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This is a passage from a standard work by an historian of India. Spear for many years taught in 

Cambridge and at St. Stephen’s College in Delhi, India.  He was a trained historian using all the 

appropriate techniques of historical writing – a clear presentation of the facts, a scrupulous regard 

for the evidence and objectivity. It may be, however, that he was himself locked into a particular 

narrative of the Indian Mutiny from which he never quite escaped.  

 

In the summer of 1858 northern India lay inert and lacerated. The wisdom of Canning and strength 

of men like Sir John Lawrence restrained and soon ended the punitive measures and clamours for 

vengeance which followed the wake of the armies. But much remained to be done. Most of the 

rebel leaders were killed in battle like the Rani of Jhansi, or disappeared like the Nana and Bakht 

Khan of Delhi, or were executed like Tantia Topi. The Emperor Bahadur Shah had been promised his 

life. After a trial of doubtful legality he was exiled to Rangoon where he died in 1862 at the age of 

eighty-seven. The Mughal family lost its royal status. Delhi and Locknow slowly returned to normal 

life, but Delhi with its territory lost its semi-independent position and was attached to the Punjab. A 

number of implicated princelings lost their states and their lives. In Oudh Canning’s confiscatory 

proclamation was not withdrawn, but its application was left to the discretion of the new Chief 

Commissioner Montgomery, and its rigour mitigated by a system of regrants. 

These were the immediate and local results; there followed a number of measures of great 

importance. The East India Company ended its long career as the ruling power in India; a new 

attitude was adopted toward the princes; the army was reorganised; a new beginning was made in 

associating Indians with the supreme of their country. The new age was ushered in and its intended 

spirit defined in the Queen’s proclamation of 1 November 1858. If good can come out of the evil the 

mutiny can claim the credit for most of these measures. There remained the psychological gulf 

between the peoples of India and Britain. This gulf was not created by the Mutiny as we have seen. 

The forces of separation had outstripped that of cooperation and the hope of self-government. This 

spirit was reinforced by that of fear on the British side and the resentment which it aroused was 

deepened by the memory of defeat and vengeance on the Indian. In this sense the Mutiny was a 

calamity whose effects only time could heal. Happily the progressive forces of reform and 

cooperation were not consumed but only consumed by the smoke of passion. They had received a 

severe set-back, but the next fifty years showed that it was a check rather than a halt. 
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