cripps on 
		

		
			the evening of March 26 and instructed him that there were to be no refer-
		

		
			ences to the content of his Offer in broadcasts or press messages from India 
		

		
			on Sunday. He assumed in any case that censorship could be arranged. 
		

		
			There were a number of Acts controlling the Indian press on the Statute 
		

		
			Books, and the 1939 Defence of India Act boosted the Government ’s powers 
		

		
			to control seditious material. In addition to the Chief Censor, there were cen-
		

		
			sors and advisory committees in each Province who tended to follow their own 
		

		
			policies. The Government found, however, that stricter control of newspapers 
		

		
			caused more problems than it solved. The National Herald, for example, over-
		

		
			stepped the boundary. 
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			In 1940, the newspaper was asked to submit its pro-
		

		
			posed headlines for war-related news for what was called pre- censorship. To 
		

		
			avoid complying with the order, the Herald simply printed its war news with-
		

		
			out headlines until the order was revoked. Similarly, the Government issued 
		

		
			an order concerning editorial material. No more editorials were published 
		

		
			until that order was lifted. 
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			Prevention of designated material leaving India, 
		

		
			as in the case of information about the draft Offer, was straightforward. The 
		

		
			National Herald incidents, however, well illustrate the problems inherent in 
		

		
			censoring opinion in the English-language Indian newspapers. 
		

		
			A copy of the information that Cripps intended to use at his press brief-
		

		
			ing was requested by Bracken so that the British press could be given the 
		

		
			same guidance, and arrangements were made for the BBC to record Cripps’ 
		

		
			Monday press conference after publication of the Offer. 
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			Cripps responded 
		

		
			to questions the next day and asked that his explanation for the press be 
		

		
			sent to Hennessy in Washington, along with the text of his Monday evening 
		

		
			broadcast on All-India Radio. 
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			Cripps’ press explanation for the Sunday, March 29, brie fi ng was, pre-
		

		
			dictably, conditional and made reference to the need for communal agree-
		

		
			ment. 
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			The draft Offer was to be issued as a proposal and would only 
		

		
			become a declaration if it met with general agreement across the Indian 
		

		
			political sphere. 
		

		
			Communications on Saturday, March 28, began with a cable from the 
		

		
			Washington Embassy to the Foreign Of fice and the Government of India, 
		

		
			alerting both to a statement by Wilson, still the United States Commissioner 
		

		
			in New Delhi, to the effect that, unless Cripps’ solution gave India complete 
		

		
			freedom, the outcome of the exercise would be disastrous. 
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			Such a state-
		

		
			ment, made in India, was two-pronged: It warned Britain and reminded 
		

		
			India of American interest in Cripps’ negotiations. It also was evidence of a 
		

		
			more direct interventionist style, to be extended further by Johnson, when 
		

		
			he replaced Wilson one week later as Roosevelt ’s Personal Representative. 
		

		
			This intelligence was followed up by a request from Turnbull, Private Sec-
		

		
			retary to Amery and on loan to Cripps, asking that the text of the draft Offer 
		

		
			be sent to Washington so that the State Department could see it before publi-
		

		
			cation. 
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			Information followed again about the timing of publication to coin-
		

		
			cide with its release in India and Britain and the instruction that it was “ . . . 
		

		
			imperative that no (repeat no) advance distribution 
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			should be made. . . . ” 
		

		
			Halifax forwarded the draft to Secretary of State Sumner Welles with a 
		

		
			request that it be kept con fidential until the simultaneous releases. 
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			While considering what Britain said in the United States press about the 
		

		
			failure of Cripps ’ Offer, it is worth recalling how close it came to success. The 
		

		
			Congress Party was ready to accept Cripps ’ assurances on a de facto Cabinet 
		

		
			Government and was close to agreement on the Cripps –Johnson defence for-
		

		
			mula. The Muslim League indicated that it would agree to the Offer if Con-
		

		
			gress did. But Churchill ’s ingenuity in reining in Cripps ’ powers to negotiate 
		

		
			at points when agreement seemed likely ensured that the negotiations failed. 
		

		
			What was said by British newspapers varied from agreement with the 
		

		
			propaganda line to occasionally more independent opinion, but generally 
		

		
			met Amery ’s hope that public opinion in Britain also would support the 
		

		
			Government. 
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			Negotiations with the Indian leaders were underway before Cripps’ press 
		

		
			conference on March 29. The organisation of defence seemed the most likely 
		

		
			stumbling block, and L. G. Pinnell, Private Secretary to the Viceroy, noted 
		

		
			in this context, “ . . . the desirability of presenting a fi rm and sound propa-
		

		
			ganda case should Congress try to back out . . . by using the Defence portfo-
		

		
			lio as an excuse. ” 
		

		
			Churchill agreed to an alteration to the fi nal clause of the 
		

		
			draft declaration to emphasise the responsibility of the Government of India 
		

		
			and, thus, the Indian people for their role in the defence of their country. 
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			Churchill’s agreement to this change, for its propaganda value, gave him 
		

		
			the opportunity for a further twist when it was explained to the American 
		

		
			people that the Congress Party, in eventually rejecting Cripps’ Offer, was 
		

		
			not ready to assume responsibility for defending India. 
		

	
		
			104 Churchill, Roosevelt and India 
		

		
			Cripps’ brie fi ng notes impressed on journalists the need to treat the 
		

		
			proposal and its publicity responsibly, points he reiterated in his open-
		

		
			ing remarks at the press conference. Some two hundred reporters, mostly 
		

		
			Indian, and nearly all Congress supporters were there. 
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			Questions asked were generally straightforward and unambiguous, as 
		

		
			were Cripps’ sometimes tart replies. There were a number of questions on 
		

		
			responsibility for the defence of India that Cripps clari fi ed. He left some 
		

		
			clear understandings: 
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			Responsibilities for defence as de fi ned in the fi nal 
		

		
			clause fell on both the British Government and the Government of India, 
		

		
			and Cripps con fi rmed that the proposal contemplated joint responsibility. 
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			He also con fi rmed that Britain wanted the Government of India to be fully 
		

		
			Indianised. 
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			In practice, this term meant that whatever defence role, apart 
		

		
			from that of Commander in Chief, devolved to the Government of India, 
		

		
			it would be held by an Indian. In those answers, he was drawing on the 
		

		
			longer term proposals, rather than the immediate Offer. 
		

		
			Asked about the working of the Central Legislature of the Government 
		

		
			of India, Cripps replied, “You cannot change the constitution. All you can 
		

		
			do is to change the conventions of the constitution. You can turn the Exec-
		

		
			utive Council into a Cabinet. ” 
		

		
			This was the unambiguous message he had given to the Party leaders, 
		

		
			Azad, Nehru, and Jinnah, in his initial talks with them. It was not until 
		

		
			April 6 that Churchill, after Linlithgow raised the alarm, forced Cripps to 
		

		
			back down. 
		

		
			Churchill undermined Cripps again when the Cripps –Johnson 
		

		
			defence formula seemed close to gaining Congress approval. Both events 
		

		
			contributed to the propaganda line disseminated in the United States. Azad’s 
		

		
			fi nal demand that Cripps guarantee a de facto Cabinet Government, after 
		

		
			Cripps refused on April 10 to restate his earlier position on the new form 
		

		
			the Viceroy ’s Executivce Council would take, allowed Churchill’s interpre-
		

		
			tation that the Congress had demanded constitutional change. Congress’ 
		

		
			refusal to go back to the original defence proposal, after Churchill rejected 
		

		
			the Cripps –Johnson formula, facilitated his interpretation that nationalist 
		

		
			India would not accept responsibility for its own defence. 
		

		
			Halifax cabled Cripps on March 28, indicating that he had to make a pub-
		

		
			lic speech on India in New York on April 7. He indicated his belief that his 
		

		
			speech could help by “getting Indian realities better appreciated here . . . ” 
		

		
			and asked for guidance so that he would not be out of step with what Cripps 
		

		
			was saying. Cripps replied on April 5, before Churchill refused to concede 
		

		
			a de facto Cabinet Government, that if his Offer were rejected, it would be 
		

		
			primarily because defence could not be transferred to Indian hands. If that 
		

		
			were the case, the important point would be to demonstrate to the American 
		

		
			public the reasonableness of Britain ’s refusal. 
		

		
			Cripps gave this advice hav-
		

		
			ing read the Congress Working Committee’s provisional, but unpublished, 
		

		
			refusal of the Offer on April 2 on the grounds that a free India should take 
		

		
			full responsibility for its own defence and that this was not offered. The 
		

		
			Working Committee’s resolution was given to Cripps in con fidence and was 
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			not released until April 11, when it was published after negotiations had 
		

		
			collapsed. Cripps relayed the Congress Party ’s position to Churchill in con fi -
		

		
			dence on April 2, although all his communications went via the Government 
		

		
			of India and the India Of fice. Cripps pointed out that Azad and Nehru had 
		

		
			handed him the provisional resolution rejecting his Offer, which they had no 
		

		
			intention of announcing at that stage, and before he had made them aware 
		

		
			that General Wavell would discuss defence with them. 
		

		
			The negotiations were by no means over. Yet on April 3, Amery sug-
		

		
			gested to Churchill that Halifax should be informed of the state of play in 
		

		
			India so that he could let the President know of the “possible ” rejection of 
		

		
			Cripps’ Offer. In brie fi ng Halifax, Amery suggested that the Congress Party 
		

		
			must be aware that their claim for the transfer of defence to an independent 
		

		
			Indian Government was “sheer bunk” and that they were determined not 
		

		
			to take any [lesser] responsibility themselves, concentrating on an impos-
		

		
			sible demand for tactical reasons. 
		

		
			This communication was sent to Hali-
		

		
			fax with Churchill’s approval and with no more than cosmetic changes. 
		

		
			The word bunk, for example, was replaced by pretence. Thus, Halifax had 
		

		
			advice from both Cripps and Amery before his April 7 speech. 
		

		
			Churchill was probably convinced by April 7 that Cripps’ Offer would 
		

		
			be rejected by the Congress Party. He had already destroyed Cripps’ assur-
		

		
			ances that the new Viceroy ’s Council would function as a de facto Cabinet 
		

		
			Government. Although negotiations on the organisation of defence con-
		

		
			tinued, it seems certain that Churchill’s decision to return to the original 
		

		
			proposal had already been taken. His expectation was that a return to the 
		

		
			restricted role for an Indian defence member of the Council, as set out in 
		

		
			the fi nal clause of the draft declaration, would be rejected. It also is prob-
		

		
			able that Churchill was aware of the content of Halifax ’s speech given its 
		

		
			timing and importance. 
		

		
			An interesting footnote is Amery ’s denial, during the House of Com-
		

		
			mons Debate on India on April 28, that Halifax spoke after consultation 
		

		
			with British advisers. 
		

		
			Halifax ’s speech was well publicised, broadcast nationally by the CBS 
		

		
			network, 
		

		
			reported enthusiastically in, for example, the New York Times 
		

		
			on April 8, and reported critically in the Hindustan Times and the Bombay 
		

		
			Sentinel on April 9. Cripps, still hoping for Congress Party agreement, sig-
		

		
			nalled to Amery and Bracken that “Halifax ’s speech has done the greatest 
		

		
			harm at a most critical moment . . . ” 
		

		
			and that there should be no lecturing 
		

		
			of Indians and no recriminations. Cripps’ and Churchill’s con fl icting aims 
		

		
			for the outcome of the Offer are most obvious at this point. 
		

		
			Halifax said that he took the opportunity to talk about India with some 
		

		
			thirty columnists and commentators, cementing the British view. He advised 
		

		
			them in the event of a breakdown not to take it “too tragically, ” but to use 
		

		
			their in fluence to keep lines of communication “ajar. ” 
		

		
			He may well have 
		

		
			had in mind advice that his Embassy had sent to the Ministry of Informa-
		

		
			tion a few days earlier. The advice was that reports reprinted in India that 
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			were critical of the nationalist leaders’ reluctance to “strike a bargain with 
		

		
			the British ” were alienating usually sympathetic sections of the American 
		

		
			press and also might influence public opinion in India. 
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			On April 8, two important elements were in play. First, the outcome 
		

		
			of negotiations on the Cripps –Johnson defence formula was unknown, 
		

		
			and Churchill did not kill it off until the next day, April 9. Cripps’ Offer 
		

		
			was still alive. Second, Roosevelt and the State Department knew only the 
		

		
			Halifax interpretation of events in India, which suggested the likelihood 
		

		
			that the Congress Party would turn the Offer down. Roosevelt did not 
		

		
			receive Personal Representative Johnson ’s critical reports of the breakdown 
		

		
			of negotiations until April 11, when he interceded with Churchill in an 
		

		
			attempt to save the negotiations. 
		

		
			Halifax ’s speech was calculated to anger nationalist India and, simulta-
		

		
			neously, reassure the American public and Roosevelt that Britain had acted 
		

		
			in good faith. The Ambassador probably contributed to the demise of the 
		

		
			negotiations, but he certainly ensured the continued high regard among 
		

		
			the American public for Britain ’s efforts to give India a measure of self-
		

		
			government. Roosevelt knew better, but the American public did not and 
		

		
			demanded no action by him. 
		

		
			The Hindustan Times’ report of the Halifax speech is an interesting 
		

		
			example of the Government of India ’s failure to censor anti-British opinion 
		

		
			in India. In this instance, it worked in the die-hards’ favour. The report and 
		

		
			comment alienated and angered nationalist India at a still-crucial stage in 
		

		
			the negotiations, provoking familiar distrust with the reform process. 
		

		
			Nationalist disillusionment with Britain is well illustrated by Devedas 
		

		
			Gandhi, the Hindustan Times’ editor and son of the Mahatma, in his 
		

		
			book, India Unreconciled, his account of political events in India in the 
		

		
			lead-up to the Quit India movement. The Hindustan Times quoted Halifax 
		

		
			extensively. His “in sadness rather than in anger ” approach to Congress 
		

		
			Party shortcomings, which were in contrast to Britain ’s good faith, came 
		

		
			across strongly. Halifax ’s admission of Britain ’s 18th- and 19th-century 
		

		
			mistakes in India was juxtaposed with the Congress Party ’s claim to rep-
		

		
			resent all India, which he also presented as a mistake. He raised the ques-
		

		
			tion of communal disagreement. He emphasised the lack of reason in the 
		

		
			Party ’s defence-related demands when Britain knew from experience how 
		

		
			it should be organised. He referred to “ . . . the cooperation and goodwill 
		

		
			of millions of Indians, not less devoted than accredited leaders to the cause 
		

		
			of Indian freedom, ” 
		

		
			and he announced that Britain would do its duty 
		

		
			without Congress cooperation if the talks broke down. The Congress Party 
		

		
			was effectively isolated and positioned to take the blame, demonstrating his 
		

		
			propagandist skills. 
		

		
			Devedas Gandhi commented in the Hindustan Times that it was unfor-
		

		
			tunate that Halifax felt compelled to make the sort of speech he did when 
		

		
			negotiations were at such a delicate stage, asking why it was necessary for 
		

		
			him to air his views in public. He concluded, however, that “Sir Stafford’s 
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			task is dif fi cult enough . . ., ” 
		

		
			and he reaf fi rmed the Congress Party ’s faith 
		

		
			in Cripps’ willingness to reach a settlement. 
		

		
			B. G. Horniman, editor of the Bombay Sentinel, generally critical of the 
		

		
			Congress Party 
		

		
			was more forthright in his criticism of Halifax. Having 
		

		
			identi fi ed his role at Munich, Horniman accused him of using the same 
		

		
			language in his speech as he had used in India a dozen years earlier. He con-
		

		
			tinued: “The British Government might have treated the Indian question 
		

		
			in the same old way but for the persistent agitation . . . in America, despite 
		

		
			subsidised British propaganda there. ” 
		

		
			Horniman ’s approach directed 
		

		
			Indian anger toward Halifax and the British Government, although the 
		

		
			Sentinel was powerless. The Indian media did not have a voice that counted 
		

		
			in Britain or, at that time, in the United States. 
		

		
			Comment in the New York Times was typical of pro-British newspa-
		

		
			pers in the United States. Although dubbed a conservative newspaper by 
		

		
			Lippmann, 
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			it had supported Roosevelt in combating isolationist ideology, 
		

		
			stating as early as 1938 that “No Neutrality Act can prevent the American 
		

		
			people from favouring their natural allies . . . . ” 
		

		
			This comment fl agged the 
		

		
			newspaper ’s interest in the survival of the democratic process in Europe 
		

		
			and, by inference, its extension to colonial possessions. In its support for 
		

		
			Cripps’ Offer, the New York Times saw Britain extending the democratic 
		

		
			right of self-rule to India, despite barriers such as nationalists’ unreason-
		

		
			able demands for change in a time of war or for communal disagreement 
		

		
			erected by Indians. 
		

		
			From Britain ’s point of view, the New York Times’ front-page cover of 
		

		
			the speech under the heading “Halifax Pledges Defence of India ” was per-
		

		
			fect propaganda. The paper devoted almost a page to the Ambassador ’s his-
		

		
			torical overview, Britain ’s good intentions, India ’s unreasonable demands, 
		

		
			the communal problem, and the likelihood that negotiations would break 
		

		
			down. Anne O’Hare McCormick, 
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			in her “Abroad ” column, followed the 
		

		
			British propaganda direction by recording, fi rst, that if India turned the 
		

		
			Offer down it meant they could not agree among themselves and suggest-
		

		
			ing, second, that the Congress Party was not ready to assume responsibility 
		

		
			for defending India. She reiterated the latter point in her column on April 
		

		
			13. She also stated on April 8 that India was America ’s concern because it 
		

		
			was a battleground in the fi ght against Japan and that Churchill, “prob-
		

		
			ably prodded by Mr. Roosevelt, ” was ready “to accept almost any compro-
		

		
			mise. ” 
		

		
			She was correct in the former, but not in the latter, analysis. 
		

		
			British newspapers, in what they said about Cripps’ Mission, were guided 
		

		
			more by divisions in local public opinion than by Government explana-
		

		
			tions. The Times reported Halifax ’s speech on April 8, but an article the 
		

		
			next day ignored the Government ’s propaganda. Referring to the fact that 
		

		
			negotiations were continuing, it concluded that the view that the Congress 
		

		
			Party was likely to reject the Offer, which had “gained currency” follow-
		

		
			ing Halifax ’s speech, had been discredited. 
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			The Times went on to report 
		

		
			that Sumner Welles was keeping in close touch with the situation and that 
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			American press reports from India claimed that Johnson was acting as a 
		

		
			mediator, 
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			a claim consistently denied by Churchill. The article continued 
		

		
			with Azad’s assurance of a strong Congress desire to prevent a breakdown 
		

		
			and that a “fresh interpretation ” of the defence proposals was being con-
		

		
			sidered by the Party ’s Working Committee. 
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			The Manchester Guardian also was independent in its comment about 
		

		
			India. Like The Times, it saw Halifax ’s speech as unhelpful, especially his 
		

		
			criticism of the Congress claim to represent all India. In a far-ranging edi-
		

		
			torial on April 9, it stated that responsibility for present and future reform 
		

		
			in India rested with Britain as well as India. It expressed surprise that “this 
		

		
			great issue of Indian self-government, not to mention defence . . . , ” could 
		

		
			depend on the de fi nition of the precise functions of the Commander in 
		

		
			Chief and the Indian defence member. 
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			Recalling that it was generally admitted by nationalist India that the role of 
		

		
			Commander in Chief was not in dispute, a fact that did not surface in British 
		

		
			propaganda in the United States, the editorial went on to deplore that there 
		

		
			did not seem to be enough parallel and necessary functions in the portfolio to 
		

		
			allow Indians to be con fident that they were being made largely responsible 
		

		
			for their own defence. 
		

		
			In an article on April 9 entitled “In fl uence of Mr. 
		

		
			Roosevelt ’s Envoy, ” The Times praised Johnson ’s contribution to the negotia-
		

		
			tions on defence. On April 10 (from a report fi led by their correspondent in 
		

		
			Delhi on the previous day), the Manchester Guardian could report that there 
		

		
			was great optimism about the outcome of negotiations and that the President ’s 
		

		
			Representative and Nehru had had their seventh meeting, suggesting the high 
		

		
			level of involvement that Churchill denied. The paper also mentioned the con-
		

		
			tribution of another intermediary, Sir Bertram Stevens, a former Premier of 
		

		
			New South Wales and the Australian representative on the Eastern Group 
		

		
			Council, whose knowledge of Dominion practice assisted the Congress Party 
		

		
			in understanding it. 
		

		
			His role is not mentioned in the of ficial documents. 
		

		
			Much less critical than The Times, the New York Times announced a 
		

		
			“widely held belief ” that the new proposals had been agreed to by the Brit-
		

		
			ish. 
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			When negotiations broke down, however, the New York Times (like 
		

		
			the British newspapers) was unaware that the War Cabinet ’s message to 
		

		
			Cripps, despatched at 4 p.m. (GMT) on April 9, had signalled no agreement 
		

		
			and had instructed him to bring the matter of defence back to the original 
		

		
			Cabinet plan. 
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			Linlithgow knew of this message because the cable had come through 
		

		
			his of fi ce. But when a request was made on April 10 to the Viceroy by Aney, 
		

		
			a Member of his Executive Council, that he call together Cripps and Nehru 
		

		
			because there had been a hitch in negotiations, Linlithgow did not comply, 
		

		
			saying that he would see Cripps that evening. 
		

		
			67 
		

		
			There is no indication that 
		

		
			Cripps was advised to talk to the Congress Party leaders again before they 
		

		
			fi nally rejected his Offer later on April 10 for a multiplicity of reasons, 
		

		
			including failure to secure a de facto Cabinet Government and the exclu-
		

		
			sionary defence provisions. 
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			On the same day, perhaps with the propaganda outcome in mind, Linlith-
		

		
			gow accepted the Offer, telegraphing to Amery, as previously cited, that, 
		

		
			Given all the circumstances and the importance of American opin-ion, Commander-in-Chief and I feel that we have no choice but to acquiesce in this and take the chance of subsequent trouble rather than the immediate certainty of very unfavourable propaganda posi-
		

		
			tion in America. 
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			The Viceroy ’s zero-hour acceptance was of what he described as “the 
		

		
			best we can do with the Cripps-Johnson formula ” and preceded Churchill’s 
		

		
			retreat to the original draft proposal on defence. Linlithgow went on to 
		

		
			say that whether his acceptance would lead to dif fi culties in Government 
		

		
			depended on how far those who “come in ” intended to cooperate and resist 
		

		
			pressure from their own caucuses. 
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			The Viceroy was clearly referring to 
		

		
			a mixed, rather than an exclusive, Congress Party National Government, 
		

		
			described in later British propaganda. The communal bogey had been laid 
		

		
			to rest by the readiness of other parties, including the Muslim League, to 
		

		
			accept the Offer it the Congress Party did. It may be too Machiavellian 
		

		
			to suggest that the Viceroy accepted an Offer that was no longer current, 
		

		
			knowing that Cripps’ negotiations with the Congress Party were in trouble 
		

		
			and that the predicted breakdown was close. 
		

		
			The Washington Post, quoting the Indian nationalist press, hailed John-
		

		
			son as a “super Cripp ” for his role in the negotiations and, before news 
		

		
			of the breakdown was received, praised India ’s military support of the 
		

		
			war which had not diminished during the course of Cripps’ negotiations, 
		

		
			despite its disagreement with Britain. 
		

		
			The Hindustan Times was very hopeful of agreement on April 10, but 
		

		
			reported that the surprise rejection of the Offer by the Congress Party lead-
		

		
			ers that day rested with Cripps’ failure to reassure them on points previously 
		

		
			agreed, but fi nally negated or diluted by Churchill’s interventions on April 
		

		
			6 and 9. 
		

		
			With access to Azad’s statement, the Hindustan Times on April 
		

		
			12 pointed accurately to Cripps’ apparent volte face on a National Govern-
		

		
			ment or de facto Cabinet Government and its implications. Cripps’ broad-
		

		
			cast on April 11 (promoted as “Cripps to state case to world by radio ”) 
		

		
			was a political exercise with American public opinion in mind. The Con-
		

		
			gress Party ’s objections were not seriously addressed, and their last-minute 
		

		
			“demand ” for Cabinet Government was presented as outrageous. In the 
		

		
			fi nal analysis, Cripps was not prepared to undermine British propaganda 
		

		
			by revealing Churchill’s contribution to the collapse of his negotiations. 
		

		
			The left-wing New Statesman and Nation, edited by Kingsley Martin, 
		

		
			had no doubt about the action Britain should take a month before Cripps’ 
		

		
			press statement. India should have been given a “genuine ” National Govern-
		

		
			ment, with no reservation of powers to Britain. In pointing out that Amer-
		

		
			ica and China saw the need for the wholehearted participation of a free 
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			India against Japanese imperialism, the spectre was raised of a traditional 
		

		
			England expecting to retain its Empire at war’s end. The editorial of Febru-
		

		
			ary 28, following Chiang’s visit to India, speculated that Churchill would 
		

		
			yield “too little and too late ” and that, in any case, all British offers in the 
		

		
			past “were quali fi ed by reservations which . . . enabled and even invited the 
		

		
			minorities to put their veto on any advance. ” 
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			On March 14, the New Statesman also was critical of Churchill’s state-
		

		
			ment on India and saw its timing as too late, but hoped “against all the 
		

		
			odds ” that Cripps might work a miracle. After the breakdown of negotia-
		

		
			tions, it lampooned Cripps’ broadcast: 
		

		
			To whom would this “Cabinet ” be responsible —for the All-India Leg-islative Assembly would be a poor substitute for a parliament? It would be irremovable, and subject to no popular control: in short, it would be 
		

		
			a “dictatorship. ” 
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			Then came the “painfully familiar” argument for Britain retaining 
		

		
			government, the minorities and communal discord. Finally, the question 
		

		
			was whether it was anxiety for India ’s future or just dislike for trans-
		

		
			ferring power that motivated the British Government. 
		

		
			Interpretations 
		

		
			critical of Churchill and his Government were also aired in the liberal 
		

		
			American press for example, the Luce papers, but the in fluence of the 
		

		
			British propaganda machine in Washington kept such criticism out of the 
		

		
			pro-British press there. 
		

		
			What Britain said of ficially about Cripps’ Mission appears in House 
		

		
			of Commons debates, in speeches, and in the documents recording the 
		

		
			negotiations, not at the time available to Roosevelt. Amery held a press 
		

		
			conference on April 7, on the public record, to uphold the propaganda line. 
		

		
			Questions from the press and his answers were similar to those given by 
		

		
			Cripps at his press conference a week earlier, except that questions on the 
		

		
			likelihood of failure had not been addressed to Cripps. Unlike Halifax, 
		

		
			whose New York speech was on the same day, Amery did not predict a 
		

		
			breakdown. On the question of the operation of the Viceroy ’s Council, 
		

		
			Amery said that it was a corporate body, taking its decisions collectively as 
		

		
			did the Cabinet, but subject to the Viceroy ’s authority when matters affect-
		

		
			ing India ’s interest arose. It was up to the Viceroy. 
		

		
			This notion was tan-
		

		
			tamount to admitting Cripps’ assertion that the Viceroy ’s Council could 
		

		
			operate as a de facto Cabinet. Mindful, however, of Churchill’s response 
		

		
			to Cripps on a Cabinet-style government and the rights and responsibili-
		

		
			ties of the Viceroy that he had supported, Amery was careful to stress that 
		

		
			the constitution could not be altered “with the enemy at the gates ” and, 
		

		
			until constitutional change was possible, the ultimate responsibility for 
		

		
			the governing of India rested with the British Parliament. 
		

		
			Acknowledg-
		

		
			ing Cripps’ powers to negotiate (which Churchill would curtail again on 
		

		
			April 9) and in answer to a series of questions about the defence portfolio, 
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			Amery said that if the Offer were rejected it would not be because the 
		

		
			Indian defence role was unimportant, but because Congress leaders wanted 
		

		
			agreement on their terms only. 
		

		
			Raising the issue of communal disagreement at that point, Amery again 
		

		
			stated that Congress Party members wanted agreement on their own terms 
		

		
			against Government, Muslim, and princely interests. Further emphasising 
		

		
			disunity within India, he continued, “If the portfolio in connection with 
		

		
			defence is occupied by a Hindu what will the Moslems get to balance it 
		

		
			. . . ” 
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			and vice versa. 
		

		
			Amery was well briefed. On the day of his statement (April 7), Puckle, 
		

		
			who led the Government of India ’s Information Of fi ce, circulated the post-
		

		
			Offer publicity plan to Joyce, Amery ’s publicity adviser. On the issue of 
		

		
			disunity, 
		

		
			Puckle’s guidelines were followed by the Secretary of State. This 
		

		
			transfer of information between the players involved in developing the pro-
		

		
			paganda line had become a hallmark of their operation. 
		

		
			On the question of American interest, Amery, rather surprisingly con-
		

		
			sidering the views expressed by the pro-British American newspapers, said 
		

		
			that Americans generally accepted the view that the Congress Party spoke 
		

		
			for the whole of India and that it should be a simple matter to “give India 
		

		
			what she wants. ” 
		

		
			Amery may have been referring indirectly to the pres-
		

		
			sure to settle with India, which Roosevelt put on Churchill following Chi-
		

		
			ang Kai-shek ’s visit to India in February 1942 and when the President sent 
		

		
			his plan for devolving power to Churchill a month later. 
		

		
			Amery gave a predictable answer about carrying on the government of 
		

		
			India as before, if a breakdown occurred, to a reporter who asked, “What 
		

		
			do you propose to do if Congress does reject the scheme, apart from put-
		

		
			ting the blame on Congress? ” 
		

		
			The Secretary of State’s central message 
		

		
			had reached its mark: Nationalist Indian intransigence, not Cripps or the 
		

		
			Viceroy being “sticky, ” would be the cause of the breakdown. 
		

		
			When the expected breakdown occurred three days later, Cripps broad-
		

		
			cast his version of events within the propaganda requirements. Churchill, 
		

		
			whose reactions to Cripps’ negotiations were instrumental in the failure, 
		

		
			was protected. The Congress Working Committee’s resolution rejecting the 
		

		
			Offer that was fi rst handed to Cripps con fidentially on April 2, but remained 
		

		
			unpublished while negotiations continued, was of ficially released on April 
		

		
			10. Negotiations had, however, moved forward since it was drafted, and 
		

		
			the reasons for the breakdown were discussed more speci fically in a series 
		

		
			of letters between Azad and Cripps on April 10 and 11 
		

		
			before Cripps’ 
		

		
			broadcast. The exchange deepened the gulf between them to such an extent 
		

		
			that Azad could write in his fi nal letter to Cripps: 
		

		
			It seems that there has been a progressive deterioration in the Brit-ish Government ’s attitude as our negotiations proceeded. What we were told in our very fi rst talk with you is now denied or explained 
		

		
			away. . . . 
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			In his broadcast, Cripps did not mention how close to agreement he and 
		

		
			the Congress leaders were on both a de facto Cabinet Government operat-
		

		
			ing by convention and on the fi nal defence formula. Nor did he explain 
		

		
			how the fi nal breakdown had come about. Instead, he stated memorably 
		

		
			that the Congress Party required an immediate change of the constitution 
		

		
			and “to enter a true National Government with a Cabinet of Indian leaders 
		

		
			untrammelled by any control by the Viceroy or the British Cabinet. ” 
		

		
			Cripps went on to state that it was “easy to understand ” that the “great 
		

		
			minorities ” would not accept this plan. In fact, the Muslim League had 
		

		
			accepted the Cabinet Government proposal 
		

		
			and did not reject subsequent 
		

		
			Congress proposals, delaying its own response until the Congress Party 
		

		
			made its decision. Azad, however, categorically denied that a National 
		

		
			Government was a Congress Party grab for power as suggested by Cripps. 
		

		
			He wrote that their whole approach to the Cabinet Government question 
		

		
			had been “that a mixed Cabinet should be formed and should co-operate 
		

		
			together. We accepted this. ” 
		

		
			He had previously stated that the Congress 
		

		
			Party had not asked for any legal changes, but for assurances that the new 
		

		
			Government would act as a Cabinet. 
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			Accurate to some extent in essence, but not in substance, Cripps’ state-
		

		
			ments became icons for pro-British propaganda in the United States. The 
		

		
			New York Times reported that Cripps said that a Cabinet such as the Con-
		

		
			gress Party proposed would constitute “an absolute dictatorship. ” 
		

		
			It also 
		

		
			re-raised the propaganda-inspired communal differences and reaf fi rmed its 
		

		
			faith in Britain ’s reform proposal. 
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			The Washington Post recorded that the Congress Party would take 
		

		
			of fi ce only in a “truly national government, ” Cripps’ words, and went on to 
		

		
			place responsibility for the breakdown squarely on the Congress Party: “Its 
		

		
			leaders have made it clear . . . that they are men de fi cient in statesmanship, 
		

		
			lacking in realism, petty when the situation demands largeness of spirit, 
		

		
			confused . . . when straight-thinking is called for. ” For good measure, the 
		

		
			Post also raised the communal question, 
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			another demonstration of the 
		

		
			success of the propaganda campaign. 
		

		
			Azad wrote quite rightly that Cripps had tried “most unjusti fiably to 
		

		
			side-track the real issue between us. ” 
		

		
			He might well have added that the 
		

		
			American public would be similarly side-tracked, but Roosevelt was not. 
		

		
			Johnson, who had been in frequent contact with the President during the 
		

		
			seven days he had been in India, cabled Roosevelt on the morning of April 
		

		
			11 before Cripps’ broadcast. He reassured the President that Cripps was 
		

		
			sincere and that he and Nehru could resolve the dif fi culties “in five minutes 
		

		
			if Cripps had any freedom or authority. ” 
		

		
			Johnson went on to explain that, 
		

		
			to his amazement, when a satisfactory solution seemed certain, Cripps had 
		

		
			told him (with embarrassment) that he could not change the draft declara-
		

		
			tion without Churchill’s approval and that Churchill had instructed him 
		

		
			that no approval would be forthcoming unless the Viceroy and Wavell sepa-
		

		
			rately, using their own code cables, let the Prime Minister know of their 
		

	
		
			What Britain Said about Cripps’ Offer 113 
		

		
			endorsement. Johnson recorded that he “never lost con fidence until then ” 
		

		
			and made the revelation, obviously startling to him, that Churchill wanted 
		

		
			a Congress refusal. 
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			Linlithgow ’s cable to Amery accepting Cripps’ Offer 
		

		
			had not met Churchill’s criteria for agreement. He required collaboration 
		

		
			from Wavell, both men in India using their secret codes. Johnson ended his 
		

		
			cable by informing Roosevelt that local feeling was that Halifax ’s speech, 
		

		
			intentionally damaging and deliberately timed, added the coup de grace that 
		

		
			fi nally “sabotaged ” Cripps. 
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			Roosevelt had acted on April 12 to save Cripps’ Mission, but without 
		

		
			success. Aware of the version of the breakdown of negotiations that the 
		

		
			American public would hear from of fi cial British sources, the President 
		

		
			seemed to have been outmanoeuvred by Churchill. 
		

		
			However, the conviction that the British were to blame stayed with Roos-
		

		
			evelt. Campbell, acting head of the Washington Mission, reported after a 
		

		
			mid-July lunch at the White House that the President stated that, had his 
		

		
			advice been taken on April 12, the breakdown need not have occurred. 
		

		
			Hopkins, also present, said it was unfortunate that Cripps’ Offer had been 
		

		
			torpedoed by a change of instruction from the War Cabinet. 
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			Campbell 
		

		
			denied that there was any truth in Hopkins’ assertion, which may, in fact, 
		

		
			have been the fi rst con fi rmation for the British of the extent of Johnson ’s 
		

		
			reporting to the President. 
		

		
			Roosevelt made another attempt on May 15 to ascertain the War Cab-
		

		
			inet ’s role in the breakdown of Cripps’ Mission when he interviewed Gra-
		

		
			ham Spry, Cripps’ Personal Assistant. Cripps sent Spry to the United States 
		

		
			on his way home from India so that he could be available “to assist in 
		

		
			propaganda. ” 
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			According to Spry, Roosevelt asked him whether Cripps 
		

		
			had been restricted by Whitehall during the later stages of the negotiations. 
		

		
			Spry denied this notion, relaying a message from Cripps that he had been 
		

		
			loyally supported by the War Cabinet. 
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			Roosevelt then raised Johnson ’s 
		

		
			role in general terms, but his purpose in doing so is unclear. It may have 
		

		
			been to indicate that he was aware of Whitehall’s hand in the breakdown. 
		

		
			Conversely, because the negotiations had failed, the President may have 
		

		
			wished to emphasise that Johnson ’s activities were his own. 
		

		
			Spry, however, had had a conversation with the Chief of the Division of 
		

		
			Near Eastern Affairs two days earlier, on May 13, when Johnson ’s role also 
		

		
			was raised. 
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			Spry volunteered that Johnson ’s activities had been helpful to 
		

		
			all concerned, rendering the President ’s distancing remarks super fluous at 
		

		
			that time. Churchill’s suspicions about Johnson ’s role had been allayed by 
		

		
			Hopkins on April 9, 
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			and it was not until after Spry ’s interview with Roos-
		

		
			evelt that Linlithgow could say that Johnson ’s role had “rather confused ” 
		

		
			American of fi cials. 
		

		
			Bajpai had suggested in April that Roosevelt should be told what had 
		

		
			really occurred during Cripps’ Mission, but was made aware that Churchill 
		

		
			had contacted the President, covering the ground so far as the Prime Min-
		

		
			ister was concerned. 
		

		
			Following the breakdown of negotiations, Roosevelt 
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			had intervened on April 12, asking Churchill to extend Cripps’ time in India 
		

		
			and proposing a solution. 
		

		
			Churchill’s reply did not address the President ’s 
		

		
			proposal except to say inaccurately that it was too late to recall Cripps. 
		

		
			In his private comments, Churchill was scathing, noting that the President ’s 
		

		
			solution was back in the American War of Independence. 
		

		
			In a letter to Linlithgow in which he expressed his satisfaction about 
		

		
			the outcome of Cripps’ Mission, Amery recorded his belief that the effect 
		

		
			outside India was good: “For the fi rst time America will have learnt some-
		

		
			thing about the complexities of Indian affairs and of the intransigence of 
		

		
			Congress politicians and their underlying refusal to face responsibility. ” 
		

		
			The propaganda line was thus utilised between its authors. 
		

		
			Amery may have been reassured that Cripps would follow the propa-
		

		
			ganda line after his broadcast on April 11 and the bene ficial use made of it 
		

		
			by the pro-British American press. Cripps’ imminent press conference on 
		

		
			April 22, back in England, was not a cause of concern for him. Cripps, how-
		

		
			ever, did add some new information about the last days of his negotiations, 
		

		
			raising the Viceroy ’s hackles. Cripps said for the fi rst time publicly that a 
		

		
			settlement had been close. 
		

		
			His impression only two days before the break-
		

		
			down was that there would be agreement, but this idea changed in his fi nal 
		

		
			talks with the Congress leaders when he “took the view” that there would 
		

		
			be no settlement. 
		

		
			The version broadcast by the BBC and repeated in all 
		

		
			of the Indian broadcasts was different and began, “Right up to the last two 
		

		
			days I thought that a settlement was possible when [ sic ] it seemed clear to me 
		

		
			that Congress leaders would not negotiate with Viceroy. ” 
		

		
			It was further 
		

		
			changed in the Hindustan Times on April 25 to read, attributed to Cripps, 
		

		
			that the Congress Party was not willing to negotiate with the Viceroy. 
		

		
			Linlithgow demanded a retraction and an explanation, and Amery replied 
		

		
			that the offending sentence had been drawn from more than one of Cripps’ 
		

		
			responses to several questions. He cited the relevant paragraphs. 
		

		
			Perhaps as a consequence, Amery became concerned about Cripps’ 
		

		
			report to Parliament, to be made on April 28 when he would face probing 
		

		
			questions about the failure of his Offer. Amery, nonetheless, was relieved 
		

		
			to be able to let Linlithgow know that “the India Debate is happily over 
		

		
			. . ., ” 
		

		
			indicating that the propaganda message had not been compromised 
		

		
			in this rerun of the events of the past month, after which public attention 
		

		
			was expected to diminish. 
		

		
			Amery had worried about several matters in Cripps’ draft speech, includ-
		

		
			ing a passage referring to “conventions, ” which Cripps agreed to remove. 
		

		
			The passage concerned the real possibility of operating the Viceroy ’s coun-
		

		
			cil as a de facto Cabinet. Cripps’ part in raising this notion as a solution 
		

		
			with the Indian leaders, and Churchill’s disavowal, was omitted in of fi cial 
		

		
			reports, although it exists in War Cabinet papers and Cripps’ notes of his 
		

		
			discussions with Azad and Jinnah. To acknowledge that a form of Cabi-
		

		
			net Government was offered by Cripps would, on the one hand, implicate 
		

		
			Churchill because it was withdrawn from the negotiations after Cripps had 
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			raised it and, on the other hand, would explode the propaganda line that a 
		

		
			Cabinet Government was a last-minute demand by the Congress Party. 
		

		
			During his speech to the House of Commons, Cripps reported on the 
		

		
			issue that fi nally caused the breakdown. On this particular issue, Cripps is 
		

		
			quoted at some length to provide a clear impression of the message he gave 
		

		
			to the House and to a wider audience: 
		

		
			The fi nal question which was raised at my last and long meeting with the President of Congress and Pandit Nehru was as to the form of the tempo-rary Government that should be in power until the end of the war . . . I had from the outset made it clear . . . that it was not possible to make any constitutional changes . . . but that the exact nature of its operation [here Cripps referred the power-sharing provisions in the fi nal clause] could only be decided as the result of discussions with the Viceroy . . . . ” 
		

		
			Describing a discussion that had in fact begun at his fi rst interviews with 
		

		
			the Congress leaders and Jinnah as the “ fi nal question . . . raised at my last 
		

		
			. . . meeting, ” although not inaccurate, leaves the impression that it was a 
		

		
			new subject raised at the last moment by Azad and Nehru. Cripps’ obfusca-
		

		
			tion was successful. When Sir Edward Cadogan, member for Bolton, spoke, 
		

		
			he took up Cripps’ pointer: 
		

		
			I do not understand it . . . [the last-minute proposal to the Lord Privy Seal] but apparently it was to the effect that some kind of Cabinet should be established during the war on the model of the British Constitution. 
		

		
			Cadogan went on to describe every dif ficulty he could conceive with the 
		

		
			proposal, and he was the only speaker to address it at length. Richards, 
		

		
			member for Wrexham, was left with the feeling that Cripps could not fully 
		

		
			identify why the negotiations broke down, while Sorensen, member for Ley-
		

		
			ton West, thought that negotiations failed on the transfer of power issue, 
		

		
			but suggested that the Congress Party was not actually asking for complete 
		

		
			power for themselves at all. 
		

		
			Most speakers, and including the Secretary of 
		

		
			State there were twelve, raised the communal problem, with opinion dividing 
		

		
			along Party lines. Thus, the existence, although not the degree, of communal 
		

		
			disagreement is the strongest impression left by the debate. Britain ’s reten-
		

		
			tion of the war-related aspects of defence were raised by most speakers who 
		

		
			agreed that it was necessary, but it was not emphasised that India had never 
		

		
			asked for transfer of the Commander-in-Chief ’s function. There also was 
		

		
			some critical comment from Labour Party members about the content of the 
		

		
			draft declaration, 
		

		
			but there was no reason for Amery to be unhappy with 
		

		
			the outcome. The Government ’s propaganda explanation remained intact, 
		

		
			and the die-hard contribution to the Offer’s failure remained hidden. 
		

		
			Amery was the fi nal speaker in the debate. He reiterated the points most 
		

		
			important to the India Committee, those that he wished to impress on 
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			members and the public. He stressed, fi rst, the sincerity of the Government ’s 
		

		
			purpose in sending Cripps to India. Second, he sought to lay to rest any pos-
		

		
			sible charge that the minority groups, especially the Muslims, had an effective 
		

		
			power of veto. Under Cripps ’ Offer, the majority were free to achieve Govern-
		

		
			ment, and the minorities were free to opt out of the Indian Union if the post-
		

		
			war constitution was unacceptable. 
		

		
			In making this point so clearly, Amery 
		

		
			and the India Committee may well have left themselves open to the charge of 
		

		
			overstating communal disagreement, so prominent in the propaganda mes-
		

		
			sage, as a contributing reason to the breakdown of Cripps ’ negotiations. 
		

		
			Having laid to rest the veto threat, Amery made a third point: that Gan-
		

		
			dhi had said independence could not be achieved until Indians had solved 
		

		
			the communal problem. 
		

		
			Gandhi ’s words were part of an article printed 
		

		
			in Harijan on April 19 and were taken out of context by Amery. The article 
		

		
			was reprinted in full in Menon ’s The Transfer of Power in India and in Ten-
		

		
			dulkar’s Mahatma. Gandhi was writing about the possible creation of Paki-
		

		
			stan. His argument was that, if it eventuated, “Each party will probably want 
		

		
			British or foreign aid. In that case, goodbye to independence. ” 
		

		
			However, it 
		

		
			was a useful propaganda point, one not disputed by members present. 
		

		
			Amery ’s fourth point was that, although the draft declaration had been 
		

		
			withdrawn, the “door . . . remains open. ” 
		

		
			This point fl agged British will-
		

		
			ingness to reopen talks if approached by India. 
		

		
			Finally, in an attempt to round up possibly the only loose cannon, Amery 
		

		
			restated the case against the form of National Government “demanded ” by 
		

		
			the Congress. His explanation was far ranging, taking the issue back to the 
		

		
			original proposal made by Sapru, Leader of the Moderates, at the start of 
		

		
			1942 that, he said, could not be considered because of minority dissention. 
		

		
			He was not asked to return to the subject of the minority power of veto in 
		

		
			subsequent questions, but S. O. Davies, Member for Merthyr, recalled a 
		

		
			resolution passed by the Congress Party that gave the minorities the assur-
		

		
			ances they sought. Amery replied only that the minorities had not accepted 
		

		
			the resolution, 
		

		
			which, of course, did not address the point made by the 
		

		
			Member for Merthyr. 
		

		
			Amery ’s speech was reprinted in a book entitled India and Freedom, 
		

		
			which included all of his speeches on India from the August 1940 Offer 
		

		
			until the House of Commons debate. Published in 1942, it joined Cou-
		

		
			pland’s The Cripps Mission in presenting the government ’s propaganda 
		

		
			case against Indian independence at that time. Both are biased in favour 
		

		
			of the imperialist, but neither is overtly outspoken. In contrast, Beverley 
		

		
			Nichols’ book, Verdict on India, which was written while he was in India 
		

		
			in 1943, carried anti-Hinduism to extremes scarcely rivalled by Mayo ’s 
		

		
			1920s Mother India. The Times Literary Supplement 
		

		
			122 
		

		
			reviewed Nichols’ 
		

		
			Verdict in phrases designed to attract a readership. It also was printed in 
		

		
			the United States, where Nichols was a popular author. 
		

		
			In his volume, the Secretary of State set out to put British policy on 
		

		
			India in perspective and let his readers know that the next move must come 
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			from the Indian parties, preferably acting together. Coupland’s work pre-
		

		
			sented the die-hard argument, at times omitting aspects of the negotiations. 
		

		
			As Cripps’ adviser on constitutional matters, Coupland was aware of the 
		

		
			extent of Cripps’ discussions with the Indian leaders. His study, The Indian 
		

		
			Problem: Report on the Constitutional Problem in India, commissioned 
		

		
			by the Nuf fi eld Trust, contained more information than his popular ver-
		

		
			sion, The Cripps Mission, including a section on how Cabinet Government 
		

		
			by convention could be worked. 
		

		
			On this issue, The Cripps Mission is 
		

		
			misleading. Coupland suggested that the Congress Party rejected an offer 
		

		
			of Cabinet Government in which the Viceroy “ . . . would make it a custom 
		

		
			to deal with his Council as far as possible as if it were a Cabinet. ” 
		

		
			Such 
		

		
			an offer was never made according to the propaganda account. 
		

		
			As seen, Cripps discussed the ways in which a de facto Cabinet Govern-
		

		
			ment could work in initial discussions with Azad and Jinnah. However, 
		

		
			Churchill, as a Member of the India Committee (in a telegram drafted 
		

		
			by Amery), compelled Cripps to back away from that as a possible solu-
		

		
			tion. 
		

		
			He did so when Azad asked him to restate the Cabinet Government 
		

		
			option on April 1. 
		

		
			The Congress Party ’s subsequent rejection of the Offer 
		

		
			referred to the fact that there were “ . . . no vital changes in the present 
		

		
			structure contemplated. ” 
		

		
			The impression created by Coupland that the Congress Party rejected 
		

		
			a form of Cabinet Government suggests that his writing was, for the most 
		

		
			part, completed before the India Debate in Parliament on April 28. This 
		

		
			notion was possible because The Cripps Mission was fi rst published in June 
		

		
			and was reprinted in September 1942. It further emphasised, nonetheless, 
		

		
			the general propaganda message that the Congress Party, and not the Brit-
		

		
			ish Offer, was unreasonable. A review of The Cripps Mission saw it as a 
		

		
			frank account of the “formidable ” problems and undercurrents that con-
		

		
			tributed to the Mission ’s failure, a “strong” report in which Coupland gives 
		

		
			the fi rst “coherent ” description of the negotiations without “disclosing any 
		

		
			secret history. ” 
		

		
			The history that Coupland, as a historian, did not dis-
		

		
			close was Churchill’s role in the breakdown of negotiations. 
		

		
			Nichols’ book, Verdict on India, was blatantly anti-nationalist. In a 
		

		
			chapter entitled “Heil Hindu, ” for example, he pilloried Gandhi and called 
		

		
			the Congress Party fascist. 
		

		
			In an investigative chapter about what was 
		

		
			clearly the Hindu press in India, he accused it of corruption and labelled 
		

		
			its journalists “duds, ” recruited from among the “failed B.A ’s. ” 
		

		
			Written 
		

		
			during a visit to India, it was a series of personal impressions calculated to 
		

		
			reinforce imperialist views about India ’s unsuitability for self-government. 
		

		
			Nichols’ admiration for Jinnah, whom he saw as a giant, emphasised his 
		

		
			bias. Although its propaganda value is unknown in terms of copies sold, 
		

		
			it was listed among British propaganda material circulating in the United 
		

		
			States following the repression of the Quit India movement. 
		

		
			V erdict ’ s review in The Times Literary Supplement, headed “Indian 
		

		
			Stumbling Blocks, ” stated that there had not been such a comprehensive 
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			and “penetrating examination of social and economic ills deriving from 
		

		
			the Hindu system. ” Also, “The book abounds in unfavourable verdicts . . . 
		

		
			holding a gigantic series of negatives. ” 
		

		
			Nichols’ publication reinforced 
		

		
			the worst of the die-hard attitudes to India, and, as a caricature, it gave 
		

		
			colour to the of fi cial propaganda message. 
		

		
			Britain ’s objective in running a propaganda campaign in the United 
		

		
			States was to convince American opinion, and so Roosevelt, that only 
		

		
			nationalist India ’s intransigence, and not Britain ’s failure to compromise, 
		

		
			caused the breakdown of Cripps’ negotiations. It followed, therefore, that 
		

		
			the President had no cause to intervene in India or to force Britain to reach 
		

		
			a political settlement there. The War Cabinet, however, under pressure 
		

		
			from several quarters to give India self-government, remained fearful that 
		

		
			America might still intervene for reasons of national security, as a bargain-
		

		
			ing tool in the ongoing Lend-Lease debate, or even on the basis of popular 
		

		
			anti-colonial philosophy. 
		

		
			In summary, the propaganda argument was developed by Amery, Lin-
		

		
			lithgow, and their staff with support from Foreign Of fi ce and Ministry of 
		

		
			Information of fi cers, and it was most effectively disseminated in the United 
		

		
			States by Halifax and his publicity group. All were aware of the President ’s 
		

		
			susceptibility to public opinion and his preference for being guided by it in 
		

		
			policy matters. 
		

		
			Sir Anthony Eden, who became Foreign Secretary when Halifax was 
		

		
			sent to Washington, had commissioned a position paper in March 1941 
		

		
			on the future of Anglo-American relations that focused on the in fluence 
		

		
			of public opinion on United Staes foreign policy. The paper recognised the 
		

		
			inherent problem for an Administration that depended on public opinion 
		

		
			for policy in fi nding consensus in a population of the size and heterogeneity 
		

		
			of the United States. 
		

		
			His paper noted that Britain could not expect American collaboration 
		

		
			to be anything other than a “switchback affair ” during the crucial war 
		

		
			years. 
		

		
			It was impossible to think of America speaking with one voice, and 
		

		
			the paper concluded that incompatible policies representing diverse groups 
		

		
			of Americans were in constant competition, and it was always uncertain 
		

		
			which would gain the Administration ’s support at any given moment. 
		

		
			Britain had observed such shifts, fi rst, in the dominance of isolationist 
		

		
			policy when the President attempted to water down the Neutrality Acts in 
		

		
			amendments from the mid-1930s and, second, in the President ’s manipula-
		

		
			tion of the press and, through it, public opinion before he put the Lend-Lease 
		

		
			scheme to Congress. In this way, he undermined isolationist opposition and 
		

		
			contrived the public support he needed to take action supportive of Britain. 
		

		
			To win the propaganda argument against the liberal press, which was 
		

		
			strongly in favour of self-government for India, Britain recognised the need 
		

		
			to target a larger and more in fl uential group of Americans who were unlikely 
		

		
			to consider or doubt the media ’s analysis. With support for Britain increas-
		

		
			ing and America drawn into the war by Japan, the branches of government 
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			concerned with retaining British control in India targeted the pro-British 
		

		
			press, primarily in New York and Washington, with propaganda crafted to 
		

		
			achieve their objective. 
		

		
			The fi rst British move, albeit under pressure from Roosevelt, Chiang 
		

		
			Kai-shek, the Indian nationalists, and the Labour Party, had been to draft 
		

		
			an Offer that promised present involvement in the governing of India 
		

		
			and future independence. This draft was given maximum publicity. The 
		

		
			communal problem in India was, as usual, given prominence. Cripps was 
		

		
			(rightly) portrayed as the ideal messenger, and the ways of indicating the 
		

		
			likelihood that negotiations would break down, and the reasons for it, were 
		

		
			systematically fed to the American press. It was successful. 
		

		
			Roosevelt, however, was fully aware of pro-nationalist opinion and of 
		

		
			the reasons that Cripps’ Offer failed. Britain ’s propaganda success in the 
		

		
			United States in March and April 1942 did not last, and the Government 
		

		
			was forced to renew its propaganda campaign in mid-year, when the Quit 
		

		
			India movement forced its hand. For the period of Cripps’ negotiations, 
		

		
			however, Britain successfully persuaded either the majority of public opin-
		

		
			ion or the most in fluential sections of public opinion that nationalist India 
		

		
			was intransigent, concerned only with a grab for power, careless of the 
		

		
			concerns of “great minorities, ” and unwilling to take responsibility for its 
		

		
			own government within the terms offered to it. The fi rst round of the pro-
		

		
			paganda game had been won. 
		

	
		
			7 What America Heard about 
		

		
			Cripps’ Offer 
		

		
			American information gained from Roosevelt ’s formal, of ficial sources was 
		

		
			generally not available to the British, and reports were based in behind-the-
		

		
			scenes knowledge of Cripps ’ negotiations. The British need to know what 
		

		
			America heard was revealed by Halifax when he offered the State Department 
		

		
			copies of telegrams from Linlithgow. They would give the Viceroy’s account 
		

		
			of conditions in India from his somewhat biased perspective. Halifax then 
		

		
			inquired whether similar material from the American Mission in Delhi could 
		

		
			be made available to him. The answer he received was not encouraging. 
		

		
			Material gained informally from Americans in India in 1942 and 
		

		
			reported to the President or Secretary of State became public knowledge 
		

		
			when published in American journals from September that year. Meticu-
		

		
			lously researched, these articles added to British uncertainty about the like-
		

		
			lihood of swings in United States public opinion. Thus, the President had 
		

		
			two flows of information from India. 
		

		
			Of fi cial sources included the American Mission in New Delhi. The 
		

		
			information passed on was both political and war-related. The emerg-
		

		
			ing political crisis was documented by repeated interviews with political 
		

		
			leaders until they were imprisoned in August 1942 following the passage 
		

		
			of Gandhi’s Quit India resolution. 
		

		
			2 
		

		
			After Cripps’ negotiations collapsed, 
		

		
			information from the Technical Mission, which went to India in April at 
		

		
			the same time as Johnson took over the Mission in Delhi, was the basis for 
		

		
			decisions about the temporary suspension of Lend-Lease supplies to India. 
		

		
			This situation was a matter of concern to the British not only because of the 
		

		
			implications for the defence of India, but because Lend-Lease and Indian 
		

		
			self-government were linked by the Americans from 1941. 
		

		
			Information sent by American of fi cial sources in India frequently con-
		

		
			tradicted statements made by Halifax, Bajpai, and other representatives 
		

		
			of the Washington Embassy during interviews with the Secretary of State. 
		

		
			There were few points of agreement with British analyses of the failure of 
		

		
			Cripps’ negotiations, events surrounding the Quit India resolution, and the 
		

		
			repression of the disorder that followed. 
		

		
			Unof ficial accounts also based on interviews in India con fi rmed and 
		

		
			added to the State Department ’s understanding that the British, rather 
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			than Indian nationalists wrecked Cripps’ negotiations. The investigations 
		

		
			undertaken by Edgar Snow and Louis Fischer were particularly important, 
		

		
			although there were other American writers and correspondents in India. 
		

		
			Both had an interest in India that predated 1942, and both reported their 
		

		
			fi ndings to the United States Government: Fischer to Vice-President Wal-
		

		
			lace, Cordell Hull and Sumner Welles, and Snow to Roosevelt. 
		

		
			Fischer ’s interest was based on his view of India as a test case for the 
		

		
			type of peace that would follow the war. In an interview with Welles in 
		

		
			February 1941, both spoke favourably about Nehru whom Fischer had 
		

		
			known since 1938 as had Cripps. Their discussion included American and 
		

		
			British attitudes toward India, and Welles commented on the high level of 
		

		
			sympathy in the United States for a liberal approach to India. 
		

		
			3 
		

		
			Fischer, who had been a volunteer in the British Army in 1918, revisited 
		

		
			England in 1941. He found in an interview with the Prime Minister that 
		

		
			Churchill had little interest in a future in fluenced by different values. He 
		

		
			was bound to the past by ideals based on Empire, royalty, and class. India 
		

		
			was a part of Britain ’s greatness, and he found no problem in the contradic-
		

		
			tion between Britain ’s freedom and India ’s subservience. 
		

		
			Fischer also talked to Anthony Eden, whose father had been a Gover-
		

		
			nor of Bengal; Brendan Bracken, whom he saw as Churchill’s disciple; and 
		

		
			Harold Laski, Professor of Political Science at the London School of Eco-
		

		
			nomics and, at that time, Attlee’s adviser. Laski and writer J. B. Priestley 
		

		
			were among left-wing rebels banned from broadcasting in Britain. Priest-
		

		
			ley, addressing Churchill in Out of the People, pointed out that he had no 
		

		
			right to use “the real Britain ” to fi ght a war to preserve a “quite different 
		

		
			and much less real Britain. ” 
		

		
			Fischer described Laski as “emaciated and 
		

		
			wasp-tongued . . . demolishes opponents ” such as Churchill “with facil-
		

		
			ity. ” 
		

		
			Churchill informed Laski that their broadcasts were stopped because 
		

		
			“the England you want is different from the England I want. ” 
		

		
			7 
		

		
			The BBC, 
		

		
			flouting its independence, invited Laski and Priestley, and later Fischer, to 
		

		
			broadcast ideas that they could not express in Britain to the Empire and 
		

		
			North America. 
		

		
			8 
		

		
			Fischer began a lecture tour in the United States at the end of 1941 to 
		

		
			inform the public about issues for the immediate postwar period. “Winning 
		

		
			the peace ” was Fischer’s aim, and freedom for India became his symbol for a 
		

		
			world that turned its back on imperialism. India was front-page news at the 
		

		
			beginning of 1942 and, in Fischer’s view, caught the public’s imagination. 
		

		
			Fischer devoted 1942 and beyond to the pro-independence cause, peti-
		

		
			tioning both the Government and the public in much the same way and 
		

		
			with the same objectives as Snow. Snow also gave public lectures across 
		

		
			the United States in 1941, following publication of The Battle for Asia, 
		

		
			in which he argued against “undemocratic concepts of empire ” and for 
		

		
			the need for America to make a choice about its future direction. He used 
		

		
			Churchill’s continued domination of India to argue that Britain ’s weak-
		

		
			ness there stemmed from its failure both to mobilise political support and 
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			to develop industrial modernisation policies. 
		

		
			Snow and Fischer went to 
		

		
			India in April 1942. Both evaded British censorship in India, but attracted 
		

		
			unfavourable attention from the India Of fi ce. 
		

		
			In a moment of hope, a summary of Cripps’ broadcast to India on March 
		

		
			29 was sent to the State Department from the New Delhi Mission. It touched 
		

		
			on British sincerity and Britain ’s responsibility to the minority groups, as 
		

		
			well as describing the immediate and postwar steps to be taken if the pro-
		

		
			posal was accepted. 
		

		
			Within days, the image he presented had changed. 
		

		
			In an interesting sequence of events, Linlithgow informed Amery on 
		

		
			March 31, quite correctly, that it was too early to predict the outcome of 
		

		
			Cripps ’ negotiations. 
		

		
			On the next day, April 1, Cripps informed Churchill 
		

		
			that negotiations were likely to break down; and on April 2, the Congress 
		

		
			Party submitted their initial rejection of his Offer to Cripps in con fidence 
		

		
			and subject to further negotiations. 
		

		
			On April 1, in the United States, how-
		

		
			ever, Welles, then Acting Secretary of State, called Halifax in to explain 
		

		
			what he thought would happen now that negotiations had broken down. 
		

		
			Halifax showed no surprise, but said that, although he had “no direct word, ” 
		

		
			the situation was turning out much as he had envisaged. Embarking on the 
		

		
			propaganda line, Halifax added that it was “inconceivable ” to him that the 
		

		
			Congress Party would accept any plan to share government because they 
		

		
			could not reach agreement with the Muslim League and were not prepared to 
		

		
			take responsibility for its failure when they did not have minority support. 
		

		
			The time difference between India and North America, eleven and a half 
		

		
			hours, 
		

		
			might have made such a date discrepancy possible, but there remains 
		

		
			the strong possibility that an American intelligence operative in India 
		

		
			had 
		

		
			learned of the breakdown before the British, before the Congress Party’s 
		

		
			written but con fidential rejection of Cripps ’ Offer had been submitted. 
		

		
			Despite its con fi dentiality, formal notice of the Congress Party ’s rejec-
		

		
			tion of Cripps’ Offer was received by the State Department too on April 2, 
		

		
			a day after Welles had spoken with Halifax. The rejection was, however, 
		

		
			clearly not expected to be the last word. Johnson, at the New Delhi Sec-
		

		
			retariat, reported his view that if a satisfactory defence formula could be 
		

		
			drafted, acceptance was still possible. 
		

		
			Chances of a satisfactory conclu-
		

		
			sion were still considered good on April 3, 
		

		
			but Johnson ’s fi rst report to the 
		

		
			President on the following day suggested that Cripps’ efforts were doomed 
		

		
			to failure. “Unless the President feels that he can intercede with Churchill 
		

		
			. . . Cripps so believes too. ” 
		

		
			20 
		

		
			The last remark suggests that Cripps and Johnson discussed the likelihood 
		

		
			and possible outcome of Presidential intervention. Welles’ reply to Johnson 
		

		
			let him down gently, but left open the possibility of action: Roosevelt did 
		

		
			not feel, “at least at this juncture, ” that he should take any further part in 
		

		
			the discussion. 
		

		
			21 
		

		
			Only three weeks previously, he had offered a solution in 
		

		
			the form of an interim government that was rejected by Churchill. 
		

		
			22 
		

		
			The 
		

		
			President also may have assumed that, because Cripps’ Offer was presented 
		

		
			as a sincere attempt to settle politically with India, the Prime Minister 
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			would not let it collapse so rapidly. To some extent, he was correct, but the 
		

		
			prolongation of the negotiations was because of efforts in India, not Brit-
		

		
			ain. Johnson ’s hope of a settlement rose again on April 7, and he informed 
		

		
			the President that he had been acting as a go-between at the express, but 
		

		
			separate, requests of Cripps and Nehru. 
		

		
			23 
		

		
			Churchill, concerned about Johnson ’s role in the negotiations, was reas-
		

		
			sured by Hopkins on April 9 about the limited extent of Roosevelt ’s instruc-
		

		
			tions to Johnson, called a halt to the negotiations, and again ordered Cripps 
		

		
			to return to the terms of the draft proposal (discussed in Chapter 3). 
		

		
			24 
		

		
			Churchill cabled Cripps to the effect that Johnson ’s task in India was con-
		

		
			nected only with the Technical Mission, which was clearly not the case, and 
		

		
			that the President ’s message to the Prime Minister, passed on by Hopkins, 
		

		
			was that he “was entirely opposed to anything like United States interven-
		

		
			tion or mediation. ” 
		

		
			It is not clear whether the assurances on Johnson ’s role 
		

		
			given to Churchill by Hopkins were Roosevelt ’s or an attempt by Hopkins to 
		

		
			defuse a potential diplomatic incident of the sort that had occurred between 
		

		
			the Prime Minister and the President in Washington at the end of 1941. 
		

		
			The Transfer of Power editors’ documents note that no such message 
		

		
			from Roosevelt was traced to the Prime Minister’s of fice. Thus, it is more 
		

		
			likely that Hopkins’ response was to an unexpected probe by Churchill 
		

		
			about Johnson ’s role at their meeting early on April 9 and was to protect 
		

		
			what he judged to be the President ’s interests. 
		

		
			26 
		

		
			Hopkins’ intention was clari-
		

		
			fied by Sherwood in Roosevelt and Hopkins: An Intimate History, which 
		

		
			was not published until 1950. Hopkins’ message to the President about his 
		

		
			conversation with Churchill recorded that Johnson ’s role should be “played 
		

		
			down. ” He reasoned that one possible outcome of Johnson ’s intervention 
		

		
			could be a proposal to the British Government that the public might think 
		

		
			came from Roosevelt. If such a proposal were rejected, the President would 
		

		
			be embarrassed. 
		

		
			27 
		

		
			Hopkins’ choice of words leaves Johnson ’s instructions 
		

		
			open to question, but the latter idea that a proposal by the President might be 
		

		
			rejected by Whitehall was inspired by Churchill during their conversation. 
		

		
			For Johnson, hope for the Offer ’s success was still alive. With Cripps’ 
		

		
			approval, he convinced Wavell of the merits of the Cripps –Johnson defence 
		

		
			formula. Wavell, in turn, convinced the Viceroy, who accepted Cripps’ 
		

		
			last proposal. Nehru and Cripps appeared to be in agreement. 
		

		
			28 
		

		
			On April 
		

		
			11, however, Johnson informed the President that the Congress Party had 
		

		
			rejected the Offer. Johnson realised that Churchill wanted a Congress 
		

		
			refusal, 
		

		
			29 
		

		
			and he reiterated this view in Washington when he returned. 
		

		
			Johnson ’s formal assessment of the Offer that Cripps took to India and 
		

		
			its failure was made to the Division of Near Eastern Affairs. Members of 
		

		
			the Division present recorded that other sources, which included Snow and 
		

		
			Fischer, had also considered that Cripps’ Offer had been wilfully sabo-
		

		
			taged. Their conclusion was that, although Johnson and other members 
		

		
			of the American Secretariat may well have been correct in their judgment 
		

		
			that Cripps was denied the necessary discretionary powers, it could not be 
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			proven that “Cripps was denied necessary discretionary powers in order 
		

		
			that the Mission should fail. ” 
		

		
			The President reacted immediately to Johnson ’s April 11 message, 
		

		
			cabling Hopkins in London that every effort must be made to prevent a 
		

		
			breakdown. He attached a message for Churchill warning him that if the 
		

		
			negotiations were allowed to collapse for the reasons presented in America, 
		

		
			public reaction would be unfavourable. 
		

		
			31 
		

		
			This warning was clear. The reasons surrounding the Mission ’s failure 
		

		
			referred to by the President were not those raised in British propaganda. 
		

		
			The President was making Churchill aware that he possessed another ver-
		

		
			sion of the reasons for the breakdown. 
		

		
			Fischer repeatedly urged the American Government to help India to 
		

		
			achieve independence during 1942. His analyses released to the Washing-
		

		
			ton Embassy prior to their publication 
		

		
			32 
		

		
			led to an exchange of anxious 
		

		
			cables at a ministerial level among Halifax, Amery, and Linlithgow. 
		

		
			33 
		

		
			Fischer discussed his analysis of the failure of Cripps’ Mission with Hali-
		

		
			fax on August 29, a month before his fi rst article was published, and was 
		

		
			the subject of the Ambassador ’s cable to Amery. Despite Halifax ’s attempts 
		

		
			to refute Fischer ’s arguments, which, he recorded, “made little impres-
		

		
			sion, ” the most problematic interpretation for Britain appeared in Fischer ’s 
		

		
			fi rst article about Cripps’ Mission. 
		

		
			34 
		

		
			In it he stated that Cripps withdrew a 
		

		
			promise made to the Indian leaders about immediate National Government 
		

		
			for the country. He went further in his second article, stating that “Appar-
		

		
			ently matters were being taken out of Cripps’ hands. ” 
		

		
			Instructions from the War Cabinet received by Cripps on April 9 had 
		

		
			warned that “ . . . he could not go beyond the text of the British Government ’s 
		

		
			draft declaration unless he obtained the consent of the Viceroy and Wavell. ” 
		

		
			After some days, Butler at the Foreign Of fi ce requested any information 
		

		
			to “rebut [the] story that Cripps withdrew offer of immediate self-govern-
		

		
			ment, ” and Amery suggested a solution. The Secretary of State referred him 
		

		
			to his categorical denial in the House of Commons on September 11, still 
		

		
			two weeks before Fischer ’s fi rst article appeared, that Cripps had exceeded 
		

		
			his brief and was “pulled up by last minute instructions from here ” 
		

		
			with-
		

		
			out regard for the statement ’s accuracy. Fischer ’s precise knowledge about 
		

		
			the content of the War Cabinet ’s cable to Cripps on April 9 
		

		
			suggests either 
		

		
			indiscretion within the British group or excellent American intelligence 
		

		
			work. Cripps, who con fi ded in Johnson about Churchill’s last-minute inter-
		

		
			vention, was the most probable source of the information. 
		

		
			38 
		

		
			Fischer, however, also interviewed Linlithgow, Wavell, and Coupland, 
		

		
			whose work he referred to in both of his Cripps’ Offer articles. References 
		

		
			to his conversations with the Viceroy and Wavell are included in his Septem-
		

		
			ber 3 Statement on India, which is held at the Roosevelt Library. Although 
		

		
			frank, the conversations did not depart from the propaganda line. The 
		

		
			interviews are undated, but Fischer arrived in New Delhi in May, some four 
		

		
			weeks after Cripps left. Coincidentally, however, at a stop in Cairo on his 
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			way to India, Fischer met Johnson at Shepheard’s Hotel. They had known 
		

		
			each other in the 1930s, and Fischer had a letter from the State Department 
		

		
			asking for Johnson ’s special assistance. 
		

		
			39 
		

		
			Johnson had informed the State 
		

		
			Department on April 11 of Churchill’s part in the collapse of the Mission. 
		

		
			At the unplanned meeting with Fischer in Cairo, he may have met the State 
		

		
			Department ’s request to assist Fischer by relating to him the full story of 
		

		
			the Offer’s failure. 
		

		
			Fischer’s articles on the failure of Cripps’ Offer left his readership with 
		

		
			an analysis that was different from the British propaganda account. His 
		

		
			statements were supported by British documents included in the Transfer of 
		

		
			Power documents, by Azad’s and Nehru ’s accounts, 
		

		
			and probably unwit-
		

		
			tingly corroborated by Wavell. Roughly disguised as “a very high military 
		

		
			man in India, ” but named some paragraphs later, Wavell answered Fischer’s 
		

		
			question about Cripps’ promise of a National Government not subject to 
		

		
			the Viceroy ’s veto, and his subsequent protest cable to Churchill, as follows: 
		

		
			Cripps “ . . . did not have the authority to propose a National Government 
		

		
			with responsibility. ” 
		

		
			Cripps had actually proposed a de facto national gov-
		

		
			ernment in which the Viceroy might choose not exercise his veto powers. 
		

		
			Linlithgow ’s protest to Churchill about Cripps’ National Government 
		

		
			proposal, which Fischer also knew about and mentioned to Wavell, was 
		

		
			dispatched on the same day as Wavell’s cable. 
		

		
			There remained little doubt 
		

		
			that such an offer had been made. It was, however, denied in British propa-
		

		
			ganda, and it was most speci fi cally denied by Amery, the Secretary of State 
		

		
			for India, in his speech to the House of Commons. 
		

		
			Quoting from Coupland’s The Cripps Mission, 
		

		
			43 
		

		
			Fischer reiterated that 
		

		
			the decisive factor in the breakdown was the clash about the character of 
		

		
			the proposed National Government. He indicated that Coupland went on 
		

		
			to say, during an interview, that Cripps had agreed to a de facto Cabinet 
		

		
			Government, but “British views ” prevailed. 
		

		
			In his book, however, Cou-
		

		
			pland compromised to meet British propaganda requirements and came to 
		

		
			a quite different conclusion based on what he claimed to be the Congress 
		

		
			Party ’s demand for immediate independence. 
		

		
			Historian Robin Moore, 
		

		
			who may have had access to his diaries, noted that Coupland “knew the 
		

		
			inside story, ” 
		

		
			on which, for the most part, he remained silent. 
		

		
			Fischer concluded that the Offer Cripps took to India was inadequate. 
		

		
			The Offer missed the fundamental point that Indians were much more inter-
		

		
			ested in the present, whereas the Offer concentrated on the future. Fischer 
		

		
			argued that the best time for Britain to begin transferring power was dur-
		

		
			ing the war, when British and American armies were using India as a base 
		

		
			for the Asian war theatre. Thus, Britain would retain substantial power. 
		

		
			Instead, India was offered a postwar settlement, rejected by all groups, and 
		

		
			immediate participation in a Viceroy ’s Council, where the Viceroy ’s veto 
		

		
			meant that power remained with him and was not transferred to the Indian 
		

		
			members. Furthermore, in defence of their country, Indians were offered 
		

		
			only limited tasks. 
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			The American public thus read in Fischer ’s articles most of what Britain 
		

		
			had tried to prevent them from hearing. 
		

		
			British propaganda had repeated the threadbare arguments about com-
		

		
			munal disagreement, British responsibility to the minorities and the princes, 
		

		
			and the promise of future freedom. It also introduced some new arguments 
		

		
			centred on the Congress Party ’s impossible demands, its failure to agree 
		

		
			on power-sharing with the Muslim League, and its unwillingness to take 
		

		
			responsibility for governing India. 
		

		
			Fischer ’s interpretation, which also was the American Government ’s 
		

		
			understanding, left Roosevelt in September with the possibility that a 
		

		
			strong swing in public opinion might require him to intervene in India. 
		

		
			Snow ’s assessment of Cripps ’ Offer and the broader political situation 
		

		
			also was published in the United States in September, adding to the 
		

		
			President ’s dif fi culties. The coincidence of the publications also put the 
		

		
			British propaganda organisation under pressure to renew its campaign. 
		

		
			From mid-year, public opinion had moved toward support for India, and, 
		

		
			after initially regaining the propaganda advantage following the Quit 
		

		
			India resolution and the arrest of the Indian leaders, Britain ’s handling of 
		

		
			events in India made it as vulnerable to American intervention as it had 
		

		
			been the previous February. 
		

		
			48 
		

		
			Snow thought that Britain ’s problems in India in 1942 originated in out-
		

		
			dated notions of Empire, no longer shared, in his opinion, by the majority 
		

		
			of Britons. His argument stemmed from the premise that if Britain were 
		

		
			forward-thinking in India politically, economically, and industrially, it 
		

		
			should not, in 1942, still be dependent on American aid to hold its position 
		

		
			in India and Asia. 
		

		
			In the January 1941 issue of Asia, Snow began to inform American read-
		

		
			ers about conditions in India and the freedom movement. His liberal-demo-
		

		
			cratic and anti-colonial convictions led him to examine Indian issues in a 
		

		
			broader frame than simply newsworthy events, and he repeated and re fi ned 
		

		
			his arguments in a series of articles and books. 
		

		
			He came to see Roosevelt 
		

		
			as symbolising the United States at its democratic, anti-imperial, reform-
		

		
			ing best, 
		

		
			50 
		

		
			and he tracked the President ’s interest in India in “Fragments 
		

		
			from FDR. ” 
		

		
			Snow ’s assessment of Roosevelt may have been naive and his 
		

		
			political speculation occasionally more wishful thinking than realpolitik; 
		

		
			nonetheless, his analysis of the root cause of problems in India was the 
		

		
			product of his experience as a journalist well respected for his interpreta-
		

		
			tive studies of Asia. 
		

		
			In geopolitical terms, Americans heard from Snow that India was the 
		

		
			Allies’ last stronghold in southern Asia. If India fell to the Japanese, then 
		

		
			the supply route to China would be lost.The Middle East would be vulner-
		

		
			able without India as a base and source of supplies. 
		

		
			52 
		

		
			Churchill used the 
		

		
			same argument to Roosevelt in the Lend-Lease negotiations, but Snow 
		

		
			added an idea for the American public: If Britain had the support of India, 
		

		
			it could mobilise the country for war, 
		

		
			53 
		

		
			and thus release for direct war 
		

	
		
			What America Heard about Cripps’ Offer 127 
		

		
			purposes forces held in India whose main role was enforcing law and 
		

		
			order there. 
		

		
			54 
		

		
			Politically, Snow recognised that Indians had substantial freedom: free-
		

		
			dom of assembly, association, and, for the most part, of speech. Yet he 
		

		
			acknowledged that Indian nationalists had struggled against British rule 
		

		
			for so long that they failed to see the value of what they already possessed. 
		

		
			The accumulation of frustration that culminated in the failure of Cripps’ 
		

		
			Offer left a deep distrust of Britain. British prestige and faith in its abil-
		

		
			ity to defend India disappeared in the wake of Japanese victories. British 
		

		
			race-related prejudice and all forms of imperialistic discrimination were, in 
		

		
			Snow ’s view, abhorred by Americans. Snow cited the preferential treatment 
		

		
			given to Britons and Europeans during the retreat from Burma. 
		

		
			55 
		

		
			In explain-
		

		
			ing that India was not on a war footing in mid-1942, Snow reported that 
		

		
			there was added economic hardship because of the war. 
		

		
			56 
		

		
			Snow argued that 
		

		
			this hardship stemmed from Britain ’s failure to industrialise India, increas-
		

		
			ing the workforce. He also pointed out, in a second failure of responsibility, 
		

		
			that there was no food rationing. 
		

		
			There was no rationing because the Government of India did not have 
		

		
			effective mechanisms in place to control the distribution of food until mid-
		

		
			1943, when the Bengal famine forced action. Essential foodstuffs, primar-
		

		
			ily rice, were frequently in short supply, and the cyclone of October 1942 
		

		
			in the Bay of Bengal started the new cycle of starvation and death that was 
		

		
			not relieved until Linlithgow ’s Viceroyalty ended and Wavell took over. In 
		

		
			mid-1942, the effect of the loss of Burma on India ’s rice supply and other 
		

		
			signs of approaching famine were not a factor in government planning. 
		

		
			57 
		

		
			That the Government of India had no measures in place to cope with food 
		

		
			shortage, while letting military forces stationed in India draw on local food 
		

		
			supplies, bordered on negligence. 
		

		
			In his examination of industrial development in India, Snow repeated and 
		

		
			built on his argument in four successive publications from January 1941 to 
		

		
			February 1943. 
		

		
			58 
		

		
			This method reminded his readership of the underlying 
		

		
			problems in India that British propaganda ignored. Such background prob-
		

		
			lems were usually discussed by Snow in the context of newsworthy events. 
		

		
			For example, in “Must Britain Give up India?, ” he also looked at Cripps’ 
		

		
			failure and the reasoning that led the Congress Party into the Quit India 
		

		
			movement and incarceration. 
		

		
			Snow fi rst alluded to Britain ’s obligation to introduce a program of 
		

		
			industrialisation in “Britain ’s Weakness in India, ” and he went on to dem-
		

		
			onstrate his fi ndings in The Battle for Asia. They included the Govern-
		

		
			ment ’s failure to develop a coal industry despite large reserves and the 
		

		
			similar failure to develop steel production despite India ’s iron reserves 
		

		
			being surpassed at that time only by the United States and France. Steel 
		

		
			production had not increased since 1935 and remained, even in war-time, 
		

		
			at under one million tons per annum. Snow compared this fi gure most 
		

		
			unfavourably with Russian and Japanese production from lesser resources. 
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			Production of electricity also was extremely low because of under-
		

		
			utilisation of water resources. 
		

		
			59 
		

		
			In interviews with Indian industrialists, including Sir Homi Mody, the Sup-
		

		
			ply Member of the Viceroy’s Council, Snow established that there was dissat-
		

		
			isfaction with the Government ’s policy for war production. Output could be 
		

		
			greatly increased with proper coordination, planning, and supply and without 
		

		
			the “bureaucratic obstruction ” that frustrated all efforts to improve Indian 
		

		
			self-suf ficiency. Industrialists did not believe that Britain intended to give up 
		

		
			India after the war, citing as their reason instances of developments blocked 
		

		
			because they clashed with British postwar interests. 
		

		
			60 
		

		
			Murray, Chief of the 
		

		
			Division of Near Eastern Affairs, expressed the same concerns when he noted 
		

		
			that it might be dif ficult to persuade Britain that India should be industrially 
		

		
			ef ficient because of its fears of losing Indian markets after the war. 
		

		
			61 
		

		
			The Grady Report on the fi ndings of the Technical Mission group that 
		

		
			came to India with Johnson, gave substance to Snow’s analysis. In listing pro-
		

		
			duction and transport problems that could be overcome if “directed by a com-
		

		
			petent American, ” a summary of the mission ’s broad fi ndings stated that, 
		

		
			. . . the Government of India had taken few if any positive steps to deal with these problems . . . The Government of India and the industries of 
		

		
			India, with few exceptions are not yet organized on a war basis. 
		

		
			62 
		

		
			Linlithgow thought that the report handed to the Government of India 
		

		
			was “thin, ” but saw Grady as a friend of Britain. 
		

		
			63 
		

		
			The part of the report 
		

		
			seen by the Viceroy did not include the Technical Mission ’s more critical 
		

		
			fi ndings. 
		

		
			64 
		

		
			The report written by Grady was a valuable addition to what 
		

		
			America heard about India, but its recommendations were not implemented 
		

		
			as planned because of continued political unrest. 
		

		
			65 
		

		
			The decision not to pro-
		

		
			ceed was conveyed to the Government of India on October 29, 1942. 
		

		
			66 
		

		
			The 
		

		
			message was diplomatic. It referred only indirectly to the political unrest 
		

		
			and suggested that the decision against implementing the Mission ’s recom-
		

		
			mendations was taken because of critical demands for material elsewhere. 
		

		
			The formal British response was in the same vein. It hoped that there would 
		

		
			be no change in policy regarding the Grady Report ’s recommendations and 
		

		
			Lend-Lease supplies. 
		

		
			67 
		

		
			Britain had continued its governing of India with less hostile press com-
		

		
			ment in the United States as political confrontation died down. Part of 
		

		
			Britain ’s agenda in America, to maintain and increase aid to Britain, how-
		

		
			ever, received a severe setback with the decision to suspend Lend-Lease aid 
		

		
			to India. Although the threat from Japan had faded, this was a strong mes-
		

		
			sage to Britain about its ability to control India and, consequently, that the 
		

		
			United States was no longer prepared to risk the security of the resources 
		

		
			it supplied. 
		

		
			The American public thus gained background information from Snow 
		

		
			that balanced British propaganda and provided a framework from which to 
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			make decisions about the British case against Indian independence in 1942. 
		

		
			Because Cantril’s organisation at Princeton University did no survey on 
		

		
			an Indian question between August and October, it has not been possible 
		

		
			to establish whether public opinion on independence, at 74% in August, 
		

		
			increased in the following months. Compared with American accounts, 
		

		
			however, the reasons given by Britain for the failure of Cripps’ Mission 
		

		
			became increasingly unconvincing following the suppression of the Quit 
		

		
			India movement and wide circulation of Fischer ’s and Snow ’s writing. 
		

		
			Snow analysed Cripps’ Offer from a different perspective than Fischer. 
		

		
			He examined the effect of the breakdown on nationalist Indians and the 
		

		
			Congress Party, rather than the causes of the breakdown in a series of pub-
		

		
			lications. In the fi rst of these, “Must Britain Give up India?, ” he argued that 
		

		
			Indian Liberals, including Sapru, the Moderates’ Leader, and the pro-Brit-
		

		
			ish nationalists, who supported Allied war aims, were particularly disillu-
		

		
			sioned. 
		

		
			68 
		

		
			It was important for Britain to retain the support of these groups. 
		

		
			Cripps was regarded highly in Indian nationalist circles, and the discov-
		

		
			ery that even he could not offer India immediate Dominion Status was 
		

		
			especially damaging. Like Fischer, however, Snow concluded that Cripps 
		

		
			miscalculated, thinking that a guarantee of postwar independence was 
		

		
			adequate, overlooking the possibility that Japan might still threaten India. 
		

		
			Snow presented a similar analysis of nationalist Indian reaction to the 
		

		
			failure of Cripps’ Offer in They Speak for India, but enlarged his interpre-
		

		
			tation considerably in People on Our Side. 
		

		
			69 
		

		
			In People on Our Side, Snow questioned the reasons for the failure of 
		

		
			Cripps’ negotiations. He had read British propaganda and could say that 
		

		
			the reasons “vouchsafed ” by them in a barrage of explanation, directed 
		

		
			mainly at the United States, had left a general understanding that Indians 
		

		
			had been offered postwar independence and an immediate place in Govern-
		

		
			ment. Both had been rejected because Indians could not agree among them-
		

		
			selves and because the Congress Party “did not want responsibility. ” 
		

		
			70 
		

		
			After interviews with Azad, Snow also reported the withdrawal of the 
		

		
			offer of a de facto Cabinet. 
		

		
			In a discussion about the same issue with 
		

		
			Cripps a year later, Cripps told Snow that, although constitutional change 
		

		
			was impossible during the war, he had advised Nehru and Azad to accept 
		

		
			the Offer as a whole, rather than focus on the immediate previsions. Cripps 
		

		
			had assured them that if they accepted, the Cabinet would have met their 
		

		
			demands for the equivalent of a new National Government and shared 
		

		
			responsibility for defence. “It would have done what I said. ” 
		

		
			72 
		

		
			Snow gave Cripps a further opportunity to explain aspects of his Offer. He 
		

		
			came to the conclusion that Cripps had gambled on reaching an understand-
		

		
			ing with Nehru. Cripps never conceded the explanation for the breakdown 
		

		
			known to the State Department and supporters of nationalist India, but he 
		

		
			moved away from the propaganda line to say that, in the fi nal analysis, Nehru 
		

		
			could not fight Gandhi for control of the Congress or cause a revolt within 
		

		
			the Party. 
		

		
			This reasoning provided an explanation for Nehru ’s support of 
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			the Quit India movement, but not for the failure of Cripps ’ Offer. Although 
		

		
			People on Our Side was not published until 1944, there was renewed Ameri-
		

		
			can interest in India at that time, as Wavell, then Viceroy, endeavoured to 
		

		
			gain Churchill ’s agreement to reopening negotiations with the still impris-
		

		
			oned Congress Party leaders. 
		

		
			Fischer ’s and Snow ’s analyses of the political situation in India, repre-
		

		
			sentative of American liberal views, and that of the American administra-
		

		
			tion were similar. The congruence between Fisher ’s and Snow ’s views and 
		

		
			those of the American Government is re fl ected in Roosevelt ’s pressure on 
		

		
			Churchill and Hull’s on Halifax. Their shared objective, self-government 
		

		
			for India, differed only in the manner of approach in 1942. The pressure 
		

		
			for political change in India was maintained after William Phillips took 
		

		
			over as Roosevelt ’s Personal Representative there in January 1943. 
		

		
			Thus, although 1942 was the year that Churchill, the India Of fi ce, and 
		

		
			the Government of India began to use propaganda as a tool to hold onto 
		

		
			the Indian Empire, it also was the year that Roosevelt and his administra-
		

		
			tion began to challenge Britain ’s India policy. India ’s independent future 
		

		
			was not resolved before the President ’s death in 1945, yet the propaganda 
		

		
			game continued despite the war-related constraints that restrained of fi cial 
		

		
			American responses. 
		

		
			Other American publications also examined Cripps’ Mission closely 
		

		
			and, a month after its failure, a United States “newsfront ” was created in 
		

		
			New Delhi. 
		

		
			It was a rapid reaction by American news agencies to a coun-
		

		
			try and an issue that had suddenly become newsworthy. It drew journalists 
		

		
			to staff the newly opened of fi ces of the Associated Press, United Press, 
		

		
			International News Service, CBS, and NBC. 
		

		
			An American news bureau 
		

		
			in India was, however, a matter of concern to the India Of fi ce. Amery, in 
		

		
			a personal note to Halifax in March, reported that, “American overseas 
		

		
			propaganda authorities . . . ” in a proposal believed to come from sources 
		

		
			“very near to the President ” planned to open a news bureau in India. 
		

		
			Its 
		

		
			object was to arrange local broadcasts and publicity material to illustrate 
		

		
			the importance of American “participation. ” The meaning of participa-
		

		
			tion in this context is left unclear. Amery ’s failure to report that Bracken 
		

		
			supported the idea was to draw some resistance to the idea from Halifax. 
		

		
			Bracken ’s support had put pressure on the Government of India, which 
		

		
			“welcomed the proposal in principle, ” but imagined something akin to the 
		

		
			British Library in New York. The “newsfront ” idea, as it was developed 
		

		
			in the Government of India ’s Information Department by Puckle, was for 
		

		
			a small of fi ce to distribute material from the United States and organise a 
		

		
			weekly radio commentary. 
		

		
			The American idea was different and ran into 
		

		
			Government of India censorship. 
		

		
			Reports of events as they occurred, primarily those surrounding the 
		

		
			Quit India resolution, appeared or were heard regularly in the United States 
		

		
			after they had run the gamut of Government censorship of material leaving 
		

		
			the country. The American Secretariat in New Delhi alerted Hull to the 
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			problem, recording that the Government of India was attempting, by sup-
		

		
			pression of the news, to convince overseas opinion that political unrest was 
		

		
			under control. 
		

		
			The Far Eastern Survey, a fortnightly research service published by the 
		

		
			American Council of the Institute of Paci fi c Relations, compiled two major 
		

		
			reports on India in April and October 1942. The fi rst, “India: A Political 
		

		
			Primer ” by Miriam Farley, a member of the journal’s board of editors, 
		

		
			covered in brief the history of Britain in India. It included the Hindu –Mus-
		

		
			lim con fl ict, British arrangements with the princely states, constitutional 
		

		
			progress up to the 1935 India Act, Japan ’s advance toward India, and the 
		

		
			breakdown of Cripps’ negotiations. It was factual, providing a political 
		

		
			context for Snow ’s wide-ranging views, but the material is clearly drawn 
		

		
			from British, rather than Indian, sources. 
		

		
			The second article, “Essentials of an Indian Settlement, ” was written by 
		

		
			T.A. Raman, an Indian correspondent for United Press who visited Amer-
		

		
			ica in July 1942. While there, Raman interviewed Grady about the fi ndings 
		

		
			of the Technical Mission to India. 
		

		
			80 
		

		
			The Washington Embassy ’s report of 
		

		
			Raman ’s interview included Grady ’s opinion of the likelihood of American 
		

		
			intervention and Johnson ’s actions during Cripps’ negotiations, 
		

		
			81 
		

		
			suggest-
		

		
			ing that Raman also held discussions with Bajpai or Sir Gerald Campbell, 
		

		
			Acting Head of the Mission because Halifax was away. Historians Ven-
		

		
			katarmani and Shrivastava claimed that Raman worked for the British. 
		

		
			82 
		

		
			Raman ’s analysis of the post-Cripps months, however, which appeared 
		

		
			in the Far Eastern Survey on October 5, was without obvious bias, although 
		

		
			it advocated Indian nationalist rather than British compromise as a prereq-
		

		
			uisite for reopening negotiations. 
		

		
			83 
		

		
			In the same issue of the Survey, two 
		

		
			new books about India were reviewed: Coupland’s The Cripps Mission and 
		

		
			Mitchell’s India without fable. The former, as had been discussed, followed 
		

		
			the British propaganda line, the latter was pro-nationalist India and mildly 
		

		
			anti-British. 
		

		
			84 
		

		
			The New Republic published three articles in April, May and June 
		

		
			1942. The fi rst, “Cripps Must Not fail ” written during the negotiations, 
		

		
			believed that Cripps ought to stay in India until a settlement was reached. 
		

		
			It argued from two perspectives: fi rstly, that Indian nationalism should 
		

		
			prevail and that the days of white Empires in Asia were over and, sec-
		

		
			ondly, that the primacy of war-related matters, including manpower and 
		

		
			production, necessitated gaining Indian cooperation. 
		

		
			85 
		

		
			In the second, “Is 
		

		
			Churchill’s Star Setting?” it was suggested that there was a growing dis-
		

		
			trust in Britain of what the Prime Minister represented, embodied in con-
		

		
			servative party politics and the maintenance of a “far- flung” Empire. A 
		

		
			question was raised about Churchill’s motives in sending Cripps, a politi-
		

		
			cal opponent and a man most sympathetic toward Indian aspirations, to 
		

		
			India. Finally, it argued that British opinion “always apathetic and misled 
		

		
			about India ” did not understand all the rami fi cations of the failure of 
		

		
			Cripps’ negotiations. 
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			The third article, by English historian and Labour back-bencher, H. N. 
		

		
			Brailsford, explored the reasons for the Offer ’s failure. No apologist for 
		

		
			Britain, he maintained that a “less propitious background for a mission of 
		

		
			reconciliation could hardly be imagined, ” 
		

		
			and argued that the Offer lacked 
		

		
			appeal, was timid, and relied on inference. It failed to mention “that magic 
		

		
			word, ” independence, and was silent when it should have offered India its 
		

		
			own army. The promise of Dominion Status roused no great enthusiasm 
		

		
			and, “for an enlarged Viceroy ’s Council will any man risk his life? ” 
		

		
			Brailsford anticipated no communal dif fi culty. Had the Congress Party 
		

		
			accepted the Offer, the Muslim League would have come in too, albeit 
		

		
			bringing its own conditions. He saw that the proposals for defence were 
		

		
			de ficient and stated that the Viceroy should have been instructed to treat 
		

		
			his Council as a National Government. 
		

		
			89 
		

		
			Brailsford’s points cut across the dif fi culties raised by Cripps on India 
		

		
			Of fice instructions, and clearly indicated to his American readership that 
		

		
			the problems put forward in British propaganda were not insoluble. His 
		

		
			article coincided with the Washington Embassy ’s appreciation that public 
		

		
			sympathy in America was moving toward India. 
		

		
			90 
		

		
			This was substantiated 
		

		
			in July 1942 opinion polls that set awareness of the issue of freedom for 
		

		
			India at 69%, with 43% supporting complete independence. 
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			A renewed 
		

		
			propaganda drive was indicated and the debate on the Quit India resolu-
		

		
			tion in the Congress Party provided the material. 
		

		
			Snow had earlier observed that the Congress Party needed to reconcile 
		

		
			internal differences which, in the aftermath of Cripps’ Offer, threatened to 
		

		
			divide the nationalist movement. The publication in the United States of a 
		

		
			draft of the Congress Party ’s Quit India resolution in July, with emphasis 
		

		
			on sections that could be deemed anti-British or pro-Japanese 
		

		
			was part of 
		

		
			the renewed propaganda drive. Snow ’s exploration of the forces operating 
		

		
			within the Congress Party and the development of the resolution, however, 
		

		
			provided the American public with a counter balance. 
		

		
			Snow argued that one bloc of opinion within the Party, led by Subhas 
		

		
			Chandra Bose who later led the Indian National Army operating with the 
		

		
			Japanese, preferred a policy of neutrality toward Japan, a point that the 
		

		
			British attributed to Gandhi and utilised in propaganda to further discredit 
		

		
			the nationalist leadership. Another, led by Party Secretary Chakravarti 
		

		
			Rajagopalachari, favoured settlement with the British and Congress Party 
		

		
			unity as the best way to mobilise against Japan. Rajagopalachari was sup-
		

		
			ported by the small Indian Communist Party and by Nehru until he swung 
		

		
			toward Gandhi to avoid a split. Gandhi himself favoured a civil disobe-
		

		
			dience movement if his Quit India resolution failed to convince the Brit-
		

		
			ish to leave India. 
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			Nehru, who had corresponded with Johnson since his 
		

		
			departure, and Azad held Gandhi back for some months while they waited 
		

		
			hopefully for American intervention. When this did not eventuate, they 
		

		
			reluctantly supported Gandhi. 
		

		
			94 
		

		
			Although public opinion in the United 
		

		
			States had swung back toward the Indian position, the presentation of the 
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			Quit India resolution and the arrest of the Congress leaders brie fly regained 
		

		
			for the British the propaganda advantage. 
		

		
			95 
		

		
			In what he interpreted as a bid for American intervention, Snow reported 
		

		
			that the passing of the Quit India resolution, had been intended to “ . . . 
		

		
			make the deepest impression on the United Nations, ” 
		

		
			96 
		

		
			and was a call for 
		

		
			support. Gandhi had informed Snow that he expected to proceed slowly, 
		

		
			and his letter to the Viceroy after his arrest attested to this. “The Govern-
		

		
			ment of India should have waited at least till the time I inaugurated mass 
		

		
			action. I had publicly stated that I fully contemplated sending you a letter 
		

		
			before taking concrete action . . . . ” 
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			Snow wondered at the speed with which the Viceroy had acted to arrest 
		

		
			Gandhi and the other leaders without waiting to hear their proposal. 
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			Thus, Snow made his readers aware that, as with Cripps’ Offer, there was 
		

		
			more to consider in this case, too, than British propaganda. 
		

		
			Vincent Sheean, who had been interested in Gandhi during the protests 
		

		
			of the late 1920s and early 1930s, was critical of him in 1942. As a cor-
		

		
			respondent in India, he later wrote that nationalist Indians were obsessed 
		

		
			by the British occupation, which was no more than a small episode in their 
		

		
			history. 
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			Writing with the Quit India movement as his frame of reference, 
		

		
			he argued that if the British left tomorrow, their historic function would 
		

		
			have been only to open India to “some slight traf fic ” with the west. Sheean 
		

		
			deplored Gandhi’s action in triggering “a disgraceful campaign of sabotage 
		

		
			and violence which the Mahatma disowned after having started it off. ” 
		

		
			No mention here of Gandhi’s arrest, which removed him from control of 
		

		
			the protest movement he had inspired. Sheean appreciated the Indian people 
		

		
			in general as his writing suggests, but his judgment of the nationalist move-
		

		
			ment as a whole was harsh. As he moved backward and forward between 
		

		
			India and China over the Hump in 1942, he was relieved to escape from “the 
		

		
			consciousness of India, its tragic eyes and helpless, brooding eternity. ” 
		

		
			Fischer claimed that India was America ’s business. He argued this point 
		

		
			in his interviews with Hull and Welles after he returned from India in 
		

		
			August 1942. Neither disagreed, but both saw the danger of a breach with 
		

		
			Britain at the height of the war. 
		

		
			Fischer prepared a statement on India for Roosevelt and the State Depart-
		

		
			ment that set out his fi ndings. 
		

		
			He argued that British of fi cials serving in 
		

		
			policy areas had recorded their belief that 95% of Indian people were igno-
		

		
			rant and therefore did not count, although most of the others could not be 
		

		
			persuaded to the British view. This he saw as the root of the British –Indian 
		

		
			problem: the British had never sought to court or enlist the Indian people 
		

		
			in the war. Halifax encapsulated the British attitude for Fischer when he 
		

		
			said that it was necessary to suppress problems and not negotiate with Indi-
		

		
			ans. 
		

		
			Fischer thought that this approach simply made the Indians more 
		

		
			anti-war and more anti-British. 
		

		
			Fischer ’s statement covered his analysis of the political parties and their 
		

		
			leaders, the Princes, the Muslims, the Untouchables, and the communal 
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			differences that he saw as almost exclusively a city-based problem. Like 
		

		
			Brailsford, Fischer argued that the Congress Party and the Muslim League 
		

		
			would enter a National Government if the British offered it. 
		

		
			On his return from India, Fischer sought an interview with Roosevelt to 
		

		
			pass on messages from Gandhi. 
		

		
			It was a provocative idea and instead the 
		

		
			President advised him to see Hull. On the question of American interven-
		

		
			tion in India, Hull said that, “The dif fi culty is that when the other party is 
		

		
			immovable we cannot interfere. It is just as if some foreign country tried to 
		

		
			tell us how to implement the Monroe Doctrine. ” 
		

		
			He went on to say that, 
		

		
			although the President was not missing any opportunities to push Churchill, 
		

		
			not much could be done while the British remained “immovable. ” Fischer 
		

		
			noted that he repeated this in various ways several more times. 
		

		
			His interview with Welles was more informative for Fischer. 
		

		
			Welles 
		

		
			also was adamant that no break with Britain over India could be considered 
		

		
			at that stage in the war. He strongly agreed with Fischer, who also had told 
		

		
			Gandhi that the political crisis in India had matured a year too early for 
		

		
			the United States. If America was ready to produce double the number of 
		

		
			planes it did at that time, and greatly increased its army, Britain would have 
		

		
			been compelled to follow American directions on India. 
		

		
			Welles admit-
		

		
			ted that if the situation got much worse, America might have to resolve it 
		

		
			but, with political caution, he added “we can do nothing before the elec-
		

		
			tions. ” 
		

		
			This point was crucial. Britain ’s propaganda campaign had, if it 
		

		
			had achieved nothing else, won a reprieve. Welles’ statement con fi rms that, 
		

		
			although public opinion was moving toward the Indian position, Roosevelt 
		

		
			was not convinced that, in the run up to an election, he would have major-
		

		
			ity support for a move against Britain in India. 
		

		
			Fischer recalled an earlier conversation in which Welles told him that 
		

		
			the success of any move on India depended on the approach and method 
		

		
			used. He and Welles then discussed a plan for immediate self-government 
		

		
			that Welles said was as constructive as any proposal that had come forward 
		

		
			thus far. Not dissimilar to the Cripps –Johnson formula for defence, they 
		

		
			envisaged an Indian Defence Minister and an Allied Commander-in-Chief. 
		

		
			To minimise con fl ict, a detailed list of functions for each of fice should be 
		

		
			drawn up. Such a list had been promised by Cripps, but the fi rst attempt 
		

		
			left the Indian Defence Minister without real responsibility, and the second 
		

		
			list did not materialise as his negotiations collapsed. If con fl ict occurred, 
		

		
			the Fischer –Welles plan envisaged that the Allied commander would take 
		

		
			precedence by prior agreement. They next discussed to whom a National 
		

		
			Government would be responsible, a problem made much of by Cripps. 
		

		
			Welles concluded that the dif fi culty of responsibility could be overcome 
		

		
			if the Indian parties initially appointed a Legislative Body that would, in 
		

		
			turn, appoint a Cabinet, subject to Party orders. 
		

		
			Although their plan may 
		

		
			have been no better than those that were raised during the Cripps negotia-
		

		
			tions, it is interesting that Welles and Fischer looked for ways to surmount 
		

		
			earlier problems and considered their exercise a worthwhile task. 
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			Articles written by Fischer in August and September re fl ected much of 
		

		
			the material he covered in his Statement on India. He argued that India 
		

		
			was America ’s concern, and he pointed out that the Quit India movement 
		

		
			was not merely a matter of whether the police or the nationalists were the 
		

		
			stronger. It raised the much bigger question of what America was fi ghting 
		

		
			for, a moral question posed by Gandhi. 
		

		
			Referring to British propaganda, 
		

		
			Fischer wrote that the British implied that Gandhi was pro-Japanese. This 
		

		
			only made a settlement with India more dif fi cult. If Gandhi’s movement 
		

		
			was crushed, what had the British achieved? A more “bitter, sullen, and 
		

		
			resentful ” India, easier prey for the Japanese. 
		

		
			Fischer argued that Britain 
		

		
			saw India in terms of maintaining the face of authority, and that authority 
		

		
			meant crushing the civil disobedience campaign that followed Gandhi’s 
		

		
			arrest. The stated objective was to consolidate the defence of India, but 
		

		
			Fischer thought that the opposite was in fact the result. 
		

		
			Fischer argued that, although Americans intuitively support anti-
		

		
			colonialism, he warned India that an outcome of continued civil dis-
		

		
			obedience if it appeared to threaten the Allied war effort could reduce 
		

		
			public support in America for their freedom struggle. 
		

		
			The renewed 
		

		
			British propaganda drive, with its emphasis on what could be interpreted 
		

		
			as pro-Japanese in the Congress Party ’s Quit India resolution 
		

		
			brie fl y 
		

		
			produced this result. 
		

		
			Other journals followed Fischer ’s lead in stating that India was Ameri-
		

		
			ca ’s concern. The New Republic restated the importance of India to allied 
		

		
			global strategy generally and as the base for supplying China speci fi cally. 
		

		
			It argued that a compromise solution should be offered by Roosevelt per-
		

		
			sonally, and it proposed grounds on which both Britain and India could 
		

		
			make concessions. 
		

		
			In its next issue, The New Republic ’s opening sen-
		

		
			tence in “India and the War for Freedom ” read, “India today is America ’s 
		

		
			problem. ” 
		

		
			The article was written by Lin Yutang, a Chinese writer who 
		

		
			also contributed to G. N. Acharya ’s They Speak for India. In “India and 
		

		
			the War for Freedom, ” he argued that India ’s problem was peculiarly the 
		

		
			responsibility of the American public. The grounds for such an argument 
		

		
			were that the British Government would not act as it did in India without 
		

		
			American approval, and, in the absence of any contrary indication, Britain 
		

		
			assumed that it had America ’s tacit approval. 
		

		
			Lin Yutang ’s argument left out one step: that Roosevelt would not act 
		

		
			without American public approval, and the British Government knew this. 
		

		
			The importance to the President of public support, together with effective 
		

		
			targeting of their argument, were pillars of British propaganda strategy. 
		

		
			American public opinion, however, reacted favourably to the liberal 
		

		
			journals. The number of people who had heard about or read about plans 
		

		
			to give India greater freedom from Britain increased from 69% on July 
		

		
			29 to 74% on August 13. 
		

		
			This change represented the highest point 
		

		
			in American interest in India since the previous March, when 78% of 
		

		
			people sampled were aware of Cripps ’ Offer. 
		

		
			The latter poll also was 
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			the point where the British reoriented their propaganda campaign with 
		

		
			Quit India material. 
		

		
			In the fi rst public displays of support for the Indian position, however, 
		

		
			two rallies were held in New York in September. The fi rst, advertised in 
		

		
			The Nation as a Mass Rally “Towards a Free India through an Indian Gov-
		

		
			ernment of National Unity in a fi ghting alliance with the United Nations, ” 
		

		
			was held on September 2 at the Manhattan Centre. Paul Robeson was the 
		

		
			keynote speaker; other speakers were C. H. Tobias, Michael Quill, and 
		

		
			Max Yergan. The rally was organised under the auspices of the Council on 
		

		
			African Affairs, 
		

		
			demonstrating its support for Indian freedom, a venture 
		

		
			with which the Council shared objectives. 
		

		
			The second was preceded by a full-page advertisement in the New York 
		

		
			Times on September 28 and was held with the support of J. J. Singh, Pres-
		

		
			ident of the India League of America. The League saw it as part of its 
		

		
			ongoing campaign following Churchill’s anti-Congress Party speech in the 
		

		
			House of Commons on September 10. Fifty- five people, including writ-
		

		
			ers Pearl Buck, Louis Brom fi eld, John Erskine, John Gunther, William L. 
		

		
			Shirer, Upton Sinclair, Freda Kirchwey, and Lin Yutang, were listed as pub-
		

		
			licly answering in the af fi rmative the question, “Is India America ’s Busi-
		

		
			ness? ” Other signatories were academics; church leaders; Roger Baldwin, 
		

		
			a journalist and member of the American Civil Liberties Union (ACLU); 
		

		
			Walter White of the National Association for the Advancement of Colored 
		

		
			People; and many other friends of India, listed by the New York Times. 
		

		
			A statement under the heading “India: The Time for Mediation Is Now” 
		

		
			declared that, 
		

		
			We need India ’s millions on our side against Japan. The people of India do not want Japan . . . They want freedom. The Indian readiness to ne-gotiate is unchanged. We therefore urge upon President Roosevelt and upon Generalissimo Chiang Kai-shek that they recognise the interest of the United Nations in the Indian dilemma and that they use their good of fices to ask the British Government and the National Congress of India and other leaders to open new conferences, with mutual determination to fi nd a way of action which will most speedily bring India into the ranks of our allies by beginning now the program of her independence. 
		

		
			The rally was held on September 29 at the New York Town Hall, spon-
		

		
			sored by the India League of America. The New York Times reported that 
		

		
			more than 2,000 people attended, and many more were turned away. It also 
		

		
			reported that the crowd at the rally supported the speakers who demanded 
		

		
			freedom for India. 
		

		
			Although some of those asked to sign the statement declined, 
		

		
			the writ-
		

		
			ers, academics, church leaders, and representatives of various liberal-minded 
		

		
			groups who did sign were committed to their cause and were therefore not 
		

		
			targets of the British propaganda campaign. The New York Times, which 
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			generally supported Britain ’s India policy interestingly did not record any 
		

		
			opposition to the rally. 
		

		
			Herbert Matthews, the New York Times correspondent in New Delhi, 
		

		
			reported on October 1 that wide publicity had been given to the newspaper ’s 
		

		
			September 28 advertisement of the rally, but that Indians held little hope of 
		

		
			American intervention on their behalf. Matthews reminded readers that all 
		

		
			the Congress Party leaders were in prison, and that no solution in the form 
		

		
			of self-government was possible without their involvement. He then stated 
		

		
			that the British in India were making no concessions and showed no sign of 
		

		
			changing that attitude. 
		

		
			Historians Venkataramani and Srivastava examined several public 
		

		
			meetings providing a further indication of the level of protest in America 
		

		
			about British action in India. During October, for example, rallies were 
		

		
			held in Boston where Professor Hocking of Harvard University adopted a 
		

		
			resolution that proposed mediation between Britain and the Indian lead-
		

		
			ers. A rally at the National Press Club in Washington attracted a crowd of 
		

		
			some 1,700 people, and similar meetings were held in other major cities. 
		

		
			Two discussion programs presented debates on the Indian question. Louis 
		

		
			Fischer and Pearl Buck debated the issue with Bertrand Russell and T. A. 
		

		
			Raman on the “American Forum of the Air, ” broadcast from Washington, 
		

		
			while the “Town Meeting of the Air, ” carried by numerous radio stations, 
		

		
			presented a discussion on “What Should Be Done About India? ” An Allied 
		

		
			tribunal to make recommendations was proposed. 
		

		
			Although rallies, protests, and broadcasts reinforced pro-Indian inde-
		

		
			pendence counterpropaganda, it also sought to recruit from among the 
		

		
			ranks of those who normally supported the British line on India, but may 
		

		
			have been alienated by the repression of the Quit India movement. Since 
		

		
			Fischer ’s and Snow ’s visits to India and the setting up of an American press 
		

		
			bureau in New Delhi, pro-Indian groups now had material with which to 
		

		
			counter-attack British propaganda. Cantril’s organisation did not conduct 
		

		
			a poll on the Indian question in September or October, but liberal pro-
		

		
			paganda was clearly making an impact if Halifax ’s evident alarm is any 
		

		
			indication. The “Town Meeting of the Air, ” for example, relayed across 
		

		
			America not only reached an audience accustomed to receiving the British 
		

		
			propaganda message by radio, but it proposed a tribunal to work its way 
		

		
			through the impasse, involving both Britain and the United States. 
		

		
			As early as mid-September, Halifax had become alarmed by the trend 
		

		
			in American public opinion and reported to the India Of fi ce that the gen-
		

		
			eral feeling “even in friendly quarters ” was that if the British Government 
		

		
			continued to appear indifferent about making constructive efforts to fi nd 
		

		
			a solution, it would indicate that rallying Indian support for the war was 
		

		
			not a priority. 
		

		
			Halifax increased his visits to the State Department. In a conversation 
		

		
			with Hull on September 17, he told the Secretary of State that, although the 
		

		
			British Government considered “going forward ” along the lines of Cripps’ 
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			Offer, this would not happen until all violence had stopped. At that stage, 
		

		
			the British would carry out their intention to resume “peaceful and normal 
		

		
			conversations. ” 
		

		
			Halifax added that the situation was quietening down, and a similar 
		

		
			message also was given by Bajpai to the Chief of the Division of Near 
		

		
			Eastern Affairs on September 4. 
		

		
			Hull, however, was in possession of 
		

		
			different information about British intentions and action from the United 
		

		
			States mission in New Delhi. Reminding Hull on September 5 that it 
		

		
			was almost a month since the arrests, Haselton, the Of fi cer in Charge, 
		

		
			reported that it was not possible to form a complete picture of the Quit 
		

		
			India movement ’s progress or British repression of it, especially in rural 
		

		
			India, “because of severe muzzling of [the] press and obvious disincli-
		

		
			nation of Government to allow the true situation to be known . . . . ” 
		

		
			Haselton concluded with his conviction that the Government of India had 
		

		
			no desire to reach a settlement with the Congress Party. 
		

		
			Hull, in turn, 
		

		
			warned Halifax that British inaction was likely to provoke an American 
		

		
			backlash that favoured Indian independence. 
		

		
			It is probable that Halifax sought that interview with Hull to be reas-
		

		
			sured that the American Administration would not take action over India. 
		

		
			His concern that this might happen was raised by the content of an article 
		

		
			by Ernest Lindley in the Washington Post on September 14. Lindley sug-
		

		
			gested that the United States Government would be remiss in its duty not 
		

		
			only to Americans, but to the Allies, if it did not exert its in fl uence to resolve 
		

		
			the situation in India. Lindley stated that no British solution was likely with 
		

		
			the type of of ficials who dominated the India Of fice and the Government 
		

		
			of India, and he proposed American mediation. He mentioned as possible 
		

		
			mediators a former American Ambassador to Japan, or William Phillips who 
		

		
			became Roosevelt ’s Personal Representative in India in January 1943. 
		

		
			Fearing that the article, offering a reasoned solution, was of fi cially 
		

		
			inspired, Halifax reported to Foreign Secretary Eden that there was general 
		

		
			press agreement that America should be involved in a political settlement 
		

		
			and cited Lindley ’s article. 
		

		
			Hull, at their interview, did not reassure the 
		

		
			Ambassador that America would not intervene in India, but instead pro-
		

		
			posed that the British announce that resistance had ended in India and that 
		

		
			talks along the lines of Cripps’ Offer would be resumed. 
		

		
			Halifax next requested an interview with Welles on September 24. He 
		

		
			reported that he had urged his Government and the Viceroy to state that 
		

		
			British policy in India was not one of repression, but that it was necessary 
		

		
			“under present conditions to prevent disorder and interference with the 
		

		
			war effort, ” and that “every opportunity be taken by the British authorities 
		

		
			publicly to make it clear that of fi cial promises for the ultimate indepen-
		

		
			dence of India after the war would be maintained. . . . ” 
		

		
			Halifax ’s com-
		

		
			promise elicited no response from Welles. 
		

		
			Bajpai, at his request, called to see Adoph Berle at the State Department on 
		

		
			October 2 to inform him of a difference of opinion with his Ambassador. 
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			Halifax had reported to Hull on September 17 that political unrest was eas-
		

		
			ing in India, but Bajpai told the Ambassador of his belief that “they were at 
		

		
			the beginning, not the end, of the long road of Indian resistance. ” 
		

		
			Bajpai 
		

		
			said that in his position as Indian Agent General, he to be “very quiet and 
		

		
			careful, ” but he had been talking off the record to editors and journalists 
		

		
			around the country about conditions in India. 
		

		
			This conversation indicated that Bajpai was undermining Halifax ’s pro-
		

		
			paganda. Bajpai also reported to Berle Linlithgow ’s advice that the Ambas-
		

		
			sador should “pass from the defensive in the United States to the offensive. ” 
		

		
			This meant, in Bajpai’s view, that there should be a reinvigorated propa-
		

		
			ganda campaign justifying British action. 
		

		
			Bajpai continued discussion of his relationship with Halifax in mid-
		

		
			October with Murray, adviser on political relations, and admitted that he 
		

		
			had become discouraged about trying to defend British policy toward India. 
		

		
			Consequently, he had told Halifax that he “refused to continue his earlier 
		

		
			efforts as an apologist of British policy, ” 
		

		
			which was the way he had been 
		

		
			labelled by the Indian media when fi rst appointed. Bajpai concluded the 
		

		
			interview with Murray by saying that in view of his stance and his of fi cial 
		

		
			position he had deliberately not sought interviews with the President, Hull, 
		

		
			or Welles, but was willing to consult with them if asked to do so. Referring 
		

		
			to the American diplomatic position in New Delhi, un fi lled since Johnson 
		

		
			had left in May, Bajpai said that if it became clear that Britain did not want 
		

		
			the post fi lled, he hoped that the administration would respond by saying 
		

		
			that an Indian Agent-General in Washington was no longer required. He 
		

		
			would be “happy” to relinquish his post. 
		

		
			William Phillips was invited 
		

		
			to be Roosevelt ’s new Personal Representative in New Delhi shortly after-
		

		
			ward, 
		

		
			so the situation envisaged by Bajpai did not eventuate and he 
		

		
			remained in the same post until 1947. His disaffection was not raised of fi -
		

		
			cially again. What the American Government learned from its of fi cial and 
		

		
			unof fi cial informants, however, was evident in Phillips’ brie fi ng before he 
		

		
			took up his post in India at the start of 1943. From the time that he took 
		

		
			up the post, America would “listen to both sides and endeavour to see both 
		

		
			viewpoints . . . always keeping in mind our general course and attitude 
		

		
			toward freedom for dependent peoples. ” 
		

		
			The United States’ war-related compromise with anti-colonial principles 
		

		
			was over. Although not a commitment to intervene in India, Hull’s state-
		

		
			ment, informed by what America had heard independent of British propa-
		

		
			ganda, marked a turning point in Anglo-American relations over India. 
		

		
			India became less newsworthy while its leaders remained incarcerated and 
		

		
			incommunicado, but the State Department ’s new understanding of Brit-
		

		
			ain ’s India policy, based on sound research rather than the old acceptance 
		

		
			of “glittering generalities ” and other propaganda ploys, posed a threat that 
		

		
			required ongoing vigilance by the die-hards who continually renewed pro-
		

		
			paganda in defence of the British position. What America heard had upset 
		

		
			Churchill’s certainties about a postwar imperial continuum. 
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			Gandhi’s Emergence 
		

		
			Within weeks of Cripps ’ departure from India, Gandhi began to discuss a 
		

		
			counterplan for India ’s freedom, fi rst disturbing his nationalist leadership 
		

		
			team and then drawing them into support for his plan to convince the British 
		

		
			that they should leave India. Gandhi ’s step back to centre stage and the Work-
		

		
			ing Committee ’s reluctant arrival at the decision to support his Quit India 
		

		
			movement uni fied the leadership, which had fractured over the issue of non-
		

		
			violence, advocated by Gandhi, as a response should the Japanese invade. 
		

		
			Gandhi had been noticeably absent from negotiations with Cripps, leav-
		

		
			ing most direct contact with him and a decision on acceptance of his Offer 
		

		
			primarily to Nehru and Azad. There was precedence for his stepping aside 
		

		
			and leaving decision making to the Congress Working Party. Nevertheless, 
		

		
			his behind-the-scenes in fluence allowed blame for the rejection of the Offer 
		

		
			to fall on Gandhi in some propaganda messages and on the Congress Party 
		

		
			as a whole in others. 
		

		
			Blaming Gandhi for the failure of Cripps’ negotiations became a useful 
		

		
			tool, raised formally by Cripps in his “Report on Mission to India, ” deliv-
		

		
			ered on July 6. In his concluding remarks, Cripps argued that, although 
		

		
			Nehru and Azad, among prominent Congress Party leaders, were anxious 
		

		
			to arrive at a solution that would involve Indians meaningfully in their own 
		

		
			defence, “Gandhi exerted his in fluence against any agreement. ” Cripps 
		

		
			deduced that his opposition to violence made this inevitable, in the event of 
		

		
			defending India should Japan invade. Cripps went on to say that, on April 
		

		
			9 (when the Congress leaders indicated acceptance of the Cripps – Johnson 
		

		
			formula), a two-hour telephone conversation with Gandhi, who was in 
		

		
			Wardha and not present in Delhi, effected “a complete change in the Con-
		

		
			gress attitude, ” their vote changing from 7 –5 in favour of acceptance of the 
		

		
			defence proposal to 8 –4 against. 
		

		
			In his later book, India: A Re-Statement, published in 1945, Coup-
		

		
			land also drew Gandhi in, stating that it was “rumoured ” that Gandhi 
		

		
			had “thrown all his weight ” against Cripps’ Offer. He had returned to his 
		

		
			Ashram at Wardha during the negotiations, telling the Congress Working 
		

		
			Committee to make up its own mind. His opposition to the Offer was well 
		

		
			known. The Viceroy concurred, saying that the Congress Party must have 
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			been affected by “Gandhi’s implacable refusal even to consider the decla-
		

		
			ration beyond calling it a blank cheque on a crashing bank. ” 
		

		
			There are, 
		

		
			however, documented contrary views: that Gandhi had deliberately with-
		

		
			drawn from the Working Committee’s deliberations and that he had done 
		

		
			so on previous occasions. The most recent had been when he stood aside in 
		

		
			1940 and 1941, accepting that the question of non-cooperation in India ’s 
		

		
			national defence was not an option for the Working Committee. 
		

		
			What was not evident in the propaganda messages in the American press 
		

		
			about the failure of negotiations was that the Congress Working Com-
		

		
			mittee was concerned that the power devolved to a National Government 
		

		
			would not be adequate for the responsibilities to be assumed by it. 
		

		
			8 
		

		
			Thus, 
		

		
			although Cripps laid the blame for the collapse of his negotiation at Gan-
		

		
			dhi’s door, he may have misread his friend Nehru ’s concerns about the 
		

		
			powers an incoming de facto Cabinet Government might expect to control. 
		

		
			Either way, the rejection of the Offer had been represented by Halifax in 
		

		
			his nationally broadcast speech on April 7 and in Anne O’Hare McCor-
		

		
			mick ’s “Abroad Column ” in the New York Times on April 8 and 13 as the 
		

		
			Congress Party ’s unwillingness to take responsibility for governing their 
		

		
			country in a time of crisis. 
		

		
			9 
		

		
			Much has been made of an argument that the Congress Party ’s demand 
		

		
			for a de facto Cabinet Government (despite the fact that Cripps had offered 
		

		
			this) was, on the one hand, unreasonable in a time of war and, on the other, 
		

		
			would involve constitutional change that was impossible at that time. In 
		

		
			the way offered, no constitutional change was envisaged (see discussion in 
		

		
			Chapter 3). The Viceroy would be asked to observe the “convention ” that 
		

		
			he would not use his power of veto, as he had not in his Executive Council 
		

		
			during the previous two years. The Viceroy ’s powers were not to be con-
		

		
			stitutionally removed, and he could, had a de facto Cabinet Government 
		

		
			been installed, use his power of veto should he perceive the need to do so. 
		

		
			This retention of constitutional power, even if not used, may have been the 
		

		
			basis for Nehru ’s concerns about the possible limits on the power a new 
		

		
			National Government could exercise if the Viceroy saw proposed action as 
		

		
			not in the national interest. 
		

		
			During the hiatus following Cripps’ departure and the fl ow of informa-
		

		
			tion from early May about Gandhi’s plans, and despite the State Depart-
		

		
			ment ’s new awareness and understanding of Britain ’s India policies, the 
		

		
			propagandists were self-congratulatory: “The Cripps negotiations did a 
		

		
			successful propaganda job . . . we were able to exploit the situation. ” 
		

		
			The 
		

		
			sense of achievement expressed in that India Of fi ce fi le note, however, did 
		

		
			not last long. Changing American opinion on the question of independence 
		

		
			for India from mid-1942 forced the British to renew their propaganda 
		

		
			campaign. Although public opinion polling was not a clear indicator of a 
		

		
			pro-nationalist swing as questions varied from poll to poll, the trend was 
		

		
			discernible between late March and late July polls. 
		

		
			Further evidence of the 
		

		
			need for a renewed propaganda push came from the Washington Embassy ’s 
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			and the Ministry of Information ’s reading of the United States press. The 
		

		
			readings between April and June quoted in a summary to the Government 
		

		
			of India and the India Of fi ce included statements such as, “Exasperation 
		

		
			with the Indian leaders has, however, been accompanied in the press by a 
		

		
			growing uneasiness over the whole Indian situation ” and “there have been 
		

		
			growing signs of a reviving belief that the British cannot afford and in 
		

		
			some instances, should not be permitted to let the matter rest in the present 
		

		
			unsatisfactory and unsettled state . . . . ” 
		

		
			Safeguarding their stance that there could be no constitutional change 
		

		
			until after the war in the weeks following Cripps ’ departure, Linlithgow 
		

		
			distanced himself from the Offer. He pointed out to Amery discrepancies 
		

		
			between Cripps ’ statement of what had been offered to the Congress Party 
		

		
			and what he insisted was his understanding at the time. Linlithgow antici-
		

		
			pated being under some pressure from the Indian members of his Council to 
		

		
			agree to “conventions, ” that is, that he might allow his council to act as a de 
		

		
			facto Cabinet, in line with Cripps ’ discussion with the Congress Party leaders. 
		

		
			What Cripps had discussed with Azad was known to the Executive Council 
		

		
			members and was assumed to have been approved by Cabinet. Linlithgow 
		

		
			was caught in a bind: He felt constrained from admitting to his Council that 
		

		
			such approval had not been given by the Cabinet, 
		

		
			indeed, that Churchill had 
		

		
			pulled the rug from under Cripps when acceptance of the Offer looked close. 
		

		
			Doubts about the security of Britain ’s position in the American press 
		

		
			viz-à-viz India had resurfaced with the publication of critical reviews about 
		

		
			the lack of political progress there despite some positive signs in May. 
		

		
			One indication that opinion would continue to support British rule in 
		

		
			India, however, was the publicising of an early copy, attributed to Gandhi, 
		

		
			of a “war ” resolution drafted at an All-India Congress Committee meet-
		

		
			ing at Allahabad and intercepted by the governor of Bihar, Sir Maurice 
		

		
			Hallett ’s staff in early May. Although this was not the fi rst indication that 
		

		
			an antagonistic Congress Party response to increasing nationalist disillu-
		

		
			sionment was brewing, Gandhi’s intentions were not then clear. His reso-
		

		
			lution was followed on May 10 by an article in Harijan, explaining to his 
		

		
			readers his decision to convince the British to leave India, 
		

		
			one of his many 
		

		
			evolving arguments on the subject. An article, again published in Harijan 
		

		
			and addressed “To every Briton, ” was published on May 17. In it, Gandhi 
		

		
			asked for support for his “appeal ” to the British to “retire ” from its impe-
		

		
			rial possessions, particularly India. His argument was, in essence, that the 
		

		
			withdrawal of Britain would “confound all military plans of the Axis pow-
		

		
			ers, ” leaving them without an enemy on Indian soil. He went on to cite 
		

		
			some war-time hardships faced by Indians as a result of the British military 
		

		
			presence in India: Evictions for occupation by British troops and removal of 
		

		
			boats from the eastern parts of Bengal to prevent the Japanese using them 
		

		
			were among his concerns. 
		

		
			In fact, boats and bicycles were removed to a 
		

		
			distance of thirty miles from the southern coast in case of a sea-borne inva-
		

		
			sion, but Gandhi’s key argument attacked a straw man: that the Japanese 
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			had no right to invade India. In answer to one of several question posed in 
		

		
			Harijan, he said that India was not in the hands of Indians, but foreign-
		

		
			ers “who can do what they like with it, ” encapsulating in a few words the 
		

		
			essence of the Quit India call: 
		

		
			If Japanese have enmity against your masters they have every right to attack what your masters possess. . . . Proper course for you is to ask wrongful possessor to vacate your country. British do not want help on your terms, as witness failure of Cripps Mission. 
		

		
			Although Gandhi intended a nonviolent approach to both the British 
		

		
			and future Japanese invaders in India, his statements could be and were 
		

		
			presented as threatening, regaining the propaganda initiative. Indeed, use 
		

		
			of the leaked “war ” resolution was fl agged by Amery on May 6, when he 
		

		
			hoped that the “ fi nal resolution of Congress at Allahabad, telling us to 
		

		
			clear out bag and baggage will have opened the eyes of most people here [in 
		

		
			Britain] and America. ” 
		

		
			It did, albeit brie fly. 
		

		
			Another indication that public opinion in the United States would 
		

		
			approve the continuation of British rule in India, despite the reported press 
		

		
			comments, was the Viceroy ’s plan to expand his Executive Council with 
		

		
			the addition of three new Indian members. This notion was much discussed 
		

		
			during May with Amery and the India Of fi ce, but raised as early as the 
		

		
			previous February, thus demonstrating that reform had not been born with 
		

		
			Cripps, nor died with the failure of his negotiations. On May 25, Linlith-
		

		
			gow wrote, “The sooner we can get the expanded Council together the 
		

		
			better. . . . ” 
		

		
			In this iteration, however, there was no suggestion that party 
		

		
			leaders might be included. Rather, “representative ” Indians and no resump-
		

		
			tion of discussion with political parties was intended. 
		

		
			A further indication that British prestige would not be undermined was 
		

		
			Graham Spry ’s interview with the President on May 15, when he clari fi ed 
		

		
			some issues that remained unclear for Roosevelt. Spry had been Cripps’ 
		

		
			Personal Assistant, accompanying him to India in March 1942, and he had 
		

		
			been sent to the United States following the failure of negotiations to rein-
		

		
			force propaganda there. 
		

		
			At his interview with Roosevelt on May 15, the 
		

		
			President posed a number of questions: fi rst, whether the Prime Minister 
		

		
			had read his telegram, sent within days of Cripps’ departure, in which he 
		

		
			drew some similarities between the problems an Indian constitution-mak-
		

		
			ing body would face, and those faced before the adoption of the American 
		

		
			constitution. Spry responded that the Prime Minister had indeed read his 
		

		
			telegram and had passed it on to Cripps: that his advice was considered. 
		

		
			Roosevelt then asked a second question about whether Cripps ’ instruc-
		

		
			tions had been changed during the later stages of the negotiations. This notion 
		

		
			clearly troubled him. Despite the fact that this had been the case, 
		

		
			20 
		

		
			Spry 
		

		
			assured the President that there was no truth in any such assertion. Spry noted 
		

		
			that the President had not indicated whether he accepted his assurances. 
		

		
			21 
		

		
			The 
		

	
		
			144 Churchill, Roosevelt and India 
		

		
			third question sought to clarify Johnson ’s position and revealed some concern 
		

		
			by the President, who said that he had wanted Johnson to be helpful, but 
		

		
			not to interfere. Again Spry could reassure that it had been Nehru who had 
		

		
			fi rst approached Johnson, that he had acted properly and helpfully, and that 
		

		
			Cripps had been grateful for his help. The President quipped, “Perhaps some 
		

		
			of your people over there thought he was interfering, ” probably a reference 
		

		
			to Hopkins ’ playing down of Johnson ’s role to Churchill. 
		

		
			22 
		

		
			Roosevelt next 
		

		
			commented that Nehru seemed to wish that the negotiations could succeed 
		

		
			and that Gandhi ’s “resurgence ” had been a surprise, a reference to the draft 
		

		
			of what became his Quit India plan, 
		

		
			23 
		

		
			which was uncovered in early May. The 
		

		
			President then queried whether there was any hope of further negotiations, 
		

		
			and Spry noted that it seemed more like a comment than a question directed 
		

		
			to him. He did not record that he had answered, despite the positive news, the 
		

		
			intention to increase Indian membership of the Viceroy’s Executive Council, 
		

		
			and said that the President moved on to a discuss a further concern: what the 
		

		
			Indian population might do if there were a Japanese invasion. Finally, he out-
		

		
			lined a proposal for India ’s defence under Indian of ficers in the coastal areas 
		

		
			before the interview closed. 
		

		
			24 
		

		
			Much of their discussion had been covered, and Spry had responded 
		

		
			more fully, in an interview two days earlier, on May 13, also in Washing-
		

		
			ton, with the Chief of the Division of Near Eastern Affairs as discussed in 
		

		
			Chapter 6. Spry, following the propaganda line, laid the blame for the fail-
		

		
			ure of Cripps negotiations on Gandhi and members of the Congress Party 
		

		
			Working Committee, who were, he recorded, opposed to Cripps’ plan due 
		

		
			to their unwillingness to accept political responsibility during war-time. 
		

		
			25 
		

		
			Gandhi’s new viewpoint about nonviolent resistance, referred to in his 
		

		
			draft resolution, allowed Spry to suggest that there was little possibility 
		

		
			of a solution to the political impasse in the near future. Asked whether the 
		

		
			acceptance of Cripps’ Offer would have contributed to the defence of India, 
		

		
			Spry asserted that Indian independence had little to do with its defence, 
		

		
			which was a military matter. This allowed him to volunteer that Johnson 
		

		
			had been helpful and, perhaps, lay to rest again the question of Johnson 
		

		
			overplaying his hand in the development of the Cripps –Johnson defence 
		

		
			formula, referred to obliquely again by Roosevelt two days later. 
		

		
			Through the many channels such messages followed, Linlithgow was 
		

		
			able to let Amery know that Spry had informed the Viceroy ’s Private Secre-
		

		
			tary of his view that “Colonel Louis Johnson ’s despatches on Cripps’ nego-
		

		
			tiations have tended to confuse of fi cials here. ” 
		

		
			26 
		

		
			Halifax was informed of 
		

		
			this in a telegram from the Foreign Of fi ce on June 3, laying to rest the idea 
		

		
			that Churchill may have rejected the Cripps –Johnson defence formula that 
		

		
			had the President ’s support. Clearly, Johnson ’s role and their reactions to it 
		

		
			disturbed both leaders’ sense of propriety. Nonetheless, Johnson continued 
		

		
			to be heard. 
		

		
			Despite Gandhi’s draft, the Quit India resolution, and Spry ’s seemingly 
		

		
			successful interviews in Washington in mid-May, there was good reason 
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			for the India Of fi ce ’s concern about falling public support in the United 
		

		
			States as the political stalemate in India continued. On April 28, Johnson 
		

		
			had forwarded to Hull a Congress Party resolution condemning what was 
		

		
			described as the collapse of the civil administration in Burma (Myanmar), 
		

		
			leaving the citizens of Rangoon and Lower Burma unprotected. The reso-
		

		
			lution predicted a similar collapse and disregard for the population should 
		

		
			the Japanese push through to India. Johnson reported that the Govern-
		

		
			ment of India had prohibited publication of the resolution and had not 
		

		
			publicised the continuing Japanese advance. He predicted that when the 
		

		
			news reached the public, “we will be sitting on a powder keg. ” 
		

		
			27 
		

		
			About 
		

		
			the retreat from Burma, Linlithgow commented to Amery that there were 
		

		
			con fl icting stories and that accurate comments could only be made by 
		

		
			those who had been there. 
		

		
			28 
		

		
			At a meeting with the Division of Near Eastern Affairs in Washington on 
		

		
			May 26, Johnson and other members of the Division reported that the politi-
		

		
			cal situation in India had deteriorated further and that dislike and distrust 
		

		
			of the British had increased to such an extent that many Indians were start-
		

		
			ing to look favourably at the Japanese. 
		

		
			29 
		

		
			Should the Japanese attack Ceylon 
		

		
			(Sri Lanka) again, Johnson assessed that they would be successful. Allied 
		

		
			planes lost in an earlier Japanese attack had not been replaced, the naval 
		

		
			base at Trincomalee had been abandoned, and ground-based forces were 
		

		
			inadequate. 
		

		
			30 
		

		
			Merrell, the of ficer then in charge of the New Delhi Secretariat 
		

		
			and Donovan, now the American Consul in Bombay, were in constant com-
		

		
			munication with the State Department during May, June, and July. 
		

		
			31 
		

		
			Berle, 
		

		
			Sumner, and the Senate Foreign Affairs Committee also periodically advised 
		

		
			the President to take some action to ensure India was defended. 
		

		
			Gandhi ’s timing of his Quit India resolution is of interest. As discussed 
		

		
			in Chapter 2, any question of an attack on India through Burma between 
		

		
			the onset of the Bay of Bengal Branch of the South West Monsoon, usually 
		

		
			in June, and its retreat back to the south from September leaves North East 
		

		
			India, Assam, West Bengal (now Bangladesh), and Burma impassable until 
		

		
			late in the year. A Japanese advance would be halted by the rains, flooded 
		

		
			rivers, impassable roads, and damaged infrastructure. Thus, there were some 
		

		
			four months from the well-orchestrated British repression of the Quit India 
		

		
			movement and imprisonment of its leaders and followers before the Japanese 
		

		
			could attempt a land-based attack, and air strikes coming out of Burma had 
		

		
			a long distance to travel before Calcutta could be damaged. 
		

		
			Gandhi and other Congress Working Committee members were aware 
		

		
			that the passage of the resolution would provoke the British into retaliating 
		

		
			forcefully. Rapid repression would, in theory at least, free up law enforcement 
		

		
			of ficers to consolidate the military position in East India before the onset of 
		

		
			drier weather. Suppression of the mass movement that erupted following the 
		

		
			arrests of the Congress Party en masse, however, “snapped the overextended 
		

		
			line of British authority, ” in many areas, leaving Bengal, for example, with 
		

		
			virtually no resources to deal with the profiteering and rice distribution crises 
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			that accompanied the famine that struck the province from early in 1943 
		

		
			and in no better position to resist a Japanese attack. 
		

		
			Johnson had raised the possibility of a sea-borne attack at his meeting 
		

		
			with members of the Division of Near Eastern Affairs on May 26, but 
		

		
			earlier that month the Philippines had fallen to the Japanese, and a month 
		

		
			later their fl eet was engaged at Midway Island. It appeared unlikely that 
		

		
			they would advance west at that time. However, Churchill kept the threat 
		

		
			of a Japanese invasion of India alive to explain the continued imprison-
		

		
			ment of the Congress Party leaders, Party members, and followers —close 
		

		
			to 92,000 prisoners in all. 
		

		
			33 
		

		
			Much had been written about Gandhi’s emergence to take the lead in 
		

		
			what became a united call by the Congress Working Committee for the 
		

		
			British to leave India. 
		

		
			34 
		

		
			This account will sketch an outline and focus on the 
		

		
			propaganda surge in the United States that represented the movement as a 
		

		
			grave threat to the Allied cause. 
		

		
			The Quit India resolution called for “a mass struggle on non-violent 
		

		
			lines on the widest possible scale ” 
		

		
			should the British not leave and, upset-
		

		
			ting all the old alignments of Congress Party members, fi nally passed at 
		

		
			the Working Committee meeting at Wardha on August 8. After months of 
		

		
			debate, Gandhi’s intractable line was backed by a mix from the right wing, 
		

		
			including Patel, Prasad, Kripalani, and the Socialists, while Nehru initially 
		

		
			found himself in “the strange company” of “arch moderates ” who, from 
		

		
			early in 1942, had sought recognition for the right of Muslim majority 
		

		
			provinces to opt out of a future Union of India, a stance that the commu-
		

		
			nists supported, creating another alignment. 
		

		
			To illustrate the depth of the division, Rajagopalachari, 
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			a member of the 
		

		
			Working Committee since 1922, mounted a campaign in Madras, where he 
		

		
			held a seat in the Provincial Legislative Assembly, to forge a national front 
		

		
			in favour of establishing a National Government to mobilise the country 
		

		
			for its defence. The split his campaign revealed was deep and was resolved 
		

		
			in a move back to the position that the Congress Party represented all-India 
		

		
			at a Working Committee meeting at Wardha on July 14. A previous Madras 
		

		
			resolution recognising the Muslim League’s claim for a separate state was 
		

		
			rescinded on July 15 in Madras. This was followed by Rajagopalachari’s 
		

		
			resignation from both the Congress Party and the Madras Legislature to be 
		

		
			free to continue his campaign. Nehru and other Working Committee mem-
		

		
			bers regrouped around this threat to the long-held Congress Party credo 
		

		
			that it represented all-India. 
		

		
			The Muslim League leader, Jinnah, made a statement denouncing the 
		

		
			Congress Party ’s demand for what would amount to a Hindu Raj (although 
		

		
			the Muslim right to opt out of a future uni fied Indian had already been 
		

		
			granted), while other Indian Parties appealed for the resolution in favour 
		

		
			of nonviolent noncooperation to be dropped. In the interests of Party soli-
		

		
			darity, Nehru, as he had done before, supported Gandhi and moved the 
		

		
			Quit India resolution. 
		

		
			37 
		

		
			The resolution, passed on August 8, demanded the 
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			immediate end of British rule; if this demand was not met, it endorsed a 
		

		
			mass, nonviolent civil disobedience campaign. 
		

		
			The text of the Quit India resolution as framed at the Working Commit-
		

		
			tee’s meeting at Wardha, dated July 14, was acquired by the Government 
		

		
			of India, 
		

		
			38 
		

		
			which released parts of it considered to be damaging to the Con-
		

		
			gress Party. Bajpai could note in a message from Campbell at the Washing-
		

		
			ton Embassy, to the Foreign Of fi ce, the India Of fi ce, and the Ministry of 
		

		
			Information on July 22, that publication of the resolution had, in a sense, 
		

		
			killed two birds with the one stone: The publication had been “fully justi-
		

		
			fi ed by the reaction to it in the press in the United States which has been 
		

		
			critical, ” and it had met the “probable damaging effect ” of strict censor-
		

		
			ship of messages from American correspondents in India in past weeks. 
		

		
			39 
		

		
			A summary of the resolution as it stood on July 14 was sent by the 
		

		
			Government of India to the India Of fi ce and contained seven points: The 
		

		
			fi rst was the demand that the British Government “clear out ”; the second, 
		

		
			that India was a war zone because of British imperialism; the third, that no 
		

		
			foreign assistance was needed for freedom; the fourth, that India had no 
		

		
			quarrel with any country; the fi fth, that if Japan invaded India, it would 
		

		
			be met with nonviolent resistance; the sixth, the form that noncooperation 
		

		
			was to take was set out; and the seventh, that foreign soldiers were a men-
		

		
			ace to Indian freedom. 
		

		
			For propaganda purposes, the third point was interpreted to mean that 
		

		
			the Congress Party wanted freedom to negotiate with the Japanese. If this 
		

		
			goal failed, it would be met with the fi fth point: that there would only be 
		

		
			nonviolent resistance. On the fourth point, the Government of India was 
		

		
			able to say that discussion in the Working Committee revealed the majority 
		

		
			as appeasers, whereas the minority was anxious that the “resolution should 
		

		
			be phased so that [the] Congress position before world opinion would not 
		

		
			be compromised. ” 
		

		
			An American view from Merrell, the Of fi cer in Charge in New Delhi 
		

		
			on May 21, after the initial release of Gandhi’s plan earlier that month, 
		

		
			which Roosevelt had referred to in his interview with Spry on May 15, 
		

		
			saw it as spelling the end of India ’s use to the Allies. He went on to note 
		

		
			that the only possibility of “thwarting” Gandhi’s move would be an agree-
		

		
			ment among Nehru, Rajagopalachari, and Jinnah to form a National Gov-
		

		
			ernment against which Gandhi could not then launch a civil disobedience 
		

		
			movement. 
		

		
			The possibility of agreement between Nehru and Rajagopal-
		

		
			achari had, as discussed, been dashed at the Congress Working Committee 
		

		
			at Wardha on July 14. 
		

		
			On July 14, the date that the Government of India had acquired a copy of 
		

		
			the resolution and had passed it on to Merrell in New Delhi, his appraisal 
		

		
			was, after reading it, that “it is considered comparatively moderate and 
		

		
			bears witness to the efforts of Nehru and Azad. ” He went on to say that, 
		

		
			in places, the wording of the resolution was “identical to Gandhi’s letter to 
		

		
			Chiang Kai-shek” (which Roosevelt had been alerted to, and replied to, on 
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			August 1). The appraisal then suggested that, although the resolution set 
		

		
			out Congress’ grievances and demands for a complete transfer of power, “it 
		

		
			is nonetheless replete with conciliatory passages and gestures. ” It was also 
		

		
			noted that if Gandhi followed his past practices, he would formally send 
		

		
			the resolution to the Viceroy, after its rati fi cation by the Working Commit-
		

		
			tee, with the request that it be forwarded to London, delaying the onset of 
		

		
			any action. The appraisal referred to a part of the resolution on the future 
		

		
			convening of a constituent assembly to prepare for a government acceptable 
		

		
			“to all sections of the people ” as a gesture to the Muslim League. In sum-
		

		
			mary, the American of fi cer suggested that the “majority of press opinion 
		

		
			will approve substantive parts of the resolutions but there will be opposi-
		

		
			tion . . . to launching civil disobedience at this time. ” 
		

		
			Daily telegrams from New Delhi assessed Gandhi ’s answers to questions 
		

		
			put to him on the pages of Harijan, ostensibly from Muslim readers for exam-
		

		
			ple, Jinnah ’s and Gandhi ’s clashes over prospects for the future, and analysed 
		

		
			a lengthy account of a press conference held by Nehru on July 16 and his sub-
		

		
			sequent conversations with Berry, a member of the Indian Technical Mission. 
		

		
			Nehru argued convincingly that Jinnah and the Congress leadership could 
		

		
			“come to terms immediately upon [the] withdrawal of British power. ” 
		

		
			Roosevelt replied to a letter from Gandhi, dated July 1, on August 1 and 
		

		
			gently stated his hope that “our common interest in democracy and righ-
		

		
			teousness will enable your countrymen and mine to make common cause 
		

		
			against a common enemy. ” 
		

		
			Chiang Kai-shek ’s letter to Roosevelt, dated July 25, stated that, “for 
		

		
			a long time the Indian people have been expecting the United States to 
		

		
			come out and take a stand for India on the side of justice and equality. ” 
		

		
			After a comprehensive weighing of the debate that had led to the release by 
		

		
			Britain of the July draft of the Quit India resolution, he concluded with his 
		

		
			hope that the President would “lose no time in adopting a correct policy 
		

		
			towards the Indian situation . . . so that our entire war effort will not suffer 
		

		
			a major setback. ” 
		

		
			The message was forwarded to the Prime Minister and 
		

		
			responded to by Amery in a conversation with Winant on July 30. Amery 
		

		
			restated the British Government ’s position with regard to India, drawing 
		

		
			again on its history, Britain ’s responsibilities, and the communal problem. 
		

		
			He let Winant know of the expansion of the Viceroy ’s Executive Council 
		

		
			and proceeded to attribute to Gandhi an unlikely view that Gandhi realised 
		

		
			it would not be possible to reconcile the minorities under the Indian pro-
		

		
			posals without “a continuance of Great Britain ’s stabilising in fluence. ” 
		

		
			It 
		

		
			was, in essence, a reiteration of an unchanged British position. Chiang Kai-
		

		
			shek ’s constant interest in India ’s political future since his February visit 
		

		
			and his ongoing concern about its implications for an allied victory illus-
		

		
			trate again the global impact of the unpopular British imperial agenda. 
		

		
			Three days before the passage of the Quit India resolution, Donovan, the 
		

		
			American Consul at Bombay, forwarded comments from a British reporter 
		

		
			who had interviewed Nehru who was in a “white hot rage ” and “bitter ” 
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			about the publication of what were described as the “secret minutes of [the] 
		

		
			Congress Working Committee. ” Nehru took this to mean that there was 
		

		
			no British desire to come to a settlement and that there was therefore no 
		

		
			alternative but to proceed with civil disobedience. 
		

		
			The publication of the “secret minutes ” that Nehru referred to included 
		

		
			parts of the Congress Party’s still-draft resolution of July 14, released in the 
		

		
			United States on July 20, 1942, and the Working Committee ’s discussion at 
		

		
			that time, more than two weeks before the resolution was finally passed by the 
		

		
			All-India Congress Committee. It had regained for Churchill the propaganda 
		

		
			ground lost in June. Earlier in July as described, the Ministry of Information 
		

		
			reading of American press comment recorded growing indications that Britain 
		

		
			should not let the present unsettled state in India continue, but should resolve 
		

		
			the political impasse. 
		

		
			Publication of the Congress draft resolution, with 
		

		
			emphasis on anti-British aspects of it, suggested the impossibility of achieving 
		

		
			a political settlement 
		

		
			and, indeed, demonstrated the power of propaganda. 
		

		
			Campbell, Acting Ambassador in Washington, could inform the Foreign 
		

		
			Of fice, the India Of fice, the Ministry of Information, and the Government of 
		

		
			India at the end of July that, “Allowing publication of the Congress resolution 
		

		
			has been fully justi fied by the reaction to it of the press in the US. ” 
		

		
			The resolution ’s publication was supported by a well-timed broadcast 
		

		
			by Cripps in the United States on July 27. During the broadcast, he con-
		

		
			veyed “standard British propaganda, ” 
		

		
			increasing Nehru ’s bitterness and 
		

		
			pushing him closer to complete support for Gandhi’s Quit India plan. In 
		

		
			his broadcast, Cripps failed to include Gandhi’s qualifying statements and 
		

		
			ignored Nehru ’s opposition to the plan. In Nehru ’s opinion, Cripps delib-
		

		
			erately misinterpreted the Quit India resolution as it had been debated by 
		

		
			the Working Committee in mid-July. 
		

		
			It has been argued that the American press was initially uninterested 
		

		
			in the Quit India resolution 
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			and, alternatively, that press criticism of the 
		

		
			Congress Party began to grow only following the publication of parts of 
		

		
			the resolution. 
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			Both assessments are reasonable. If at fi rst disinterested, 
		

		
			press criticism of the Congress Party grew after the British Embassy in 
		

		
			Washington published the full text on July 20. As has been noted, Bajpai 
		

		
			informed the Government of India on July 22 that allowing publication of 
		

		
			the resolution had been fully justi fi ed by the hostile press reaction to it. 
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			Cripps’ broadcast on July 27 reinforced the American public’s disap-
		

		
			proval of the Indian nationalist cause. Prior to the release of the Quit India 
		

		
			resolution and Cripps’ broadcast one week later, a Washington Embassy 
		

		
			summary of American press comments between April 15 and June 30 had 
		

		
			indicated a shift in opinion toward the Indian position, galvanising the 
		

		
			British propaganda teams into a renewed campaign. The press summary 
		

		
			had sounded two warning bells as noted: exasperation with the Indian 
		

		
			leaders accompanied by “a growing uneasiness ” about the Indian political 
		

		
			situation and an emerging strong opinion that the situation should not be 
		

		
			allowed to continue. 
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			Quit India provided the ammunition. 
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			If publication of the Quit India resolution and Cripps’ broadcast 
		

		
			regained for Britain the propaganda edge it needed, it also gave Nehru an 
		

		
			opportunity to place his opinion of Cripps on record in a press statement 
		

		
			at Allahabad: 
		

		
			Like a clever lawyer Sir Stafford [Cripps] had picked out phrases from Mahatma Gandhi ’s statement without reference to their context and tried to prove the British imperial case. . . . Sir Stafford talks lightly of anarchy and chaos. He should know that anarchy and chaos are likely to be the consequences of the policy that he and his government are pursuing. It is sad beyond measure that a man like Sir Stafford Cripps should allow himself to become the devil ’s advocate. He has thus injured Indo-British 
		

		
			relations more than any other Englishman could have done. 
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			What Nehru saw as Cripps’ further collaboration in British propaganda 
		

		
			on July 27 may well have in fluenced him not to seek to reopen negotiations 
		

		
			with the British, which was an option. Both Nehru and Azad had canvassed 
		

		
			possible declarations, similar to Cripps’ Offer, Nehru with Berry, a member 
		

		
			of the American Technical Mission on July 18, and Azad with an Indian 
		

		
			journalist described as a friend of the Mission on July 21. In reporting the 
		

		
			conversations, Merrell argued with conviction that if a declaration were 
		

		
			drafted “with great care, ” it would be accepted by the main groups in India. 
		

		
			He drafted a possible statement for Roosevelt to consider and proposed tim-
		

		
			ing: An offer should be made before the meeting of the Working Committee 
		

		
			Meeting scheduled for August 4 or, at the latest, before the meeting of the 
		

		
			Indian Congress Committee on August 7. Merrell urged action and said, 
		

		
			in a clear indication of American exasperation, that, “if it is unacceptable 
		

		
			to the British at this stage of the proceedings, then they are more diehard, 
		

		
			obtuse and reactionary than even the Congress leaders suspect. ” 
		

		
			Roos-
		

		
			evelt, corresponding with Chiang Kai-shek and Winant, took no action. 
		

		
			The possibility of reopening talks in 1942 appeared to end then. 
		

		
			In summary, the British regained a brief propaganda advantage after the 
		

		
			release of a draft of the Quit India resolution in late July. 
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			The President 
		

		
			had not intervened in May or June, and three months had elapsed since 
		

		
			the collapse of Cripps’ negotiations. Roosevelt was not pushed to act by 
		

		
			strong anti-British public opinion, nor was he convinced to do so by Chi-
		

		
			ang Kai-shek or his of fi cials in India. He had not intervened when advised 
		

		
			of the seriousness of both the political and military situations by Johnson 
		

		
			on May 26. Berle, Sumner, and the Senate Foreign Affairs Committee also 
		

		
			periodically advised the President to take some action in the interests of 
		

		
			Allied vulnerability to a Japanese attack should it occur. Arguably, Roos-
		

		
			evelt assumed that, with suf fi cient and justi fi able provocation, Churchill 
		

		
			would react to suppress Indian opposition. 
		

		
			Amery reported to Churchill on August 8, at 5.45 GMT, that the All-India 
		

		
			Congress Committee was in session and likely to endorse the Quit India 
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			resolution. He set out the plan of action. First, Congress leaders, including 
		

		
			Gandhi, would be arrested immediately if the resolution was passed. Sec-
		

		
			ond, Provincial and All-India Committees would be declared illegal, their 
		

		
			of fices and funds taken, and all “potential organisers ” would be arrested. 
		

		
			Third, if these measures failed to suppress any civil disobedience, the Con-
		

		
			gress Party as a whole would be declared unlawful, and emergency powers 
		

		
			used to deal with all forms of Congress activity. 
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			On the morning of August 9, Merrell reported that about twenty-three 
		

		
			Congress leaders, including Gandhi, Nehru, and Azad, had been arrested 
		

		
			early that morning. He noted that Gandhi had stated his hope that he 
		

		
			could talk with the Viceroy before launching his nonviolent civil disobedi-
		

		
			ence movement, “but the Government was apparently unimpressed by this 
		

		
			statement. ” 
		

		
			Linlithgow was aware before the passage of the Quit India resolution that 
		

		
			Gandhi planned to suggest a discussion. The Viceroy determined not to wait 
		

		
			for this discussion and proceeded with his plan to arrest the Congress Party 
		

		
			leaders, assessing that it would be a “profound mistake to allow the Work-
		

		
			ing Committee to disperse over India . . . ” 
		

		
			if he did not authorise arrests 
		

		
			at once. Devadas Gandhi cites an exchange of letters between the Viceroy 
		

		
			and Gandhi that were published in February 1943. 
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			In the fi rst written by 
		

		
			Gandhi on August 14, less than a week after his arrest, he regretted the fact 
		

		
			that Linlithgow had made his arrests before the mass action had been inau-
		

		
			gurated. The Viceroy replied on August 22, rejecting Gandhi ’s remarks. A 
		

		
			letter from Gandhi on September 23, in which he condemned violence, reaf-
		

		
			fi rmed his faith in nonviolence, and claimed that the Congress Party was also 
		

		
			unequivocally nonviolent, was suppressed. Hence, the public in the United 
		

		
			States and Britain were unaware that Gandhi had repudiated the accusations 
		

		
			against him, whereas Churchill ’s propagandists painted him as responsible 
		

		
			for what took place after his arrest. 
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			An attempt by Rajagopalachari to 
		

		
			meet with Gandhi to discuss a softening of Jinnah ’s attitude was met with a 
		

		
			Viceregal statement: “special facilities could not be accorded for discussions 
		

		
			with persons under restraint for revolutionary activities, whose expressed 
		

		
			and published aims were wholly inconsistent with the maintenance of peace 
		

		
			and order in India . . . . ” 
		

		
			The door to a negotiated settlement was closed. 
		

		
			Gandhi’s intention when he emerged to take the lead in his Quit India 
		

		
			movement, unifying the fracturing Congress Party and orchestrating a non-
		

		
			violent movement of noncooperation against the British, was to stand at the 
		

		
			head of his mass protest, but his arrest and that of Congress Party of fi cials 
		

		
			left the Party and its supporters leaderless. Into this vacuum surged lower 
		

		
			level, regional leaders acting independently. Without Gandhi’s in fluence 
		

		
			and that of the other Congress Party leaders and adherents of nonviolence 
		

		
			as a means of protest, violence frequently erupted in assaults on “key links 
		

		
			of the Raj’s hold over India. ” Communications in the form of post of fi ces, 
		

		
			railways, and police stations scattered across the provinces were the main 
		

		
			targets of what was seen as the most dangerous uprising since 1857. 
		

		
			65 
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			The Raj was never threatened by the Quit India movement or the rebel-
		

		
			lious direction it took after Gandhi’s arrest. With the threat of war on 
		

		
			the subcontinent and an expanded army at its command, retaliation was 
		

		
			quick and severe. The number of arrests, the punishments in fl icted, the 
		

		
			estimates of damage to property across provinces, and cases of sabotage 
		

		
			attest to the Linlithgow ’s power to eliminate opposition and, as discussed 
		

		
			previously, may have left the British free to prepare for an unlikely invasion 
		

		
			by Japanese. 
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			The prisoners remained incarcerated until after the end of 
		

		
			Linlithgow ’s Viceroyalty in October 1943, not charged, but detained under 
		

		
			provisions in the Defence of India Rules. The extent of the repression and 
		

		
			its severity were suppressed as far as possible under censorship so as not 
		

		
			to alert the Axis powers or Allied nations to the dimensions of Britain ’s 
		

		
			problems in India, nor the actions taken, nor to contradict the propaganda 
		

		
			account. There the matter uneasily rested. 
		

		
			Two questions may be raised without de fi nitive answers: If Linlithgow 
		

		
			had not acted so precipitately to prevent the Congress Party leaders from 
		

		
			“dispersing” across India, would Gandhi’s movement, however disruptive, 
		

		
			have remained nonviolent? Had Linlithgow, with Churchill’s and the India 
		

		
			Of fi ce’s support, conceivably been waiting for a reason to crack down on 
		

		
			the Congress Party since the war started and nationalist Indian demands 
		

		
			for independence escalated? 
		

		
			Support for the nationalist cause increased in America in August and 
		

		
			September following British repression of the Quit India movement and, 
		

		
			in parallel, anxiety about its reputation also increased with the publica-
		

		
			tion of Snow ’s and Fischer ’s articles. It was clear that Roosevelt, with 
		

		
			public support, again had strong reasons to act indirectly or to broker an 
		

		
			agreement between Britain and India on the basis of continuing politi-
		

		
			cal unrest. This came particularly from the leaderless Hindus and had 
		

		
			clear implications for the defence of India. There was the still the pos-
		

		
			sibility that, with the ending of the monsoon, the Japanese might make 
		

		
			a land-based thrust toward India, although the likelihood of a naval 
		

		
			attack diminished as their fl eet engaged in the Paci fi c. The possibility of 
		

		
			an attack, however, remained high, and the Lend-Lease arrangements 
		

		
			to supply India allowed for American intervention in the security inter-
		

		
			ests of its personnel and material there. Clauses detrimental to Britain’s 
		

		
			retention of control in India contained in the Lend-Lease Act had been 
		

		
			one of the concerted points of pressure on Churchill in late 1941 and 
		

		
			the early months of 1942, leading to the plan to send Cripps to India to 
		

		
			negotiate, and then rein in his powers, to make acceptance of the Offer 
		

		
			he brought unlikely. 
		

		
			Political unrest continued through the last months of 1942. But, ironi-
		

		
			cally, India became less newsworthy in the United States. The Indian lead-
		

		
			ers were in prison. Apart from the continued repression of supporters of 
		

		
			the Quit India movement, there was no high-level confrontation with the 
		

		
			British to report, nor did Japan attack. 
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			Polling on Indian political issues became less frequent in the United 
		

		
			States, and the July –August poll was not repeated until November. A dif-
		

		
			ferent question was then asked: Should Britain reopen negotiations with 
		

		
			Indian political leaders? Only 45% of those sampled answered positively. 
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			A cartoonist in The New Yorker caught the changed American attitude in 
		

		
			a scene showing two fashionable women at tea. The remark of one was, “It 
		

		
			makes me so mad when I think how long I ’ve been patient with India, ” 
		

		
			illustrating the mood that led to the bounce in the polls in the Prime Min-
		

		
			ister ’s favour. 
		

		
			The British had been vigilant. Halifax visited every state during the fi rst 
		

		
			nine months of 1942. His fi rst-hand experience of India and his willingness 
		

		
			to answer questions and correct misconceptions in popular ideas about the 
		

		
			country engendered a feeling in his audiences that they were not equipped 
		

		
			to contradict British arguments about their rule there. 
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			In propaganda 
		

		
			terms, Halifax had the means to be heard, and the propaganda tests, espe-
		

		
			cially “Name calling” and “Glittering generalities, ” were unlikely to be 
		

		
			called into question by the audiences he addressed. A poll result, however, 
		

		
			re fl ected another shift in public opinion. 
		

		
			Halifax was not the only person who carried the British propaganda 
		

		
			message to the American public during the latter part of 1942. Bajpai, as 
		

		
			Representative of the Government of India in the United States and a former 
		

		
			member of the Viceroy ’s Executive Council, demonstrated Indian involve-
		

		
			ment in their Government as did speaking tours by other, mostly Muslim, 
		

		
			members of the Viceroy ’s Council. Hodson, who had been Director of the 
		

		
			Empire Division of the Ministry of Information from 1939 to 1941, when 
		

		
			he went to India as Reforms Commissioner, and Puckle, who headed the 
		

		
			Government of India ’s Information Department, were regularly published 
		

		
			in Foreign Affairs. Other journals published Coupland and Bajpai. 
		

		
			The propaganda effort did not end there. The Ministry of Information 
		

		
			made reprints of speeches and articles on India available through the now 
		

		
			extensive British Information Service in the United States, and propaganda 
		

		
			material was published in popular magazines, including Harpers. 
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			The 
		

		
			Readers Digest published a condensed version of Nichols’ pro-die-hard 
		

		
			Verdict on India. 
		

		
			Having regained the propaganda ascendancy in July with the publica-
		

		
			tion of parts of the Quit India resolution, British propaganda was chal-
		

		
			lenged once more in 1942, in September and October, during the rallies, 
		

		
			radio debates, and public protests that coincided with the publication of 
		

		
			material by Snow and Fischer. 
		

		
			Snow ’s and Fischer’s reports to the President and the State Department 
		

		
			contributed to and con fi rmed of ficial information received from the New 
		

		
			Delhi Mission. They strengthened the United States Government ’s hand in 
		

		
			the continuing dialogue with Churchill about India, increasing alarm about 
		

		
			an intervention by Roosevelt. Snow ’s and Fischer’s revealing articles also 
		

		
			informed the American public and inspired the pro-independence resurgence. 
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			Both continued to write about Indian freedom during the 1940s, and Snow 
		

		
			extended his work in the 1950s to probe the questions that had engaged him 
		

		
			during his lengthy research in India. 
		

		
			While pro-independence arguments continued in the liberal American 
		

		
			press, public interest in India generally waned. The State Department, how-
		

		
			ever, was well prepared to keep up its monitoring of the political situa-
		

		
			tion there and started the process with the appointment of a new Personal 
		

		
			Representative to the President in India in December 1942 with the rank 
		

		
			of Ambassador, William Phillips. His appointment was Roosevelt ’s sec-
		

		
			ond intervention in India: the fi rst had been the appointment of Johnson 
		

		
			in April that year, with a rank equally unacceptable in a colonial posses-
		

		
			sion whose foreign policy and international relations were controlled by an 
		

		
			imperial power. 
		

		
			Phillips was a career diplomat, and he took up of fi ce during the fi rst 
		

		
			week of January 1943, with instructions that struck him as naive: to talk 
		

		
			bluntly to British of fi cials, but not to give an impression that a settlement 
		

		
			might be imposed. In his few months in India, he toured widely and talked 
		

		
			to Indians from all political persuasions, including Churchill’s minori-
		

		
			ties, those “pillars of the Raj, ” and communicated his understandings to 
		

		
			Roosevelt in a series of letters. He spoke of the growing feeling there that 
		

		
			America and Britain were at one on Indian policy, the strong criticism he 
		

		
			received for not visiting Gandhi —access was denied by the Government of 
		

		
			India —and his certainty that the British position would not change espe-
		

		
			cially as the country remained quiet following the repression of the rebel-
		

		
			lion following Gandhi’s incarceration. One of the last, dated May 14, 1943, 
		

		
			reiterated his view that America should have a voice in India ’s immediate 
		

		
			political future. 
		

		
			The strongest stance that the United States took in relation to Britain ’s 
		

		
			refusal to negotiate further with the jailed Indian leaders was its cancel-
		

		
			lation of a program of installations proposed by the American Technical 
		

		
			Mission on October 29, 1942, realising one of Churchill’s fears. The Mis-
		

		
			sion ’s recommendations were examined by the Of fi ce of the Lend-Lease 
		

		
			Administrator, the Board of Economic Warfare, the War Shipping Admin-
		

		
			istration, “and similarly interested agencies ” before a communiqué tact-
		

		
			fully conveying the decision was despatched. The Government of India 
		

		
			responded on November 14, hoping that there would be no change to the 
		

		
			delivery of materials already ordered or under negotiation. 
		

		
			Despite this 
		

		
			setback, there was no concession in British propaganda. 
		

		
			In the light of the range of propaganda material available in the sec-
		

		
			ond half of 1942, it has been argued that the post-Cripps period was the 
		

		
			beginning of British propaganda in favour of their retention of Govern-
		

		
			ment in India. 
		

		
			It has been suggested here, however, that this had been 
		

		
			the objective all along. That British propaganda in the United States began 
		

		
			with contextualising the complexities of understanding India and arguing 
		

		
			against immediate Indian self-government, then segued into predicting the 
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			failure of Cripps’ Offer for a raft of reasons, leading to the conclusion in 
		

		
			early April that the retention of the present government system was the only 
		

		
			decision available. That propaganda direction fitted with and expanded 
		

		
			the complexities argument in the early months of the year. Propaganda in 
		

		
			the second half of the year built on and consolidated the advantage Brit-
		

		
			ain gained from the favourable Cripps’ Offer publicity and attempted to 
		

		
			repair fences during the pro-nationalist swing following the Quit India 
		

		
			movement ’s suppression. This task was not easy. Up against public state-
		

		
			ments that India was America ’s business, arguments that it did not pay to 
		

		
			“impugn the good faith of Gandhi ” by assuming that he would accept the 
		

		
			Japanese, and “shedding Indian blood in the name of Indian defence ” 
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			were dif fi cult to rebut. 
		

		
			The propaganda campaign ’s success up to late 1942 was driven by events 
		

		
			in 1941: fi rst, Roosevelt ’s end-of-year pressure on Churchill to settle with 
		

		
			the Indian leaders; second, the threat implicit in the Lend-Lease Act, now 
		

		
			part realised and the Atlantic Charter ’s aims; and third, the potential in flu-
		

		
			ence of the liberal press. The basic message from Churchill’s propaganda 
		

		
			was that no alternative government was possible while communal divisions 
		

		
			remained, run in tandem with the projected and then realised failure of 
		

		
			Cripps’ Offer, and had continued acceptance by a substantial core of public 
		

		
			opinion. The planning for the propaganda campaign lies revealed in of fi cial 
		

		
			British government fi les and documents. 
		

		
			Despite the shifts in polling and the swings and roundabouts of liberal 
		

		
			and conservative writing on India, Roosevelt remained on the sidelines, not 
		

		
			pressured by public opinion to act, demonstrating again the success of the 
		

		
			propaganda campaign. Messages delivered outside the formal diplomatic 
		

		
			process, through Johnson or Snow and Fischer, had become the President ’s 
		

		
			way of assuring India of his interest while maintaining his position with 
		

		
			Churchill. British propaganda was kept alive by Churchill, a fi rm believer 
		

		
			in intrigue and never fully con fident that Roosevelt, gathering information 
		

		
			clandestinely outside diplomatic communication norms, would not inter-
		

		
			vene in India at some juncture. 
		

		
			It has been suggested that the apparent acquiescence by Roosevelt in 
		

		
			Britain ’s imperial policy slowed political development in India. In partic-
		

		
			ular, it encouraged the increasing importance of the Muslim League as 
		

		
			a collaborator at the expense of the Congress Party. 
		

		
			This outcome was 
		

		
			arguably desired by Britain and facilitated by its obviously anti-Congress 
		

		
			stance in relation to political reform. 
		

		
			Following the Quit India arrests, however, Churchill’s anti-Congress 
		

		
			Party speech in the House of Commons on September 10, 1942, and 
		

		
			Amery ’s less-than-welcome remarks on the following day 
		

		
			led Halifax 
		

		
			to inform Eden that the effect on British prestige in of fi cial Washington 
		

		
			circles had been detrimental. 
		

		
			Support among the pro-British newspa-
		

		
			pers held, however, with the New York Times recording that the Ameri-
		

		
			can public approved of much of what the Prime Minister had said. In 
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			what may have been a sense of fair play following some uncertainty 
		

		
			about the Quit India arrests, it added, on the one hand, a slight reproof 
		

		
			about Churchill’s failure to make any constructive suggestions for the 
		

		
			future. 
		

		
			Kirchwey, editor of The Nation, argued, on the other hand, that 
		

		
			Churchill’s attitude demonstrated a failure to offer India the appeasement 
		

		
			that it had been prepared to offer its Germany before the start of the war. 
		

		
			Appeasement “would be political wisdom in India, not weakness, . . . 
		

		
			magnanimity, not cowardice. ” 
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			Churchill had chosen instead to be ruth-
		

		
			less, and Kirchwey described his speech as one of an “unreconstructed, 
		

		
			unrepentant imperialist, ” concluding that Churchill had declared war on 
		

		
			the Congress Party. 
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			Opinion generally was by no means uniform, but Halifax also was nota-
		

		
			bly disturbed in September by a report he received from Bajpai. Newspaper 
		

		
			editors in New York and Chicago, paraphrasing what they called informed 
		

		
			public opinion (in this case also including pro-Indian independence Sena-
		

		
			tors and Congressional Representatives), suggested that means should be 
		

		
			found to set up a Provisional Government in India. 
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			During September, at 
		

		
			the height of the suppression of Gandhi’s movement, editors also suggested 
		

		
			to Bajpai, implicating the Administration, that it might welcome wide pro-
		

		
			nationalist agitation on a scale that demanded intervention. 
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			In brie fi ng 
		

		
			the Foreign Of fi ce, Halifax also reported that Hopkins had told him about 
		

		
			the strength of both of fi cial and unof fi cial pressure on the President to act 
		

		
			on India ’s behalf. Halifax added his own view that Britain could well lose 
		

		
			the support of the American press. 
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			Despite Halifax ’s view that the support of the press could be lost, the 
		

		
			editor of The Christian Century considered that seldom had the American 
		

		
			press “given such a shabby performance as in its treatment of recent tragic 
		

		
			developments in India. ” 
		

		
			In the Christian Century ’s view, only the “Lucepapers, ” which included 
		

		
			Time, Life, and Fortune, had examined the Quit India resolution with 
		

		
			Indian aspirations and frustrations in mind. 
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			This was somewhat disin-
		

		
			genuous because general support for the Indian position was signi fi cant 
		

		
			across the media in August and September, the months when Fischer ’s and 
		

		
			Snow ’s articles appeared. 
		

		
			It serves, however, to underpin an ongoing argument: that public opinion 
		

		
			was vital to Roosevelt in policy decision making, and the flow-on bene fit 
		

		
			to Churchill was broad public support for continued British rule in India, 
		

		
			which demanded no action by the President. The volatility of press opin-
		

		
			ion was demonstrated in the mid-1942 swings, although none decisively 
		

		
			changed the majority pro-British view. In terms of Britain ’s objectives, its 
		

		
			case against immediate Indian independence won the propaganda battle. 
		

		
			In winning the mainstream propaganda battle, there is no evidence to 
		

		
			show that Britain directed any of its effort at the journals that addressed the 
		

		
			problems of India and Asia as a whole for example, Asia and America, Amer-
		

		
			asia, and the Luce publications, whose readership was interested and well 
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			informed. 
		

		
			Britain did not attempt to in fluence this critical minority, con-
		

		
			centrating instead on its established support base. 
		

		
			Britain, nonetheless, never assumed it had gained a permanent advan-
		

		
			tage. Halifax, therefore, continued his propaganda program, which involved 
		

		
			large measures of personal and public diplomacy. For example, Halifax 
		

		
			met with Roosevelt on September 15 and left the President with a copy of 
		

		
			a letter from Amery to Eden, explaining the British attitude to a so-called 
		

		
			renewed effort to settle with the Congress Party, in prison and barred from 
		

		
			negotiations. In his letter, Amery emphasised the virtues of the Viceroy ’s 
		

		
			Council, positions on which were not offered to political party leaders, but 
		

		
			was enlarged after Cripps left India. It was now a predominantly Indian 
		

		
			Council, “working together without prejudice to a future constitution. ” 
		

		
			The Council, however, was not representative, as indicated, and Amery ’s 
		

		
			remarks did not satisfy the State Department. Two days later, on September 
		

		
			17, Halifax requested a meeting with Hull who asked him whether there 
		

		
			was any progress between Britain and India. The answer was again nega-
		

		
			tive. In unusually strong diplomatic language, Hull informed Halifax that 
		

		
			there was every prospect of an American backlash against Britain and in 
		

		
			favour of Indian independence. The Secretary of State recommended that 
		

		
			less “blunt ” speeches in London might indicate the willingness of the Brit-
		

		
			ish Government to move forward once law and order were re-established. 
		

		
			Hull concluded his record of their conversation by noting that, “The ambas-
		

		
			sador expressed himself as whole-heartedly and unreservedly in agreement 
		

		
			with the statements and implications of what I said. ” 
		

		
			Arguably, Halifax did agree and that this was not just diplomacy at 
		

		
			work. He had been the source of much of Churchill’s ire over the 1930 ’s 
		

		
			reform proposals for India that had stemmed from the Gandhi –Irwin Pact 
		

		
			when Halifax was Viceroy. Halifax reported the general points of the con-
		

		
			versation to Eden and the Viceroy, stressing the importance of convincing 
		

		
			United States public opinion that constructive efforts were being made to 
		

		
			fi nd a solution. 
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			The mantra “no constitutional progress until after the 
		

		
			war, ” however, did not change. 
		

		
			As the political crisis in India escalated following the Quit India arrests, 
		

		
			Britain ’s anti-Gandhi, anti-Congress Party propaganda campaign sought 
		

		
			to swamp liberal opinion. It was successful in that Roosevelt remained 
		

		
			inactive, but Current History argued that the wisdom of such a campaign 
		

		
			should be questioned because it increased animosity toward the British in 
		

		
			India and did nothing to solve the impasse. 
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			The belief in British Government circles that the President might inter-
		

		
			vene at any time, and another in place of a view that Roosevelt acquiesced 
		

		
			in British imperial policy, raises a further question for examination: Was 
		

		
			Roosevelt ’s anti-colonialism, freely expressed until Japan drew the United 
		

		
			States into the war, more rhetoric than commitment, important primarily to 
		

		
			his relationship with his electorate? Clearly, the British did not think so, with 
		

		
			justi fication as anti-colonialism underpinned American foreign policy. 
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			Roosevelt ’s attitude to colonialism was discussed by his son in As He 
		

		
			Saw It and left no doubt about the President ’s views. Elliott Roosevelt dis-
		

		
			cussed his father ’s anti-colonialism both philosophically, in terms of the 
		

		
			American experience, and morally, in terms of the damage done to develop-
		

		
			ment in colonies by restrictive trade agreements and practices. He recalled 
		

		
			his father stating that the United States would not help Britain in the war 
		

		
			in order to preserve its imperial position. 
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			Elliott Roosevelt also recorded 
		

		
			that the President and Churchill fi rst divided sharply over Empire during 
		

		
			the discussion initiated by Roosevelt at Placentia Bay in August 1941. 
		

		
			The Atlantic Charter, at the President ’s insistence, was drafted at that 
		

		
			meeting. Having signed it, Churchill denied that it had any application to 
		

		
			India in the House of Commons on September 9, 1941, but at no stage did 
		

		
			Roosevelt resile from his commitment to free all subject people. Through-
		

		
			out 1942 and beyond, the British Government remained uncertain about 
		

		
			the President ’s intentions in Asia generally and India speci fi cally. In subse-
		

		
			quent discussions about India with Churchill and in letters after their con-
		

		
			versations stopped, the divide deepened and the pressure on Churchill to 
		

		
			grant India self-government increased. Britain ’s propaganda success in the 
		

		
			fi rst part of 1942 was the result of careful planning and unlimited access 
		

		
			to newspapers supportive of its plight in the war generally and its Indian 
		

		
			problem speci fically. Propaganda in the second part of the year operated 
		

		
			from a well-established base. 
		

		
			Successful propaganda campaigns generally originate from strong, cen-
		

		
			tralised authority. 
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			This is what the British had in the Ministry of Infor-
		

		
			mation following Bracken ’s appointment, with decision making about the 
		

		
			propaganda line to be followed vested in the India Of fi ce and the Govern-
		

		
			ment of India. 
		

		
			94 
		

		
			Selecting the correct target audience presented no problem. 
		

		
			Newspapers, journalists, and radio commentators who supported Lend-
		

		
			Lease and aid for Britain also were receptive to Britain ’s “problems ” with 
		

		
			India and supportive of Britain ’s much-publicised attempt to solve them. 
		

		
			In Halifax, Britain had “source credibility. ” 
		

		
			95 
		

		
			He was both fi gure of 
		

		
			authority and expert, perhaps the most important element in the Brit-
		

		
			ish propaganda lexicon, and the American public was, for the most part, 
		

		
			seduced by it. 
		

		
			The Indian demand for political independence in 1942 became part of 
		

		
			an Anglo-American power play that largely excluded it. Despite nationalist 
		

		
			Indians’ limited in fluence on their own political future, they had the sup-
		

		
			port of Chiang Kai-shek, the Attlee Labour Party and, at least on paper, 
		

		
			Roosevelt. The international aspect that drew the President and the Chi-
		

		
			nese leader into discussions about how to proceed prior to the passage of 
		

		
			the Quit India resolution saw only another warning letter to Churchill. 
		

		
			The Congress Party leadership, with limited options to exercise, chose 
		

		
			not to attempt to reopen negotiations with Britain, although Johnson sent 
		

		
			the President the text of a declaration to which the Congress Party had 
		

		
			agreed. 
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			The text of another declaration, which had Nehru ’s and Azad’s 
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			support as noted, was sent to the State Department by Merrell, Acting Head 
		

		
			of the New Delhi Mission, after Johnson ’s departure. 
		

		
			97 
		

		
			Neither declara-
		

		
			tion moved far from Cripps’ proposals on a de facto Cabinet Government 
		

		
			and defence formula before they were retracted on Churchill’s instructions 
		

		
			in early April. 
		

		
			98 
		

		
			Nehru ’s post-Cripps letter to the President, sent through 
		

		
			Johnson on April 13, did not attract State Department support, nor did 
		

		
			Gandhi’s review of the political situation written on July 1 and delivered by 
		

		
			Fischer, 
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			emphasising their powerlessness. 
		

		
			The arrest of the Indian leaders on August 8 also brought no assistance 
		

		
			from Roosevelt and any prospect of American intervention at that time 
		

		
			collapsed following a discussion between Bajpai and Berle on August 12. 
		

		
			During their conversation, Berle acknowledged that his Government was 
		

		
			unable to act on the outcome of the Quit India resolution: As he saw it, 
		

		
			the British were fi ghting for their lives, and the Congress Party endangered 
		

		
			their safety. 
		

		
			The State Department ’s substantial, but unpublished, knowledge of the 
		

		
			events taking place in India made no difference. The in fluence of British 
		

		
			propaganda on public opinion remained paramount. 
		

		
			Two views of the Cripps ’ Offer as an exercise in propaganda from opposite 
		

		
			sides of British politics illustrate its success: Harold Laski wrote that the rapid 
		

		
			conclusion of Cripps ’ negotiations made it look as though the aim was not 
		

		
			freedom for India, but a “ coup de main in the propagandist ’s art . . . . ” 
		

		
			The Ministry of Information, led by Bracken, was satisfied. The propa-
		

		
			ganda campaign had depended on the support in the United States that it 
		

		
			had successfully generated, making it comparatively invulnerable to counter-
		

		
			propaganda from nationalist supporters and the liberal press in America. 
		

		
			The campaign, in the sense of the strategic game that Churchill so loved, also 
		

		
			depended on Cripps ’ loyalty to Britain and on the right mix of censorship 
		

		
			and press freedom in India. Bracken was able to let the India Of fice and the 
		

		
			Government of India know that “The Cripps ’ negotiations did a successful 
		

		
			propaganda job . . . because . . . we were able to exploit the situation. ” 
		

		
			The result of that “successful propaganda job ” meant that, in the end, 
		

		
			there were no winners. 
		

		
			Nehru and Gandhi came out of prison to an India in which there was 
		

		
			no longer the prospect of a transfer of power to a united country. Churchill 
		

		
			saw his dream of an eternal Raj disintegrate, ending in Hindu –Muslim vio-
		

		
			lence and a divided nation. His dogged determination meant that a water-
		

		
			shed moment in April 1942, when Hindus and Muslims agreed to form 
		

		
			a National Government on the terms that Cripps without authority had 
		

		
			offered, passed in recrimination. 
		

		
			Roosevelt ’s con fl ict between America ’s international commitment to 
		

		
			ending colonialism was over-ridden by his country ’s war-related national 
		

		
			interest. His loyalty to his British counterpart, Churchill, demonstrated in 
		

		
			his endeavours to give military support to Britain since the start of the war, 
		

		
			pushed India and its interests into the political wilderness. Without going 
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			so far as to demand that negotiations with nationalist Indians continue or 
		

		
			resume, he intervened twice: His appointments of Johnson and then Wil-
		

		
			liam Phillips to India as his Personal Representatives with diplomatic ranks 
		

		
			were, fi rst, outside normal diplomatic practice and, second, conveyed to 
		

		
			Churchill that he monitored events in India and received reports not subject 
		

		
			to British censorship. Roosevelt intervened a third time, when a halt was 
		

		
			called to Lend-Lease supplies to India, the strongest signal for Churchill 
		

		
			that American aid could not be counted on in all circumstances. Churchill 
		

		
			did not give way, and the President let the matter lie. 
		

		
			Gandhi’s emergence as the Congress Party leader uni fi ed the Party, giv-
		

		
			ing him the support to lead it into the strategically disastrous Quit India 
		

		
			resolution and the rebellion that followed, bestowing on Churchill the 
		

		
			opportunity remove his Indian bete-noir. 
		

		
			That Gandhi and Churchill were alike in any way seems at fi rst unlikely, 
		

		
			but both were committed to a single cause, India. They were in years ’ long 
		

		
			con fl ict over its future. Although Churchill disappeared into a political limbo 
		

		
			over the question of the slow and cautious moves toward self-government that 
		

		
			he vehemently opposed, the Indian masses for some twenty-fi ve years had fol-
		

		
			lowed no one but Gandhi. Gandhi was an immovable challenge for Churchill, 
		

		
			still, in part, the end-of-century subaltern in the Hindu Kush, and their devo-
		

		
			tion to different solutions for India brought for neither the desired end. 
		

		
			Their con fl ict, embroiling Roosevelt and engaging Chiang Kai-shek and 
		

		
			numberless supporters and detractors, illustrates how a British propaganda 
		

		
			case against immediate Indian self-government could impinge on global strat-
		

		
			egy, as well as in an imperial political environment, during a world war. 
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			The Atlantic Charter, 1941 
		

		
			The President of the United States (of America) and the Prime Minister, 
		

		
			Mr. Churchill, representing His Majesty ’s Government in the United King-
		

		
			dom, being met together, deem it right to make known certain common 
		

		
			principles in the national policies of their respective countries on which 
		

		
			they base their hopes for a better future for the world. 
		

		
			First, their countries seek no aggrandisement, territorial or other; 
		

		
			Second, they desire to see no territorial changes that do not accord with 
		

		
			the freely expressed wishes of the people concerned; 
		

		
			Third, they respect the right of all peoples to choose the form of gov-
		

		
			ernment under which they will live; and they wish to see sovereign rights 
		

		
			and self-government restored to those who have been forcibly deprived 
		

		
			of them; 
		

		
			Fourth, they will endeavor, with due respect for their existing obliga-
		

		
			tions, to further enjoyment of all States, great or small, victor or van-
		

		
			quished, of access, on equal terms, to the trade and to the raw materials of 
		

		
			the world which are needed for their economic prosperity; 
		

		
			Fifth, they desire to bring about the fullest collaboration between all 
		

		
			nations in the economic fi eld, with the object of securing for all improved 
		

		
			labor standards, economic advancement, and social security; 
		

		
			Sixth, after the fi nal destruction of the Nazi tyranny, they hope to see 
		

		
			established a peace which will afford to all nations the means of dwelling 
		

		
			in safety within their own boundaries, and which will afford assurance 
		

		
			that all the men in all the lands may live out their lives in freedom from 
		

		
			fear and want; 
		

		
			Seventh, such a peace should enable all men to traverse the high seas and 
		

		
			oceans without hindrance; 
		

		
			Eighth, they believe that all of the nations of the world, for realistic as 
		

		
			well as spiritual reasons, must come to the abandonment of the use of force. 
		

		
			Since no future peace can be maintained if land, sea or air armaments con-
		

		
			tinue to be employed by nations which threaten, or may threaten, aggres-
		

		
			sion outside of their frontiers, they believe, pending the establishment of 
		

		
			a wider and permanent system of general security, that the disarmament 
		

		
			of such nations is essential. They will likewise aid and encourage all other 
		

	
		
			practicable measures which will lighten for peace-loving peoples the crush-
		

		
			ing burden of armaments. 
		

		
			Franklin D. Roosevelt 
		

		
			Winston S. Churchill 
		

		
			Source: Rosenman, Samuel. (Ed.). Public papers and addresses of Franklin 
		

		
			D. Roosevelt, Vol. 10 (1938 –1950), 314. 
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			The Lend-Lease Act, March 11, 1941 
		

		
			[PUBLIC LAW 11 —77 
		

		
			TH 
		

		
			CONGRESS] 
		

		
			[CHAPTER 11 —1 SESSION] 
		

		
			[H.R. 1776] 
		

		
			AN ACT 
		

		
			Further to promote the defense of the United States, and for other 
		

		
			purposes. 
		

		
			Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United 
		

		
			States of America in Congress assembled, That this Act may be cited as 
		

		
			“An Act to Promote the Defense of the United States. ” 
		

		
			SEC. 2. AS USED IN THIS ACT— 
		

		
			(a) The term “defense article ” means — 
		

		
			(1) Any weapon, munition, aircraft, vessel, or boat; 
		

		
			(2) Any machinery, facility, tool, material, or supply necessary for the manufacture, production, processing, repair, servicing, or operation of any article described in this subsection; 
		

		
			(3) Any component material or part of or equipment for any article described in this subsection; 
		

		
			(4) Any agricultural, industrial or other commodity or article for defense. 
		

		
			Such term “defense article ” includes any article described in this subsec-
		

		
			tion: Manufactured or procured pursuant to section 3, or to which the 
		

		
			United States or any foreign government has or hereafter acquires title, 
		

		
			possession, or control. 
		

		
			(b) The term “defense information ” means any plan, speci fi cation, design, 
		

		
			prototype, or information pertaining to any defense article. 
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			SEC. 3. 
		

		
			(a) Notwithstanding the provisions of any other law, the President may, 
		

		
			from time to time, when he deems it in the interest of national defense, authorize the Secretary of War, the Secretary of the Navy, or the head of any other department or agency of the Government— 
		

		
			(1) To manufacture in arsenals, factories, and shipyards under their jurisdiction, or otherwise procure, to the extent to which funds are available therefore, or contracts are authorized from time to time by the Congress, or both, any defense article for the govern-ment of any country whose defense the President deems vital to the defense of the United States. 
		

		
			(2) To sell, transfer title, to exchange lease, lend, or otherwise dis-pose of, to any such government any defense article, but no defense article not manufactured or procured under paragraph (1) shall in any way be disposed of under this paragraph, except after consultation with the Chief of State of the Army or the Chief of Naval Operations of the Navy, or both. The value of defense articles disposed of in any way under authority of this paragraph, and procured from funds heretofore appro-priated, shall not exceed $1,300,000,000 The value of such defense articles shall be determined by the head of the depart-ment of agency concerned or such other department, agency or of fi cer as shall be designated in the manner provided in the rules and regulations issued hereunder. Defense articles pro-cured from funds hereafter appropriated by any department or agency of the government, other than from funds authorized to be appropriate under this Act, shall not be disposed of in any way under authority of this paragraph except to the extent hereafter authorized by the Congress in the Acts appropriating such funds or otherwise. 
		

		
			(3) To test, inspect, prove, repair, out fi t, recondition, or otherwise to place in good working order, to the extent to which funds are made available therefore, or contracts are authorized from time to time by the Congress, or both, any defense article for any such government, or to procure any or all such services by private contract. 
		

		
			(4) To communicate to any such government any defense informa-tion, pertaining to any defense article furnished to such govern-ment under paragraph (2) of this subsection. 
		

		
			(5) To release for export any defense article disposed of in any way under this subsection to any such government. 
		

		
			(b) The terms and conditions upon which any such foreign government 
		

		
			receives any aid authorized under subsection (a) shall be those which 
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			the President deems satisfactory, and the bene fit to the United States may be payment or repayment in kind or property, or any other direct or indirect bene fit which the President deems satisfactory. 
		

		
			(c) After June 30, 1943, or after the passage of a concurrent resolution by 
		

		
			the two Houses before June 30, 1943, which declares that the powers conferred by or pursuant to subsection (a) are no longer necessary to promote the defense of the United States, neither the President nor the head of any department or agency shall exercise any of the pow-ers conferred by or pursuant to subsection (a); except that until July 1, 1946, any of such powers may be exercised to the extent necessary to carry out a contract or agreement with such a foreign government made before July 1, 1943, or before the passage of such concurrent resolution, whichever is the earlier. 
		

		
			(d) Nothing in this Act shall be construed to authorize or to permit the 
		

		
			authorization of convoying vessels by naval vessels of the United States. 
		

		
			(e) Nothing in this Act shall be construed to authorize or to permit the 
		

		
			authorization of the entry of any American vessel into a combat area in violation of section 3 of the Neutrality Act of 1939. 
		

		
			SEC. 4. 
		

		
			All contracts or agreements made for the disposition of any defense arti-
		

		
			cle or defense information pursuant to section 3 shall contain a clause by 
		

		
			which the foreign government undertakes that it will not, without the con-
		

		
			sent of the President, transfer title to or possession of such defense article or 
		

		
			defense information by gift, sale, or otherwise, or permit its use by anyone 
		

		
			not an of fi cer, employee, or agent of such foreign government. 
		

		
			SEC. 5. 
		

		
			(a) The Secretary of War, the Secretary of the Navy, or the head of any 
		

		
			other department or agency of the Government involved shall, when any such defense article or defense information is exported, immedi-ately inform the department or agency designated by the President to administer section 6 of the Act of July 2, 1940 (54 Stat. 714), of the quantities, character, value, terms of disposition, and destination of the article and information so exported. 
		

		
			(b) The President from time to time, but not less frequently than once 
		

		
			every ninety days, shall transmit to the Congress a report of operations under this Act except such information as he deems incompatible with the public interest to disclose. Reports provided for under this subsec-tion shall be transmitted to the Secretary of the Senate or the Clerk of the House of Representatives, as the case may be, if the Senate or the House of Representatives, as the case may be, is not in session. 
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			SEC. 6. 
		

		
			(a) There is hereby authorized to be appropriated from time to time, 
		

		
			out of any money in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, such amounts as may be necessary to carry out the provisions and accom-plish the purposes of this Act. 
		

		
			(b) All money and all property which is converted into money received under 
		

		
			Section 3 from any government shall, with the approval of the Director of the Budget, revert to the respective appropriation or appropriations out of which funds were expended with respect to the defense article or defense information for which such consideration is received, and shall be available for expenditure for the purpose for which such expended funds were appropriated by law, during the fiscal year in which such funds are received and the ensuing fiscal year; but in no event shall any funds so received be available for expenditure after June 30, 1946. 
		

		
			SEC. 7. 
		

		
			The Secretary of War, the Secretary of the Navy, and the head of the 
		

		
			department or agency shall in all contracts or agreements for the disposi-
		

		
			tion of any defense article or defense information fully protect the rights of 
		

		
			all citizens of the United States who have patent rights in and to any such 
		

		
			article or information which is hereby authorized to be disposed of and the 
		

		
			payments collected for royalties on such patents shall be paid to the owners 
		

		
			and holders of such patents. 
		

		
			SEC. 8. 
		

		
			The Secretaries of War and of the Navy are hereby authorized to purchase 
		

		
			or otherwise acquire arms, ammunition, and implements of war produced 
		

		
			within the jurisdiction of any country to which section 3 is applicable, 
		

		
			whenever the President deems such purchase or acquisition to be necessary 
		

		
			in the interests of the defense of the United States. 
		

		
			SEC. 9. 
		

		
			The President may, from time to time, promulgate such rules and regula-
		

		
			tions as may be necessary and proper to carry out any of the provisions of 
		

		
			this Act; and he may exercise any power or authority conferred on him by 
		

		
			this Act through such department, agency, or of fi cer as he shall direct. 
		

		
			SECT. 10. 
		

		
			Nothing in this Act shall be construed to change existing law relating to 
		

		
			the use of the land and naval forces of the United States, except insofar as 
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			such use relates to the manufacture, procurement, and repair of defense 
		

		
			articles, the communication of information and other non-combatant pur-
		

		
			poses enumerated in this Act. 
		

		
			SEC. 11. 
		

		
			If any provision of this Act or the application of such provision to any 
		

		
			circumstance shall be held invalid, the validity of the remainder of the Act 
		

		
			and the applicability of such provision to other circumstances shall not be 
		

		
			affected thereby. 
		

		
			Approved, March 11, 1941. 
		

	
		
			Notes 
		

		
			NOTES TO THE INTRODUCTION 
		

		
			1. Taylor, 1981, p. 299. 
		

		
			2. Jowett & O’Donnell, 1986, p. 37. 
		

		
			3. Hess, 1971, pp. 29, 123. 
		

		
			4. New York Times, 1940, August 10; Hess, 1971, p. 29. 
		

		
			5. New York Times, 1940, November 10 & 15. 
		

		
			6. Atlantic Charter, 1941, August 21, and Parliamentary Debates (hereafter PD), 1941, September 9. The terms of the Atlantic Charter are discussed in Chapters 1 and 2. 
		

		
			7. Jowett & O’Donnell, 1986, p. 117. 
		

		
			8. Brown, Judith, 2006, April, pp. 69 –73. 
		

		
			9. Nehru, 1941, Towards Freedom, p. 353. 
		

		
			10. Oliver, 1989, p. 93. 
		

		
			11. Oliver, 1989, p. 67. 
		

		
			12. Jowett & O’Donnell, 1986, pp. 97–98. 
		

		
			13. Walter Lippmann cited in Georges Seldes, p. 9. 
		

		
			14. Jowett & O’Donnell, 1986, p. 100. 
		

		
			15. See Chapter 1, p. 2. 
		

		
			16. Lee & Lee, 1939, p. viii. A. Lee and E. Lee were founding members of the 
		

		
			Institute for Propaganda Analysis. The Institute was funded by a philanthro-pist Edward A. Filene, and the Chief Executive Of fi cer was Professor Clyde Miller, Columbia University. 
		

		
			17. Lee & Lee, 1939, pp. viii –ix, 23. 
		

		
			18. Lee & Lee, 1939, pp. 23 –24. 
		

		
			19. See Chapter 4 for analysis of the Churchill –Halifax relationship and Hali-
		

		
			fax ’s appointment to Washington while British Foreign Secretary. 
		

		
			20. Cantril, 1951, p. 327. In January and April 1942, 41% of those polled 
		

		
			favoured postwar independence. Thirty-one percent favoured independence now, whereas 26% were undecided. 
		

		
			21. In answer to the question “Should England give India dominion status now 
		

		
			or after the war?, ” asked on March 31, 1942, 37% of the sample were in favour of dominion status now. On July 29, 1942, and August 13, 1942, 43% of those polled were in favour of giving India complete independence. No time was speci fi ed (Cantril, 1951, p. 327). 
		

		
			22. FO 371 A 7429, No. 325, MoI to GoI & IO, July 8, 1942. United States press 
		

		
			comments. 
		

		
			23. FO 371 A 1893/18/45, Note on the Future of Anglo-American Relations, 
		

		
			para. 10, March 27, 1941. 
		

	
		
			170 Notes 
		

		
			24. The fi les mentioned are examined throughout the book. It is interesting to 
		

		
			note that in the Transfer of Power Documents, Volumes 1 and 2 (hereafter TP), the word propaganda is frequently used by Sir Leo Amery, Secretary of State for India, and the Marquess of Linlithgow, the Viceroy of India, to describe their explanations of British –India policy to of fi cials in the State Department and other branches of government. 
		

		
			25. Beloff, 1975, p. 211. 
		

		
			NOTES TO CHAPTER 1 
		

		
			1. Churchill, 1989, p. 28. 
		

		
			2. Lord Linlithgow, Viceroy of India 1935 –1943. 
		

		
			3. Larres, 2002, pp. xv, 1, 14. 
		

		
			4. Aldritt, 1995. 
		

		
			5. Stafford, 1999, pp. 3 –5. I am grateful to the author for colourful information about Roosevelt ’s entrée into the world of intrigue. 
		

		
			6. Stafford, 1999, p. 4. 
		

		
			7. Stafford, 1999, pp. 6 –7. 
		

		
			8. Black, 2003, pp. 90 –91. Black writes in detail about Roosevelt ’s meetings and impressions during this fi rst visit to England. 
		

		
			9. Stafford, 1999, pp. 8 –9. 
		

		
			10. Stafford, 1999, pp. 61, 154 –161; Mahl, 1998, p. 16. 
		

		
			11. Mahl, 1998, p. 13. 
		

		
			12. Stafford, 1999, pp. 217–218. 
		

		
			13. Churchill, 1989, p. 190. 
		

		
			14. The latest work in this fi eld is David Stafford’s Churchill and Secret Service, 
		

		
			1997. 
		

		
			15. Berlin, 1949, p. 40. 
		

		
			16. Cripps ’ Offer, its ramifications and outcome are fully discussed in Chap-
		

		
			ter 3. 
		

		
			17. Aldritt, 1995, pp. 26 –30. 
		

		
			18. Stafford, 1999, p. xiii. 
		

		
			19. The terms of the Atlantic Charter are attached in Appendix A. 
		

		
			20. The Lend-Lease Act is discussed in Chapter 2. 
		

		
			21. Hickman, 2005, p. 131. 
		

		
			22. Harriman & Abel, 1976, pp. 129 –130. 
		

		
			23. Morton, 1943. Full lists of the British and American contingents appear on 
		

		
			pages 41 and 99. H. V. Morton, a newspaper columnist, and the novelist Howard Spring had also had accompanied Churchill to record the proceed-ings, despite his and Roosevelt ’s agreement that no rapporteurs were to be present. 
		

		
			24. Morton, 1943, pp. 84 –86. Morton graphically described the physical scene 
		

		
			as Roosevelt and Churchill met: “the grey and lonely land ” . . . “hills touched with mist ” . . . “the dramatic sight of the waiting American war-ships. ” 
		

		
			25. Roosevelt, 1946, p. 37. 
		

		
			26. Jenkins, 2001, p. 665. In his book Franklin Delano Roosevelt, Jenkins 
		

		
			(2003, p. 126), while making the same points about the Charter ’s objectives, noted that the most valuable part of the meeting may have been the establish-ment of relations between the two countries’ service chiefs. 
		

		
			27. Aldritt, 1995, p. 14. 
		

		
			28. Churchill, 1951. 
		

		
			29. Berlin, 1949, pp. 35 –44. 
		

		
			30. Sherwood, 1948 –1949, Vol. 1, p. 202. 
		

	
		
			Notes 171 
		

		
			31. Berlin, 1949, p. 39. Berlin, writing in 1949, may have described Roos-
		

		
			evelt ’s awareness of the movement of public opinion and its signi fi cance as uncanny as because studies of his methods of canvassing public opin-ion through his media interviews and fi reside chats would not have been developed. 
		

		
			32. Berlin, 1949, p. 44. 
		

		
			33. James, 1974, p. 63. 
		

		
			34. Ryan, 1988, pp. 36, 144 –145. 
		

		
			35. Louis Fischer, Gandhi’s biographer, spent a week with the Mahatma in 
		

		
			mid-1942 and also sought information for Roosevelt and Secretary of State, Cordell Hull. Edgar Snow ’s classic work, Red Star over China, published in 1938, strongly in fluenced the American view of the Chinese Communists. In early 1942, he offered his services as a war correspondent to the President and, although reluctant to take on a subject as large as India, agreed to Roosevelt ’s request that he accept a posting to India. 
		

		
			36. The Government of India was represented by the British Foreign Of fi ce, 
		

		
			and, theoretically, the President of the United States and his Administra-tion could not approach Indian political leaders outside the diplomatic frame. 
		

		
			37. Mahl, 1998, p. 57. 
		

		
			38. Bridge, 1988, p. 4. 
		

		
			39. Mahl, 1998, p. 60. 
		

		
			40. Cantril, 1951. 
		

		
			NOTES TO CHAPTER 2 
		

		
			1. Proposed by Kimball (1991) in The juggler: Franklin Roosevelt as wartime statesman. 
		

		
			2. Kimball, 1991, p. 127. 
		

		
			3. In the fi rst footnote to his chapter, “Roosevelt and Colonialism, ” Kimball (1991) quoted from the Stettinius Diaries. 
		

		
			4. Colonialism, “which would soon become a thing of the past, ” was discussed uneasily by Churchill and Roosevelt at the Casablanca Conference in Janu-ary 1943, and Churchill remained preoccupied with the maintenance of the British Empire at the Yalta Conference at the start of February 1945, shortly before Roosevelt ’s death in April. 
		

		
			5. Kimball, 1991, p. 128. 
		

		
			6. Beard, 1948, p. 5. 
		

		
			7. Sheean, 1947, The four principles, February 11, 1918, p. 375; The four ends, July 4, 1918, p. 375; The five particulars, September 27, 1918, p. 376. 
		

		
			8. The Atlantic Charter, August 21, 1941. 
		

		
			9. Balfour, 1979, p. 232. It also was aimed at Germany, but was regarded by the German press an “empty document, ” Hitler and Goebbels concluding that it was issued only because Churchill and Roosevelt had nothing more practical to announce. 
		

		
			10. The Atlantic Charter, August 21, 1941. 
		

		
			11. Mitchell, 1942, p. 37. Under the system of imperial preference imposed on 
		

		
			India, British producers had a competitive advantage over both non-Empire and Indian manufacturers in the Indian market, while India was given favoured rates for the sale of raw materials and sem-manufactured goods on the British market. 
		

		
			12. Aldritt, 1995, pp. 34, 63. 
		

		
			13. Thorne, 1978, p. 102. 
		

	
		
			172 Notes 
		

		
			14. Aldritt, 1995, p. 52. Aldritt made the point that Churchill antagonised the 
		

		
			President by breaking their agreement not to alert the press to their meeting and by including the British writers and journalists Howard Spring and H. V. Morton in his party. 
		

		
			15. Roosevelt Library (hereafter RL), OF 48-H India 1940 –41, Sarkar to Roos-
		

		
			evelt, August 28, 1941. 
		

		
			16. Louis, 1977, p. 126. See also pages 125 –129 for Louis’ discussion about the 
		

		
			Atlantic Charter. 
		

		
			17. PD, September 9, 1941. 
		

		
			18. Cantril, 1951, p. 327. 
		

		
			19. Watt, 1984, p. 223. 
		

		
			20. Johnson, Snow, and Fischer. Their contribution to the President ’s under-
		

		
			standing of political events in India is discussed in subsequent chapters. 
		

		
			21. Clark, 1957, p. 71. Between 1942 and 1946, Clark worked with the Brit-
		

		
			ish Information Services in Chicago and as a Press Attaché at the British Embassy in Washington. 
		

		
			22. Clark, 1957, p. 70. 
		

		
			23. See Louis, 1977, Imperialism at bay 1941 –1945, Part 1, for an examination 
		

		
			of the American notion of trusteeship. 
		

		
			24. See Watt ’s (1984, pp. 226 –228, 250 –252) discussion of the meaning of 
		

		
			“popular support ” for independence movements. 
		

		
			25. Hess, 1971, p. 5. From 1874 on, the United States had most-favoured-nation 
		

		
			status in East Indian trade. 
		

		
			26. Hess, 1971, p. 4. In discussing school texts on India that concentrated on its 
		

		
			contact with the West, Hess recounts that the chief characters who emerged in Indian history as taught in American schools included Alexander the Great, Vasco da Gama, and Robert Clive. 
		

		
			27. Hess, 1971, p. 3; Palmer, 1984, pp. 14, 15. 
		

		
			28. Hess, 1971, p. 3; Hope, 1968, pp. 11–17. 
		

		
			29. Hess, 1971, p. 18. 
		

		
			30. Palmer, 1984, p. 16; Hope, 1968, p. 12. 
		

		
			31. Hope, 1968, p. 51. 
		

		
			32. Hope, 1968, p. 29. 
		

		
			33. See statements by Breckenridge Long, Welles, Berle, and Murray cited below. 
		

		
			34. Brands, 1990, p. 5. 
		

		
			35. Hope, 1971, p. 7. 
		

		
			36. Brands, 1990, p. 5. 
		

		
			37. Clymer, 1988, p. 14. 
		

		
			38. Thurston, 1947, July, p. 294. 
		

		
			39. Gilbert, 1986, p. 83; Jones, 1954, p. 403. 
		

		
			40. This point and the reasons that Japan was unlikely to menace India again are 
		

		
			argued by Snow in “The Japs missed the boat in India, ” in Saturday Evening Post, August 21, 1943. 
		

		
			41. Jones, 1954, pp. 368 –369. 
		

		
			42. Thurston, 1947, July, p. 295. 
		

		
			43. Goodwin, 1994, p. 194. 
		

		
			44. Thurston, 1947, July, p. 293. 
		

		
			45. See Chapter 3. 
		

		
			46. The Lend-Lease Act, March 11, 1941. 
		

		
			47. See, for example, statements by Breckenridge Long, Welles, Berle, and Wal-
		

		
			lace below. 
		

		
			48. Kimball, 1969, p. 159. 
		

		
			49. Churchill’s phrase is cited in many works about the lead up to, the nego-
		

		
			tiations, and the administration of the Lend-Lease Act and the economic 
		

	
		
			Notes 173 
		

		
			bargaining surrounding it; for example, Kimball (1969) and Dobson (1986), among other books and journals. 
		

		
			50. Lend-Lease Act, March 11, 1941. 
		

		
			51. Thurston, 1947, July, p. 293. 
		

		
			52. My emphasis. 
		

		
			53. Kimball, 1969, pp. 68 –69. 
		

		
			54. Louis, 1977, pp. 7–8. 
		

		
			55. New York Times, 1942. See Anne O’Hare McCormick ’s “Abroad ” columns 
		

		
			on March 30, April 6, and April 13. Also editorials on March 31, April 2, April 9, and April 13. 
		

		
			56. Kimball, 1969, p. 147. 
		

		
			57. Dobson, 1986, pp. 2 –12. 
		

		
			58. Dobson, 1986, p. 5. 
		

		
			59. Cantril, 1951, p. 966. 
		

		
			60. Kimball, 1969, p. 3. 
		

		
			61. Hachey, 1974, p. 3. 
		

		
			62. Cantril, 1951, p. 968. 
		

		
			63. Welles, 1944, pp. 41–77. 
		

		
			64. Kimball, 1969, p. 57. 
		

		
			65. Kimball, 1969, p. 3. 
		

		
			66. Although historians have often focused on the debate between the iso-
		

		
			lationists and those who advocated aid to Britain “short of war, ” both groups were also involved in a debate with the interventionists, who were prepared to send troops as well as arms to the Allies. The interventionists formed two main pressure groups: the Committee to Defend America by Aiding the Allies and the Century Club Group. Their commitment, which at least at times assisted the President, is examined by Tuttle (1969 –1970, pp. 840 –858). 
		

		
			67. Cantril, 1951, pp. 409 –410. Roosevelt was provided with weekly reports 
		

		
			on moves in public opinion by the Division of Press Intelligence. Although it does not appear to have been a contributor to Cantril’s Of fi ce of Public Opinion Research, the reverse may be true. 
		

		
			68. White, 1979, p. 86. 
		

		
			69. Thurston, 1947, July, p. 293. 
		

		
			70. Herring, 1971, June, The United States and British bankruptcy, 1944 –1945: 
		

		
			Responsibility deferred, Political Science Quarterly, 86(2), p. 261. 
		

		
			71. Kimball, 1971, June, Lend-Lease, and the open door: The temptation of Brit-
		

		
			ish opulence, 1937–1942, Political Science Quarterly, 85 (2), p. 241. In this article, Kimball examined the idea that, during the Second World War, Brit-ain and its Empire may have been the victim of American economic imperial-ism. It is of interest that both Kimball’s and Herring ’s articles were published in the same issue. 
		

		
			72. Kimball, 1971, p. 238. 
		

		
			73. Welles, 1944, p. 411. 
		

		
			74. Beloff, 1966, p. 165. 
		

		
			75. Kimball, 1971, p. 242. 
		

		
			76. Herring, 1971, p. 263. 
		

		
			77. Foreign Relations of the United States, Diplomatic Paper, 1942, Vol. 1, The 
		

		
			British Commonwealth and the Far East (hereafter FRUS), Hull to Winant, January 30, 1942. 
		

		
			78. FRUS, Winant to Acheson, February 3, 1942. 
		

		
			79. FRUS, Winant to Acheson, February 3, 1942. 
		

		
			80. FRUS, Winant to Acheson, February 3, 1942. 
		

		
			81. Dobson, 1986, p. 37. 
		

	
		
			174 Notes 
		

		
			82. Mansergh and Lumby (Eds.), 1971a, The transfer of power (hereafter TP) (1) 
		

		
			No. 5, Amery to Linlithgow, January 5, 1942. 
		

		
			83. Examinations of these talks and the agreements eventually reached are to 
		

		
			be found in Kimball’s (1971) and Dobson ’s (1986) works, frequently cited above, and in Herring, 1971, pp. 260 –265. 
		

		
			84. Franklin D. Roosevelt Library (hereafter RL) OF 48-H India 1942, Beyster 
		

		
			(member of the Technical Mission) to Vice President Wallace, June 12, 1942. 
		

		
			85. RL OF 48-H, Vice President to President, August 7, 1942. 
		

		
			86. RL OF 48-H, Vice President to President, August 7, 1942. 
		

		
			87. Mitchell, 1942, footnote, p. 220. 
		

		
			88. FRUS, Memorandum from Berle to Hull, December 20, 1941. 
		

		
			89. RL OF 48-H India ’s War Resources, also reproduced in the Economist, May 2, 
		

		
			1942. 
		

		
			90. Mitchell, 1942, pp. 222 –223. 
		

		
			91. RL OF 48-H, Berle to Hull, December 20, 1941. 
		

		
			92. RL, 48-H India 1942, Berle to Hull, December 20, 1941. 
		

		
			93. FRUS, Memorandum from Roosevelt to Berle, February 2, 1942. 
		

		
			94. FRUS, Memorandum of Conversation, Parker, Division of Near Eastern 
		

		
			Affairs. 
		

		
			95. FRUS. This doubt also was expressed to Snow by Indian Industrialists. See 
		

		
			Snow, 1942, September 12, p. 11. 
		

		
			96. Mitchell, 1942, p. 223. 
		

		
			97. FRUS, Press Release issued by the State Department, March 6, 1941. 
		

		
			98 . Far Eastern Survey, March 23, 1942, pp. 70 –71. 
		

		
			99. FRUS, March 9, 1942. 
		

		
			100. FRUS, Consul at Bombay (Donovan) to Hull. Text of press release, May 20, 
		

		
			1942. 
		

		
			101. RL OF 48-H India, Beyster to Vice President, June12, 1941, pp. 1–5. See also 
		

		
			Chapter 6. 
		

		
			102. RL OF 48-H, 1942, p. 5. 
		

		
			103. FRUS, Memorandum of Conversation by Oakes, Division of Near Eastern 
		

		
			Affairs, May 26, 1942. 
		

		
			104. RL 48-H India, Vice-President to President, August 7, 1942. Enclosure: An 
		

		
			economic program for India. 
		

		
			105. Brown, 1994, p. 320. 
		

		
			106. For a discussion of the changing Anglo-Indian relationship, see Brown, 1994, 
		

		
			pp. 307–347. 
		

		
			107. This is the title of Aldritt ’s (1995) study of the Roosevelt–Churchill relation-
		

		
			ship during the Second World War. 
		

		
			108. Thorne, 1978, p. 103. 
		

		
			109. Singh, 1993, p. 1. 
		

		
			110. Clark, 1957, p. 3. 
		

		
			111. Beloff, 1966, p. 153. Professor Beloff ’s argument that the “special relation-
		

		
			ship ” was a myth explored the premises on which British assumptions about her relationship with the United States rested. Beloff suggests that, although Churchill played on the sentiment of the relationship in public, he was fully aware of American seniority in the partnership. 
		

		
			112. Watt, 1984, p. 22. 
		

		
			113. James, 1974, p. 6695. 
		

		
			114. Clark, 1957, p. 77. 
		

		
			115. Watt, 1984, p. 22. 
		

		
			116. Thorne, 1978, p. 241. 
		

		
			117. Thorne, 1978, p. 241. 
		

		
			118. Thorne, 1978, p. 240. 
		

	
		
			Notes 175 
		

		
			119. FRUS, Memorandum from Berle to Welles, February 17, 1942. 
		

		
			120. FRUS, for example, Memorandum of Conversation between Hull and Camp-
		

		
			bell, the British Minister in Washington, August 8, 1942, and Memorandum of Conversation between Hull and Halifax, September 17, 1942. 
		

		
			121. Information from D. Baldwin, an American correspondent in India in the 
		

		
			1940s. Interview in New Orleans, December 1995. 
		

		
			122. Sherwood, 1950, p. 208. 
		

		
			123. Thorne, 1978, p. 241. 
		

		
			124. Thorne, 1978, p. 241. 
		

		
			125. Hope, 1968, p. 60. 
		

		
			126. See record of Snow ’s interview with Roosevelt in March 1942 in Snow (1958, 
		

		
			pp. 253 –257). This meeting (and others) is referred to in RL, PPF 7979, Edgar Snow, and in Edgar Snow ’s Papers, University of Missouri, letter to his sister, Mrs. Claude Mackey, April 1, 1942. See also Louis Fischer Papers, RL, letter to the President, August 6, 1942, and Fischer (1954, p. 134), Gan-dhi’s letter to Roosevelt, July 1, 1942. 
		

		
			127. Hope, 1968, p. 51. 
		

		
			128. Hope, 1968, p. 51. 
		

		
			129. Foreign Of fi ce (hereafter FO) 371 A 2514, No. 1474 Washington Embassy 
		

		
			to India Of fi ce (hereafter IO), MoI, & FO, March 13, 1942. The plan was put forward by Hennessy, Publicity Of fi cer at the Embassy, and Puckle, Sec-retary of the Government of India ’s Department of Information. A fi le note doubted whether the scheme would work. 
		

		
			130. For example, see FRUS, Roosevelt to Winant, February 25, 1942. 
		

		
			131. Cantril, 1951, p. 327. 
		

		
			NOTES TO CHAPTER 3 
		

		
			1. Estorick, 1949, p. 296. 
		

		
			2. Brewer, 1997, p. 145. 
		

		
			3. The Congress Party had fi rst been formed in 1885, when Lord Dufferin was Viceroy, as a Hindu debating group. 
		

		
			4. First formed in 1906. 
		

		
			5. The members of the Committee on India were Churchill, Attlee, Amery, Cripps, Sir John Anderson (President of the Council), Viscount Simon (Lord Chancellor), and Sir James Grigg (Secretary of State for War). Anderson had been Governor of Bengal in the 1930s, Simon had been Chairman of the Indian Statutory Committee, 1927–1930, producing the Simon Report on the progress of reform in India, and Grigg had not served in India. 
		

		
			6. TP (1), No. 223, Annex to War Cabinet Committee on India. I (42) fi fth meeting, March 3, 1942. 
		

		
			7. Brewer, 1997, p. 145. 
		

		
			8. Brewer, 1997, p. 144. 
		

		
			9. Brewer, 1997, p. 144; Thorne, 1978, p. 235. 
		

		
			10. Churchill, 1951, p. 179. After an acrimonious discussion on India with 
		

		
			Churchill in Washington in December 1941, Roosevelt did not again publicly speak about India. 
		

		
			11. Moore, 1975, p. 208. 
		

		
			12. See discussion in Taylor, 1972, pp. 513 –515. 
		

		
			13. Moore, 1979, p. 146. 
		

		
			14. Low, 1997, p. 2. The Quit India Movement was the largest uprising the Brit-
		

		
			ish had faced in India since 1857. The Quit India Movement is discussed in Chapters 7 and 8. 
		

	
		
			176 Notes 
		

		
			15. Nehru Papers (hereafter NP), Pt. 1, Vol. 14, Cripps to Nehru, March 3, 1937. 
		

		
			Other letters in this vein were dated March 14, 1937, May 19, 1937, and October 11, 1939. 
		

		
			16. NP, Cripps to Nehru, March 14, 1937. 
		

		
			17. NP, Cripps to Nehru, March 27, 1942. 
		

		
			18. Interview with Edgar Snow in Snow, 1944, p. 26. 
		

		
			19. A full discussion on a de facto or quasi Cabinet can be read in Coupland, 
		

		
			1942 , pp. 226 –229. 
		

		
			20. Azad, 1960, pp. 57–62. 
		

		
			21. NP, Pt. 1, Vol. 37, Nehru to Johnson, con fi dential note, May 11, 1942. 
		

		
			22. The Offer that Cripps took to India is set out in TP (1), No. 229, March 3, 
		

		
			1942. 
		

		
			23. TP (1), No. 456, Draft Declaration for Discussion with the Indian Leaders, 
		

		
			Clause (e), March 30, 1942. 
		

		
			24. TP (1), No. 456, Clause (e), March 30, 1942. 
		

		
			25. Coupland, 1942, p. 79. 
		

		
			26. TP (1), No. 536, War Cabinet Committee on India, Annex A, April 6, 
		

		
			1942. 
		

		
			27. TP, No. 456, Draft Declaration for Discussion with the Indian Leaders, 
		

		
			Clause (e), March 30, 1942. 
		

		
			28. TP (1), No. 586, Linlithgow to Amery, April 10, 1942. 
		

		
			29. Moore, 1979, p. 111. In addition to TP, Professor Moore ’s work provides a 
		

		
			clear account of Cripps’ Mission. 
		

		
			30. Moore, 1979, p. 36; Jenkins, 2001, p. 629. 
		

		
			31. TP (1), No. 23, Linlithgow to Amery, January 21, 1942. 
		

		
			32. TP (1), No. 23, Linlithgow to Amery, January 21, 1942. 
		

		
			33. TP (1), No. 25, Linlithgow to Churchill, January 21, 1942; No. 33, Amery to 
		

		
			Linlithgow, January 24, 1942. 
		

		
			34. The third clause of the Atlantic Charter is quoted in Chapter 2. 
		

		
			35. Kimball, 1991, p. 133. 
		

		
			36. Kimball, 1991, p. 133. 
		

		
			37. Barnes & Nicholson, 1988 (hereafter Amery Diaries ). Amery commented in 
		

		
			mid-August 1941 that “We shall no doubt pay dearly in the end for all this fluffy fl apdoodle. ” 
		

		
			38. Hess, 1971, p. 27. 
		

		
			39 . Hindustan Times, 1941 September 15, 1942, January 6; Bombay Sentinel, 
		

		
			1942, February 12. 
		

		
			40. Churchill, 1951, p. 179. 
		

		
			41. Sherwood, 1948 –1949, Vol, 1, p. 202. 
		

		
			42. Harriman & Abel, 1976, p. 3. 
		

		
			43. Loewenheim, Langley, & Jonas, 1975. The following letters were exchanged 
		

		
			between them during the Cripps Mission: Documents 101, 106, 117, and 118. The letters also are cited in Churchill, 1951, pp. 179, 181, 185, 187. 
		

		
			44. This observation also has been made by Moore (1979, p. 47) and Kimball 
		

		
			(1991, p. 133). 
		

		
			45. TP (1), No. 5, Amery to Linlithgow, January 5, 1942. 
		

		
			46. Bombay Sentinel, February 12, 1942. The Hindustan Times somewhat sar-
		

		
			castically printed “Bajpai’s View, ” February 14, 1942. 
		

		
			47. Hindustan Times, January 6, 1942. 
		

		
			48. Amery Diaries, April 7, 1941. 
		

		
			49. TP (1), No. 42, War Cabinet Paper W.P. (42) 42, January 28, 1942. 
		

		
			50. Low, 1996, p. 206. 
		

		
			51. Amery Diaries, February 5, 1942. 
		

		
			52. Amery Diaries, December 20, 1941. 
		

	
		
			Notes 177 
		

		
			53. TP (1), No. 35, Attlee to Amery, January 24, 1942. 
		

		
			54. TP (1), No. 60, February 2, 1942. War Cabinet Paper W.P. (42) 59: The 
		

		
			Indian Political Situation. Memorandum by the Lord Privy Seal. 
		

		
			55. See Moore, 1979, pp. 32 –38. 
		

		
			56. See discussion about fluctuations in American press support for India and 
		

		
			Britain in Chapter 1. 
		

		
			57. Amery Diaries, commentary by the editors, p. 729. 
		

		
			58. India Of fi ce Library (hereafter IOL), MSS EUR F 125/11, Linlithgow to 
		

		
			Amery, February 9, 1942. 
		

		
			59. TP (1), No. 62, Churchill to Chiang Kai-shek, February 3, 1942. 
		

		
			60. Churchill, 1951, p. 176. 
		

		
			61. Coupland, 1942, p. 31. 
		

		
			62. Azad, 1960, p. 52. 
		

		
			63. Azad, 1960, p. 53. 
		

		
			64. Moore, 1979, p. 62. 
		

		
			65. Kimball, 1991, p. 134 
		

		
			66. Moore, 1979, p. 62 
		

		
			67. Kimball, 1991, p. 134. 
		

		
			68. FRUS, Chiang Kai-shek to Roosevelt, July 25, 1942. 
		

		
			69. FRUS, Roosevelt to Churchill, July 29, 1942. 
		

		
			70. Harriman & Abel, 1976, pp. 129 –131. 
		

		
			71. Moore, 1979, p. 63. 
		

		
			72. Harriman & Abel, 1976, pp. 129 –130. 
		

		
			73. Harriman & Abel, 1976, p. 130. 
		

		
			74. Churchill, 1951, pp. 181–182. 
		

		
			75. Churchill, 1951, pp. 182, 186. Churchill wrote of Roosevelt ’s proposal, 
		

		
			“I was thankful that events had already made such an act of madness impossible. . . . The President ’s mind was back in the American War of Independence. ” 
		

		
			76. Bombay Sentinel, March 31, 1942. 
		

		
			77. Amery Diaries, March 7, 1942. Amery offered himself as the messenger, but 
		

		
			he did not have Churchill’s support. Churchill wanted Cripps to go, and the Cabinet agreed. Amery also recorded that “Cripps and Winston have got the bit between their teeth and I don ’t feel that either of them realise what they are getting at, ” March 8 & 9, 1942. 
		

		
			78. Amery Diaries, commentary by the editors, p. 729. 
		

		
			79. Glendevon, 1971, p. 225. 
		

		
			80. TP (1), No. 536 War Cabinet Committee on India, I (42), Annex A, April 6, 
		

		
			1942. 
		

		
			81. TP (1), No. 567, War Cabinet to Cripps, April 9, 1942. 
		

		
			82. India Of fi ce Library (hereafter IOL), MSS EUR F125/11, January –December 
		

		
			1942, Amery to Linlithgow, April 3, 1942. Also cited in Clymer (1988b). 
		

		
			83. New York Times, 1942, April 8. Under the heading “Halifax pledges defence 
		

		
			of India, ” the paper gave almost a page to the Ambassador ’s historical over-view, to Britain ’s current good intentions, and to India ’s weakness. The idea that Congress was not prepared to take responsibility for the country ’s defence also was picked up by Anne O’Hare McCormick in her “Abroad ” column on the same day and again by her on April 13, 1942. 
		

		
			84. See, for example, Amery ’s Diaries, September 9, 1942; Cameron, 1974, pp. 
		

		
			99 –100; Thorne, 1978, p. 5. 
		

		
			85. Callaghan, 1984, pp. 186 –187. 
		

		
			86. The members of the India Committee were Churchill, Attlee, the Secretary 
		

		
			of State for Dominion Affairs, and Cripps, Lord Privy Seal. The other mem-bers formed Churchill’s support base on the committee. They were Sir John 
		

	
		
			178 Notes 
		

		
			Anderson, Lord President of the Council (he had been Governor of Bengal from 1932 to 1937 and witnessed the implementation of the 1935 India Act that granted provincial autonomy); Viscount Simon, Lord Chancellor, who was Chairman of the Indian Statutory Commission from 1927 to 1930 and strongly opposed Halifax ’s Dominion Status promise; and the fi nal mem-ber, Sir Percy James Grigg, Secretary of State for War, 1942 –1945, who was Finance Member of the Government of India between the wars. 
		

		
			87. Amery Diaries, March 4, 1942. 
		

		
			88. Amery Diaries, March 1, 1942. Draft Declaration, Clause (e). Amery claimed 
		

		
			that Cripps’ proposal was similar to his 1940 proposal. 
		

		
			89. TP (1), No. 196, Amery to Linlithgow, February 28, 1942. 
		

		
			90. TP (1), No. 223, Annex, Draft Instructions to the Viceroy, March 3, 1942. 
		

		
			91. TP (1), No. 282, War Cabinet WM (42) 31st Conclusions. Minute 1: Con fi -
		

		
			dential Annex, March 9, 1942. 
		

		
			92. TP (1), No. 223, Annex to War Cabinet Committee on India. I (42) fi fth 
		

		
			meeting, March 3, 1942. 
		

		
			93. TP (1), No. 223, Annex to War Cabinet Committee on India . . . , March 3, 
		

		
			1942; Glendevon, 1971, p. 225. 
		

		
			94. Glendevon, 1971, p. 225. Hodson was Director of the Empire Division in the 
		

		
			Ministry of Information, 1939 –1941, and then Reforms Commissioner to the GoI, 1941–1942. 
		

		
			95. TP (1), No. 525, Linlithgow to Amery, April 5, 1942. 
		

		
			96. TP (1), No. 519, Cripps to Churchill, April 4, 1942. 
		

		
			97. Moore, 1988, p. 104. 
		

		
			98. TP (1), No. 519, Cripps to Churchill, April 4, 1942. 
		

		
			99. TP (1), No. 519, Cripps to Churchill, April 4, 1942. All communications to 
		

		
			and from Cripps passed through the Viceroy ’s of fi ce. 
		

		
			100. TP (1), No. 252, attached to War Cabinet Committee on India. Paper I (42) 
		

		
			12, March 6, 1942. 
		

		
			101. Cripps’ Offer, Draft Declaration, Clause (e). 
		

		
			102. Moore (1988, p. 3) argued that Churchill saw the Congress –League con fl ict 
		

		
			as “a pillar of the Raj. ” 
		

		
			103. Amery Diaries, April 1, 1942. 
		

		
			104. TP (1), No. 275, March 8, 1942. 
		

		
			105. TP (1), No. 384, March 25, 1942. 
		

		
			106. TP (1), No. 440, Proceedings of a Press Conference held by Sir S. Cripps on 
		

		
			March 19, 1942. 
		

		
			107. Moore, 1988, p. 94. 
		

		
			108. TP (1), No. 533, Churchill to Cripps, April 6, 1942. Nos. 534 and 536, War 
		

		
			Cabinet, Committee on India I (42), 11th and 12th meetings, respectively, April 6, 1942. 
		

		
			109. TP (1), No. 519, Churchill to Cripps, April 4, 1942. 
		

		
			110. TP (1), No. 519, Cripps to Churchill (via the Viceroy and India Of fi ce), 
		

		
			Clause 18, April 4, 1942. 
		

		
			111. Azad, 1960, pp. 61–61 and 68. 
		

		
			112. Azad, 1960, pp. 57–58. 
		

		
			113. TP (1), No. 379, Note by Sir S. Cripps. Interview with Maulana Azad and 
		

		
			Asaf Ali, March 25, 1942. 
		

		
			114. TP (1), No. 379, Note by Cripps. Interview with Maulana Azad and Asaf Ali, 
		

		
			March 25, 1942. 
		

		
			115. TP (1), No. 380, Cripps. Interview with Mr. Jinnah, March 25, 1942 [my 
		

		
			emphasis]. 
		

		
			116. TP (1), No. 536. War Cabinet Committee on India 1 (42) 12th meeting. 
		

		
			Annex A. Sent to Cripps, April 6, 1942. 
		

	
		
			Notes 179 
		

		
			117. Coupland, 1944, Pt. 2, p. 229. 
		

		
			118. Coupland, 1944, Pt. 2, p. 228. 
		

		
			119. TP (1), No. 525, Linlithgow to Amery, April 5, 1942. 
		

		
			120. TP (1), No. 530, Linlithgow to Amery and Churchill, April 6, 1942. 
		

		
			121. TP (1), No. 532, War Cabinet Committee on India. Paper I (42) 15, April 6, 
		

		
			1942. 
		

		
			122. TP (1), No. 536, April 6, 1942. See note no. 115. 
		

		
			123. TP (1), No. 538, Amery to Cripps, April 6, 1942. 
		

		
			124. TP (1), No. 587, Azad to Cripps, Cmd 6350, April 10, 1942. 
		

		
			125. Coupland, 1944, Pt. 2, p. 227. 
		

		
			126. Moore, 1979, p. 123. 
		

		
			127. Moore, 1979, p. 123. 
		

		
			128. TP (1), No. 506, War Cabinet W.M. (42) 41st Conclusions, April 2, 1942. 
		

		
			129. Moore, 1979, p. 110. 
		

		
			130. Johnson ’s role in the negotiations and his responsibilities to Roosevelt are 
		

		
			discussed in Chapters 6 and 7. 
		

		
			131. TP (1), No. 586, Linlithgow to Amery, April 10, 1942. 
		

		
			132. Clymer, 1988b, 57, p. 269. 
		

		
			133. TP (1), No. 567, War Cabinet to Sir S. Cripps, April 9, 1942. The April 10 
		

		
			date on Linlithgow ’s acceptance of the proposal in No. 586 suggests that it may have been just for the record. Whitehall reined in Cripps in No. 567, transmitted the previous day via the Viceroy ’s of fi ce. 
		

		
			NOTES TO CHAPTER 4 
		

		
			1. See Chapter 1, p. 1. 
		

		
			2. Taylor, 1981, pp. 269, 273, 290. 
		

		
			3. Taylor, 1981, pp. 297–298. Prior to the reactivation of the Ministry of Infor-mation in September 1939 (hereafter MoI), the educative role had been a function of the Foreign Of fi ce (hereafter FO). 
		

		
			4. Tree, 1975, p. 95. 
		

		
			5. Martin, 1939, pp. 508, 511. 
		

		
			6. Taylor, 1981, p. 298. 
		

		
			7. Duff Cooper, 1953, p. 280. 
		

		
			8. Martin, 1939, p. 512. 
		

		
			9. FO 371 A 6907, No. 20240, GoI to IO & Washington Embassy, July 31, 1942. 
		

		
			10. FO 371 A 6907, No. 20240, July 31, 1942. 
		

		
			11. FRUS, Of fi cer in Charge, New Delhi to Secretary of State, September 5, 
		

		
			1942. 
		

		
			12. Balfour, 1979, p. 53. 
		

		
			13. Taylor, 1981, pp. 125, 173. 
		

		
			14. Taylor, 1981, p. 225. 
		

		
			15. Taylor, 1981, p. 167. 
		

		
			16. Lysaght, 1979, pp. 112 –115. 
		

		
			17. Black, 1975, pp. 6 –9. 
		

		
			18. Kirkpatrick, 1975, p. 156. 
		

		
			19. Lysaght, 1979, p. 201. 
		

		
			20. Ivone Kirkpatrick (1979) spent his childhood in India. 
		

		
			21. Lysaght, 1979, p. 202. 
		

		
			22. Black, 1975, p. 5. 
		

		
			23. Sharma, n.d., p. 82. Sharma is a former Director General of All-India Radio. 
		

		
			24. Sharma, n.d., p. 82. 
		

	
		
			180 Notes 
		

		
			25. Hindustan Year Book, 1943, p. 163. 
		

		
			26. TP (2), No. 26, Amery to Linlithgow, May 6, 1942; No. 32, Linlithgow to 
		

		
			Amery, May 7, 1942. 
		

		
			27. TP (2), No. 41, Linlithgow to Amery, May 9, 1942. 
		

		
			28. TP (2), No. 26, Amery to Linlithgow, May 6, 1942. 
		

		
			29. Churchill, 1951, Letter to Roosevelt, March 4, 1942, p. 179. 
		

		
			30. TP (2), No. 41, Linlithgow to Amery, May 9, 1942. 
		

		
			31. Taylor, 1981, pp. 222 –223. 
		

		
			32. Taylor, 1981, p. 225. 
		

		
			33. Black, 1975, p. 9. 
		

		
			34. Balfour, 1979, p. 60. 
		

		
			35. Tree, 1975, p. 153. 
		

		
			36. C. Lysaght, Brendan Bracken, p. 215. 
		

		
			37. Tree, 1975, p. 154. 
		

		
			38. Tree, 1975, p. 106. Among the frustrated correspondents, Tree lists Ed Mur-
		

		
			row of C.B.S.; Vernon Bartlett, foreign affairs writer for the News Chroni-cle; Norman Ebbut of the Times; and American journalists. 
		

		
			39. Balfour, 1979, p. 61. 
		

		
			40. Tree, 1975, p. 108. 
		

		
			41. Tree, 1975, p. 196. 
		

		
			42. Tree, 1975, p. 103. 
		

		
			43. Tree, 1975, p. 103. 
		

		
			44. Clark, 1957, p. 136. 
		

		
			45. Harold Laski was Professor of Political Science at the London School of Eco-
		

		
			nomics and a member of the National Executive Committee of the Labour Party during the Second World War. 
		

		
			46. Clark, 1957, p. 137. 
		

		
			47. Roberts, 1991, pp. 272 –275. 
		

		
			48. Tree, 1975, p. 106. 
		

		
			49. Tree, 1975, p. 106. 
		

		
			50. Tree, 1975, p. 96. 
		

		
			51. Bridge, 1988, June, p. 4. 
		

		
			52. Bridge, 1988, pp. 1, 4. 
		

		
			53. Nicolson, 1968, p. 97, following diary entry, June 21, 1940. 
		

		
			54. Tree, 1975, p. 105. 
		

		
			55. Tree, 1975, p. 109. My thanks to Professor Stoddart for his “shades of Monty 
		

		
			Python ” remark. 
		

		
			56. Balfour, 1979, p. 61. 
		

		
			57. Duff Cooper, 1953, p. 285. 
		

		
			58. Nicolson, 1968, p. 97. 
		

		
			59. Lysaght, 1979, p. 189. 
		

		
			60. Tree, 1975, p. 120. 
		

		
			61. Nicolson, 1968, p. 17. Introduction by his son, Nigel Nicolson. 
		

		
			62. Viscount Camrose, 1947, p. 148. 
		

		
			63. Nicolson, 1968, January 23, 1942, p. 207; March 30, 1942, p. 221. 
		

		
			64. Tree, 1975, pp. 153 –154. 
		

		
			65. Nicholas, 1981, p. viii. 
		

		
			66. Viscount Camrose, 1947, p. 13. 
		

		
			67. Tree, 1975, p. 156. 
		

		
			68. FO 371 A 1686, No. 910, Halifax to India Of fi ce, 1942, February 17. 
		

		
			69. Barnes, 1940, p. 413. 
		

		
			70. Bombay Sentinel, April 11, 1942. 
		

		
			71. Lysaght, 1979, p. 191. 
		

		
			72. Boyle , 1978, p. 265. 
		

	
		
			Notes 181 
		

		
			73. Boyle, 1978, pp. 7–13. 
		

		
			74. Boyle, 1978, p. 272. 
		

		
			75. Lysaght, 1979, p. 196. 
		

		
			76. Boyle, 1978, p. 297. 
		

		
			77. Balfour, 1979, p. 422. 
		

		
			78. See Introduction from p. 6. 
		

		
			79. Kraus, 1941, p. 42. Kraus explained that Halifax was known as the “Holy 
		

		
			Fox” because he was both religious and a Master of Foxhounds. Roberts, whose 1991 biography of Halifax removes much of the protective camou-fl age that Kraus and Lord Birkenhead accorded him, took “ The Holy Fox ” as his title. In his autobiography, Fullness of Days, Halifax also glosses over the dif fi culties his appointment to Washington presented. 
		

		
			80. Roberts, 1991, p. 274. 
		

		
			81. Roberts, 1991, p. 274. 
		

		
			82. Lysaght, 1979, p. 225. 
		

		
			83. Birkenhead, Earl of, 1965, p. 535. 
		

		
			84. Bridge, 1988, p. 41. 
		

		
			85. Roberts, 1991, p. 275. 
		

		
			86. Birkenhead, Earl of, 1965, pp. 236 –237. 
		

		
			87. Roberts, 1991, p. 277. 
		

		
			88. Roberts, 1991, p. 286. 
		

		
			89. Nicholas, 1981, pp. ix–xiv, Isaiah Berlin ’s Introduction. 
		

		
			90. Hachey, 1974, Political Review for 1942, Relations with India, pp. 65 –66. 
		

		
			91. Tree, 1975, p. 97. 
		

		
			92. Tree, 1975, p. 97. 
		

		
			93. Hachey, 1974, Political Review for 1942, British Publicity, p. 66. 
		

		
			94. Tree, 1975, p. 97. 
		

		
			95. Tree, 1975, pp. 157, 168. 
		

		
			96. Hachey, 1974, Political Review for 1942, British Publicity, p. 66. 
		

		
			97. Tree, 1975, p. 154. 
		

		
			98. David Bowes-Lyon was a member of the Queen Mother ’s family. 
		

		
			99. Tree, 1975, p. 168. 
		

		
			100. Tree, 1975, p. 155. 
		

		
			101. Nicholas, 1981, p. viii. 
		

		
			102. Lysaght, 1979, p. 216. 
		

		
			103. FO 317 A 1686, No. 910, Halifax to IO, February 17, 1942. 
		

		
			104. FO 371 A 1687, No. 916, Halifax to IO, copied to FO and GoI, February 17, 
		

		
			1942. 
		

		
			105. Nicholas, 1981, February 26, 1942, p. 22. 
		

		
			106. I could fi nd no initials for Darvell and Butler. 
		

		
			107. The appointment of Colonel Louis Johnson to this post is discussed in 
		

		
			Chapter 4. 
		

		
			108. FO 371 A 2400, No. 1374, Halifax to IO (Joyce), March 9, 1942. 
		

		
			109. FO 371 A 2400, No. 1374. File note, signature indecipherable. 
		

		
			110. FO 371 A 1686, No. 910, Halifax to IO, (Hennessy to Joyce), February 17, 
		

		
			1942. 
		

		
			111. FO 371 A 1686, February 17, 1942. 
		

		
			112. FO 371 A 2400, No. 910, Halifax to IO (Hennessy to Joyce), March 9, 
		

		
			1942. 
		

		
			113. FO 371 A 2400, No. 910, March 9, 1942. 
		

		
			114. Louis, 1977, p. 158. Anne O’Hare McCormick was a member of the United 
		

		
			States Foreign Policy Advisery Committee, who, along with Roosevelt and other like-minded members of the Committee, agreed that “the age of impe-rialism is ended. ” 
		

	
		
			182 Notes 
		

		
			115. Three such newsreels have been viewed: “Munitions and men, ” “Indian 
		

		
			leaders and Home Rule, ” and “Churchill with overseas troops. ” Held at Film World, Artarmon, NSW, Australia. 
		

		
			116. FO 371 A 1686, No. 910, Halifax to IO (Hennessy to Joyce), February 17, 
		

		
			1942. 
		

		
			117. FO 371 A 1687, No. 916, Halifax to IO, February 17, 1942. 
		

		
			118. FO 371 A 1716 (no number), MoI to Washington, February 13, 1942. 
		

		
			119. FO 371 A 1716, February 13, 1942. 
		

		
			120. FO 371 A, 656, MoI to Washington, February 12, 1942. 
		

		
			121. Cantril, 1951, p. 327. 
		

		
			122. FO 371 A 1716 (no number), MoI to Washington, February 13, 1942. 
		

		
			123. FO 371 A 1892, No. 1285, FO to Washington, message from the Secretary 
		

		
			of State (Joyce to Hennessy), February 26, 1942. 
		

		
			124. FO 371 A 1892, No. 1285, February 26, 1942. 
		

		
			125. FO 371 A 1716, (no number). File note dated March 4, 1942. 
		

		
			126. TP (1), No. 112, Amery to Linlithgow, February 13, 1942. 
		

		
			127. TP (1), No. 179, Linlithgow to Hallett (Governor of the United Provinces), 
		

		
			February 24, 1942. 
		

		
			128. TP (1), No. 190, War Cabinet. Committee on India. Paper I (42) 4. Memo-
		

		
			randum by the Secretary of State, February 27, 1942. 
		

		
			129. TP (1) No. 304, Amery to Linlithgow, March 10, 1942, (Paras. 2 and 7). 
		

		
			130. TP (1), No. 349, Amery to Linlithgow, March 19, 1942. 
		

		
			131. New York Times, March 31, 1942. 
		

		
			132. TP (1), No. 440, Press Conference held by Cripps, p. 549, March 29, 1942. 
		

		
			133. TP (1), No. 440, Press Conference held by Cripps, p. 547, March 29, 1942. 
		

		
			134. TP (1), Nos. 379, 380, Cripps’ interviews with Azad and Jinnah respectively, 
		

		
			March 25, 1942. 
		

		
			135. Venkataramani & Shrivastava, 1979, p. 132. They also quote a num-
		

		
			ber of anti-Congress Party opinions in, for example, the Chicago Daily News, the Los Angeles Times, the Philadelphia Bulletin, and the Wash-ington Star. 
		

		
			136. FO 371 A 2130 (no number), Halifax to MoI, April 4, 1942. 
		

		
			137. Hindustan Times, April 5, 1942. 
		

		
			138. White, 1979, p. 154. 
		

		
			139. White, 1979, p. 86. 
		

		
			140. Birkenhead, Earl of, 1965, p. 497. 
		

		
			141. Steel, 1980, p. 396. 
		

		
			NOTES TO CHAPTER 5 
		

		
			1. Carroll, 1948, pp. 5, 7. Carroll was brought into the Of fi ce of War Informa-tion when it was set up in 1942 to head its London of fi ce. 
		

		
			2. Sherwood, 1950, 1948 –1949. 
		

		
			3. The poet ’s name is spelled in two different ways: “McLeish ” by Ronald Tree, who was his friend, and “MacLeish ” by both Sorensen (1968) and Dictionar-ies of Biography. The latter is used. 
		

		
			4. Sorenson, 1968, p. 9. 
		

		
			5. Carroll, 1948, p. 5. 
		

		
			6. Clymer, 1988, Franklin D. Roosevelt, Louis Johnson, India, and Anti-colo-nialism: Another look, Paci fi c Historical Studies, p. 275. 
		

		
			7. Sorensen, 1968, p. 10. 
		

		
			8. Sorensen, 1968, p. 10. 
		

		
			9. Time, 12 October 1942, p. 22; Clymer, 1988, p. 275. 
		

	
		
			Notes 183 
		

		
			10. RL, Louis Fischer Papers, Conversation with Vice-President Wallace, Sep-
		

		
			tember 24, 1942. 
		

		
			11. Kirkpatrick, 1959, pp. 164 –166. 
		

		
			12. Kirkpatrick, 1959, p. 166. 
		

		
			13. Elder, 1968, p. 29. 
		

		
			14. Taylor, 1981, p. 298. 
		

		
			15. Taylor, 1981, p. 298. 
		

		
			16. Elder, 1968, p. 36. 
		

		
			17. For example, RL, OF 48 H, India 1942, Harry E. Beyster, American Techni-
		

		
			cal Mission to India, to the Vice President, June 12, 1942. 
		

		
			18. FRUS, Memorandum of Conversation, Murray (Chief of the Division of 
		

		
			Near Eastern Affairs) and Welles, February 5, 1942. The Bardoli resolution differed from the September 1940 Bombay resolution, which postulated that in no circumstances would violence be met by violence. 
		

		
			19. Clymer, 1988, p. 276. 
		

		
			20. Clymer, 1988, p. 275. 
		

		
			21. Harriman & Abel, 1976, p. 3. 
		

		
			22. FO 317 A 2570, No. 1537, Halifax to FO & fi le notes, March 19, 1942. 
		

		
			23. FO 317 A 2916, No. 1472, IO to GoI, March 20 & 24, 1942 (copied to Hali-
		

		
			fax) and A 3060 (no number), IO to Washington, March 27, 1942. FRUS, Memorandum of Conversation, Welles and Halifax, April 1, 1942. 
		

		
			24. RL, PPF 2822, Johnson, Louis A., Roosevelt to Johnson, March 21, 1942. 
		

		
			25. FRUS, Memorandum of Conversation, Berle and Bajpai, January 28, 1942, 
		

		
			and RL, OF 48 H, India 1942, Berle to Secretary of State, January 28, 1942. Referred to in Chapter 1. 
		

		
			26. RL, OF 48 H, India 1942, Berle to Secretary of State, January 28, 1942. 
		

		
			27. RL, OF 48 H, India 1942, Memo to Berle, February 2, 1942. 
		

		
			28. FRUS, Memorandum of Conversation, Berle and Bajpai, February 28, 
		

		
			1942. 
		

		
			29. FRUS, Memorandum of Conversation, Roosevelt to Churchill, March 10, 
		

		
			1943; Loewenheim, Langley, & Jonas, 1975, Doc. 106, March 10, 1942. 
		

		
			30. Churchill, 1951, pp. 182, 186. 
		

		
			31. TP (1), No. 350, Roosevelt to Linlithgow, March 19, 1942. 
		

		
			32. Moore, 1979, p. 105. 
		

		
			33. FRUS, Memorandum of Conversation, Shaw with Johnson, March 11, 
		

		
			1942. 
		

		
			34. FRUS, Memorandum of Conversation, Shaw with Johnson, March 11, 
		

		
			1942. 
		

		
			35. RL, PPF 2822, Johnson, Louis A., Roosevelt to Johnson, March 21, 1942. 
		

		
			It has been noted that controversial documents in the Roosevelt Library are occasionally incomplete. 
		

		
			36. Hess, 1971, pp. 42, 59. 
		

		
			37. Brands, 1990, p. 16. 
		

		
			38. Palmer, 1984, p. 19. 
		

		
			39. Hope, 1968, p. 61. 
		

		
			40. Cooke, 1957, p. 291; Estorick, 1949, p. 313; Strauss, 1943, p. 185. 
		

		
			41. Cooke, 1957, p. 291. 
		

		
			42. Strauss, 1943, p. 185. 
		

		
			43. Coupland, 1944, Pt. 2, p. 282. Although the report as a whole was published 
		

		
			in 1944, Part 2 was fi rst produced in March 1943. 
		

		
			44. Coupland, 1942, p. 65. 
		

		
			45. Hindustan Times, April 7 and April 11, 1942. 
		

		
			46. Oliver, 1989, p. 121. 
		

		
			47. Coupland, 1942, p. 65. 
		

	
		
			184 Notes 
		

		
			48. Moore, 1979, pp. 105 –106. 
		

		
			49. Clymer, 1988, p. 279. 
		

		
			50. Clymer, 1988, p. 279. 
		

		
			51. FRUS, Johnson to Roosevelt, April 11, 1942; Loewenheim, Langley, & 
		

		
			Jonas, 1975, Doc. 117, April 11, 1942. 
		

		
			52. FRUS, Johnson to Roosevelt, April 11, 1942; TP (1), No. 611, Roosevelt to 
		

		
			Churchill via Hopkins, April 12, 1942. This represents the date of receipt of the message. 
		

		
			53. TP (1), No. 617, Churchill to Roosevelt, April 12, 1942. 
		

		
			54. Greenwich Mean Time. 
		

		
			55. Hindustan Times, April 14, 1942. An article entitled “Johnson and Con-
		

		
			gress, ” submitted by Associated Press, India. 
		

		
			56. Indian Standard Time. 
		

		
			57. TP (1), No. 587, Azad to Cripps, Cmd. 6350, April 10, 1942. Extracts 
		

		
			repeated in the Hindustan Year Book, 1943, Cripps’ Mission in India, p. 272. 
		

		
			58. IOL, MSS EUR F125/11, Letters to Amery from Linlithgow, January – 
		

		
			December 1942; April 7, 1942. 
		

		
			59. TP (1), No. 557, Linlithgow to Amery, April 9, 1942. 
		

		
			60. TP (1), No. 557, Linlithgow to Amery, April 9, 1942. 
		

		
			61. TP (1), No. 556, Cripps to Churchill, April 9, 1942 (received at 11.20 p.m., 
		

		
			April 8, indicating some delay in transmission). 
		

		
			62. Sherwood, 1950, p. 524. Discussion held at 10 a.m. (GMT) on April 9, 
		

		
			1942. 
		

		
			63. Sherwood, 1948 –1949, Vol. 2, p. 529. 
		

		
			64. Sherwood, 1950, p. 524; 1948 –1949, p. 529. 
		

		
			65. TP (1), No. 564, Churchill to Cripps, April 9, 1942. 
		

		
			66. TP (1), No. 582, Churchill to Cripps, April 10, 1942. 
		

		
			67. Moore, 1988, p. 102. 
		

		
			68. Indian Annual Register, Vol. 2, July –December 1942, p. 94. 
		

		
			69. IOL, L/I/1/803, File No. 462/32D, American journalists and photographers 
		

		
			in India. Preston Gover from April 1942. List runs from 1941 to 1944, but is incomplete. 
		

		
			70. IOL, L/I/1/733, File No. 461/18B, War Series Secret, Censorship Indian 
		

		
			(Cases), Kirchner to Joyce, March 4, 1942. 
		

		
			71. IOL, L/I/1/733, File No. 461/18B, War Series Secret, Censorship Indian 
		

		
			(Cases), Kirchner to Joyce, March 4, 1942. 
		

		
			72. New York Times, September 9, 1942. The article appeared in the Saturday 
		

		
			Evening Post, September 12, 1942. 
		

		
			73. IOL, L/I/1 /799, File No. 462/32, American interest in the Indian situation, 
		

		
			September 9, 1942. 
		

		
			74. Snow ’s article is discussed in Chapter 7. 
		

		
			75. IOL, L/I/1/799, File No. 462/32, Lt. Col. Palmer, New York, to India Of fi ce, 
		

		
			September 9, 1942. 
		

		
			76. RL, PPF 2822, Johnson, Louis A., Grady to Roosevelt, con fi dential tele-
		

		
			gram, August 5, 1942. 
		

		
			77. NP, Pt. I, Vol. 37, Johnson to Nehru, April 23, 1942. 
		

		
			78. RL, OF 4069, Johnson, Speech to the National Convention of the American 
		

		
			Legion, Kansas City, September 20, 1942. 
		

		
			79. Hachey, 1974, Political Report for 1942, p. 65. 
		

		
			80. Hess, 1971, p. 89. 
		

		
			81. Thorne, 1978, p. 247. 
		

		
			82. RL, PSF India 1943, Phillips to Roosevelt, February 23, 1943, and March 3, 
		

		
			1943. 
		

	
		
			Notes 185 
		

		
			83. Edgar Snow Papers, University Archives, University of Missouri, Kansas 
		

		
			City. 
		

		
			84. Thomas, 1996, p. 3. 
		

		
			85. Known as the Gandhi –Irwin Pact, it envisaged dominion status for India, 
		

		
			enraging Churchill. 
		

		
			86. Farnsworth, 1991, p. 21. 
		

		
			87. Hamilton, 1988, p. 38; Farnsworth, 1991, p. 245. 
		

		
			88. Snow, New York Sun, October 27, 1931; February 6, 1932; February 15, 
		

		
			1932; and April 9, 1932. 
		

		
			89. Snow, Gandhi strives for compact to unite factions in India, New York Sun, 
		

		
			July 1, 1931. 
		

		
			90. Snow, How the boycott movement is killing India ’s foreign trade, China 
		

		
			Weekly Review, July 18, 1931. 
		

		
			91. Thomas, 1996, p. 151. 
		

		
			92. Snow, The Political Battle for Asia, in Smash Hitler ’s International, pp. 60, 
		

		
			56 –57. 
		

		
			93. Snow, 1941, p. 416. 
		

		
			94. Snow, 1941, p. 413. 
		

		
			95. Snow, 1941, pp. 411–419. 
		

		
			96. RL, PPF 7979, Edgar Snow, Snow to Early, February 21, 1942. 
		

		
			97. Snow, 1958, p. 254. 
		

		
			98. Snow, 1958, pp. 254 –255. 
		

		
			99. For example, “How the Boycott Movement is killing India ’s foreign trade, ” 
		

		
			in The China Weekly Review, July 18, 1931; and “Gandhi strives for com-pact to unite factions in India, ” in the New York Sun, July 1, 1931. These articles are among the Edgar Snow Papers, University of Missouri, Kansas City Campus. 
		

		
			100. Hamilton, 1988, p. 128. 
		

		
			101. Hamilton, 1988, p. 135. 
		

		
			102. Hamilton, 1988, p. 105. 
		

		
			103. Snow, 1958, p. 257. 
		

		
			104. NP, Pt. I, Vol. 37, Nehru to Johnson, April 13, 1942. 
		

		
			105. Nehru, 1960, Nehru to Roosevelt, April 12, 1942, pp. 479 –480. 
		

		
			106. Edgar Snow Papers, Snow to Mrs. Claude Mackey, April 1, 1942. 
		

		
			107. RL, PPF 7979, Edgar Snow, reports. 
		

		
			108. Cantril, 1977, p. 327. 
		

		
			109. Snow, Must Britain give up India?, Saturday Evening Post, September 12, 1942. 
		

		
			110. Hamilton, 1988, p. 152. 
		

		
			111. Snow, 1957 (March), Fragments from FDR, Pt. 2, Monthly Review, p. 402. 
		

		
			The articles are held with Edgar Snow ’s Papers. 
		

		
			112. Snow, 1957 (January), Pt. 1, p. 317. 
		

		
			113. Snow, 1957 (January), Pt. 1, p. 317. 
		

		
			114. Snow, 1957 (January), Pt. 1, p. 320. 
		

		
			115. Snow, 1957, Fragments from FDR, p. 320. Conversation with Roosevelt, 
		

		
			May 26, 1944. Statement made by Churchill at the Mansion House, Novem-ber 1942. 
		

		
			116. Snow, 1957, pp. 320 –321; Snow, 1958, p. 341. 
		

		
			117. Snow, 1957, Pt. 1, p. 318. Conversation with Roosevelt, February 24, 1942. 
		

		
			118. FRUS, Long to Welles, February 25, 1942. 
		

		
			NOTES TO CHAPTER 6 
		

		
			1. See Chapter 2 and Taylor, 1981, p. 298. 
		

	
		
			186 Notes 
		

		
			2. Viscount Templewood, 1954, p. 48. 3. Coupland, 1942, p. 18. 
		

		
			4. Brown, 1994, pp. 242, 256. 
		

		
			5. Moore, 1966, p. 115. 
		

		
			6. Viscount Templewood, 1954, p. 61. 7. Kimball, 1984, pp. 374 –379. 
		

		
			8. Peele, 1975, p. 137. 
		

		
			9. Lord Butler, 1971, pp. 43, 45. 
		

		
			10. Peele, 1975, p. 137. 
		

		
			11. Peele, 1975, p. 138. 
		

		
			12. Peele, 1975, pp. 122 –124. 
		

		
			13. Callahan, 1984, p. 35. 
		

		
			14. FO 371 A 1716, No. 656, American Division, MoI, fi le note, February 12, 
		

		
			1942. 
		

		
			15. FO 371 A (no number), FO, Minutes of meeting and fi le note, February 13, 
		

		
			1942. 
		

		
			16. FO 371, A 1892, No. 1285, FO (forwarded from IO) to Washington Embassy, 
		

		
			February 26, 1942. 
		

		
			17. FO 371, A 2036, No. 39, Agent General to FO and GoI, February 28, 
		

		
			1942. 
		

		
			18. IOL, MSS EUR D 725, Minutes of a meeting at the British Embassy, Wash-
		

		
			ington, March 19, 1942. 
		

		
			19. Hindustan Times, March 17, 1942. 
		

		
			20. New York Times, March 22, 1942. 
		

		
			21. New York Times, March 24, 1942. 
		

		
			22. TP (1), No. 393, War Cabinet Committee on India, (42) 9th Meeting, March 
		

		
			26, 1942. 
		

		
			23. TP (2), No. 134, Linlithgow to Amery, June 9, 1942; No. 151, Hallett (UP) 
		

		
			to Linlithgow, June 16, 1942. 
		

		
			24. Karkhanis, 1982, p. 75. 
		

		
			25. TP (1), No. 395, Bracken to Cripps, March 26, 1942. 
		

		
			26. TP (1), No. 399, Cripps to Bracken, March 27, 1942. 
		

		
			27. TP (1), No. 400, Cripps to Bracken, March 27, 1942. 
		

		
			28. FO 371 A 1714 (no number), Washington Embassy to FO, March 27, 1942; 
		

		
			TP (1), No. 409, Amery to Linlithgow, March 28, 1942. 
		

		
			29. TP (1). No. 421, Turnbull to Amery, March 28, 1942. 
		

		
			30. TP (1), No. 542, Statement by the Secretary of State, April 7, 1942. 
		

		
			31. TP (1), No. 422, Amery and Bracken to Halifax, March 28, 1942. 
		

		
			32. FRUS, Halifax to Welles, March 28, 1942. 
		

		
			33. TP (1), No. 610, Amery to Linlithgow, April 11, 1942. 
		

		
			34. TP (1), No. 428, Note by Mr. Pinnell, March 28, 1942. 
		

		
			35. TP (1), No. 431, Churchill to Cripps, March 29, 1942. 
		

		
			36. Coupland, 1942, p. 46. 
		

		
			37. TP (1), No. 440, Proceedings of a press conference held by Sir Stafford Cripps, 
		

		
			March 29, 1942, Questions on Paragraph (e) of proposal, pp. 546 –551. 
		

		
			38. TP (1), No. 440, p. 549. 
		

		
			39. TP (1), No. 440, p. 550. 
		

		
			40. TP (1), No. 440, p. 547. 
		

		
			41. See Chapter 2. 
		

		
			42. TP (1), No. 427, Halifax to Cripps, March 18, 1942. 
		

		
			43. TP (1), No. 524, Cripps to Halifax, April 5, 1942. 
		

		
			44. TP (1), No. 508, Cripps to Churchill (via Viceroy and India Of fice), April 2, 
		

		
			1942. 
		

		
			45. TP (1), No. 516, Amery to Churchill, April 3, 1942. 
		

	
		
			Notes 187 
		

		
			46. PD, Debate on India, April 28, 1942, cols. 844, 916. 
		

		
			47. Venkataramani & Shrivastava, 1979, p. 116. 
		

		
			48. TP (1), No. 600, Cripps to Bracken and Amery, April 11, 1942. 
		

		
			49. FO 371 A 2130, Halifax to MoI, April 9, 1942. 
		

		
			50. FO 371 A, Washington Embassy to MoI, April 4, 1942. 
		

		
			51. Hindustan Times, April 9, 1942. 
		

		
			52. Hindustan Times, April 9, 1942. 
		

		
			53. Barnes, 1940, p. 426. 
		

		
			54. Bombay Sentinel, April 9, 1942. 
		

		
			55. Steel, 1980, p. 291. 
		

		
			56. New York Times, June 15, 38. 
		

		
			57. Louis, 1977, p. 158. McCormick also was a member of the Foreign Policy 
		

		
			Advisery Committee. 
		

		
			58. New York Times, April 8, 1942. 
		

		
			59. The Times, April 9, 1942. 
		

		
			60. The Times, April 9, 1942. 
		

		
			61. The Times, April 9, 1942. 
		

		
			62. Manchester Guardian, April 9, 1942. 
		

		
			63. Manchester Guardian, April 10, 1943. 
		

		
			64. Manchester Guardian, April 10, 1942. 
		

		
			65. New York Times, April 9, 1942. 
		

		
			66. TP (1), No. 567, War Cabinet to Cripps, April 9, 1942. 
		

		
			67. TP (1), No. 583, diary notes by Pinnell and Laithwaite, Private Secretaries to 
		

		
			the Viceroy, April 10, 1942. 
		

		
			68. TP (1), No. 586, Linlithgow to Amery, April 10, 1942. 
		

		
			69. TP (1), No. 586. 
		

		
			70. Washington Post, April 11, 1942. 
		

		
			71. TP (1), No. 587, Azad to Cripps (Cmd. 6350), April 10, 1942. 
		

		
			72. Washington Post, April 11, 1942. 
		

		
			73. New Statesman and Nation, February 28, 1942. 
		

		
			74. New Statesman, March 14, 1942. 
		

		
			75. New Statesman, April 18, 1942. 
		

		
			76. TP (1), No. 542, Ministry of Information press conference, Statement by the 
		

		
			Secretary of State, April 7, 1942. 
		

		
			77. TP (1), No. 542, Statement by the Secretary of State, April 7, 1942, p. 672. 
		

		
			78. TP (1), No. 542, pp. 673, 681. 
		

		
			79. TP (1), No. 546, Puckle to Joyce, April 7, 1942. 
		

		
			80. TP (1), No. 542, p. 678. 
		

		
			81. TP (1), No. 542, Statement by the Secretary of State, April 7, 1942, p. 678. 
		

		
			82. TP (1), No. 587, Azad to Cripps, No. 590, Cripps to Azad, April 10, 1942; 
		

		
			No. 604, Azad to Cripps, April 11, 1942 (Cmd. 6350). 
		

		
			83. TP (1), No. 604, Azad to Cripps, April 11, 1942 (Cmd. 6350). 
		

		
			84. TP (1), No. 609, Broadcast by Cripps, April 11, 1942. 
		

		
			85. TP (1), No. 380, Cripps’ interview with Jinnah, March 25, 1942. 
		

		
			86. TP (1), No. 604, Azad to Cripps, April 11, 1942. 
		

		
			87. TP (1), No. 587, Azad to Cripps, April 10, 1942. 
		

		
			88. New York Times, April 12, 1942. 
		

		
			89. New York Times, April 11, 1942. 
		

		
			90. Washington Post, April 11 & 13, 1942. 
		

		
			91. TP (1), No. 604, Azad to Cripps, April 11, 1942. 
		

		
			92. FRUS, Johnson to the Secretary of State (for the President), April 11, 1942. 
		

		
			93. FRUS, Johnson to the Secretary of State. April 11, 1942. 
		

		
			94. FRUS, Johnson to the Secretary of State, April 11, 1942. 
		

		
			95. FO 371 A 6988, Washington to FO, July 17, 1942. 
		

	
		
			188 Notes 
		

		
			96. TP (2), No. 339, War Cabinet Paper W.P. (42) 318, India as a factor in Anglo-
		

		
			American relations, Note by Amery, July 27, 1942. 
		

		
			97. TP (2), No. 61, Note by Spry, May 15, 1942. 
		

		
			98. FRUS, Memorandum of conversation by the Chief of the Division of Near 
		

		
			Eastern Affairs, May 13, 1942. 
		

		
			99. Sherwood, 1950, p. 524. 
		

		
			100. TP (2), No. 69, Linlithgow to Amery, May 18, 1942. 
		

		
			101. TP (1), No. 667, Linlithgow to Amery, April 22, 1942. 
		

		
			102. FRUS, Roosevelt to Churchill (via Hopkins), April 11, 1942. 
		

		
			103. Churchill, 1951, p. 187. 
		

		
			104. Churchill, 1951, p. 186. 
		

		
			105. TP (1), No. 610, Amery to Linlithgow, April 11, 1942. 
		

		
			106. TP (1), No. 665, Ministry of Information press conference, April 22, 1942, 
		

		
			Statement by Sir Stafford Cripps. 
		

		
			107. TP (1), No. 665, Ministry of Information press conference, April 22, 1942. 
		

		
			108. TP (1), No. 685, Linlithgow to Amery, April 25, 1942. 
		

		
			109. TP (1), No. 686, Linlithgow to Amery, April 25, 1942; Hindustan Times, 
		

		
			April 25, 1942. 
		

		
			110. TP (1), No. 686 and No 693, Amery to Linlithgow, April 25, 1942. 
		

		
			111. TP (1), No. 706, Amery to Linlithgow, April 29, 1942. 
		

		
			112. Cripps Papers, Nuf fi eld College, Draft of Speech on India for April 28, 1942, 
		

		
			pp. 24 –28. 
		

		
			113. PD, Debate on India, April 28, 1942, cols. 838 –840. 
		

		
			114. PD, Debate on India, April 28, 1942, col. 855. 
		

		
			115. PD, Debate on India, April 28, 1942, cols. 882, 891. 
		

		
			116. PD, Debate on India, April 28, 1942, col. 868. 
		

		
			117. PD, Debate on India, April 28, 1942, cols. 906, 907. 
		

		
			118. PD, Debate on India, April 28, 1942, col. 911. 
		

		
			119. Menon, 1957, p. 137; Tendulkar, 1951, p. 74. 
		

		
			120. PD, Debate on India, April 28, 1942, cols. 912, 913. 
		

		
			121. PD, Debate on India, April 28, 1942, cols. 909, 910. 
		

		
			122. The Times Literary Supplement, October 14, 1944. 
		

		
			123. Coupland, 1944, pp. 226 –229. 
		

		
			124. Coupland, 1942, p. 79. The emphasis is Coupland’s. 
		

		
			125. TP (1), No. 536, War Cabinet, Committee on India. I (42), 12th Meeting, 
		

		
			April 6, 1942. 
		

		
			126. Azad, 1960, p. 60. 
		

		
			127. TP (1), No. 605, Resolution of the Congress Working Committee (Cmd. 
		

		
			6350), April 11, 1942, p. 747. 
		

		
			128. The Times Literary Supplement, July 18, 1942. 
		

		
			129. Nichols, 1944, pp. 157–163. 
		

		
			130. Nichols, 1944, p. 90. 
		

		
			131. Hess, 1971, p. 116. 
		

		
			132. The Times Literary Supplement, October 14, 1944. 
		

		
			133. FO 371 A 1893/18/45, Note on the future of Anglo-American relations, cir-
		

		
			culated to Cabinet by S of S for FO, March 27, 1941. 
		

		
			NOTES TO CHAPTER 7 
		

		
			1. FRUS, Vol. 1. 1942, Memorandum of conversation between the Acting Sec-retary of State (Welles) and the British Ambassador, October 2, 1942. 
		

		
			2. The Quit India resolution and its aftermath are discussed in Chapter 8. 
		

		
			3. Fischer, 1946, pp. 49 –50. 
		

	
		
			Notes 189 
		

		
			4. Fischer, 1946, pp. 65, 70 –72. 5. Fischer, 1946, p. 70. 
		

		
			6. Fischer, 1946, p. 220. 
		

		
			7. Fischer, 1946, p. 70. 
		

		
			8. Fischer, 1946, pp. 70, 76 –78. 9. Fischer, 1946, pp. 94 –97. 
		

		
			10. Snow, 1941, Pt. 10, Things that could happen. 
		

		
			11. FRUS, The of fi cer in charge at New Delhi (Haselton) to the Secretary of 
		

		
			State, Hull, March 31, 1942. 
		

		
			12. TP) (1), No. 474, Linlithgow to Amery, March 31, 1942. 
		

		
			13. TP (1), No. 484, Cripps to Churchill, April 1, 1942; No. 496, Note by Cripps 
		

		
			on interview with Azad and Nehru, April 2, 1942. 
		

		
			14. FRUS, Memorandum of conversation between the Acting Secretary of State 
		

		
			(Welles) and Halifax, April 1, 1942. 
		

		
			15. FRUS, Memorandum of conversation between the Acting Secretary of State 
		

		
			(Welles) and Halifax, April 1, 1942. 
		

		
			16. Sarkar, 1944, p. 6. The time of the interview between Welles and Halifax is 
		

		
			not known. 
		

		
			17. Possibly Donovan ’s agency, which had put India on its list of concerns. In 
		

		
			a conversation with David Baldwin in New Orleans in December 1995, he con fi rmed the presence of American intelligence agents in India in 1942. 
		

		
			18. FRUS, Of fi cer in Charge at New Delhi (Merrell) to the Secretary of State, 
		

		
			April 2, 1942. 
		

		
			19. FRUS, April 3, 1942. 
		

		
			20. FRUS, The Personal Representative of the President in India (Johnson) to the 
		

		
			President and Acting Secretary, April 4, 1942. 
		

		
			21. FRUS, Welles to Johnson, April 5, 1942. 
		

		
			22. Kimball, 1984, Roosevelt to Churchill, 10 March 42. Also cited in Loewen-
		

		
			heim, Langley, & Jonas, 1975, and Churchill, 1951. 
		

		
			23. FRUS, Johnson to the President, April 7, 1942. 
		

		
			24. TP (1), No. 567, War Cabinet to Cripps, April 9, 1942 (4 p.m. GMT). 
		

		
			25. TP (1), No. 564, Churchill to Cripps, April 9, 1942 (1.20 p.m. GMT). 
		

		
			26. Sherwood, 1950, p. 524. 
		

		
			27. FRUS, The Of fi cer in Charge in the United Kingdom to the Secretary of State 
		

		
			(Hopkins to Roosevelt), April 9, 1942. 
		

		
			28. FRUS, The Personal Representative of the President in India to the Secretary 
		

		
			of State, April 9, 1942. Linlithgow informed Amery of his and Wavell’s reluc-tant agreement to the Cripps –Johnson formula on April 10, 1942. See TP (1), No. 586. 
		

		
			29. FRUS, The Personal Representative of the President in India (Johnson) to the 
		

		
			Secretary of State, April 11, 1942. 
		

		
			30. FRUS, Memorandum of conversation by Oakes, Division of Near Eastern 
		

		
			Affairs, May 26, 1942. [My emphasis.] 
		

		
			31. FRUS, President to Prime Minister via Hopkins, April 11, 1942. 
		

		
			32. Fischer, 1942, in The Nation: August 15, What Gandhi wants; August 22, 
		

		
			Gandhi’s rejected offer; September 5, India means it; Why Cripps failed, Pts. 1 & 2, September 19 & 26. 
		

		
			33. FO 371 A 8075 No. 4367, Halifax to Amery and FO, August 29, 1942, No. 
		

		
			625, MoI to Washington Embassy, August 29, 1942, FO A 8337 No. 605, Halifax to IO, September 1, 1942, and Amery to FO (no number). TP (2), No. 658, Halifax to Amery, August 30, 1942 (repeat of FO A 8075 No. 4367 above), and No. 670, Amery to Churchill, September 1, 1942. 
		

		
			34. Fischer, 1942, September 19, Why Cripps failed, Pt. 1, p. 230. 
		

		
			35. Fischer, 1942, September 26, Why Cripps failed, Pt. 2, pp. 255 –256. 
		

	
		
			190 Notes 
		

		
			36. FO 371 A 8337 (no number), Secretary of State to FO, September 17, 1942. 
		

		
			37. TP (1), No. 567, War Cabinet to Cripps (via India Of fi ce and Viceroy), April 
		

		
			9, 1942. 
		

		
			38. FRUS, Johnson to Roosevelt, April 11, 1942. 
		

		
			39. Fischer, 1946, p. 104. 
		

		
			40. Fischer, 1942, September 19, Why Cripps failed, Pt. 1, pp. 230 –235; Septem-
		

		
			ber 26, Pt. 2, pp. 255 –259. 
		

		
			41. Fischer, 1942, September 19, Why Cripps failed, Pt. 1, p. 230. 
		

		
			42. TP (1), No. 531, Wavell to Churchill; and No. 530, Linlithgow to Amery and 
		

		
			Churchill, April 6, 1942. 
		

		
			43. Coupland, 1942, p. 77. 
		

		
			44. Fischer, 1942, September 19, Why Cripps failed, Pt. 1, p. 231. 
		

		
			45. Coupland, 1942, pp. 80 –81. 
		

		
			46. Moore, 1988, Notes, p. 210. 
		

		
			47. Fischer, 1942, September 19, Why Cripps failed, Pt. 1, p. 233; September 26, 
		

		
			Pt. 2, p. 258. 
		

		
			48. The American reaction to the Quit India movement and Britain ’s renewed 
		

		
			propaganda campaign based on it are discussed below. 
		

		
			49. Snow, 1941, January, Things that could happen if America enters the War? 
		

		
			If America stays out?, especially the section “Britain ’s weakness in India, ” Asia; 1942, September 12, Must Britain give up India?, Saturday Evening Post; 1943, August 21, The Japs missed the boat in India, Saturday Evening Post; 1943, October 16, Wooing wily India, Saturday Evening Post; and Snow (1944), People on our side, and an untitled chapter in Acharya (1942), They speak for India. 
		

		
			50. Thomas, 1996, p. 249. 
		

		
			51. Snow, 1957, Fragments from FDR, Pts. 1 & 2, Monthly Review, January & 
		

		
			March. 
		

		
			52. Snow, 1942, September 12, Must Britain give up India?, Saturday Evening 
		

		
			Post, p. 9. 
		

		
			53. Snow, 1941, p. 412. 
		

		
			54. Snow, 1941, The Political Battle for Asia, in E. Taylor, E. Snow, & E. Jane-
		

		
			way, Smash Hitler ’s international, p. 69. Bajpai informed Berle that 57 bat-talions were used to suppress the Quit India unrest. FRUS, Memorandum, October 2, 1942. 
		

		
			55. Snow, 1942, September 12, Must Britain give up India?, Saturday Evening 
		

		
			Post, p. 11. 
		

		
			56. Snow, 1942, September 12, Must Britain give up India?, Saturday Evening 
		

		
			Post, p. 11. 
		

		
			57. See Law-Smith (now Weigold), Response and Responsibility: The Adminis-
		

		
			tration of the Bengal famine 1942 –1943 (unpublished M.A. thesis, Flinders University, South Australia, 1984). 
		

		
			58. Snow, 1941, January, Britain ’s weakness in India, Asia, p. 14; The Battle 
		

		
			for Asia, pp. 413 –415; 1942, September 12, Must Britain give up India?, Saturday Evening Post, pp. 11–12; and Snow ’s chapter in Acharya, 1942, February, pp. 1–13. 
		

		
			59. Snow, 1941, January, Britain ’s weakness in India, Asia, p. 14; The Battle 
		

		
			for Asia, p. 414. Snow ’s information on Indian production fi gures may have been obtained from the Government of India ’s March 1941 Report, “India ’s War resources, ” produced by the Chat fi eld mission. 
		

		
			60. Snow, 1942, September 12, Must Britain give up India?, Saturday Evening 
		

		
			Post, p. 11. 
		

		
			61. FRUS, Memorandum of Conversation, Division of Far Eastern Affairs, Feb-
		

		
			ruary 3, 1942. 
		

	
		
			Notes 191 
		

		
			62. RL, 48-H India 1942, H. E. Beyster, Member, American Technical Mission 
		

		
			to India to the Vice-President, June 12, 1942. 
		

		
			63. TP (2), No. 226, Linlithgow to Amery, July 6, 1942. 
		

		
			64. RL, 48-H India, Beyster to the Vice-President, June 12, 1942, pp. 1–5. 
		

		
			65. FRUS, Memorandum of conversation between Berle and Bajpai, October 2, 
		

		
			1942. The decision not to proceed was referred to by Berle in his notes, but not conveyed to Bajpai at that time. 
		

		
			66. FRUS, Hull to the Of fi cer in Charge, New Delhi (Haselton), October 29, 
		

		
			1942. 
		

		
			67. FRUS, Of fi cer in Charge, New Delhi (Merrell) to Hull, November 14, 1942. 
		

		
			68. Snow, 1941, September 12, Must Britain give up India?, Saturday Evening 
		

		
			Post, p. 11. 
		

		
			69. Acharya, 1942, Chapter 1; Snow, 1944; see also discussion in Chapter 3. 
		

		
			70. Snow, 1944, p. 25. 
		

		
			71. Snow, 1944, p. 25. See also discussion in Chapter 3. 
		

		
			72. Snow, 1944, 25. 
		

		
			73. Snow, 1944, pp. 25 –26. 
		

		
			74. Time, May 18, 1942, p. 70. 
		

		
			75. Time, May 18, 1942, p. 70 . 
		

		
			76. FO 371 A 2895 (no number), Amery to Halifax (personal), March 23. 1942. 
		

		
			77. FO 371 A 2895 (no number), Amery to Halifax (personal), March 23, 1942; 
		

		
			No. 8352, GoI to IO, (Puckle to Joyce) March 28, 1942. 
		

		
			78. FRUS, Haselton, New Delhi, to Secretary of State, September 5, 1942. 
		

		
			79. Farley, 1942, April 20, India: A political primer, Far Eastern Survey, pp. 
		

		
			94 –101. 
		

		
			80. FO 371 A 6578, No. 471, Washington Embassy to IO, MoI and the Domin-
		

		
			ion and Colonial of fi ces, July 6, 1942. 
		

		
			81. FO 371 A 6578, No. 471. 
		

		
			82. Venkataramani & Shrivastava, 1979, p. 293. 
		

		
			83. Raman, 1942, October 5, Essentials of an Indian settlement, Far Eastern 
		

		
			Survey, 11 (20), pp. 205 –211. 
		

		
			84. Raman, 1942, October 5, Essentials of an Indian settlement, Far Eastern 
		

		
			Survey, 11 (20), p. 212. 
		

		
			85. Cripps must not fail, 1942, April 13, The New Republic, pp. 478 –479. 
		

		
			86. Is Churchill ’s star setting?, 1942, May 18, The New Republic, pp. 656 –657. 
		

		
			87. Brailsford, 1942, June 1, What happened at Delhi?, The New Republic, pp. 
		

		
			760 –761. 
		

		
			88. Brailsford, 1942, June 1, What happened at Delhi?, The New Republic, p. 760. 
		

		
			89. Brailsford, 1942, June 1, What happened at Delhi?, The New Republic, p. 761. 
		

		
			90. FO 371 A 7429 No. 325, Washington Embassy to GoI & IO. Summary of 
		

		
			press comments April 15 –June 30, July 8, 1942. 
		

		
			91. Cantril, 1951, p. 327. 
		

		
			92. FO 371 A 7216 No. 6098, GoI to IO (Puckle to Joyce), August 3, 1942. 
		

		
			93. Snow, 1942, September 12, Must Britain give up India?, Saturday Evening 
		

		
			Post, p. 12. 
		

		
			94. Snow, 1942, September 12, Must Britain give up India?, Saturday Evening 
		

		
			Post, p. 12. 
		

		
			95. FO 371 A 6881 No. 3799, Washington Embassy to FO, IO, MoI & GoI, July 
		

		
			22, 1942. 
		

		
			96. Snow, 1942, September 12, Must Britain give up India?, Saturday Evening 
		

		
			Post, p. 12. Snow frequently used the term United Nations when his refer-ence was to the Allies. 
		

		
			97. India Of fi ce Library (hereafter IOL), MSS EUR D 1052, Gandhi to Linlith-
		

		
			gow, August 14, 1942. 
		

	
		
			192 Notes 
		

		
			98. Snow, 1942, September 12, Must Britain give up India?, Saturday Evening 
		

		
			Post, p. 12. 
		

		
			99. Sheean, 1947, p. 290. 
		

		
			100. Sheean, 1947, p. 290. 
		

		
			101. Sheean, 1947, pp. 286 –295, 290. Sheean ’s devotion to Gandhi was restored 
		

		
			before the Mahatma ’s death. Snow and Fischer never lost their faith in him. See Sheean, 1949, pp. 206 –208; Hamilton, 1988, p. 185; Fischer, 1954, espe-cially pp. 7–8, 187–189. 
		

		
			102. RL, Louis Fischer Papers, Statement on India, September 3, 1942. 
		

		
			103. RL, Louis Fischer Papers, Statement on India, p. 5. The 16 pages of the 
		

		
			Statement are not numbered. The numbering is mine. 
		

		
			104. RL, Louis Fischer, Statement on India, September 3, 1942, p. 16. 
		

		
			105. RL, Louis Fischer, Statement on India, September 3, 1942, pp. 9, 15. 
		

		
			106. RL, Louis Fischer Papers, Fischer to Roosevelt, August 7, 1942. 
		

		
			107. RL, Louis Fischer Papers, Record of interview with Hull, August 27, 
		

		
			1942. 
		

		
			108. RL, Louis Fischer Papers, Record of interview with Welles, September 25, 
		

		
			1942. 
		

		
			109. RL, Louis Fischer Papers. 
		

		
			110. RL, Louis Fischer Papers. 
		

		
			111. RL, Louis Fischer Papers, Record of interview with Welles, September 25, 
		

		
			1942. 
		

		
			112. Fischer, 1942, August 15, What Gandhi wants, The Nation, (page number 
		

		
			obscured). 
		

		
			113. Fischer, 1942, August 15, What Gandhi wants, The Nation. 
		

		
			114. Fischer, 1942, August 15, India means it, The Nation, p. 186. 
		

		
			115. Fischer, 1942, August 15, India means it, The Nation, p. 185. 
		

		
			116. FO 371 A 7216 No. 6098, Puckle to Joyce, 3 August 42. 
		

		
			117. A solution for India, 1942, August 17, The New Republic, p. 192. 
		

		
			118. Lin Yutang, 1942, August 24, India and the war for freedom, The New 
		

		
			Republic, p. 217. 
		

		
			119. Lin Yutang, 1942, August 24, India and the war for Freedom, The New 
		

		
			Republic, p. 218. 
		

		
			120. Cantril, 1951, p. 327. 
		

		
			121. Cantril, 1951, p. 327. 
		

		
			122. The Nation, 1942, August 20, p. 177. 
		

		
			123. New York Times, 1942, September 28 
		

		
			124. New York Times, 1942, September 29. 
		

		
			125. Venkataramani & Shrivastava, 1979, footnote, p. 292. 
		

		
			126. New York Times, 1942, October 1. 
		

		
			127. Venkataramani & Shrivastava, 1979, p. 292. 
		

		
			128. Venkataramani & Shrivastava, 1979, pp. 292 –293. 
		

		
			129. FO 371 A 8666 No. 4650, Halifax to IO, September 15, 1942. 
		

		
			130. FRUS, Memorandum of Conversation between Hull and Halifax, September 
		

		
			17, 1942. 
		

		
			131. FRUS Memorandum of Conversation between Alling and Bajpai, September 
		

		
			4, 1942. 
		

		
			132. Haselton alternated as Of ficer in Charge with Merrell. Messages only days apart, 
		

		
			to or from the State Department, arrived from or were sent to either man. 
		

		
			133. FRUS, Haselton to Hull, September 5, 1942. 
		

		
			134. FRUS, Memorandum of Conversation between Haselton and Hull, Septem-
		

		
			ber 5, 1942. 
		

		
			135. Washington Post, 1942, September 14. Copy held at RL, 48-H India 1942. 
		

		
			136. TP (2), No. 749, Halifax to Eden, September 16, 1942. 
		

	
		
			Notes 193 
		

		
			137. FRUS, Memorandum of Conversation between Hull and Halifax, September 
		

		
			17, 1942. 
		

		
			138. FRUS, Memorandum of Conversation between Welles and Halifax, Septem-
		

		
			ber 24, 1942. 
		

		
			139. FO 371 A 2400 No. 1374, Halifax to India Of fi ce, March 9, 1942. This 
		

		
			was the fi rst sign that Halifax ’s anxiety, expressed in March 1942, was well founded: that Bajpai was independently discussing Indian politics with mem-bers of the State Department. 
		

		
			140. FRUS, Memorandum of Conversation between Berle and Bajpai, October 2, 
		

		
			1942. 
		

		
			141. FRUS, Memorandum of Conversation between Berle and Bajpai, October 2, 
		

		
			1942. 
		

		
			142. FRUS, Memorandum of Conversation between Berle and Bajpai, October 2, 
		

		
			1942. 
		

		
			143. FRUS, Memorandum of Conversation between Murray and Bajpai, October 
		

		
			13, 1942. 
		

		
			144. FRUS, Memorandum of Conversation between Murray and Bajpai, October 
		

		
			13, 1942. 
		

		
			145. FRUS Hull to Phillips, November 3, 1942, and Phillips to Hull, November 4, 
		

		
			1942. 
		

		
			146. FRUS, Hull to Phillips, November 20, 1942. 
		

		
			NOTES TO CHAPTER 8 
		

		
			1. Brown, 1994, pp. 320 –321. The ideas, which support a compromise between the Congress Party leaders in the wake of Cripps ’ failure, are discussed by Brown. 
		

		
			2. Moore, 1979, p. 128. 
		

		
			3. TP (2), No. 227, War Cabinet Paper W.P. (42) 283, L/P&J/510: ff 407 –16. Report on Mission to India, Memorandum by the Lord Privy Seal, July 6, 1942. 
		

		
			4. TP (2), No. 227, War Cabinet Paper W.P. (42) 283, L/P&J/8/510: ff 407–16. Report on Mission to India, Memorandum by the Lord Privy Seal, July 6, 1942. 
		

		
			5. Coupland, 1945, p. 215. 
		

		
			6. Glendevon, 1971, p. 238. 
		

		
			7. Statement by Rajagopalachari to the Bombay Chronicle, September 15, 1942, and others, cited in Moore, 1979, pp. 127–128. 
		

		
			8. Moore, 1979, pp. 127–128. 
		

		
			9. Discussed in Chapter 3. 
		

		
			10. FO 371 A 7429, No. 325, MoI to GoI & IO, July 8. Following summary of 
		

		
			press comments, April 15 –June 30, 1942. 
		

		
			11. Cantril, 1951, p. 327. In answer to the question, “Should England give India 
		

		
			dominion status now or after the war?, ” asked on March 31, 1942, 37% of the sample were in favour of Dominion Status now. On July 29 and August 13, 43% of those polled were in favour of giving India complete indepen-dence. No time was speci fi ed. 
		

		
			12. FO 371 A 7429, No. 325, MoI to GoI & IO, 8 July 1942. United States press 
		

		
			comments. 
		

		
			13. TP (1), No. 670, Linlithgow to Amery, April 23, 1942. 
		

		
			14. TP (2), No. 44, Linlithgow to Amery, May 11, 1942. Gandhi’s communica-
		

		
			tions with the Indian population were published in the newspaper Harijan. 
		

		
			15. TP (2), No. 71, Linlithgow to Amery, May 19, 1942. 
		

		
			16. TP (2), No. 71, Linlithgow to Amery, May 19, 1942. 
		

		
			17. TP (2), No. 28, Amery to Linlithgow, May 6, 1942. 
		

	
		
			194 Notes 
		

		
			18. TP (2), No. 86, Linlithgow to Amery, May 25, 1942. 
		

		
			19. TP (2), No. 339, War Cabinet Paper W.P. (42) 318, India as a factor in Anglo-
		

		
			American relations. Note by the Lord Privy Seal, July 27, 1942. 
		

		
			20. See discussion in Chapter 3. 
		

		
			21. TP (2), No. 61, Note by Mr. Spry, paragraph 2, May 15, 1942. 
		

		
			22. TP (2), No. 61, Note by Mr. Spry, paragraph 3, May 15, 1942. 
		

		
			23. TP (2), No. 61, Note by Mr. Spry, paragraph 4, May 15, 1942. 
		

		
			24. TP (2), No. 61, Note by Mr. Spry, May 15, 1942. 
		

		
			25. FRUS India 1942, Memorandum of Conversation, Alling, Chief of the Divi-
		

		
			sion of Near Eastern Affairs, May 13, 1942. 
		

		
			26. TP (2), No. 91, Linlithgow to Amery, May 27, 1942. 
		

		
			27. FRUS India 1942, Johnson to Secretary of State, April 28, 1942. 
		

		
			28. TP (2), No. 69, Linlithgow to Amery, May 18, 1942. 
		

		
			29. FRUS India 1942, Memorandum of Conversation, Oakes, Division of Near 
		

		
			Eastern Affairs, May 26, 1942. 
		

		
			30. FRUS India 1942, May 26, 1942. 
		

		
			31. FRUS India 1942, Entries May –July 1942. 
		

		
			32. Broom fi eld, 1968, p. 305. 
		

		
			33. Brown (1994, pp. 322 –323), includes a table setting out evidence of the 
		

		
			regional spread of the Quit India movement and its repression, including the number of arrests made province by province up to December 31, 1943. 
		

		
			34. Further reading, for example, Sarkar (1983), Tendulkar (1951, Vol. 6), and 
		

		
			Venkataramani & Shrivastava (1979). 
		

		
			35. Sarkar, 1983, p. 388. 
		

		
			36. Rajagopalachari’s resignation was temporary, and he became a Government 
		

		
			Minister post-independence. 
		

		
			37. Sarkar, 1983, p. 389. 
		

		
			38. The full text can be read in TP (2), No. 265, Resolution of the Congress 
		

		
			Working Committee, Cmd. 6430, Wardha, July 14, 1942. 
		

		
			39. FO 371 A 6881, (number omitted), Campbell to FO, IO, MoI, July 22, 1942. 
		

		
			No. 3779, Bajpai to Foreign Dept, New Delhi. 
		

		
			40. FO 371 A 6098, (number omitted), GoI (Puckle) to IO (Joyce), August 3, 
		

		
			1942. Summary of Gandhi’s draft. 
		

		
			41. FRUS, Of fi cer in charge at New Delhi (Merrell) to the Secretary of State 
		

		
			(Hull), May 21, 1942. 
		

		
			42. FRUS, Of fi cer in charge at New Delhi (Merrell) to the Secretary of State 
		

		
			(Hull), July 14, 1942. 
		

		
			43. FRUS, Of fi cer in charge at New Delhi to the Secretary of State, July 16, 
		

		
			two telegrams, July 17, summary of Berry ’s interview with Nehru, July 18, Berry ’s further interview with Nehru. 
		

		
			44. FRUS. President Roosevelt to Mr. Mohandas K. Gandhi, August 1, 1942. 
		

		
			Enclosure to Secretary of State to the Of fi cer in Charge at New Delhi (Mer-rell), August 5, 1942. 
		

		
			45. FRUS, Generalissimo Chiang Kai-shek to President Roosevelt, Chunking, 
		

		
			July 25, 1942. 
		

		
			46. FRUS, The Ambassador in the United Kingdom (Winant) to the Secretary of 
		

		
			State (Hull), July 30, 1942, and TP (2), No. 367, Note by Mr. Amery. Note of an interview with Mr. Winant, July 29, 1942. 
		

		
			47. FRUS, The Of fi cer in Charge at New Delhi (Merrell) to the Secretary of State. 
		

		
			Forwarding telegram from the Consulate at Bombay (Donovan), August 5, 1942. 
		

		
			48. FO 7429 A, No. 325, MoI to GoI & IO. United States press comments, July 
		

		
			8, 1942. 
		

		
			49. FO 7216 A. No. 6098, GoI (Puckle) to IO (Joyce), August 3, 1942. 
		

	
		
			Notes 195 
		

		
			50. FO 6881 A, No. 3799, Washington embassy to FO, IO, MoI & GoI, July 22, 
		

		
			1942. 
		

		
			51. Hess, 1971, p. 74. 
		

		
			52. Hess, 1971, p. 74. 
		

		
			53. Venkataramani & Shrivastava, 1979, p. 263. 
		

		
			54. FO 371 A 6881, No. 3799, Washington Embassy to FO, IO, MoI, and Bajpai 
		

		
			to GoI (Foreign Department), July 22, 1942. 
		

		
			55. FO 371 A 7429, No. 325, Washington embassy to Foreign Dept, GoI & IO 
		

		
			July 8, 1942. 
		

		
			56. NP, Vol. 3, Pt. 3, Statements to the Press, July 27–28, 1942. 
		

		
			57. FRUS, Merrell to Hull, July 18 & 21, 1942. 
		

		
			58. FO 371 A 6881, Washington Embassy (Campbell & Bajpai) to FO, IO, MoI 
		

		
			and GoI, July 22, 1942. 
		

		
			59. TP (2), No. 462, Amery to Churchill, August 8, 1942. 
		

		
			60. FRUS, Of fi cer in Charge at New Delhi (Merrell) to the Secretary of State, 
		

		
			August 9, 1942. 
		

		
			61. TP (2), No. 461, Linlithgow to Amery, August 8, 1942. 
		

		
			62. Gandhi, 1944, pp. 114 –125. 
		

		
			63. Gandhi, 1944, pp. 18 –19. 
		

		
			64. Cited in Menon, 1957, p. 144. 
		

		
			65. The course of the rebellion is tracked and analysed in Brown (1994, Chapter 
		

		
			6, especially pp. 320 –325). 
		

		
			66. Brown, 1994, cites fi gures in tabular form drawn form a British Home Politi-
		

		
			cal File (3/52/43/1), pp. 322 –323. 
		

		
			67. Cantril, 1951, p. 327. 
		

		
			68. Quoted by Hess, 1971, p. 127. 
		

		
			69. Birkenhead, Earl of, 1966, pp. 533 –545. 
		

		
			70. Hess, 1971, p. 118. 
		

		
			71. Hess, 1971, p. 128. 
		

		
			72. Phillips, 1952, pp. 218 –255. 
		

		
			73. FRUS, The Secretary of State conveyed the decision to the Of fi cer in Charge, 
		

		
			New Delhi, on October 29, 1942. See also the Assistant Secretary of State (Acheson) to the Lend-Lease Administrator (Stettinius), October 10, 1942, and the Government of India ’s response conveyed by the Of fi cer in Charge, New Delhi, November 14, 1942. 
		

		
			74. Hess, 1971, p. 128. 
		

		
			75. The New Republic, August 23, 1942, p. 217; Hall, What to do with India?, Cur-
		

		
			rent History, November 1942, p. 205; The Nation, August 29, 1942, p. 180. 
		

		
			76. Hess, 1971, p. 185. 
		

		
			77. PD, cols. 302 –305, September 10, 1942, and cols. 604 –620, September 11, 
		

		
			1942. 
		

		
			78. TP (2), No. 762, Halifax to Eden, September 16, 1942, relayed to New 
		

		
			Delhi. 
		

		
			79. New York Times, September 15, 1942. 
		

		
			80. Kirchwey, Churchill’s speech, The Nation, September 19, 1942, p. 224. 
		

		
			81. Kirchwey, Churchill’s speech, The Nation, September 19, 1942, p. 224. 
		

		
			82. Senator Green, Rhode Island, for example, sent Roosevelt a plan for devolu-
		

		
			tion of power devised by his constituents. Liberal Senator Norris, Nebraska voiced his concern over conditions in India. There was additionally what Hope (1968, p. 44) referred to as a “chorus of congressional protest. ” 
		

		
			83. TP (2), No. 749, Halifax to Eden and GoI, September 16, 1942. 
		

		
			84. TP (2), No. 749, Halifax to Eden and GoI, September 16, 1942. 
		

		
			85. Indian Freedom and the American Press, Editorial, The Christian Century, 
		

		
			September 2, 1942, p. 1043. 
		

	
		
			196 Notes 
		

		
			86. Indian Freedom and the American Press, Editorial, The Christian Century, 
		

		
			September 2, 1942, p. 1043. 
		

		
			87. An Observer, Ostrich into Eagle? Public Opinion in the United States on 
		

		
			International Collaboration, with special reference to the Far East, Far East-ern Survey, November 30, 1942, pp. 241–244. 
		

		
			88. RL, PSF India 1942, Copy of letter from Amery to Eden, September 1, 
		

		
			1942. 
		

		
			89. FRUS, Memorandum of Conversation between Halifax and Hull, September 
		

		
			17, 1942. 
		

		
			90. TP (2), No. 764, Halifax to Eden, September 18, 1942. 
		

		
			91. Hall, What to do with India?, Current History, November 1942, pp. 205 – 
		

		
			210. 
		

		
			92. Roosevelt, 1946, Chapter 2. 
		

		
			93. Jowett & O’Donnell, 1986, p. 157. 
		

		
			94. It is signi fi cant that the Washington Embassy was part of the information 
		

		
			loop that linked the Government organisations concerned with propaganda (including the Foreign Of fi ce and the India Committee of Cabinet), but it took no independent action. 
		

		
			95. Jowett & O’Donnell, 1986, p. 164. 
		

		
			96. FRUS, Personal Representative to the President, May 4, 1942. 
		

		
			97. FRUS, Of fi cer in Charge at New Delhi to Secretary of State, July 18, 1942. 
		

		
			98. There is no indication in public documents or in published letters between 
		

		
			President and Prime Minister that the British were made aware of the May and July proposals. 
		

		
			99. NP, Pt. 1, Vol. 37, Nehru to Johnson, April 13, 1942, repeated in Nehru 
		

		
			(1960, pp. 479 –480), and RL, PSF India 1942, Gandhi to Roosevelt, July 1, 1942. 
		

		
			100. FRUS, Memorandum of Conversation with Bajpai by Assistant Secretary of 
		

		
			State Berle, August 12, 1942. 
		

		
			101. The New Statesman, August 22, 1942, p. 120. 
		

		
			102. FO 371 A 7429, No. 325, MoI to IO & GoI, July 8, 1942. 
		

	
		
			Bibliography 
		

		
			PRIMARY SOURCES 
		

		
			Published Government Records (Britain) 
		

		
			Parliamentary Debates, House of Commons. (1942). 
		

		
			PUBLISHED GOVERNMENT RECORDS 
		

		
			(UNITED STATES OF AMERICA) 
		

		
			Foreign Relations of the United States (Vol. 1). (1942). 
		

		
			The Atlantic Charter, 21 August 1941. 
		

		
			The Lend Lease Act, 11 March 1941. 
		

		
			UNPUBLISHED GOVERNMENT RECORDS (BRITAIN) 
		

		
			(i) India Of fice Records 
		

		
			L/I/1/733 File No. 462/18B. War Series Secret. Censorship. Indian (Cases). L/I/1/799 File No. 462/32. American interest in the Indian situation. 
		

		
			MSS EUR F125/11 Letters from the Viceroy to the Secretary of State. January– December 1942. 
		

		
			MSS EUR D 1052 Letters to the Viceroy from Gandhi. 
		

		
			MSS EUR D 725 Guidance for use in discussing present situation in India. British Embassy, Washington, March 19, 1942. 
		

		
			(ii) Public Record Of fi ce 
		

		
			FO 371 A India. Political (American) 1942. 
		

		
			UNPUBLISHED GOVERNMENT RECORDS 
		

		
			(UNITED STATES OF AMERICA) 
		

		
			(i) Franklin D. Roosevelt Library 
		

		
			OF 48h (Of fi cial fi les) India 1942. 
		

		
			OF 4069 (Of fi cial fi les) Colonel Louis Johnson. 
		

		
			PSF Box 39 (President ’s Secretary ’s File), India. Diplomatic Correspondence. 1942. 
		

		
			PPF 7339 (President ’s Personal File). Pearl Buck. 
		

	
		
			198 Bibliography 
		

		
			PPF 2822 (President ’s Personal File). Col. Louis Johnson. PPF 7979 (President ’s Personal File). Edgar Snow. 
		

		
			RECORDS (INDIA) 
		

		
			The Indian Annual Register (Vols. 1–2). January to December 1942. 
		

		
			DOCUMENTS 
		

		
			Mansergh, N., & Lumby, E. (Eds.). (1971). The transfer of power 1942 – 47 (Vol. 
		

		
			1. The Cripps Mission, 1 January –29 April 1942). London: Her Majesty ’s Sta-
		

		
			tionery Of fi ce. 
		

		
			Mansergh, N., & Lumby, E. (Eds.). (1971). The transfer of power 1942 – 47 (Vol. 
		

		
			2. Quit India, 30 April –21 September 1942). London: Her Majesty ’s Stationery 
		

		
			Of fi ce. 
		

		
			PERSONAL PAPERS 
		

		
			Cripps Papers, Nuf field College, Oxford, England. 
		

		
			Louis Fischer Papers, Franklin D. Roosevelt Library, Hyde Park, New York. 
		

		
			Nehru Papers, Nehru Memorial Museum and Library, New Delhi. 
		

		
			Edgar Parks Snow Papers, University of Missouri Archives, Kansas City Campus. 
		

		
			PRIMARY SOURCES 
		

		
			Books 
		

		
			Acharya, G. N. (1942). They speak for India. Bombay, India: (privately printed). 
		

		
			Alexander, H. (1944). India since Cripps. Middlesex: Penguin Books. 
		

		
			Amery, L. S. (1942). India and freedom. London: Oxford University Press. 
		

		
			Attlee, C. R. (1954). As it happened. London: Heinemann. 
		

		
			Azad, Maulana Abul Kalam. (1960). India wins freedom: An autobiographical 
		

		
			narrative. London: Longmans Green. 
		

		
			Barnes, J., & Nicholson, D. (Eds.). (1988). The empire at bay: The Leo Amery 
		

		
			diaries 1929 –1945 (Vol. 2). London: Hutchinson. 
		

		
			Butler, Lord. (1971). The art of the possible: The memoirs of R. A. Butler. London: 
		

		
			Hamish Hamilton. 
		

		
			Camrose, Viscount. (1947). British newspapers and their controllers. London: 
		

		
			Cassell. 
		

		
			Churchill, W. S. (1898). The story of the Malakand Field Force., London: 
		

		
			Longmans. 
		

		
			Coupland, R. (1942). The Cripps mission. London: Oxford University Press. 
		

		
			Coupland, R. (1944). The Indian problem: Report on the constitutional prob-
		

		
			lem in India (Pt. 2). Submitted to the Warden and Fellows of Nuf fi eld College, 
		

		
			Oxford. New York: Oxford University Press. 
		

		
			Coupland, R. (1945). India: A re-statement. London: Oxford University Press. 
		

		
			Duff Cooper, A. (1953). Old men forget. London: Rupert Hart-Davis. 
		

		
			Fischer, L. (1946). The great challenge. New York: Kennikat Press. 
		

	
		
			Bibliography 199 
		

		
			Fischer, L. (1954). Gandhi: His life and message for the world. New York: Mentor 
		

		
			Books, New American Library. 
		

		
			Gandhi, Devedas. (1944). India unreconciled: A documented history of Indian 
		

		
			political events from the crisis of August 1942 to February 1944. New Delhi: 
		

		
			Hindustan Times Press. 
		

		
			Hachey, T. E., & Halifax, E. F. L. W. (1974). Con fi dential dispatches: Analyses of 
		

		
			America by the British Ambassador, 1939 –1945. Evanston, IL: New University 
		

		
			Press. 
		

		
			Halifax, The Earl of. (1957). Fullness of days. London: Collins. 
		

		
			Hennessy, J. (1949). India and Pakistan in world politics. London: A National 
		

		
			News-Letter Report. 
		

		
			Kirkpatrick, I. (1959). The inner circle: Memoirs of Ivone Kirkpatrick. London: 
		

		
			Macmillan. 
		

		
			Larres, Klaus. (2002). Churchill ’s Cold War: The politics of personal diplomacy. 
		

		
			New Haven, CT: Yale University Press. 
		

		
			Lee, A., & Lee, E. (Eds.). (1939). The fi ne art of propaganda. New York: Harcourt 
		

		
			Brace. 
		

		
			Loewenheim, F. L., Langley, H. D., & Jonas, M. (Eds.). (1975). Roosevelt and 
		

		
			Churchill: Their secret wartime correspondence. New York: Saturday Review 
		

		
			Press/E.P. Dutton. 
		

		
			Morton, H. V. (1943). Atlantic meeting. London: Methuen. 
		

		
			Nehru, J. (1960). A bunch of old letters. New York: Asia Publishing House. 
		

		
			Nehru, J. (1941). Towards freedom: An autobiography. New York: Day. 
		

		
			Nicholas, H. G. (Ed.). (1981). Washington despatches 1941 –1945: Weekly politi-
		

		
			cal reports from the British Embassy. London: Weidenfeld & Nicolson. 
		

		
			Nichols, B. (1944). Verdict on India. London: Jonathan Cape. 
		

		
			Roosevelt, E. (1946). As he saw it. New York: Duell, Sloan & Pearce. 
		

		
			Sarkar, S. C. (1944). The Hindustan year book & who’s who: 1943. Calcutta, 
		

		
			India: M. C. Sarkar & Sons. 
		

		
			Sheean, V. (1947). This house against this house. London: Macmillan. 
		

		
			Sheean, V. (1949). Lead, kindly light. New York: Random House. 
		

		
			Sherwood, R. (1948 –1949). The White House papers of Harry L. Hopkins (Vols. 
		

		
			1–2). London: Eyre & Spottiswoode. 
		

		
			Snow, E. (1941). The battle for Asia. New York: Random House. 
		

		
			Snow, E. (1944). People on our side. New York: Random House. 
		

		
			Snow, E. (1958). Journey to the beginning. New York: Random House. 
		

		
			Strauss, P. (1943). Cripps: Advocate and rebel. London: Victor Gollancz. 
		

		
			Taylor, E., Snow, E., & Janeway, E. (1941). Smash Hitler ’s international: The 
		

		
			strategy of a political offensive against the axis. New York: Greystone Press. 
		

		
			Templewood, Viscount. (1954). Nine troubled years. London: Collins. 
		

		
			Welles, S. (1944). The time for decision. New York: Harper & Brothers. 
		

		
			Willkie, W. (1943). One world. New York: Simon & Schuster. 
		

		
			Journals 
		

		
			An Observer. (1942, November 30). Ostrich into eagle? Public opinion in the 
		

		
			United States on international collaboration, with special reference to the Far 
		

		
			East. Far Eastern Survey, 11 (24), 241–244. 
		

		
			Brailsford, H. (1942, June 1). What happened at Delhi. The New Republic, 760 – 
		

		
			761. 
		

		
			Cripps must not fail. (1942, April 13). The New Republic, 478 –479. 
		

		
			Farley, M. S. (1942, April 20). India: A political primer. Far Eastern Survey, 11 (8), 
		

		
			94 –101; 
		

		
			Far Eastern Survey (1942, March 23), 70 –71. 
		

	
		
			200 Bibliography 
		

		
			Fischer, L. (1942, August 15). What Gandhi wants. The Nation, 155 (7), 1–2. 
		

		
			Fischer, L. (1942, August 22). Gandhi’s rejected offer. The Nation, 145 –147. 
		

		
			Fischer, L. (1942, September 5). India means it. The Nation, 185 –186. 
		

		
			Fischer, L. (1942, September 19 & 26). Why Cripps failed (Pts. 1 & 2). The Nation, 
		

		
			230 –234, 255 –259. 
		

		
			Hall, W. P. (1942, November). What to do with India? Current History, 205 –210. 
		

		
			An independent India. (1942, February 28). The New Statesman and Nation, 135. 
		

		
			Indian freedom and the American press. (1942, September 2). Christian Century, 
		

		
			LIX (35), 1043. 
		

		
			Is Churchill’s star setting? (1942, May 18). The New Republic, 656 –657. 
		

		
			Kingsley, M. (1939, October/December). The Ministry of Information. The Political 
		

		
			Quarterly, 10 (4), 502 –516. 
		

		
			Kirchwey, F. (1942, September 19). Churchill’s speech. The Nation, 224 –225. 
		

		
			Lin, Yutang. (1942, August 24). India and the war for freedom. The New Repub-
		

		
			lic, 217–218. 
		

		
			Mitchell, K. L. (1942, March 23). United States Technical Mission to India. Far 
		

		
			Eastern Survey, 11 (6), 71–72. 
		

		
			Mr. Jinnah ’s Veto. (1942, March 14). The New Statesman and Nation, XXIII( 577), 
		

		
			cover. 
		

		
			A solution for India. (1942, August 19). The New Republic. 
		

		
			Raman, T. A. (1942, October 5). Essentials of an Indian settlement. Far Eastern 
		

		
			Survey, 11 (20), 205 –211. 
		

		
			Snow, E. (1941, January). Britain ’s weakness in India. Asia, 13 –14. 
		

		
			Snow, E. (1941, January). Things that could happen if America enters the War? If 
		

		
			America stays out? Asia. 
		

		
			Snow, E. (1942, September). Must Britain give up India? Saturday Evening Post, 
		

		
			9 –10, 107–108. 
		

		
			Snow, E. (1943, August 21). The Japs missed the boat in India. Saturday Evening 
		

		
			Post, 12 –15. 
		

		
			Snow, E. (1957, January & March). Fragments from FDR (Pts. 1 & 2). Monthly 
		

		
			Review, Pt. 1, 317–321, Pt. 2, 399 –402. 
		

		
			Thurston, R. L. (1947, July). United States relations with the government of India: 
		

		
			A reference article. The Middle East Journal, 293 –295. 
		

		
			Time. (1942, May 18, 70; July 20, 22; October 12, 22). 
		

		
			NEWSPAPERS 
		

		
			Britain 
		

		
			The Manchester Guardian. (1942). 
		

		
			The Times. (1942). 
		

		
			The Times Literary Supplement. (1942, July 18). 
		

		
			The Times Literary Supplement. (1944, October 14). 
		

		
			China 
		

		
			China Weekly Review. (1931). 
		

		
			India 
		

		
			Bombay Sentinel. (1942). 
		

		
			Hindustan Times. (1942) 
		

	
		
			Bibliography 201 
		

		
			United States of America 
		

		
			New York Sun. (1931). 
		

		
			New York Times. (1942). 
		

		
			Washington Post. (1942). 
		

		
			SECONDARY SOURCES 
		

		
			Books 
		

		
			Aldritt, K. (1995). The greatest of friends: Franklin D. Roosevelt and Winston 
		

		
			Churchill 1941 –1945. London: Robert Hale. 
		

		
			Balfour, M. (1979). Propaganda in War 1939 –1945. London: Routledge & Kegan 
		

		
			Paul. 
		

		
			Barnes, M. (1940). The Indian press: A history of the growth of public opinion in 
		

		
			India. London: Allen & Unwin. 
		

		
			Beard, C. A. (1948). President Roosevelt and the coming of the War 1941: A study 
		

		
			in appearances and realities. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press. 
		

		
			Beloff, M. (1966). The special relationship: An Anglo-American myth. In M. Gil-
		

		
			bert (Ed.), A century of con fl ict 1850 –1950: Essays for A. J. P. Taylor. London: 
		

		
			Hamish Hamilton. 
		

		
			Birkenhead, Earl of. (1966). Halifax: The life of Lord Halifax. London: Hamish 
		

		
			Hamilton. 
		

		
			Black, C. (2003). Franklin Delano Roosevelt: Champion of freedom. London: 
		

		
			Weidenfeld & Nicolson. 
		

		
			Black, J. (1975). Organising the propaganda instrument: The British experience. 
		

		
			The Hague, Belgium: Martinus Nijhoff. 
		

		
			Boyle, A. (1978). Poor, dear Brendan: the quest for Brendan Bracken. London: 
		

		
			Hutchinson. 
		

		
			Brands, H. W. (1990). India and the United States: The cold peace. Boston: Twayne 
		

		
			Publishers. 
		

		
			Brecher, M. (1959). Nehru: A political biography. New York: Oxford University 
		

		
			Press. 
		

		
			Brewer, S. A. (1997). To win the peace: British propaganda in the United States 
		

		
			during World War II. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press. 
		

		
			Bridge, C. (1986). Holding India to the empire: The British Conservative Party 
		

		
			& the 1935 Constitution. New Delhi: Asian Studies Association of Australia, 
		

		
			Sterling Publishing. 
		

		
			Broom fi eld, J. H. (1968). Elite con fl ict in a plural society: Twentieth-century Ben-
		

		
			gal. Berkeley: University of California Press. 
		

		
			Brown, J. (1977). Gandhi and civil disobedience: The Mahatma in Indian politics 
		

		
			1928 –34. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 
		

		
			Brown, J. (1994). Modern India: The origins of an Asian democracy. Oxford & 
		

		
			New York: Oxford University Press. 
		

		
			Burgess, S. (1999). Stafford Cripps: A political life. London: Victor Gollancz. 
		

		
			Callahan, R. A. (1984). Churchill: Retreat from Empire. New York: Scholarly 
		

		
			Resources. 
		

		
			Cameron, J. (1974). An Indian summer: A personal experience of India. London: 
		

		
			Macmillan. 
		

		
			Cantril, H. (Ed.). (1951). Public opinion 1935 –1946. Princeton, NJ: Princeton 
		

		
			University Press. 
		

		
			Carroll, W. (1948). Persuade or perish. Boston: Houghton Mif fl in. 
		

		
			Churchill, W. (1951). The Second World War, Vol. IV, The hinge of fate. London: 
		

		
			The Reprint Society. 
		

	
		
			202 Bibliography 
		

		
			Clark, W. (1957). Less than kin: Study of Anglo-American relations. Boston: 
		

		
			Houghton Mif fl in. 
		

		
			Cooke, C. (1957). The life of Richard Stafford Cripps. London: Hodder & 
		

		
			Stoughton. 
		

		
			Dobson, A. P. (1986). United States wartime aid to Britain 1940 –1946. New 
		

		
			York: Croom Helm. 
		

		
			Elder, R. E. (1968). The information machine: The United States Information 
		

		
			Agency and American foreign policy. Syracuse, NY: Syracuse University Press. 
		

		
			Estorick, E. (1949). Stafford Cripps: A biography. London: Heinemann. 
		

		
			Farnsworth, R. M. (Ed.). (1991). Edgar Snow ’s journey south of the cloud. 
		

		
			Columbia, MO: University of Missouri Press. 
		

		
			Fischer, L. (1951). The life of Mahatma Gandhi. London: Granada. 
		

		
			Gilbert, M. (1986). Road to victory: Winston S, Churchill 1941 –1945 (Vol. VII). 
		

		
			London: Heinemann. 
		

		
			Glendevon, J. (1971). The Viceroy at bay: Lord Linlithgow in India 1936 –1943. 
		

		
			London: Collins. 
		

		
			Goodwin, D. K. (1994). No ordinary time: Franklin and Eleanor Roosevelt: The 
		

		
			home front in World War II. New York: Simon & Schuster. 
		

		
			Hamilton, J. M. (1988). Edgar Snow: A bibliography. Bloomington, IN: Indiana 
		

		
			University Press. 
		

		
			Harriman, W. A., & Abel, E. (1976). Special envoy to Churchill and Stalin, 1941 – 
		

		
			1946. London: Hutchinson. 
		

		
			Hess, G. (1971). America encounters India, 1941 –1947. Baltimore: John Hopkins 
		

		
			Press. 
		

		
			Hickman, T. (2005). Churchill’s bodyguard: The authorised biography of Walter 
		

		
			Thompson based on his complete memoirs. London: Headline Book Publishing. 
		

		
			Hope, A. G. (1968). America and Swaraj: The U. S. role in Indian independence. 
		

		
			Washington, DC: Public Affairs Press. 
		

		
			James, R. R. (Ed.). (1974). Winston S. Churchill: His complete speeches, 1897– 
		

		
			1963 (Vol. VI, 1935 –1942). New York & London: Chelsea House/Bowker. 
		

		
			James, R. R. (Cont.). (1969). The politician. In Churchill: Four faces and the man. 
		

		
			London: Allen Lane/Penguin Press. 
		

		
			Jenkins, Roy. (2001). Churchill. London: Pan. 
		

		
			Jenkins, Roy. (2003). Franklin Delano Roosevelt. London: Macmillan. 
		

		
			Jones, F. C. (1954). Japan ’s new order in East Asia: Its rise and fall, 1937–1945. 
		

		
			London: Oxford University Press. 
		

		
			Jowett, G. S., & O’Donnell, V. (1986). Propaganda and persuasion. Thousand 
		

		
			Oaks, CA: Sage. 
		

		
			Karkhanis, S. (1982). Indian politics and the role of the press. India: Vikas Pub-
		

		
			lishing House Pvt. Ltd. 
		

		
			Kimball, W. F. (1969). The most unsordid act: Lend-lease, 1939 –1941. Baltimore: 
		

		
			Johns Hopkins University Press. 
		

		
			Kimball, W. F. (1984). Churchill and Roosevelt: The complete correspondence 
		

		
			(Vol. 1, Churchill to Roosevelt, March 4, 1942). Princeton, NJ: Princeton Uni-
		

		
			versity Press. 
		

		
			Kimball, W. F. (1991). The juggler: Franklin Roosevelt as wartime statesman. 
		

		
			Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press. 
		

		
			Kirby, S. W., et al. (1958). The war against Japan: Volume 2. India ’s most danger-
		

		
			ous hour. London: Her Majesty ’s Stationery Of fi ce. 
		

		
			Kraus, R. (1941). The men around Churchill. New York: J. B. Lippincott. 
		

		
			Louis, W. R . (1977). Imperialism at bay 1941 –1945: The United States and the 
		

		
			decolonization of the British Empire. Oxford, England: Clarendon Press. 
		

		
			Low, D. A. (1996). Rearguard action: Selected essays on late colonial Indian his-
		

		
			tory. New Delhi: Asian Studies Association of Australia, Sterling Publishers. 
		

	
		
			Bibliography 203 
		

		
			Low, D. A. (1997). Britain and Indian nationalism: The imprint of ambiguity 
		

		
			1929 –1942. Cambridge, England: Cambridge University Press. 
		

		
			Lysaght, C. E. (1979). Brendan Bracken. London: Allen Lane. 
		

		
			Mahl, Thomas E. (1998). Desperate deception: British covert operations in the 
		

		
			United States, 1939 – 44. Washington: DC: Brassey ’s. 
		

		
			Menon, V. P. (1957). The transfer of power in India. London: Orient Longmans. 
		

		
			Mitchell, K. (1942). India without fable. New York: Alfred A. Knopf. 
		

		
			Moore, R. J. (1966). Liberalism and Indian Politics 1872 –1922. London: Edward 
		

		
			Arnold. 
		

		
			Moore R. J. (1979). Churchill, Cripps, and India: 1939 –1945. Oxford, England: 
		

		
			Clarendon Press. 
		

		
			Moore, R. J. (1983). Escape from empire. Oxford: England: Clarendon Press. 
		

		
			Moore, R. J. (1988). Endgames of empire: Studies of Britain ’s Indian problem. 
		

		
			Delhi, India: Oxford University Press. 
		

		
			Moore, R. J. (1990). Paul Scott ’s Raj. London: Heinemann. 
		

		
			Nicolson, H. (1968). Diaries and letters, 1939 –1945. London: Collins. 
		

		
			Oliver, R. T. (1989). Leadership in Asia: Persuasive communication in the making 
		

		
			of Nations, 1850 –1950. Newark, DE: University of Delaware Press. 
		

		
			Palmer, N. D. (1984). The United States and India: The dimensions of in fl uence. 
		

		
			New York: Praeger. 
		

		
			Peele, G., & Cook, C. (Eds.). (1975). The politics of reappraisal. London: Macmillan. 
		

		
			Phillips, W. (1952). Ventures in diplomacy. Boston: Beacon Press. 
		

		
			Roberts, A. (1991). “ The Holy Fox ”: A biography of Lord Halifax. London: Wei-
		

		
			denfeld & Nicolson. 
		

		
			Roberts, A. (1994). Eminent Churchillians. London: Weidenfeld & Nicolson. 
		

		
			Runes, D. D. (1993). The wisdom of FDR. New York: Carol Publishing Group. 
		

		
			Ryan, H. R. (1988). Franklin D. Roosevelt ’s rhetorical presidency. New York: 
		

		
			Greenwood Press. 
		

		
			Sarkar, S. (1983). Modern India, 1885 –1947. Delhi, India: Macmillan. 
		

		
			Saunders, F. S. (1999). Who paid the piper? The CIA and the cultural cold war. 
		

		
			London: Granta Books. 
		

		
			Seshachari, C. (1969). Gandhi and the American scene: An intellectual history 
		

		
			and inquiry. Bombay, India: Nachiketa Publications. 
		

		
			Sherwood, R. E. (1950). Roosevelt and Hopkins: An intimate history, New York: 
		

		
			Harper & Row. 
		

		
			Singh, A. I. (1993). The limits of British in fl uence: South Asia and the Anglo-
		

		
			American relationship 1947–1956. London: Pinter; New York: St. Martin ’s 
		

		
			Press. 
		

		
			Sorensen, T. (1968). The Word War: The story of American propaganda. New 
		

		
			York: Harper & Row. 
		

		
			Stafford, D. (1997). Churchill and Secret Service. London: John Murray. 
		

		
			Stafford, D. (1999). Roosevelt and Churchill: Men of secrets. London: Little, 
		

		
			Brown. 
		

		
			Steel, R. (1980). Walter Lippmann and the American century. New York: Little, 
		

		
			Brown. 
		

		
			Taylor, A. J. P. (1972). Beaverbrook. London: Hamilton. 
		

		
			Taylor, P. M. (1981). The projection of Britain: British overseas publicity and pro-
		

		
			paganda, 1919 –1939. New York: Cambridge University Press. 
		

		
			Tendulkar, D. G. (1951). Mahatma: Life of Mohandas Karamchand Gandhi (Vol. 
		

		
			6: 1940 –1945). New Delhi, India: Publications Division, Patiala House. 
		

		
			Thomas, S. B. (1996). Season of high adventure: Edgar Snow in China. Berkeley, 
		

		
			CA: University of California Press. 
		

		
			Thorne, C. (1978). Allies of a kind: The United States, Britain and the war against 
		

		
			Japan, 1941 –1945. London: Hamish Hamilton. 
		

	
		
			204 Bibliography 
		

		
			Thornton, A. P. (1966). The imperial idea and its enemies: A study in British 
		

		
			power. London: St. Martin ’s Press. 
		

		
			Tree, R. (1975). When the moon was high: Memoirs of peace and war, 1897–1942. 
		

		
			London: Macmillan. 
		

		
			Venkataramani, M. S., & Shrivastava, B. K. (1979). Quit India: The American 
		

		
			response to the 1942 struggle. New York: Vikas Publishing House. 
		

		
			Watt, D. C. (1984). Succeeding John Bull: America in Britain ’s place 1900 –1975. 
		

		
			New York: Cambridge University Press. 
		

		
			White, G. (1979). FDR and the press. Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press. 
		

		
			Journals 
		

		
			Berlin, I. (1949, September). Churchill and FDR, Atlantic, 40. 
		

		
			Bridge, C. (1988, June). Casey and the Americans: Australian war propaganda in 
		

		
			the United States, 1940 –1941. Working Papers in Australian Studies (No. 30, 
		

		
			Institute of Commonwealth Studies), 1–17. 
		

		
			Clymer, K. J. (1988). The education of William Phillips: Self-determination and 
		

		
			American policy towards India, 1942 –1945. Diplomatic History, 13 –35. 
		

		
			Clymer, K. J. (1988). Franklin D. Roosevelt, Louis Johnson, India and anti-colo-
		

		
			nialism: Another look. Paci fi c Historical Studies, 57, 261–284. 
		

		
			Herring, G. C., Jr. (1971). The United States and British bankruptcy, 1944 –1945: 
		

		
			Responsibilities deferred. Political Science Quarterly, 81, 260 –280. 
		

		
			Kimball, W. F. (1971). Lend-Lease and the open door: The temptation of British 
		

		
			opulence, 1937–1942. Political Science Quarterly, 86, 232 –259. 
		

		
			Listowel, Lord. (1979). The Whitehall dimension of the transfer of power. Indo-
		

		
			British Review, VII, 22 –31. 
		

		
			Moore, R. J. (1975). The mystery of the Cripps mission. Journal of Common-
		

		
			wealth Political Studies, XI(1), 195 –211. 
		

		
			Stimson, R. (1995, March 10). From our own correspondent: Snapshots of India: 
		

		
			Goodbye to India. 1949. Indo-British Review, XX (2), 131–133. 
		

		
			Tuttle, W. M., Jr. (1969 –1970). Aid-to-the-allies short-of-war versus American 
		

		
			intervention, 1940: A reappraisal of Allen White ’s leadership. Journal of Ameri-
		

		
			can History, 56, 840 –858. 
		

		
			Venkataramani, M. S., & Shrivastava, B. K. (1963). The United States and the 
		

		
			Cripps mission. India Quarterly, XIX (3), 214 –265. 
		

		
			UNPUBLISHED MASTER OF ARTS THESIS 
		

		
			Law-Smith, A. (now Weigold, A.) (1982). Response and responsibility: The Bengal 
		

		
			famine, 1942 –1943. Unpublished master ’s thesis, Flinders University, Adelaide, 
		

		
			South Australia. 
		

	
		
			Index 
		

		
			A 
		

		
			All-India Congress Committee 41, 94, 142, 149, 150 See also Congress Working Committee 
		

		
			All-India Radio 62, 63, 90, 102 American 
		

		
			intervention in India 20, 28, 86, 90, 91, 126, 131–134, 137, 152, 159 
		

		
			journalists in India 63, 73 
		

		
			Amery, Sir Leo 32, 45, 47, 50–54, 56, 58, 62, 63, 77, 87, 92, 103, 105, 109–111, 113–118, 124, 125, 130, 143–145, 148, 150, 155, 157 See also Secretary of State for India (Britain) 
		

		
			Asia ix, 24, 33, 37, 65, 79, 86, 92, 94 –96, 121, 126, 127, 131, 156, 158 
		

		
			Assistant Secretary of State 
		

		
			Adolph Berle 33 
		

		
			Breckenridge Long 36 
		

		
			Sumner Welles 31 
		

		
			Atlantic Charter 2, 15–17, 21, 22, 26, 28, 29, 32, 37, 46, 47, 92, 93, 155, 158, 161 
		

		
			Attlee, Clement R. (Labour Party 
		

		
			Leader, Britain) 40, 47, 49, 
		

		
			51, 53 See also Labour Party (Britain) 
		

		
			Azad, Maulana Abul Kalam (President, Indian Congress Party) 38, 41, 43, 44, 48, 54–57, 78, 86, 87, 104, 105, 108, 109, 111, 112, 114, 115, 117, 125, 129, 132, 140, 142, 147, 150, 151, 158 
		

		
			B 
		

		
			Bajpai, Sir Girja Shankar 33, 47, 70, 73–75, 82–84, 101, 113, 120, 
		

		
			131, 138, 139, 147, 149, 153, 
		

		
			156, 159 See also Indian Agent-General in Washington, DC 
		

		
			Baldwin, Roger 136 
		

		
			Baldwin, Sir Stanley (Prime Minister, Britain) 11, 61, 98–100 
		

		
			BBC (British Broadcasting Company) 61 –64, 66, 81, 82, 102, 114, 121 
		

		
			Beaverbrook, Lord 16, 67–69, 71 Berle, Adolph 33, 34, 37, 83, 84, 145, 
		

		
			150, 159 
		

		
			Berlin, Isaiah 13, 16, 17, 66, 70, 72 Bracken, Brendan 61, 62, 64, 67 –69, 
		

		
			72, 75, 102, 105, 121, 130, 158, 159. See also Minister of Information (Britain) 
		

		
			Britain and India (Britain’s interest in India) 1, 4, 7, 18, 19, 49, 72, 84, 85, 92, 106, 118, 119, 127, 130, 135, 139, 141, 152, 153, 157, 158 See also Propaganda 
		

		
			British 
		

		
			action in India 89, 96, 137 
		

		
			control in India 28, 119 
		

		
			policy in India 38, 138 
		

		
			propaganda xi, 1, 4, 5, 6, 25, 36, 37, 42, 43, 60, 64, 78, 79, 82, 87, 95, 97, 108, 109, 124–127, 129, 132, 133, 135, 137, 139, 150, 153–155, 159 
		

		
			rule in India 6, 35, 41, 46, 75, 142, 143, 156 
		

		
			British Council 61 
		

		
			British Empire ix, 6, 20, 22–24, 36, 73, 100 See also Empire 
		

		
			British Foreign Office xi, 7, 16, 36, 
		

		
			61–64, 66–73, 76, 83, 89, 100, 101, 103, 124, 147, 149, 156 
		

	
		
			206 Index 
		

		
			British Foreign Secretary 6, 64, 65, 
		

		
			68–70, 118 
		

		
			British Government of India 30, 31, 
		

		
			33, 34, 44 –46, 50, 69, 70, 88, 94, 98, 104, 107, 110, 111, 123, 124, 135 –137, 147, 148, 155, 157, 158 See also Gov-ernment of India; Whitehall 
		

		
			Government 
		

		
			British Information Service 65, 67, 70, 
		

		
			71, 153 
		

		
			British Labour Party (see Labour Party 
		

		
			[Britain]) 
		

		
			British Library 70–72 
		

		
			Buchan, John (Lord Tweedsmuir, Gov-
		

		
			ernor-General of Canada) 19, 71 
		

		
			Buck, Pearl 7, 25, 94, 136, 137 
		

		
			Burma (Myanmar) 15, 24, 26, 27, 32, 
		

		
			127, 145 
		

		
			C 
		

		
			Cabinet, Britain 43, 44, 51, 53–55, 66, 
		

		
			67, 69, 88, 104, 110, 112, 115, 117, 129, 134, 142 See also War Cabinet 
		

		
			Campbell, Sir Gerald 71, 72, 75, 113, 
		

		
			131, 147, 149 
		

		
			Cantril, Hadley 8, 129, 137 
		

		
			Chelmsford, Viscount 99, 100 
		

		
			Chiang Kai-shek 14, 48, 49, 76, 84, 93, 
		

		
			110, 111, 119, 136, 147, 148, 150, 158, 160 
		

		
			China x, xi, 26, 27, 48, 91–93, 109, 
		

		
			126, 133 
		

		
			Churchill-inspired propaganda cam-
		

		
			paign 3 
		

		
			Churchill, Winston S. xi, 1–4, 6–20, 
		

		
			22–30, 32, 34–70, 72, 74, 76–78, 80, 82–84, 86–88, 90–96, 98–100, 102–108, 110–114, 116–118, 121–126, 128, 130–132, 134, 136, 138, 142–144, 146, 148–150, 152–156, 158–162 See also Churchill’s . . . 
		

		
			Churchill’s 
		

		
			agenda on India 18, 55, 68 
		

		
			agreement on India 103, 130 
		

		
			anti-Congress Party speech 136, 155 
		

		
			approval 105, 112 
		

		
			information bureaux 19, 29, 98 
		

		
			intention 50, 51 
		

		
			opposition 65, 98–100 
		

		
			propaganda 
		

		
			game 60 
		

		
			on India 8, 11, 14, 66, 89, 155 
		

		
			Churchill ’s India Committee 8, 20, 44 
		

		
			See also India Committee of Cabinet (Britain) 
		

		
			COI (Coordinator of Information) 13, 81, 83 
		

		
			Committee on Public Information 4 Congress Party, India 2, 6, 11, 12, 
		

		
			25, 27, 37, 38, 40–45, 48–51, 
		

		
			53–58, 69, 78, 79, 81, 83, 85, 
		

		
			87–89, 91, 94, 96, 103–109, 
		

		
			111, 112, 114–118, 122, 123, 
		

		
			126, 127, 129, 132, 134, 137, 
		

		
			138, 140–143, 145–149, 151, 
		

		
			152, 155–160, 163–165 See also 
		

		
			Indian Congress Party 
		

		
			Congress Party’s Quit India resolution 
		

		
			132, 135 
		

		
			Congress Working Committee 45, 83, 104, 108, 111, 140, 141, 
		

		
			144–149, 151 See also All-India 
		

		
			Congress Committee Constitution 48, 52, 54, 55, 76, 101, 
		

		
			104, 110, 112, 157 
		

		
			Constitutional change 15, 44, 47, 55, 
		

		
			57, 72, 99, 110, 129, 141, 142 
		

		
			Conventions 44, 50, 56, 57, 104, 112, 
		

		
			114, 117, 141, 142 
		

		
			Coordinator of Information (COI) 13, 
		

		
			81, 83 
		

		
			Coupland, Sir Reginald 48, 55, 57, 85, 
		

		
			86, 89, 98, 116, 117, 124, 125, 
		

		
			131, 140, 153 
		

		
			Cripps-Johnson formula 109, 134 
		

		
			Cripps’ Mission 7, 28, 29, 43, 47, 52, 
		

		
			77, 78, 85–87, 89, 94, 100, 101, 
		

		
			107, 110, 113, 116, 117, 124, 125, 129, 131, 143 
		

		
			Cripps’ Offer 2, 3, 5, 15, 19, 27, 36, 38, 39, 41, 42, 44, 45, 48, 51, 59, 63, 74, 78, 79, 81, 83, 84, 88, 96, 98, 99, 101, 103, 105–107, 109, 111, 113, 115– 117, 119, 121–123, 125–127, 
		

		
			129–133, 135, 137–140, 144, 
		

		
			150, 155, 159 
		

		
			Cripps, Sir Stafford 3, 7, 15, 29, 32, 
		

		
			34–45, 47, 49–58, 62, 68, 69, 
		

		
			72, 74, 76–82, 85–90, 93, 94, 
		

		
			96, 98–125, 127, 129, 131, 132, 
		

		
			134, 137, 140–144, 149, 150, 
		

		
			152, 157, 159 
		

		
			friendship with Nehru 42 
		

	
		
			Index 207 
		

		
			D 
		

		
			de facto Cabinet Government in India 43–45, 50, 53, 55, 56, 69, 78, 103–105, 108–110, 112, 114, 117, 125, 129, 141, 142, 159 
		

		
			Defence Department 45, 57, 58 Delhi (New Delhi) 82–87, 93, 95, 108, 
		

		
			120, 140 
		

		
			Division of Near Eastern Affairs 34, 35, 113, 123, 128, 138, 144–146 See also Murray, John 
		

		
			Donovan, William “Wild Bill” 13, 18, 37, 80, 81, 83, 96, 145, 148 
		

		
			Duff Cooper, Alfred 60, 64, 66, 67, 70, 71 See also Minister of Information 
		

		
			E 
		

		
			Eden, Sir Anthony 6, 64, 65, 68, 69, 71, 118, 121, 138, 155, 157 
		

		
			Empire x, xi, 1, 10, 11, 16, 20–23, 28, 29, 31, 32, 36, 37, 39, 46, 64, 92, 110, 121, 126, 158 See also British Empire 
		

		
			England 10, 37, 43, 65, 76, 114, 121 Europe 4, 5, 13, 14, 21, 24, 30, 61, 64, 
		

		
			65, 79, 82, 107 
		

		
			F 
		

		
			First World War 1, 4, 5, 10 –12, 18, 21, 26, 29, 32, 51, 59, 60, 67, 
		

		
			70, 81 
		

		
			Fischer, Louis 2, 7, 18, 38, 42, 79, 80, 82, 94, 96, 121–126, 129, 130, 133–135, 137, 152, 153, 155, 156, 159 
		

		
			G 
		

		
			Gandhi 
		

		
			Devedas 106 
		

		
			Mahatma x, 2, 3, 26, 38, 41, 43, 48, 51, 69, 72, 83, 90–93, 99, 116, 132–135, 140–149, 151, 154, 157, 159, 160 
		

		
			Gandhi’s Quit India 
		

		
			movement xi, 43 
		

		
			plan 149 
		

		
			resolution 4, 79, 120 
		

		
			Government of India xi, 2, 10, 24, 27, 33 –36, 40, 41, 43, 47, 48, 50 –52, 60, 61, 67, 68, 72 –75, 79, 83, 84, 89, 91, 97, 101, 103 –106, 111, 127, 128, 130, 131, 133, 138, 142, 145, 
		

		
			147, 149, 153, 154, 158, 159 
		

		
			See also British Government of India 
		

		
			Act 1919 99 
		

		
			censorship 82, 89, 130 
		

		
			Grady, Henry 32, 34, 35, 83, 90, 128, 131 
		

		
			Great Game 9, 10, 18, 59, 98 
		

		
			H 
		

		
			Halifax, Lord (previously Lord Irwin) 6, 8, 11, 44, 51, 59, 65, 68–75, 78, 79, 83, 89–91, 98, 99, 103– 108, 110, 113, 118, 120, 122, 124, 130, 131, 133, 137–139, 141, 144, 153, 155–158 See also Irwin, Lord; Viceroy of India 
		

		
			Harriman, Averell 16, 38, 46, 49, 83, 84 
		

		
			Haselton (no given name or initial found) 138 
		

		
			Hennessy, Josselyn 60, 67, 68, 70, 
		

		
			73–75, 101, 102 
		

		
			Hoare, Sir Samuel 98, 99 
		

		
			Hopkins, Harry 15–18, 38, 46, 81, 88, 113, 123, 124, 144, 156 
		

		
			House of Commons 15, 64, 66, 85, 86, 110, 115, 124, 125, 136, 155 
		

		
			Hull, Cordell 31, 32, 37, 73, 96, 121, 
		

		
			130, 133, 134, 137–139, 145, 
		

		
			157 See also Secretary of State (United States) 
		

		
			I 
		

		
			India 
		

		
			control of 4, 28, 36 
		

		
			Defence League 100 
		

		
			defence of 44, 51, 103, 107, 140 
		

		
			Dominion Status of 11, 67, 98 
		

		
			freedom of 76, 101 
		

		
			independent 3, 93 
		

		
			industrialisation of 34, 127 invasion of 94, 143, 147 
		

		
			League of America 2, 25, 136 
		

		
			Office xi, 7, 22, 25, 36, 41, 61, 68, 72–75, 83, 89, 100, 101, 105, 122, 130, 137, 138, 141–143, 145, 147, 149, 158, 159 
		

		
			India Act 1935 40, 51, 57, 61, 72, 98, 99, 102, 131 
		

		
			India-based propaganda 59 
		

		
			India Committee of Cabinet (Britain) 7, 15, 18, 38, 39, 41, 42, 50–57, 59, 88, 102, 115–117 See also Churchill’s India Committee 
		

	
		
			208 Index 
		

		
			Indian 
		

		
			expectations, nationalist 26, 50 freedom 106, 136, 147, 154 impressions of British propaganda 
		

		
			79 
		

		
			independence 19, 39, 46, 47, 67, 73, 75, 94, 116, 129, 144, 156, 157 
		

		
			industrialists 33, 128 
		

		
			intransigence 19, 78 
		

		
			leadership 4, 38, 49 
		

		
			markets 34 
		

		
			media 107, 139 
		

		
			moderates 47, 49 
		

		
			nationalist Congress Party 3 nationalists 3, 9, 23, 26, 38, 42, 45, 
		

		
			46, 63, 79, 84, 95, 98, 99, 119, 
		

		
			127, 149 
		

		
			self-government 37, 43, 60, 68, 73, 100, 101, 108, 120, 154, 160 
		

		
			Indian Agent-General in Washington, DC 67, 70, 73, 139 See also Bajpai, Sir Girja Shankar 
		

		
			Indian aspirations 6, 131, 156 Indian Congress Party xi, 14, 25, 38 
		

		
			See also Congress Party, India Indian Defence Minister 134 
		

		
			Indian Empire 2, 14, 35, 59, 73, 130 Indian Government of National Unity 
		

		
			136 
		

		
			India’s Information Department 111, 130, 153 
		

		
			Irwin, Lord 6, 11, 69, 91 See also Halifax, Lord; Viceroy of India 
		

		
			J 
		

		
			Japan 26, 27, 32, 48, 89, 92, 95, 107, 118, 128, 129, 131, 132, 136, 146, 147, 157 
		

		
			Jinnah, Muhommed Ali 43, 44, 55, 
		

		
			56, 62, 78, 104, 114, 115, 117, 146–148, 151 
		

		
			Johnson, Colonel Louis 18, 27, 34, 38, 42, 43, 45, 57, 58, 80, 81, 83–88, 90, 91, 93, 97, 103, 104, 106, 108, 112, 113, 120, 122–125, 128, 132, 134, 139, 140, 144–146, 150, 154, 155, 158–160 See also Personal Representative to the President 
		

		
			in India 
		

		
			Joyce, Alec, O.B.E., C.I.E. 73–75, 89, 101, 111 
		

		
			L 
		

		
			Labour Party (Britain) xi, 14, 48, 65, 92, 115, 119, 158 See also Attlee, Clement R. 
		

		
			Lee, A. & E. 5, 6, 41, 68 
		

		
			Lend-Lease Act 15, 17, 18, 21, 24, 27–29, 32–34, 92, 152, 155 
		

		
			Linlithgow, Lord 13, 32, 45–47, 50, 52–58, 62, 67, 69, 77, 84, 
		

		
			86–88, 91, 104, 108, 109, 113, 114, 118, 120, 122, 124, 125, 127, 128, 142–145, 151, 152 See also Viceroy of India 
		

		
			Lippmann, Walter 4, 79, 107 
		

		
			Long, Breckenridge 36, 96 
		

		
			Lothian, Lord 18, 65, 67, 70, 72, 99 
		

		
			M 
		

		
			Macmillan, Baron Hugh 64, 70, 71 See also Minister of Information 
		

		
			Martin, Kingsley 60, 65, 109 McCormick, Anne O’Hare 74, 107, 
		

		
			141 
		

		
			Merrell, James 145, 147, 150, 151, 159 Minister of Information (Britain) 60, 
		

		
			61, 66, 67, 71, 72, 102 See also Bracken, Brendan; Duff Coo-
		

		
			per, Alfred; Macmillan, Baron 
		

		
			Harold 
		

		
			Ministry of Information xi, 1, 7, 18, 36, 59, 61 –64, 66, 68, 70, 72 –74, 76, 77, 80, 82, 89, 100, 101, 105, 142, 147, 149, 153, 158, 159 
		

		
			Montagu, Sir Edwin 99, 100 Monteath, Sir David (Permanent Under-
		

		
			Secretary of State for India) 53 Morgan, Aubrey 72 
		

		
			Murray, John 128, 139 See also Divi-sion of Near Eastern Affairs 
		

		
			N 
		

		
			National Government proposals, India 23, 43, 47, 52, 54, 56, 78, 109, 112, 116, 124, 125, 129, 132, 134, 141, 146, 147, 159 
		

		
			Nationalist 
		

		
			India 22, 23, 28, 50, 87, 102, 104, 108, 119, 129 
		

		
			Indians 50, 72, 101, 129, 133, 158, 160 
		

		
			Nehru, Pandit 2, 3, 7, 21, 25, 38, 
		

		
			41–43, 45, 48, 50, 57, 58, 62, 77, 85, 86, 88, 90, 91, 93, 94, 104, 105, 108, 112, 115, 121, 
		

	
		
			Index 209 
		

		
			123, 125, 129, 132, 140, 141, 144, 146–151, 158, 159 
		

		
			Neutrality Acts 12, 29, 30, 65, 107, 118 
		

		
			New Delhi (see Delhi [New Delhi]) 
		

		
			Nichols, Beverley 18, 116–118, 153 
		

		
			O 
		

		
			Office 
		

		
			of Strategic Services (OSS) 13, 37 
		

		
			See also United States Information 
		

		
			Services; Of fi ce of War Information 
		

		
			of War Information 38, 81, 93 See 
		

		
			also United States Information Services; Office of Strategic Services 
		

		
			OSS (Office of Strategic Services) 13, 37 
		

		
			P 
		

		
			Personal Representative to the President 
		

		
			in India 7, 16, 35, 45, 83, 84, 88, 103, 130, 138, 139, 154, 160 See also Johnson, Colonel Louis; Phillips, William 
		

		
			Phillips, William 90, 91, 95, 130, 138, 
		

		
			139, 154, 160 See also Personal Representative to the President 
		

		
			in India 
		

		
			President Franklin D. Roosevelt 1, 2, 
		

		
			7, 10, 13, 22, 93, 136 See also Roosevelt, Franklin D. 
		

		
			President Woodrow Wilson (see Wilson, 
		

		
			Woodrow) 
		

		
			Priestley, J. B. 121 
		

		
			Propaganda xi, 1, 2, 4–7, 10, 13, 18, 
		

		
			19, 28, 29, 39, 59–61, 63, 
		

		
			65–71, 73–76, 80, 81, 98–101, 119, 130, 132, 143, 155, 158, 159 See also British propaganda 
		

		
			anti-Indian self-government 61, 62, 
		

		
			64, 66–69, 72, 75, 102, 105, 121, 130, 158, 159 See also Bracken, Brendan; Minister 
		

		
			of Information; Parliamentary 
		

		
			Secretary 
		

		
			campaign x, xi, 1 –3, 5, 6, 8 –10, 14, 
		

		
			18, 20, 29, 35, 36, 38 –45, 47, 49, 51, 53, 55, 57, 61, 112, 118, 119, 134, 136, 141, 155, 158, 159 
		

		
			line 61, 72, 86, 88, 103, 104, 110, 
		

		
			111, 114, 115, 122, 124, 129, 144, 158 
		

		
			message 6, 114, 116, 117 
		

		
			organisation xi, 61, 63, 66, 70, 71 
		

		
			Propagandist 2, 5, 13, 19, 65, 68, 88, 141 
		

		
			Proposals, India 2, 3, 20, 29, 42, 45, 
		

		
			47, 48, 52, 54–56, 61, 84, 88, 
		

		
			101–105, 115, 116, 122, 123, 
		

		
			130, 133, 134, 144 See also Cripps . . . 
		

		
			Provincial Governments 40, 48 
		

		
			Puckle, Sir Frederick Hale, K.C.I.E. 24, 
		

		
			60, 73, 111, 130, 153 
		

		
			Q 
		

		
			Quit India movement x, 6, 9, 19, 27, 
		

		
			38, 94–96, 106, 117, 119, 127, 129, 130, 133, 135, 137, 138, 140, 141, 143, 145, 147, 
		

		
			149–153, 155–157, 159 
		

		
			Quit India Resolution 19, 94, 120, 126, 130, 132, 133, 144–151, 153, 
		

		
			156, 158, 159 
		

		
			R 
		

		
			Raj, The (British) 9, 10, 59, 99, 100, 151, 152 
		

		
			Robeson, Paul 136 
		

		
			Roosevelt 
		

		
			Franklin D. xi, 7, 9, 11–24, 26–29, 31, 32, 34–38, 42–47, 49, 50, 
		

		
			57–60, 63, 65, 69, 75, 76, 79– 
		

		
			88, 90–97, 99, 103, 106, 107, 110–113, 118–123, 126, 130, 
		

		
			133–135, 138, 139, 143, 144, 
		

		
			147, 148, 150, 152–160, 162 
		

		
			and India 2, 4, 6, 8, 10, 12, 14, 16, 22, 
		

		
			24, 26, 28, 30, 32, 34, 36, 38, 42, 
		

		
			44, 46, 48, 52, 54, 56, 58, 60, 62, 64, 66, 68, 70, 72, 74, 76, 78, 82, 84, 86, 88, 90, 92 
		

		
			Roosevelt’s 
		

		
			anti-colonialism 29, 157 
		

		
			constant pressure on Churchill/ 
		

		
			Britain xi, 14 
		

		
			information gatherers 85 
		

		
			information-gathering methods 89 instructions to Johnson 85, 123 
		

		
			letter appointing Johnson 84 
		

		
			Roosevelt’s Administration 23, 36, 73 S 
		

		
			Second World War 1, 4, 5, 9–11, 
		

		
			24–26, 35, 36, 59, 60, 69, 98 Secretary 
		

		
			of State (United States) 18, 75, 77, 
		

		
			111, 120, 137, 157 
		

	
		
			210 Index 
		

		
			of State for India (Britain) 8, 13, 22, 
		

		
			32, 73, 98, 115, 124, 125 See also Amery, Sir Leo 
		

		
			Self-government, India xi, 3, 4, 9–11, 14, 17, 20, 22–24, 26, 28, 32, 36, 39, 40, 45, 46, 62, 76, 80, 87, 94, 98, 100, 101, 106, 117, 118, 130, 137, 160, 161 
		

		
			Sheean, Vincent 72, 74, 82, 133 Sherwood, Robert 18, 81, 123 Snow, Edgar 7, 18, 34, 38, 42, 79, 
		

		
			80, 82, 89, 91–97, 121–123, 126–133, 137, 152–156 
		

		
			Spry, Graham 113, 143, 144, 147 
		

		
			State Department 7, 26, 28, 31, 34, 37, 
		

		
			38, 82, 83, 96, 101, 103, 106, 120, 122, 125, 129, 133, 137, 139, 145, 153, 154, 157, 159 
		

		
			T 
		

		
			Technical Mission to India 32–35, 80, 83, 84, 88, 90, 120, 123, 128, 131, 148, 150, 154 
		

		
			Transfer of Power Documents 7, 125 Tree, Ronald 63–67, 70–75, 100 
		

		
			U 
		

		
			United States Ambassador to Great Britain 18 
		

		
			United States and Britain 24, 36, 37, 151 
		

		
			United States Government 33, 42, 96, 121, 138 
		

		
			United States and India 31, 83 United States Information Services 
		

		
			81 See also Of fi ce of War Information 
		

		
			V 
		

		
			Viceroy of India 6, 8, 13, 32, 40, 43 – 45, 47, 48, 50 –59, 62, 63, 69, 73, 78, 88, 94, 103, 108 –112, 114, 115, 117, 120, 123 –125, 128, 130, 132, 133, 138, 140, 141, 144, 148, 151, 153, 157 See also Halifax, Lord; Irwin, Lord; Linlithgow, Lord 
		

		
			Viceroy’s Executive Council 40, 44, 45, 47, 48, 51–56, 73, 78, 104, 105, 108, 110, 114, 125, 128, 141–144, 148, 153, 157 
		

		
			W 
		

		
			War Cabinet, Britain 27, 41, 42, 44, 47, 48, 52, 54 –56, 58, 84, 113, 118, 124 See also Cabinet, 
		

		
			Britain 
		

		
			Wardha (Indian Congress Party Secre-tariat) 140, 146, 147 
		

		
			Washington Embassy 19, 29, 59 –61, 68, 70 –72, 79, 100, 101, 103, 120, 124, 132, 141, 147, 149 
		

		
			Wavell, Lord 45, 57, 58, 112, 113, 
		

		
			123–125, 127, 130 
		

		
			Welles, Sumner 16, 37, 73, 121, 122, 133, 134, 138, 139 
		

		
			Wheeler-Bennett, John 72 
		

		
			Whitehall Government 34, 44, 83, 101 See also British Government of India 
		

		
			Wilson, Woodrow 11, 12, 21, 22, 26, 81, 83, 86, 103 
		

		
			Winant, John 18, 31, 38, 46, 84, 148 Wood, Kingsley (Chancellor of the 
		

		
			Exchequer [Britain]) 32 
		

	
		
			About the Author 
		

		
			In January 2004 Auriol Weigold was appointed Course Convenor and 
		

		
			Foundation Lecturer for the University of Canberra ’s new BA in Interna-
		

		
			tional Studies, a position she still holds. 
		

		
			She had been a Visiting Research Fellow and guest lecturer at the Univer-
		

		
			sity since being awarded a PhD in political history in 1997. Auriol also has 
		

		
			Research Masters and Honours degrees in aspects of Indo-British relations 
		

		
			from The Flinders University of South Australia. 
		

		
			Her current research interests include British-Indian colonial and postcolo-
		

		
			nial studies, and aspects of the Australia-India bilateral relationship. She 
		

		
			has made numerous research visits to India, the United States and Britain. 
		

		
			Auriol’s publication list is substantial and includes book chapters, journal 
		

		
			articles and e-journal articles on British-Indian and Australian-Indian his-
		

		
			torical and contemporary themes. 
		

	OPS/bgimg/bg00001.jpg





cover.jpeg
Roosevell
evelt

g World War II






OPS/bgimg/bg00002.jpg





nav.xhtml

    
  
    		page-00001


    		page-00002


    		page-00003


    		page-00004


    		page-00005


    		page-00006


    		page-00007


    		page-00008


    		page-00009


    		page-00010


    		page-00011


    		page-00012


    		page-00013


    		page-00014


    		page-00015


    		page-00016


    		page-00017


    		page-00018


    		page-00019


    		page-00020


    		page-00021


    		page-00022


    		page-00023


    		page-00024


    		page-00025


    		page-00026


    		page-00027


    		page-00028


    		page-00029


    		page-00030


    		page-00031


    		page-00032


    		page-00033


    		page-00034


    		page-00035


    		page-00036


    		page-00037


    		page-00038


    		page-00039


    		page-00040


    		page-00041


    		page-00042


    		page-00043


    		page-00044


    		page-00045


    		page-00046


    		page-00047


    		page-00048


    		page-00049


    		page-00050


    		page-00051


    		page-00052


    		page-00053


    		page-00054


    		page-00055


    		page-00056


    		page-00057


    		page-00058


    		page-00059


    		page-00060


    		page-00061


    		page-00062


    		page-00063


    		page-00064


    		page-00065


    		page-00066


    		page-00067


    		page-00068


    		page-00069


    		page-00070


    		page-00071


    		page-00072


    		page-00073


    		page-00074


    		page-00075


    		page-00076


    		page-00077


    		page-00078


    		page-00079


    		page-00080


    		page-00081


    		page-00082


    		page-00083


    		page-00084


    		page-00085


    		page-00086


    		page-00087


    		page-00088


    		page-00089


    		page-00090


    		page-00091


    		page-00092


    		page-00093


    		page-00094


    		page-00095


    		page-00096


    		page-00097


    		page-00098


    		page-00099


    		page-00100


    		page-00101


    		page-00102


    		page-00103


    		page-00104


    		page-00105


    		page-00106


    		page-00107


    		page-00108


    		page-00109


    		page-00110


    		page-00111


    		page-00112


    		page-00113


    		page-00114


    		page-00115


    		page-00116


    		page-00117


    		page-00118


    		page-00119


    		page-00120


    		page-00121


    		page-00122


    		page-00123


    		page-00124


    		page-00125


    		page-00126


    		page-00127


    		page-00128


    		page-00129


    		page-00130


    		page-00131


    		page-00132


    		page-00133


    		page-00134


    		page-00135


    		page-00136


    		page-00137


    		page-00138


    		page-00139


    		page-00140


    		page-00141


    		page-00142


    		page-00143


    		page-00144


    		page-00145


    		page-00146


    		page-00147


    		page-00148


    		page-00149


    		page-00150


    		page-00151


    		page-00152


    		page-00153


    		page-00154


    		page-00155


    		page-00156


    		page-00157


    		page-00158


    		page-00159


    		page-00160


    		page-00161


    		page-00162


    		page-00163


    		page-00164


    		page-00165


    		page-00166


    		page-00167


    		page-00168


    		page-00169


    		page-00170


    		page-00171


    		page-00172


    		page-00173


    		page-00174


    		page-00175


    		page-00176


    		page-00177


    		page-00178


    		page-00179


    		page-00180


    		page-00181


    		page-00182


    		page-00183


    		page-00184


    		page-00185


    		page-00186


    		page-00187


    		page-00188


    		page-00189


    		page-00190


    		page-00191


    		page-00192


    		page-00193


    		page-00194


    		page-00195


    		page-00196


    		page-00197


    		page-00198


    		page-00199


    		page-00200


    		page-00201


    		page-00202


    		page-00203


    		page-00204


    		page-00205


    		page-00206


    		page-00207


    		page-00208


    		page-00209


    		page-00210


    		page-00211


    		page-00212


    		page-00213


    		page-00214


    		page-00215


    		page-00216


    		page-00217


    		page-00218


    		page-00219


    		page-00220


    		page-00221


    		page-00222


    		page-00223


    		page-00224


  





