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Introduction-draft

When a classified government document appeared in the Washington Post on July 25, 1944 rumors started swirling about the source of the leak—who had betrayed their country?  The confidential report addressed a highly sensitive issue for the United States government and their chief ally in the War, Great Britain—Indian independence.  As President Franklin D. Roosevelt’s personal representative to India, William Phillips had written a report of his mission that was intended for the President’s eyes only.  Instead, the leak enabled anyone who read the nationally renowned investigative journalist, Drew Pearson’s, syndicated political column, “Washington Merry-Go-Round,” to learn that Phillips sympathized with the Indian nationalist cause, criticized British policy towards Indian independence, and believed that the overall situation in India detrimentally affected the U.S. ability to fight the Axis powers in Asia.
  Who then was responsible for the disclosure of this information? In a letter he wrote to the highly indignant Mrs. William Phillips, President Roosevelt speculated that the former Undersecretary of State, Sumner Welles, leaked the report; Welles was both a personal friend of Pearson’s and a supporter of Indian independence.
  In the end, the leak did originate from within the State Department, though much further down the totem pole.  Though no one discovered his role in the affair at the time of the leak, Robert Crane, a junior desk officer on South Asia in the Division of Cultural Relations, deceived his government and country to advance the cause of Indian independence.   

Robert Crane joined the State Department at the end of 1943.  Fresh from his graduate studies on the history of U.S.-Indian relations at American University, youthful Crane supported the Indian National Congress and the movement for Indian independence. Accordingly, when Crane came across the Phillips Report in the State Department, he recognized its potential effect if made available to the general public. Disregarding his position as an official representative of the U.S. government, Crane quietly passed a copy of the classified report to two of Indian friends in Washington, DC.
  By transmitting this report to a party outside of the U.S. government, Crane violated Section 798 of the espionage and censorship chapter of U.S. Code—disclosure of classified information.  Additionally, given the details of report, Crane’s position as a member of a government agency, and the fact that the leak occurred during a time of war, the leak could have been interpreted as a threat to American national security.  Crane, therefore, could have been found guilty under the chapter on internal security control of subversive activities within the War and National Defense section of U.S. Code. If the leak was traced back to Crane, he not only would have lost his position within the U.S. government, but he may have also faced a fine of up to $10,000 and imprisonment for up to ten years.
  Though he was never convicted, Crane committed a federal crime to help promote the issue of Indian independence.  Crane’s involvement in the leak of the Phillips Report both exemplified the dedicated nature of advocates of Indian independence as well as the high-stakes atmosphere the issue generated during World War II. 


Crane later claimed to have no knowledge of the classified report’s path once it left the State Department.  Crane, however, was merely one link of a coordinated chain of individuals who managed to move a high-security document from within the U.S. State Department to one of America’s most vocal anti-corruption mouthpieces—Drew Pearson.  After Crane stole the Phillips Report, conflicting first-hand testimony places the Report in the hands of an Indian member the Government of India Supply Mission to the United States, an owner of a Bombay import-export company, and a press officer at the Indian High Commission.
  Additionally, Dr. Anup Singh, a central member of two organizations lobbying for Indian independence in the United States—the India League of America and the National Committee for India’s Independence—, claimed to be the go-between that helped get the report from Crane and to Pearson.
  The wide range of possible culprits had the British Security Coordination (the British intelligence agency headquartered in New York) working overtime to identify the parties involved in the leak.  Members of the British government understood the serious implications of a representative of their closest ally publically criticizing their policies, and at one point even toyed with the idea of asking the FBI to help track down the perpetrators of the leak.
  Instead, in a coordinated effort between the head of the BSC, Sir William Stephenson, and the British Foreign Office, British Intelligence accused Major Altaf Qadir, a staff member of the Indian Agent General stationed in Washington, and Indian journalist Chamal Lal of leaking the Phillips Report to Pearson. The British acted quickly and decisively.  They put an end to the rumors by reassigning Qadir to the warfront in Burma and deporting Lal.
  


Robert Crane initiated an attempt to shape public opinion.  The episode as a whole involved members of the U.S. State Department, the British government of India, the Indian and American press, as well as both American and Indian citizens.  The multi-faceted nature of the leak demonstrated the necessary complexity of a group that was advocating for an issue, like Indian independence, that did not directly affect the lives of the American public or its foreign policy makers.  The India Lobby—the network of individuals that attempted to actively advance issues faced by the Indian-American community—had to both understand the shifting power system within the U.S. government during World War II and have the capability to take advantage of that system to successfully advance their cause.  The Phillips leak, therefore, as a snapshot of the influence of the India Lobby, raises larger issues about the nature of both the India Lobby specifically and foreign lobbies in the U.S. more generally.  First and fundamentally: who comprised the India Lobby and how did its members attempt to shape American reactions to India’s struggle for independence during World War II?  How does the development of an India Lobby fit into the broader context of the evolution of foreign lobbies in the United States? Ultimately, was the India Lobby successful?  The scholarship that addresses the India Lobby paints a conflicting picture.   For example, scholars have contradicted one another in their analyses of the impact of the leak. Gary Hess describes the leak as generating a “quick and definite” British response, a significant amount of attention in major Indian newspapers, but little reaction in the American press.
 Richard Aldrich directly refutes Hess’ analysis and instead describes “flap” in Washington, but little reaction in either Britain or India.
  In the course of my project, I hope to create a clear image of the evolution of the India Lobby by profiling its central advocates and expanding my analysis to place the India Lobby within the development of foreign lobbies in the United States. 


By the time of the leak in 1944, the India Lobby had developed from a handful of concerned Indian-Americans at the beginning of the War, into a modern body of public opinion.  In 1940, 2,405 Indians resided within the United States, and most of these immigrants worked as farm laborers in California.
  The early members of the India Lobby, therefore, had to address how to generate support within the United States without a large or vocal constituency.  In 1937, Indian-Americans founded three organizations to promote different concerns facing the Indian population in the United States.  Headquartered in New York, Indian businessmen established the Indian Chamber of Commerce to promote the American market to Indian businesses.  Mubarak Ali Khan established the India Welfare League to provide aid to Indian immigrants by securing citizenship rights; in a wave of tightening immigration laws, the U.S. Supreme Court ruled on February 19, 1923 that Indians were not “white,” and therefore rescinded their rights to U.S. citizenship.
  Based in New York, the third organization, The India League of America, was founded to “interpret India and America to each other,” though one contemporary described the League’s meetings as somber evenings, “reverently devoted to a reading of the works of Rabindranath Tagore or some other poet, author or philosopher.”
  Though the late 1930s marked the first widespread organized effort to address issues of the Indian-American community, these organizations failed to register their causes on a larger scale of American consciousness. Under the leadership of Sirdat Jagjit “J.J.” Singh, however, the India League of America would evolve from one of these early theoretical groups into the leading organization within the India Lobby.

J.J. Singh moved to the United States in 1926 and opened “India Arts and Crafts,” an import shop at 14 East 56th Street in Manhattan.  Singh began attending India League of America meetings in 1939.  At the time, 12 members actively came to meetings.
  When the League elected Singh as its president in 1941, the organization had held 22 meetings over the course of the year for its 26 members, seven of which were part of the executive board.
  Under Singh’s direction, however, the League began to transform.  The organization developed from a small group of Indian-Americans who meet occasionally and advised the subscribers of its monthly periodical on the latest literature about India, into a mouthpiece of the India National Congress bringing the cry for Indian independence into the consciousness of American politicians, authors, journalists, and fellow civil rights advocates.  Haridas Muzumdar, the League’s first secretary and one of its founding members, reflected that through his business approach to the League’s activities, J.J. Singh “brought new blood into the organization,” and by inviting prominent Americans to serve of the board of directors, Singh added “prestige to the organization and made it more effective.”
  In July 1944, the same month the leaked government report appeared in the Washington Post, the India League of America’s National Advisory Board included 36 high-profile Indians and Americans including New York Congressman Emanuel Celler, sculptor Jo Davidson, renowned physicist Albert Einstein, the wife of leading conservationist Gifford Pinchot, and Walter White, the executive secretary of the N.A.A.C.P.
 The evolution of the League over two short years mirrored the transformation of the India Lobby within the United States. What had begun as a pet-project of Indian intellectuals had transformed into a coordinated organization that promoted identifiable goals pertinent to the Indian community, included Indian-Americans, but also members of the U.S. Congress, journalists, leading civil rights activists and foreign dignitaries. 


The diversification of the India Lobby under Singh’s influence displayed the network’s recognition of key arenas of public opinion including mass media, Capitol Hill, the State Department, and other publicity-generating avenues.  While some individuals, like Drew Pearson, played brief though significant roles in the advancement of the movement for Indian Independence, members of the India Lobby identified their actions as endeavors specifically focused towards this issue. As Muzumdar recollected, the founding members of the Indian Lobby, “looked upon ourselves as crusaders for India’s freedom first and as professional lecturers or writers second,” a prioritization that distinguished the central players of the India Lobby from their periphery supporters.
  Thus, while Pearson believed that his exposé on the Phillips Report “probably hastened dominion status for India,” he attributed his involvement to “pure luck”—the story came to him.
  In contrast, other prominent American journalists and publishers actively pursued topics because they believed their publication would help shape the public attitude in favor of Indian independence. Louis Fischer, a foreign relations journalist who worked on location in the Soviet Union for fourteen years, conducted extensive interviews with both the India National Congress leader Jawaharlal Nehru and Mahatma Gandhi to in turn disseminate their messages to the U.S. government and a broader public.  The British Government apparently feared the prejudicial impact of Fischer’s writing and in the summer of 1943, the Home Member of the Government of India, Sir Reginald Maxwell, initiated a ban on Fischer’s writing in India.
  In 1950, Fischer would publish The Life Mahatma Gandhi, the biography the Oscar-winning film is based on.  Louis Fischer displays a central distinguishing characteristic of the members of the India Lobby—a self-aware promotion of Indian issues.


 While journalists played a key role by spreading the message of the India Lobby, other members of the network contributed to the Lobby because of their position within the U.S. policy-making apparatus.  For example, Assistant Secretary of State Adolph Berle wrote a memorandum from within the State Department on May 5, 1941, which was the first recorded suggestion that the United States should concern itself with the Indian movement for independence.
  Throughout the war, Berle was a constant source of pressure for the Indian nationalist cause.  As assistant secretary of state, Berle was either the author or recipient of a State Department report regarding the India situation at least 23 times from 1941 through 1944, thereby perpetuating the message of the Indian nationalist movement amongst policy makers.
 The India Lobby’s network also extended into the chambers of Congress and included Congressman Emauel Celler and Congresswoman Clare Luce Boothe.  This tag-team would sponsor H.R. 3517, the Indian naturalization and immigration bill that granted Indians the right to immigrate to, and become citizens of, the United States on June 27, 1946.
  As members of the legislative body of the U.S. government, Celler and Boothe represented an interesting intersection of public influence as both contributing participants and potential targets of Lobby efforts.  Meanwhile, the Lobby’s focal target was President Roosevelt, who displayed a remarkable amount of individual latitude in his policy considerations.  Immediately upon U.S. entry into World War II, the India League of America wrote a telegram to the President, hinting that America should make a stand in support of Indian independence: “we are confident that whatever the trials and tribulations that may confront America at this stage, she will emerge triumphant to play her great role in the shaping of the free world to come.”
 When considering U.S. government officials, it is also important to distinguish between Lobby members and temporary allies.  After his mission to India, William Phillips decidedly advocated for India’s right to independence.  Phillips, however, never identified with the India Lobby, but acted under his own volition for an issue which he deemed important to U.S. interests.
  As potential policy makers, members of the U.S. government blurred a line between the India Lobby’s network and those individuals they were attempting to influence.


A final category that played an important part in the growth of the India Lobby was comprised of individuals who generated name-recognition both in the United States and abroad. J.J. Singh’s strategy of placing high-profile Americans on the board of the India League of America was one way these individuals could publically demonstrate their support for Indian independence.  According to her biographer Peter J. Conn, the Nobel Prize-winning author Pearl S. Buck had become: “the leading American spokesperson for Indian liberation,” by the end of 1942.  Buck would later serve as the honorary president of the India League of America in 1944.
  Conn’s exuberant portrayal of Buck captures an internal dilemma that the India Lobby faced as their network grew in sophistication—should non-Indians represent and advance issues intimate to the Indian community? Some founding members of the Lobby, including Dr. Anup Singh, disagreed with Singh’s tactics, and in 1943 broke off from the dominate India League of America to found a new organization in the nation’s capital: the National Committee for India’s Independence.  Ostensibly, the creators of the Committee explained the break as a strategic move; they argued it would directly benefit the Lobby to have an organization in Washington, DC, the heart of American politics.  In reality, however, the Committee represented the views of those individuals who believed the Lobby should be comprised of solely Indians and Indian-Americans.
  While some members of the Lobby balked at the idea of having Americans represent the Lobby, bringing up larger twentieth-century issues of assimilation versus separatism within immigrant communities, there was one figure of international stature that captured the hearts and minds of Americans and Indians alike—Madame Vijaya Lakshmi Pandit.


Madame Pandit had an impressive resume.  The younger sister of Jawharlal Nehru, Pandit was first imprisoned for her participation in nationalist activities in 1932.  She then held office as a minister of the Upper Providence to the Congress Party from 1937-1939.  After India gained its independence, Pandit would become India’s first ambassador to the Soviet Union, the Indian ambassador to the United States from 1949 to 1951, and the first female president of the United Nations General Assembly in 1953.
  Madame Pandit arrived in New York with the approval of the U.S. State Department, on a flight coordinated by U.S. air force commander Lt. General George Stratemeyer, to visit her two daughters at Wellesley College on December 8, 1944. Over the course of her visit, Pandit would dine with Eleanor Roosevelt in the White House, conduct a cross-country lecture tour, and become India’s “unofficial” delegate to the United Nations Conference in San Francisco in 1945.
  Clark Getts, the agent who organized Pandit’s lecture tour, introduced her as “one of the world’s most important women of our time, notable for her great ideals and deep personal sacrifices for the benefit of her people, Mrs. Pandit’s influence is felt not only throughout India, but throughout the world.”
  Pandit’s involvement in the India Lobby reflected a culmination of Lobby’s evolution since its birth in the 1930s.  She had both the levels of charisma and legitimacy to operate within spheres of the American public, government, and the newly emerging international stage as an educated, cosmopolitan Indian.  She not only represented the Indian independence movement as a member of the India Lobby, she embodied the movement.  Madame Pandit was the final, and perhaps most recognized, addition to the network of the India Lobby. 


If Madame Pandit’s contributions to the India Lobby at the end of World War II represent the zenith of India Lobby activities, how does the development of the Lobby reflect a greater shift in the nature of foreign lobbies from their inception at the end of the eighteenth-century to the modern forces of public opinion we recognize today?  In a telegram to Winston Churchill on April 11, 1942, President Roosevelt emphasized a fundamental quandary foreign policy makers face—the impact of public opinion.  In this message, Roosevelt addressed the probable fallout the British would face in the United States if the Cripps mission failed to establish a reasonable plan for Indian independence:

I am sorry to say that I cannot agree with the point of view set forth in your message to me that public opinion in the United States believes that the negotiations have failed on broad general issues.  The general impression here is quite the contrary.  The feeling is almost universally held that the deadlock has been caused by the unwillingness of the British Government to concede to the Indians the rights of self-government…. American public opinion cannot understand why, if the British Government is willing to permit the component parts of India to secede from the British Empire after the war, it is not willing to permit them to enjoy what is tantamount to self government during the war.

I feel I must place this issue before you very frankly…. If the present negotiations are allowed to collapse because of the issues as presented to the American people and India should subsequently be successfully invaded by Japan…the prejudicial reaction on American public opinion can hardly be over-estimated.

I still feel…that if the component groups in India could now be given the opportunity to set up a national government…. a solution could probably be found.  If you made such an effort and Cripps were were then still unable to find an agreement, you would at least on that issue have public opinion in the United States satisfied that a real offer and a fair offer had been made by the British Government to the peoples of India and that the responsibility for such failure must clearly be placed upon the Indian people and not upon the British Government.

It perhaps seems incredible that Roosevelt was concerned with American public opinion towards the British on the issue of Indian independence in the midst of World War II.  Roosevelt after all, was a notorious liar—he may have been bluffing about the impact of American public opinion on the war effort to achieve some ulterior motive in his complex relationship with Churchill or within the Anglo-American alliance as a whole.  In either case, Roosevelt did at least to pretend to acknowledge the influence of public opinion on shaping foreign policy, an admission that made the existence of the India Lobby or any other foreign lobby attempting to shape public opinion, possible.  If, as sociologists Nathan Glazer and Daniel Patrick Moynihan claim in their influential work Ethnicity: Theory and Experience (1975), “the immigration process is the single most important determinant of American foreign policy,” than foreign lobbies, defined by the identities and issues of ethnic immigrant communities, would play a incredibly important role in the formation of American foreign policy.
  This suggests that the success of the India Lobby may be measured by their affect on U.S. policy.         

� Phillips to Roosevelt, May 14, 1943, FRUS, 1943, 4:221-222.


� K.S. Venkataramani, Roosevelt, Gandhi, Churchill: America and the Last Phase of India’s Freedom Struggle (New Delhi: Radiant Publishers, 1983), 212.





� Robert I. Crane, “U.S.-India Relations: The Early Phase, 1941-1945,” Asian Affairs 15, no. 4 (Winter 1988/1989): 189-193.


� “18 USCS ß 798,” “50 USCS ß 783,” United States Code Service, 2011, Matthew Bender & Company, Inc. a member of the LexisNexis Group.


� Harold Gould Sikhs, Swamis, Students, and Spies: The India Lobby in the United States, 1900-1946 (New Delhi: Sage Publications, 2006), 373-374.


� K.S. Venkataramani, Roosevelt, Gandhi, Churchill: America and the Last Phase of India’s Freedom Struggle (New Delhi: Radiant Publishers, 1983), 213. 


� Winston Churchill appeared to be alone in his dismissal of the impact of the leak on Roosevelt’s policies, when he disparagingly called Phillips nothing more than a “well-meaning ass” in a letter to Foreign Secretary Anthony Eden. (From Churchill to Eden, August 6, 1944, in Richard Aldrich, Intelligence and the War Against Japan: Britain, America and the Politics of Secret Service (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2000), 149. 


� Aldrich, 149-150.


� Gary R. Hess, America Encounters India, 1941-1947 (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins Press, 1971), 143-144. Dennis Kux supports Hess’ analysis in India and the United States: Estranged Democracies, 1941-1991 (1992), 36.


� Aldrich, 149-150.


� Sanjeev Khagram, "Seen, Rich, but Unheard?" in Asian American and Politics: Perspectives, Experiences, and Prospects, Gordon Chang, ed., (Washington, DC: Woodrow Wilson Center Press, 2000), 267.


� Hess, 5-16; Gould, 263.


� India Today 1, no. 8 (November, 1940): 1; Malti Singh, “J.J. Singh: India’s Man in the United States; An Indian American’s campaign to `influence the influencers’” India Abroad,  August 1, 1997.


� Robert Shaplen, “Profiles: One-Man Lobby,” New Yorker Magazine, March 24, 1950, 35, 40.


� “India League’s Activities in 1941, ″ India Today 2, no. 9 (December 1941): 4.


� Haridas Muzumdar, America’s Contributions to India’s Freedom (Allahabad, India: Vanguard Press, 1962), 43. 


� “League’s National Advisory Board,” India Today 5, no. 4 (July 1944): 4. 


� Muzumdar, 28.


� Drew Pearson, “Confessions of ‘an S.O.B.’” Saturday Evening Post, November 3, 1956, pg. 88, 90.


� “Louis Fischer’s Writing Banned in India,” India Today 4, no. 5 (August 1943).


� Adolph Berle, “Memorandum,” FRUS 1941, vol. 3, The British Commonwealth, the Near East and Africa (1959): 176-177.


� FRUS, � HYPERLINK "http://digicoll.library.wisc.edu/cgi-bin/FRUS/FRUS-idx?type=header&id=FRUS.FRUS1941v03" ��The British Commonwealth; the Near East and Africa (1941)�,� HYPERLINK "http://digicoll.library.wisc.edu/cgi-bin/FRUS/FRUS-idx?type=header&id=FRUS.FRUS1942v01" ��General, the British Commonweath; the Far East (1942)�, � HYPERLINK "http://digicoll.library.wisc.edu/cgi-bin/FRUS/FRUS-idx?type=header&id=FRUS.FRUS1943v04" ��The Near East and Africa(1943)�, � HYPERLINK "http://digicoll.library.wisc.edu/cgi-bin/FRUS/FRUS-idx?type=header&id=FRUS.FRUS1944v05" ��The Near East, South Asia, and Africa, the Far East (1944)�.


� Gould, 432.


� “India League Telegram to President Roosevelt,” India Today 2, no. 9 (December 1941): 1. 


� William Phillips, Ventures in Diplomacy (Boston: Beacon Press, 1952)





� Peter J. Conn, Pearl S. Buck: A Cultural Biography (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1996), 268.


� Hess, 122. 


� David Taylor, “Pandit, Vijayalakshmi (1900–1990),” in Oxford Dictionary of National Biography, online ed., ed. Lawrence Goldman, January 2011, � HYPERLINK "http://www.oxforddnb.com/view/article/47741" ��http://www.oxforddnb.com/view/article/47741�. 


� Kux, 36-37.


� Clarke Getts, “Vijaya Lakshmi Pandit”


� FRUS, 1942, vol. 1, 633-634.





� Quoted in Alexander DeConde, Ethnicity, Race, and American Foreign Policy (Boston: Northeastern University Press, 1992), 1.





