
 
 
 

RELIGIOUS TIES FOR PEACE: 
INDIA’S SUPPORT IN THE TURKISH WAR OF 

INDEPENDENCE 

    KOLOĞLU, Orhan  
TÜRKİYE/ТУРЦИЯ 

ÖZET 

Din Bağının Barışçı Örneği: Kurtuluş Savaşı’na Hint Desteği 

Diğer inançlarda olduğu gibi İslam’da da, yerel ekonomik ve siyasi 
gereksinmelerin etkisiyle, her zaman tam birlik olmamıştır. 20. yüzyıla İslam 
dünyasının yüzde doksanının Avrupalı müstemlekecilerin hükmü altında 
girmesi daha da özel bir durum yaratmıştı.  

I. Dünya Savaşı’nda İttihatçıların bütün İslam’ı kurtarma düşüncesiyle cihad 
ilanına rağmen en kalabalık İslam cemaatini oluşturan Hindistan Müslümanları 
da dâhil olarak, Osmanlı dışı İslam âleminin yüzde 95’i bu girişime destek 
vermeye yanaşmamıştır. Bunda, İngiliz İmparatorluğu’nun Arap ayaklanmasını 
teşvikinin yanı sıra Hintlilere savaş sonrasında bazı bağımsızlık hakları tanıma 
vaadinde bulunması etkili olmuştur. Buna karşılık, Misakı Millî’nin barışçı 
ilkelerinin etkisi kadar, Atatürk’ün liderliğindeki Anadolu hareketinin bütün 
“Mazlûm Milletlere” örnek olma gayreti de, Hint Müslümanlarını barışçı bir 
çözüme ulaşılması yolunda çabaya yönlendirmiş ve Sevr Antlaşması 
koşullarının uygulanamaz hâle gelmesinde etkili olmuşlardır. Buna Gandi’nin 
liderliğindeki gayri-Müslim Hintlilerin katılmasının da sağlanması, etkilerinin 
artmasında rol oynamıştır. Bildirimde, o dönemde faaliyette bulunmuş olanlar 
nezdinde, Pakistan’da yaptığım araştırmalar sırasında topladığım orijinal 
belgelere dayalı olarak, girişimin işleyişi, etkisi ve sonucu incelenecektir.  

Anahtar Kelimeler: İslam, Hindistan, Pakistan, Sevr Antlaşması. 

--- 

This article focuses on the Caliphate Movement Campaign in India, during 
the Turkish War of Independence (1919-1923), immediately after the total 
failure of the Ottoman Caliphate’s Jihad-ı Akbar during the First World War. 
The contradiction lies in the fact that Indians who provided nearly one million 
fighters and helpers – most of whom were Muslims – to the British Army, were 
now initiating a campaign against the British policy by supporting Turkish 
People in their War of Independence.  

After controlling America, Oceania, South Africa as well as South-East 
Asia, European colonialism directed its ambition towards Ottoman lands and 
Near and Middle East. Thus the power of the Caliphate became the main subject 
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of the political agenda. It is a well known fact that the expression is used the 
first time in the international agreements at the “Küçük Kaynarca” peace in 
1774, when the dismemberment of the Ottoman State began.  

Although the Sublime Porte was accepted as a member of the European 
Union and its territorial integrity was confirmed – at least theoretically – during 
the 19th century, the passion of expulsing the “Sick Man of Europe” to Asia 
“wherefrom it came” was the main goal of the colonialist powers. The tactic to 
be used was revealed already at the beginning of the 17th century by De Brèves, 
the French ambassador in İstanbul. In his report to his king he pointed out that 
the Ottoman Empire can be eliminated “only if all European States and all the 
non-Muslim communities of the empire will cooperate.” He adds “If even only 
one of them abstains, a friendly policy has to be carried on”.1  

By the last quarter of the 19th century De Brèves’ formula became a reality, 
as all non-Muslim communities started their nationalist/independence 
movements in cooperation with the European States. Although there existed 
extreme conservative currents – like the Wahhabites – against the Ottoman 
Caliphate, an increasing abstract feeling to the last independent Muslim State 
and the Protector of the Holy Places existed even among the colonised Muslim 
communities. Thus Caliphate, considered as a possible unifying institution of 
Islam, became the main possible obstacle to the dismemberment of the Ottoman 
State, and colonialists main target. The fear of Panislamism – although the 
Sublime Porte was never involved before 1913 – invented by colonialists 
already around 1870’s, became their main concern. Particularly Britain, as the 
largest Muslim community ruling power in the world, preferred to support Arab 
Caliphate movement, after occupying Egypt in 1881.2  

When the dismemberment of the Ottoman State became unavoidable by the 
end of the 19th century, self-determination and independence became also the 
main concern of the Muslim communities. Albanians with Italy and different 
Arab communities with Britain and France, started cooperation. Their choice of 
partnership could be criticized, but as a nationalist deputy from Syria 
(Abdulhamid Zahrawi) declared it openly at the Ottoman Parliament, when Italy 
begin to invade Libya in 1911, there was not any alternative formula: 

“Bosnia-Herzegovina, Eastern Roumeli, Egypt are lost (…) Inability of this 
State becomes evident in this affair (…) When this State is in such a situation, 
nations and communities which are its subjects gives up their hopes (…) If 

                                                 
1 De Brèves, François Savary, Discours abrégé des asseuvrez moyens d’anéantir et ruiner la 

Monarchie des Princes Ottomans, Paris 1615 (?). 
2 Koloğlu, Orhan, Avrupa’nın Kıskacında Abdülhamit, İletişim Yayınları, İstanbul 2005        

(2. Baskı). Koloğlu, O., “Gladstone Abdülhamit’e Karşı”, Tarih ve Toplum, Nisan 1996, s. 
44-54. 
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today we are loosing Trablousgharb, tomorrow who can forbid us from having 
fear of loosing our Syria, our Hijaz, our Iraq.”3 

The ineffectiveness of the Caliphate became more evident with the failure of 
Jihad declaration of the Unionists in the name of the Caliph, when by the end of 
1914 Ottoman Empire declared war to the main colonising powers. Only 5 % of 
Muslims living outside Ottoman territories complied to the appeal.4 On the 
other hand Arabs of the Ottoman State contributed in general to the collapse of 
the empire. Separatists of Syria and Lebanon could be neutralized only by 
military repressive methods, while Arabs of Hijaz revolted and played the main 
role in the defeat.  

Already during the war, Ottoman Caliphate lost so much of its prestige that 
both the new King of Hijaz Sharif Husayn and the King of Egypt declared their 
candidacy to the Islamic leadership.5 Also in India, out of a restricted group, 
Muslims were not affected totally by the Jihad and contributed financially, 
materially and personally to the British efforts. The largest part of the 941.000 
Indians who served during the war in the British armies were Muslims, and 
428.000 of them were soldiers fighting in the first fronts, particularly in 
Dardanelles and in Iraq, against Ottoman armies. In the Ottoman failure the 
main reason is attributed to the guidance of Jihad by German colonialism.6  

Under these circumstances it is striking that a campaign honoring itself as 
“Caliphate Movement” played a major role between 1919-1923 and even after. 
We will summarize shortly the beginning of the current which goes till 1857 
when the last Muslim empire in the Indian sub-continent was eliminated.7 The 
invaders choose to strengthen cultural and economic relations with the 
compliant Hindus and sideline the Muslims whom they regarded antagonistic. 
As a researcher points out: 

                                                 
3 Koloğlu Orhan, Osmanlı Meclislerinde Libya ve Libyalılar, Boyut Yayınları, İstanbul 2003, s. 

518. 
4 Koloğlu, Orhan, “İngiltere’nin Anti-Cihad Kampanyası”, Popüler Tarih, Ocak 2002,  s. 40-45. 
5 Koloğlu, Orhan, “El Kıbla’da Hilafet Konusu”, Tarih ve Toplum, Nisan 1995, s. 62-63. 
6 Keleşyılmaz, Vahdet, Teşkilatı Mahsusa’nın Hindistan Misyonu 1914-1918, Atatürk 

Araştırma Merkezi Yayınları, Ankara 1999, s. 47-48. 
7 Main sources for the Khilafat Movement: Abdul Kasım Fazlul Huq, Speeches before the All 

India Khilafat Conference in Delhi Nov. 1919, Ed. J. H. Broomfield. Abdul Kasım Fazlul 
Huq,  Elite Conflict in a Plural Society 20th Century Bengal, California 1968. Mahmud 
Shah Qureishi, Evolution Intellecuelle chez les Musulmans du Bengal 1857-1947, Mouton, 
Paris 1971. Öke, M. Kemal, Güney Asya Müslümanlarının Bağımsızlık Davası ve Türk 
Milli Mücadelesi Hilafet Hareketi 1919-1924, Kültür Bakanlığı Yayınları, Ankara 1988. 
Abdul Majid, “Mohammad Ali paved the Way for Quaid-i Azam”, Pakistan Times, 23.3.1966. 
Zulfikar Ali Bhutto, “Pakistan and the Muslim World”, Pakistan Times, 4.3.1966. “Abdul 
Rahman Peşaveri”, Jang, 24.10.1966. Davaz, Kemal Özcan, Atatürk Banglareş Kazi Nazrul 
İslam, Atatürk Araştırma Merkezi, Ankara 2000. Ghassan, R. Atiyyah, Iraq: 1908-1921, The 
Arab Institute, Beirut 1973. Chaudhuri Khaliquz-zaman, Only if they Knew it, Karachi 
1965. Chaudhuri Khaliquz-zaman, Path Way to Pakistan, Longmans Green & Co., London 
1961. 
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“Politically subjected, economically prey to Hindu moneylenders, 
psychologically averse to change and educationally backward, Muslims in India 
developed a tendency for isolation.”8 

 Lacking also a unified political leadership in their own country and being a 
minority, they rejected the Hindu’s full submission to British politics and 
decided to form a symbolic union based on religious ties, which irritated 
colonizers as it meant possible foreign intervention. Their major problem lay in 
their exclusion by the British rule.  

Gradually they realized the necessity of adaptation to the new conditions In 
1906 they established the All India Muslim League. As it was directed by the 
upper business class in close interest with the rulers, it did not serve as a 
medium for the Muslims claim for authority in the administration. The Muslims 
rather displayed their reaction in the form of individual efforts through 
messages of their loyalty to Islam. The initiators of the movement were those 
who had volunteered in the Ottoman wars against Russia 1877-1878, 
Greece1879, Italy 1911, and the Balkan War of 1912-1913. Despite their strong 
allegiance to the Caliphate, an opposition to the British rule was never voiced.  

The tension in the relations between the Ottoman rule, to whom the 
Indian Muslims were allegiant, and the British and the Arabs gradually 
increased from 1877 to the onset of WWI. Future events would be shaped 
by British Prime Minister Gladstone’s rigid campaign demanding the 
Turks to be sent back to Asia, where they came from; and by Britain, 
supporting an Arab Caliphate in occupied Egypt while endorsing an 
intense propaganda against Caliph Abdulhamid. The British were further 
enraged when, in response, the Indian Muslims acknowledged Sultan 
Abdulhamid in their khutba’s. Presenting the Ottoman Sultan as a 
revolutionary Pan-İslamist, when in fact he was a non-activist enthusiast of 
the Islamic Union, was the direct result of British apprehension.  

 The Indian public could learn about world events only through the 
British news agency Reuters, and had to rely on what the British rule 
allowed; therefore, had no idea about what took place behind the scenes. 
They presented the Young Turks (members of CUP) as atheists, 
nationalists and free-masons who by proclaiming Constitutional 
Government reduced the Sultan to a spiritual caliph without worldly 
powers. In reality, the underlying factor was the fear that the declaration of 
a liberal Constitutional Government would have an impact on British 
colonies. As a matter of fact, in only one week’s time the British Foreign 
Secretary Edward Grey sent ambassador Lowther in Istanbul a private 
and confidential message in which he stated: “If Turkey really establishes a 

                                                 
8 Dr. Baljon’s thesis on “The Reform and the Religion ideas of Sir Syed Ahmad Khan”, 

Published Netherlands 1949, cited by Prem Shanker Khare, The growth of Press &Public 
Opinion in India 1857 to 1918, Allahabad 1964, p.3-7.  
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constitution and keeps it on its feet. And becomes strong herself the 
consequences will reach further than any of us can yet foresee. The effect in 
Egypt will be tremendous and will make itself felt in India.”9 

It was clear that a modernization attempt in the Ottoman land 
concerned the British rule only in the context of its colonies. At the 
beginning of WWI, The Committee of Union and Progress declared Jihad, 
guided by the Germans; but not many communities outside the Ottoman’s 
were made aware. The British in India had previously declared Russia as 
the primary enemy of the Ottomans. But in their declaration of war of 
November 2nd 1914, with the approval of the Tsar, and in order to certify 
that religion was not the target, they accused Turkey of cooperating with 
Protestant Germany, Catholic Austria and Orthodox Bulgaria. Another 
important point was that the British propaganda no longer referred to the 
Ottoman State but used the name Turkey. This was a means to reinforce 
the image of a state that had forsaken religion. As a result, apart from the 
Ottomans, the participation to Jihad did not exceed 5 %. This was not 
solely due to the British propaganda; the real determining factor was the 
weakness of the Ottoman-German campaign.  

In 1914, the influential English newspaper London Times published a 
threatening article titled ‘Choice of the Turks’. Muhammad Ali, an Indian 
Muslim and a writer who had the insight to the true nature of British politics, 
wrote a warning reply in the form of an editorial fifteen times longer. It carried 
the same title and was published in his own newspaper in India. The Times 
article alleged that the Ottoman State would perish if it were to enter the war; 
stated the fact that Hijaz railroad was easily accessible and that Arabs could be 
effortlessly provoked into an open revolt; and reminded to Istanbul the Bengali 
Muslims’ message declaring their loyalty to the British Crown. But most 
interestingly, the article evoked the case of Aziz Ali who was convicted of 
founding an Arab nationalistic/revolutionary group within the Ottoman Army, 
and that with the intrusion of the British government, was pardoned and 
deported to Egypt. 

In his article10, Muhammed Ali states that he is anti-war, and that there was 
no one else to blame if the Ottoman State joined the war but strongly criticized 
the British policy towards Istanbul. He insisted that the Balkans be restored to 
the Ottoman State, that England move out of Egypt, not provoke the Arabs, and 
cease its deliberations over Holy Sites and the Caliphate. He described Aziz as 
being ‘loyal to his masters and masters’ masters like Caesar’s wife’.11 Although 
critical of the matter, he did not debate loyalty to England. He even suggested 

                                                 
9 Feroz, Ahmad, “Great Britain’s Relations with Young Turk 1908-1914”, Middle Eastern 

Studies, Vol. 2, No.: 4 July 1966, Message dated 31.7.1908, FO Grey Papers 800-78. 
10 Maulana, Muhammad Ali, The Choice of the Turks, Taalimi Markaz Karachi, l962. 
11 Koloğlu, Orhan, “Aziz Ali Neyin Peşindeydi?”, Popüler Tarih, Mayıs 2002, s. 36-40. 
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that a telegram should be sent to the Istanbul government by All India Muslim 
League to warn them not to go to war against England. Despite all, Muhammed 
Ali and his brother spent the war years in jail due to subversive activities. 

It was clear that the Muslims could not be effective on their own against 
British imperialism. Choudhury Khaliquzzaman12 states that they decided to 
join hands with the Hindus, the major power; and in mid 1915 approached 
Gandhi, the leader of the Hindu movement. Gandhi, who was in principle a 
peaceful activist, asked them whether they were prepared to go to jail. Their 
response was that they were ready to die. What followed was that the Muslims 
became active in the All India Congress, which until then had been ruled only 
by the Hindus. The unity was strengthened when M. Ali Jinnah and Mazhar-ul 
Hak were appointed principle leaders of the Congress. Later, in 1916 the 
Anjuman-i-Khuddam-i-Ka’ba (Society of the Servants of the Ka’ba) was put to 
practice.  

The reason behind the British tolerance towards these attempts might be that 
they coincide with the uprising of Sharif Husayn whom they fostered and also 
assisted with arms and money. In June of 1916, the Sharif of Mecca revolted 
against the Ottoman State (the Sultanate and the Caliphate) bidding for his own 
autonomy and caliphate. Although it would become evident later that the British 
were against all attempts at a Caliph who would unite Muslims, at the time this 
was a convenience for British concerns. There was also the fact that the 
prolongation of the war required Indian reinforcement in terms of money and 
soldiers. In return, with the August 20, 1917 declaration, the British promised to 
grant Indians privileges. President Wilson’s 14 Points created further hope. 

In late 1917 Russia saw the Bolshevik revolution; and Sykes-Picot, the 
secret covenant for the dismemberment of the Ottoman Empire was made 
public. This had a chaotic result because the British who until then had declared 
they were against religious wars, were clearly making programs to divide the 
Islamic world. British Prime Minister Lloyd George in his statement of January 
5, 1918 said that they did not wish “to deprive Turkey of its capital, or of the 
rich and renowned lands of Asia Minor and Thrace, which are predominantly 
Turkish in race”. He did not make any mention of Arabia since a Kingdom had 
already been established there. From this date onwards, the Indian Muslims 
would ask Britain to alter its politics towards the Ottoman State and the 
Caliphate, referring in all to the promises of November 4th 1914 and January 5th 
1918 and the Wilson Points. Although they were not against the Arabs seeking 
autonomous government, the Muslims of India defended that the Arabs remain 
loyal to the Caliphate because they regarded Sharif Husayn’s revolt as treason. 
They accepted the punishment of the Unionists and insisted on the confirmation 
of the rights to the non-Muslim communities in the Ottoman State. With the 
armistice of October 30, 1918 the Ottoman State recognized defeat and in the 

                                                 
12 Choudhury Qualiquzzaman, “Our Support to Islamic Causes” Morning News, 2.5.1966, p. 5-8. 



 

 

991 

 

period that led to the Sevres Treaty of August 10, 1920, the situation was as 
follows: 

Britain, the world’s most powerful force, wanted to totally evict Turks from 
Europe and confine them to an area a quarter of Anatolia; also wanted full 
control over India and the Arab lands and would campaign to these ends; 

Sharif Husayn wished to become King and Caliph of all Arab populated 
areas (except Egypt): Palestine, Syria, Lebanon and Iraq; 

The Indians had accelerated their efforts to gain more rights from the British 
and after the initial steps of cooperation between the Hindus and the Muslims; 
they had entered a new era of a productive campaign. They were in anticipation 
of a peace agreement concerning Turkey; the Indian Muslims especially, were 
expecting compensation from the British for the assistance they had given by 
fighting against the Turks. 

In Turkey confusion reigned. The Unionists had dispersed their party and 
left the scene but the Parliament was made up of their members. The opposition, 
lacking public support, had no solutions to offer. They were expecting 
steadfastness from Sultan/Caliph Mehmed IV, who was in office just four 
months and was a proponent of a favorable disposition with the British.  

Istanbul was occupied by the allied military, primarily the British Navy; the 
Sultan/Caliph was taken captive; and in India the British rule increased its 
pressure indicating that the Sykes-Picot agreement would be put into practice 
despite the wishes of the Muslims. For example, in a meeting held in London, 
the Bishop of Oxford expressed the desire for the Peace Commission to return 
Hagia Sophia to Christian worship; and other speakers expressed their wish that 
Turks be expelled from Istanbul.13 These were explicitly reflected in the 
newspapers of the time. Aware of the reactions, the British government brought 
into spotlight the Indians they regarded as allies. On 1st January 1919 a 
memorandum titled ‘Muslims Living in Europe’ was sent to the Foreign 
Secretary stating that only Thrace and Anatolia remain with the Turks, and that 
other provinces (Arabia, naturally) were of no interest to them.14 

This memorandum totally rejected the primary decision that Islamic Holy 
sites would be left to the control of the Ottoman Sultan/Caliph. It was noted that 

                                                 
13 London Times, 4.2.1919. 
14 Informations concerning all conferences and congresses between 1919-1924, are based on 

my private archive collected at Pakistan in 1965-66, composed of their brief reports 
printed in English – few in French-for informing their members: 2.8.1919, Bombay; 1919. 
II. Notice; 29-31.12.1919 Amritsar; 5.1.1920 memorandum to the British government; 
19.1.1920 memorandum to the governor; February 1920 proclamation of Indian delegation; 15-
17.2.1920 Bombay; 28-29.2.1920 Bengal; Brochure. Turkish Peace in French; 2.3.1920 
meeting with Fisher; 18.4.1920 Telegramm to Pierre Loti; 11.5.1920 message to the Sultan; 
20.5.1920 declaration of Syed Hussain; 20.6.1920 Ghandi’s message to the governor; 
November 1920 appeal to the League of Nations; 20.12.1921 Ahmadabad; 23.1.1922 Lucknow; 
27.1.1923 Lucknow; 20.11.1924 Dadar. 
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Agha Khan, the leader of the Ismailis, was the first signatory among the 35 
names on the memorandum. On Jan 17, 1919, at a meeting organized by the 
Muslims of Madras, Yakub Hussan Shahab stressed this point by saying: 

“If Great Britain ever had any fear of Pan-Islamism, surely that bogey has 
been laid to rest by this war. Islam as a power has reached its lowest ebb (…) If 
the Turkish Empire in Asia, the relic of once mighty Empire of Islam over the 
then known World, is suffered to remain intact what harm can it possibly do to 
the British Empire? (Britain wants pull to pieces the Ottoman Empire for 
exploiting it like India and Egypt (…) We want all the holy places in Arabia, 
Palestine, Syria and Mezopotamia to remain under one Muslim sovereign and 
that sovereign will be our Khalifa (…) If there are to be rulers in Mecca, 
Jerusalem and Baghdad independent of the Sultan of Turkey, every one of them 
will usurp the spiritual leadership (…) British wished to integrate Aga Khan as 
King of Mesopotamia but at the same time they forgot that both the Shiites and 
the Sunnites detest Aga Khan and his followers and that the Ismailis had for 
centuries taught that salvation was to be found not by fasting or prayer but by 
paying levy to Aga Khan himself. A strong resistance will emerge if Aga Khan 
were to be appointed.” 

Among the decisions taken were items such as leaving the Holy Sites to 
Turkish rule, keeping Agha Khan out of the picture, and insuring that peace 
with Turkey does not carry the stamp of Christianity. At a meeting on January 
26th, in the Firangi Mahal district of Lucknow, it was stated that Caliphate could 
only belong to an Ottoman Sultan, that non-Muslims could not vote for the 
Caliphate and that Sharif Husayn’s claim was unsound. 

The reason why Turkey –especially the Caliphate– became an issue for the 
internal politics of India is that in the second half of 1919 Britain applied very 
harsh policies in both countries. 

At the end of the war, the Indians were in anticipation of the promises of 
1917 to take shape. The emergence of an assertive atmosphere was evident in 
the fact that an imprisoned Muhammad Ali was elected to the leadership of All 
India Muslim League. As a matter of fact, at the end of 1918, Mr. Ansari, 
representing the League, had petitioned the Governor General with Muslim 
requisitions. However, since the British perceived the promises they made 
during the war as a means of gaining time, they not only made any moves to 
deliver them, they banned all public mention of the subject. 

British politics, while rejecting the Hindu demands, was searching for ways 
to eliminate Hindu-Muslim proximity. The Bengalis, whose majority of 
population was Muslim, were officially promised a Muslim-Hindu separation; 
however, the fact that this was not realized indicates a plan that sought hostility 
between the groups. The slightest resistance was met with violent force. But at 
the same time the Hindu- Muslim cooperation was strengthening. Although 
peaceful, the boycotts (Hartal) caused the British to open fire, and especially the 
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massacre that ended with 379 dead and 1200 wounded in the streets of the holy 
Sikh city of Amritsar in April 1919 played a major role in this collaboration. 
Feelings of deep anger were evoked when Brigadier-General Dyer was 
defended as ‘the man who had saved British pride and honour’. Ghandi declared 
that they ‘refuse to assist a ruler who misrules'. He also warned that cooperation 
with an Indian government would be a fatal sin unless they quit their Muslim 
hostilities.  

The witnesses of that era unite in the opinion that ‘hence began the rejection 
by all Indians of any collaboration with the British’. A major outcome was that 
although Indian attempts at gaining their rights did not create response from the 
rest of the world,-since the victors did not want to see the same demands made 
in the newly colonized countries- the people of India helped carry the Ottoman 
Peace to the international arena. Here, one should not forget the major roles 
played by Gandh,15 as well as Muhammad and Shavkat Ali, the leaders of the 
Caliphate Movement. Thus by bringing to the table issues such as faith and 
universal rights, they knew that the outcome would open up new horizons for 
them. What brought up the Turkish issue was that despite the disapproval of her 
allies France and Italy, Britain had allowed the Greeks to occupy Izmir. Those 
who defended the integrity of the Ottoman State in terms of the Caliphate saw 
that Arab regions (Lebanon, Syria, Palestine, Iraq) were to be apportioned as 
well. They knew that the promises made in 1914 and 1918 would never be kept, 
and that the Wilson principles would not serve their purpose, nor the rights 
promised them would be delivered. 

The victors of World War I signed peace treaties with Germany, Austria and 
Bulgaria within a short time but prolonged the one with the Ottomans, which in 
turn created the worst condition against them because it was thus possible for 
resistance groups in Anatolia to gradually emerge and begin their organizational 
period. 

In support of the Hindu-Muslim mutual resistance policy, the territorial 
integrity of ‘Turkey’ became a primary issue because the Ottoman Peace Talks 
were being made openly and within the knowledge of the whole world. If the 
Turks were to be given universal human rights, the Indians would also gain 
privileges. It might have been contradictory at first to base the issue on a 
religious subject like the Caliphate, but since in principle the Caliphate was 
accepted as a spiritual power as well as a worldly power, this was not regarded 
inconsistent. The Ottoman Sultan still carried his title of Caliph, and it was 
accepted by the British also that it was not this institution that brought defeat to 
the Ottoman State but the politicians who betrayed the Caliphate. 

                                                 
15 M. H. Abbas, All About the Khilafat with the views of Mahatma Ghandi, Ray 
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It was only natural to unite around the Sultanate/Caliphate in an atmosphere 
where the CUP was rejected by its own followers and no particular direction to 
unite the society was existent (to meet the inefficiency of the only opposition 
party, Hürriyet ve İtilaf: – Liberty and Entente – which had a structure far 
removed from the society). In such an environment all Ottoman intellectuals 
would write, ‘there is only one assemblage: Islam’. Immediately after the 
Mondros cease-fire, the Turkish people had placed their hopes of liberation on 
the solution the Sultan/Caliph would find. The National Liberation Movement 
repeatedly expressed their loyalty. In this climate of the second half of 1919, in 
India, Muslims and Hindus collaborated in an intense campaign in defense of 
the Caliphate. Since it is impossible to mention every meeting held all around 
what the Indians called ‘this huge sub-continent’, it will suffice to touch on 
some significant events: 

August 2nd 1919: In Bombay, the congress lead by Gandhi condemned the 
Greek cruelty exhibited in Turkey; decided to send financial aid to the Turkish 
people suffering from hardship and to initiate an All India organization for this; 
and vastly criticized the British politics. 

In an announcement for the September 21st meeting in Lucknow, it is clear 
that the pro-British were trying to be influential. Their invitation stated that the 
undertaking was not limited to a small group of political minded Muslims, and 
that there was a need for financial sources. 35 prominent representatives from 
17 regions signed the declaration which stated that “All Muslim residents in 
England who are of any consequence including personages of the position and 
status of His Highness tha Agha Khan and the Right Hon’ble Mr. Syed Amir 
Ali, etc.” are doing their best to assure the British public” about the events. It 
proved that British throne had gained the support of this two most loyal people. 
Individuals who lived in England indicates that sending a delegation from India 
might have caused further financial difficulty. At the end of the declaration it is 
stated that this was an attempt to ‘substantiate British prominence’, which 
indicates to a tactic to weigh down the Caliphate Movement from within. 

September 21st: All India Caliphate Committee was founded and Shaukat 
Ali appointed as its president. As one of the resolutions a Bureau was opened in 
Bombay to aid the Turkish Red Crescent. 

September 22nd: In Lucknow All India Islam Conference was held with the 
participation of 500 delegates. All eight resolutions were on Turkey. A 
telegraph denouncing Lloyd George’s Sheffield speech, which carried remarks 
of hostility towards Turks and Muslims, was dispatched. A decision was taken 
not partake in Peace Celebrations unless Britain kept its promises of peace. 

October 17th: A day of mourning was announced and all Muslims were 
appealed to keep fast, observe strike, and offer special prayers on that day, 
according the decision taking 22. September. In some places it lasted until the 
19th. As a result of these developments, the British released Ali brothers from 
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prison and they began touring the country with Gandhi on their Freedom for 
India campaign. 

October 18th: Fazl-ul Hak’s speech at the ‘Caliphate Day’ Meeting: “In 
the present case it is not merely a sentiment which has come over the Muslim 
world as one of the passin moods of the hour, but a deep feeling born of firm 
convictions that by the proposed dismemberment of Turkey, the Christian 
Powers of the world are bent on humiliating Islam and ultumately exterminating 
it as a factor in the world politics (…) The world has grown weary of listening 
to condamnations of the Turk and the literature of Christian nation’s contains no 
more object or viler terms of abuse than those that are generally applied to the 
Turks. They are represented to be nothing better than devils in human shape 
(…) But the truth of the matter is, that the Turks have all along been more 
sinned against than sinning.”   

At he November meeting held in Delhi where they decided not to take part 
in the celebrations held by the government, Gandhi was conveying the sorrow 
felt by the Muslims: 

“This peace which affects so sadly 70 million of our citizens is not 
acceptable for us also. As long as the Caliphate Question will be unresolved, to 
celebrate the peace will look like French celebrations of victory, without taking 
back Alsace-Lorraine.” 

The All India Muslim League meeting held from December 29th to 31st in 
Amritsar was presided over by Jinnah and was important in having gathered 
twenty thousand delegates. Of the 23 resolutions, 19 were directly related to the 
rights to be given to the Hindus. Among these, one suggestion was to ask the 
Muslims not to sacrifice cows Hindus considered sacred, which shows that 
peace was designed in a detailed way. Only three resolutions involved Turkey 
and the Caliphate: “Reaction to the officials who insist on investigation about 
those who are contributing to the Caliphate Movement – Threat of boycotting 
invitations of the government for services against Islam – There is only one 
Caliph, Sultan Mehmed VI.” Within this framework, a decision was made to 
send a delegation to Europe who would personally present a defence at the 
Peace Council. It was also interesting to note that a salute was being sent to 
Egyptian nationalists who had been drawn into an armed conflict with the 
British. 

It is evident that the main purpose was for India to gain rights. If Turkey 
could gain privileges on an international scale at the peace conference, then the 
aspirations of the Indian public would be recognized. 

In the mean time, British Prime Minister Lloyd George, in his speeches, 
insisted on evaluating the situation from the perspective of the Crusades and 
Christianity: “The name of General Allenby will be commemorated eternally as 
the commander who won the last and the most victorious of the Crusades (…) 
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We must not forget that Europe has strived wıth many generations in vain and 
that the success came with the British army under the command of General 
Allenby.” Lloyd George was making it clear that he was aware of the fact that 
the Hindu-Muslim cooperation was strenghtening, and to slow it down he would 
not retract his decision on Turkish peace. 

In 1920 the atmosphere was different. Firstly, the National Movement in 
Turkey had been successful, and the new Parliament had been elected and 
assembled in Istanbul. In place of the pro-British Vizier Damat Ferit, The 
Sultan/Caliph had appointed a government who would work in harmony with 
Ankara. The Parliament declared a National Oath (Misak-ı Millî) and stated 
they would settle with the full liberation of pre-war lands of Anatolia, Thrace 
and Istanbul and that they would accept the Arabs’ right of self-determination. 
The important fact here is that the Caliph had to give up his claims on the Holy 
Places and had to depart from the Indian thesis. 

The Arabs were in conflict with the British and the French with whom they 
were in a positive relationship the previous year, but now it was obvious that the 
liberties they were seeking were going to be replaced by colonization or 
mandate. The British who had been very uncomfortable with the India 
campaigns also refused Sharif Husayn’s claims of Caliphate. Even the 
disagreement between Arabs themselves, particularly on the Caliphate question, 
became more intense. Ibni Saoud, King of the Nejd proclaimed openly his 
reaction to Sharif’s policy: “He brought about the ruin of all Arab lands. These 
countries are the center of Islam. He sold them as a waste material (…) He acted 
contrary to the friendly relations issued from the religious ties which connect us 
to the Caliph of Muslims in Istanbul (…) People of Syria ! You must not be 
duped by the Sharif, and you must struggle against him till the end.”16 

The Indians were constantly reminding the British that the population of the 
Empire was 450 million, of which 217 million were Hindu, 100 million were 
Muslims and that if they declined to take measures that would satisfy them all, 
serious issues would arise. Under theses circumstances, the London government 
also realized that the solution lay in leaving the seat of the Caliphate in Istanbul, 
and Istanbul to the Turks. However Britain, being the largest Muslim State in 
the world, was anguished to allow this population to be ruled by an outside 
power and was seeking a solution. 

The Indians were aware of the impact their campaigns were creating and 
were looking for stronger support from countries in Europe who would be 
preparing the text for the ultimate peace. On January 5th 1920 the president of 
the Islamic League in London, Seyid Abdulmajid published a declaration (the 
49 signatures were: 17 from Somalia, 12 Indian, 11 Arab, 4 Iranian, 4 British, 
and 1 from Burma) and sent a copy to the Istanbul government. It was stated 
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that unless the guarantees granted to the Ottoman State, the Caliphate and the 
Muslim World were met, and treatment of Turks as war criminals discontinued, 
the conflict between the Muslims and the Christians would exist forever. 

In a declaration dated January 19th 1920 and signed by 34 persons including 
Gandhi, Muhammad Ali, Shaukat Ali and Jinnah, the Governor General of India 
was informed that “Muslim and non-Muslim Indians are united sholder to 
sholder” that the Arab insurgency to the Caliphate was against all Islamic rules; 
and that themselves would reconcile the differences between the Turks an the 
Arabs. Since the revolt was supported by the British, this was an open criticism 
of British politics. 

 The Indian Muslim delegation included Maulana Muhammad Ali, Abdul 
Kassim, Maulana Suleiman Nedvi, and Syed Hussain arrived in Venice on 
February 22nd 1920 to defend Caliphate Case. They did not want the campaign 
to be left to the resolution of Agha Khan and Syed Ali who resided in London; 
on the contrary, they wanted it to be carried out by a team who thought 
differently and defended complete opposite opinions. Most importantly, 
Muhammad Ali was appointed president of the delegation. 

The British refused to listen to the delegation during the Peace Conference 
stating that India was represented by the Governor General Montague, but they 
were received by Prime Minister Lloyd George. They assured him that Islam 
was against the division of worldly and spiritual power and that dealing with the 
Caliphate issue as such was an obligation for all Muslims. This was a thesis 
signifying nothing to a much-prejudiced Mr. George. They very kindly tried to 
remind him of the Indian assistance during the World War and that it would be 
disloyalty on his behalf if he went against the promise he made in 1918. The 
Prime Minister showed no change in attitude. He was unyielding in his 
inclination to make the Ottomans pay for the heavy burden they loaded on his 
country by their victory in Gallipoli, which caused the World War to continue 
for another three years.17 

The British had the right to be anxious because information regarding the 
developments in the Turkish National Freedom Movement was circulating in 
India; to the extent that even the rejection of the Sultan’s conciliatory approach 
was disclosed. The following decisions were encountered at the Caliphate 
Movement Conference held in Bengal, in February 28-29, 1920: 

“This conference considers it necessary to declare that if His Majesty the 
Sultan of Turkey and his government accept any decision of the Peace 
Conference, even under pressure, which may be in conflict with Muslim public 
opinion, that decision will not be acceptable to the Mussalmans in as much as 
the Islamic Khalifa is to be obeyed so long as he acts in conformity with 
Muslim public opinion This conference expresses its whole-hearted 
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appreciations of the attempts that are being made in Asia Minor by Mustapha 
Kemal Pasha, Anwar Pasha and other Turkish Nationalists for the maintenance 
of the Khilafat and the integrity of the Ottoman Empire This Conference 
considers it its duty to declare publicly that the Indian Mussalmans failed in 
their duty and committed a great sin when after the declaration of war between 
Turkey and the Allies, they refrained from rendering any help to Turkey and is 
of opinion that they should in future render all help to Turkey.” 

Perhaps this was the first time that the support for Britain during the World 
War was specified as betrayal. And also, Mustafa Kemal’s name was being 
mentioned for the first time. It was natural that an escalating concern towards a 
man whom British greatly eschewed, would cause counter measures. Besides, 
blaming of the CUP, which was previously customary, had been reversed and 
placing Enver Pasha among heroes proved that the conciliation with the old 
British policies had been abdicated. On March 2nd, Minister Montague rejected 
a visit by the Indian Muslim delegation with a health excuse. To his deputy 
replacing him Muhammad Ali stated his opinions without hesitation: “On our 
arrival here, and even in the course of our journey across Europe, we found that 
a certain kind of propaganda was being carried on by the Armenians and the 
Greeks and others hostile to Turkey (…) We for our part are not in a position to 
work in the same manner here, because, in the first place we can afford neither 
the money nor the morals for such a propaganda; and, in the next place because 
we are not at all in touch with the Turks (…) Our aim is not to dictate or to 
threaten (…) The power of the Khilafat was reduced to the lowest after the 
Balkan War, all we want is to return to the statuquo ante (…) We do not want 
Egypt, Trablousgharb, Bosnia-Herzegovina, Crete, places pulled away from 
Balkans. Turks must be expelled from Istanbul, Holy Places must remain under 
their control, Claims of Sharif Husayn and Faisal can not be accepted.” 

 The deputy minister’s reply was: “We leave Istanbul to the Turks”, to which 
Ali’s reply was resolute: “If İstanbul will remain under occupation a Calipha 
like the Pope cannot be accepted, then we will prefer its removal to Konia or 
Broussa”  

It is understood that these escalating pressures from India and Europe forced 
the British government to believe that an immediate and definite solution was 
essential. Two weeks later, on 16th March, British soldiers raided the Ottoman 
Parliament and arrested all members who were considered nationalists and 
exiled them to Malta. This indicated their desire to obstruct this interaction. 
Caliphate and its Capital were 100 % under British rule. 

The Muslim delegation, on the other hand, always stated that they were 
warmly welcomed in Paris, where the peace negotiations were held. Moreover, 
since the Islamic Information Office in the French capital had a more liberal 
working environment, they could easily print the Indian delegation’s statements 
as well as those published in India. In contrast to the British obstruction of 
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debates on religion, these issues could freely be publicized in France and 
problems in liberties were voiced more openly. Muhammad Ali’s 
congratulatory telegram to Pierre Loti, the renowned Christian novelist who 
consistently defended the Turkish thesis and his invitation to a conference to be 
held in Paris on May 20th proved the existence of a much appropriate 
atmosphere in the French capital. 

On April 20, 1920, the delegation in a memorandum lodged to the High 
Council and the presidents of the Allied countries, declared that the empire of 
the Caliph should not be disintegrated and a mundane and independent 
sovereignty with military and economic resources was the foundation of the 
Caliphate institution. While they demanded full rights for the non-Muslims, 
they also underlined the fact that “a Muslim majority on no account could be 
forced to live under the hegemony of a non-Muslim minority”. The delegates 
were clearly hoping a similar path to be opened for them if freedom were to be 
given to the Ottomans. 

Muhammad Ali, in a telegram he sent to the Sultan on May 11th, stated that 
in principle “any concession, fine as much as a hair, is unacceptable “and 
underlined that the important aspect in this matter was the Sultan’s reply to the 
provisions of peace. In other words, he was questioning whether the Sultan 
would ratify Sevres’ conditions. Consequently, he was conveying the decision 
taken in Bengal and other congresses directly to Vahidettin. 

The Indian Muslims had accomplished their mission and were awaiting a 
reply from the Ottoman State and the Caliph. In the Sultanic Council meeting, 
which was attended by more than fifty high-ranking officials, Grand Vizier 
Damat Ferit Pasha openly reminded that there were no alternatives left other 
than “a desperate life or death.” Finally, against a single abstaining vote, Sevres 
Treaty was approved unanimously. The Ottoman delegation signed the peace on 
August 10th 1920. As a witness to the period, Essad Fouad, described the effect 
of this decision on the Indian Muslim public opinion with the following words:  
“The negative result attained by the delegation presided by Muhammad Ali 
proved to all Indians and particularly to the Muslims that there was no other 
formula but to trust their own power for to break British obstinacy. In this way 
all India Muslim League decided to join completely Ghandi’s rejection program 
of cooperation with British, in conformity with the Surah Al Mumtehine.” 

As a slogan, the Caliphate would not disappear overnight but its supporters 
would join the Hindu rights and liberties campaign, transforming the cause of 
the world Muslims to the cause of the Indian people. On August15th, boycott 
attempts began, and in order to establish the absolute strategy, the All India 
League Congress convened in September 1920 in Calcutta, with the 
participation of 20 thousand members. The application to the League of Nations 
by the Muslims Association in England in November 1920 was inconclusive. 
Statements regarding the Caliphate gradually diminished. Out of 10 or 20 
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resolutions in a Congress declaration only one was on the Turkish issue. In its 
poem “Rana Bheri=War drums”written in September 1921 immediately after 
the Turkish victory at Sakarya, Nazrul Islam does not mention anymore Khilafat 
but points out M.Kemal as the only “real Muslim”.  

The declaration of All India Muslim League’s Ahmedabad Congress, which 
convened on December 30th 1921, stated that the primary resolution was to 
solve India’s problems and the second was the cause of Islam. While Sultan 
Mehmed VI was mentioned as the Caliph, M. Kemal Pasha received major 
praise, and also financial aid to Ankara was cited. For example the 100.000 gold 
collected at Dacca was delivered between January-May 1922 to the diplomatic 
representant of Ankara at Paris.18 M. Naeem Qureishi reminds: 

“When the relations between the sultan-caliph at Istanbul and the nationalists 
at Ankara fell to their lowest ebb, as in November 1922 owing to the separation 
of the Sultanate and the Caliphate no widespread stir was created in India.”19 

The Lucknow Congress held on January 27th 1923 praises the victory of M. 
Kemal Pasha: 

“It was mainly the sword of Ghazi Mustafa Kamal Pasha which has 
accomplished what the continuous appeals and prayers of millions of the Indian 
citizens of the British Empire lasting for ever four years had failed to do (…) 
The unjust, inhuman and senseless Sevres Treaty torn to pieces.”  

But the most striking part was: “It is time that the Indian Mussalmans of all 
shades of opinion should again coalesce and unite, to work out a constructive  

6 programme along with their non-Muslim brothers for the speedy 
attainment of Home Rule or Swaraj” placed at the very beginning of the 
declaration. 

In short, the Caliphate Movement carried out under the framework of the 
Sevres Treaty had the following impact on the communities of interest: With the 
Caliphate Campaign, the Muslims of India played an important role in Turks’ 
maintaining Istanbul, but were unsuccessful in saving the Caliphate itself. 
However, within the context of Turkish National Liberation Movement, and in 
full cooperation with Hindu citizens, they laid the foundations of liberties. 
Sultan Mehmed Vahidettin VI had become ill favored for having permitted the 
signing of Sevres Treaty; and for his position they proposed even M. Kemal 
Pasha, but later after its abolition they completely abandoned this campaign. 
Arabs were not interested in Sharif Husayn’s suggestions The British who were 
against him because of his ambitions helped the Saoudie’s, who were against 
the Caliphate institution and lacked support among the world of Islam By 
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helping them capture Mecca and Medina in 1924, they cleared the problem in 
Hijaz. Meetings to this end were held in Egypt, Palestine and Syria, but then 
called it off in the mid 1930’s, because it was certain that any elected Caliph 
would always be under the control of the Christians who were ruling the 
world.20  

Britain was not pleased with Ottoman Caliph Mehmed Vahidettin’s 
defection in November 1922. They abstained helping him against the Turkish 
nationalists. However, as a revenge for their defeat in Sevres, they provoked 
Agha Khan and Amir Ali in 1923. They applied to convert Istanbul into an 
international center and make the Caliphate Turkey’s internal problem. The 
Turkish Grand National Assembly had already restricted the Caliph’s worldly 
authority and regarded him as a religious leader. They were trying to disfavor 
Turkey religiously, who had became a model for “Aggrieved Nations” with the 
victory they had won. 

Excluding the previous Caliph (Mehmed VI) for his disapproval of the 
Turkish Grand National Assembly, Ankara realized that the problem was 
leading the Republican government towards a game of continuous internal 
dispute, and having perceived it as tool to establish secularism, abolished the 
institution of the Caliphate on March 1924. 

Thus the Indian Muslims, who despite the religious convocation, displayed 
animosity by warring against Turkey during the World War, later helped Turkey 
immensely through a peaceful process of religious ties and prevented the 
country from falling into a similar captivity status they themselves had fallen 
into. In the meantime, inspired by Turkey’s national integration and struggle, 
they solved the problems of their own community and laid the foundation of 
their own struggle for independence. 

NOTES 

It is necessary to remind that particularly names are expressed very 
differently in the documents as Agha or Aga, Caliphate or Khilifat, Chaudhuri 
or Choudhury, Muslims or Mussalmans. We let them as they are in the original 
texts.  
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