
THE JOHN COMPANY'S COLLEGE: HAILEYBURY AND 

THE BRITISH GOVERNMENT'S ATTEMPT TO 

CONTROL THE INDIAN CIVIL SERVICE 

by 

ROBERT LYNN MCCARTOR, B.A., M.A. 

A DISSERTATION 

IN 

HISTORY 

Submitted to the Graduate Faculty 
of Texas Tech University in 

Partial Fulfillment of 
the Requirements for 

the Degree of 

DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY 

Approved 

Accepted 

December, 1981 



/ 

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 

I would like to express my appreciation to those 

who have assisted me in the preparation of this disserta

tion. First, I must thank my parents; without their 

encouragement and support this study could not have been 

completed. Also, I am grateful for the aid given me by 

the librarians at Texas Tech University Library, the 

India Office and Records Library, and the British Museum 

Library. In addition, I greatly appreciate the helpful 

criticism and guidance of Brian L. Blakeley and Jacquelin 

Collins. The suggestions of the other members of my 

doctoral committee--James Harper, Otto Nelson, Key Ray 

Chong, and Kenneth Davis--also were beneficial. Finally, 

I thank Penny Terry and Joan Weldon for their invaluable 

work on the preparation of this dissertation. 

11 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 11 

Chapter 

I. INTRODUCTION: HAILEYBURY AND THE EAST 
INDIA COMPANY'S CHANGING ROLE IN INDIA . . . . 1 

II. THE EXPERIMENT: HAILEYBURY FROM ITS 
INCEPTION TO 1812 21 

III. THE HATED COLLEGE: HAILEYBURY AND THE 
YEARS OF CHANGE AND CONFUSION, 1813 TO 
1832 58 

IV. THE SURVIVAL OF HAILEYBURY: 18 3 3-18 4 2 . . . . 10 4 

V. EYE OF THE STORM: HAILEYBURY AND THE 
HAILEYBURIANS 136 

VI. THE ABANDONMENT OF HAILEYBURY 159 

VII. CONCLUSION 188 

SELECTED BIBLIOGRAPHY 216 

111 



CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION: HAILEYBURY AND THE EAST INDIA 

COMPANY'S CHANGING ROLE IN INDIA 

After arriving at the railway station of Brox-

bourne, Hertfordshire, in the 1840's, a visitor to the 

East India Company's college at Haileybury could rent a 

trap for the short ride up the Old London Road to the 

school. Cresting the small hill which overlooked the 

heath on which Haileybury was situated, the visitor was 

confronted with an imposing edifice. The main entrance 

to Haileybury, set in the middle of the facing wall, was 

a two-story portico sporting six columns and affecting a 

neo-Grecian style. One wag called it Cockney Grecian. 

Midway between this central gate and the ends of the front 

wall were tv/o smaller porticoes. The pillars, the porti

coes, the many even-spaced windows, and the white marble 

all combined to create a sense of splendor and dignity. 

Slightly off to one side of the main building was Hailey 

Haileybury was designed by William Wilkins who 
also was the architect for Downing College, Cambridge, 
University College, London, and the National Gallery. 
The Buildings of England (London: Penguin Books, 1953), 
pp. 103-04. 

1 



Hall, an ancient house with a leaky roof used as a resi

dence by some of the professors. The impression of 

grandeur, however, was shattered immediately when the 

visitor passed through the magnificent gate. Behind the 

grand facade was a plain square building surrounding the 

largest quadrangle of any school in England. Gazing at 

the dull brick walls and mean windows, the visitor could 

have joined in the ongoing debate among the students and 

staff over whether or not Haileybury was truly the ugliest 

building in Britain. The college, however, was functional 

Three of the four sides housed the students in small but 

adequate rooms; the four corners were divided into the 

staff's apartments, and the other wing contained the 

lecture rooms, library, chapel and hall. Functionality, 

however, did not compensate for the building's atrocious 

architecture. The visitor would also learn that the main 

gate was rarely used. Most traffic went through the 

postern gate which led to the nearby pub and playing 

fields. 

These two faces of Haileybury exemplify the his

tory of the college's half-century existence. From its 

creation, the college was cited as evidence by all of 

the forces struggling to control the company and the 

Indian Civil Service. Choosing to see only one of the 

college's aspects, any group could use Haileybury as 

reinforcement of rebuttal to the arguments over the 
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governing of India. Few contemporaries attempted to 

reconcile these disparate views of Haileybury and measure 

the college's real value. 

Studies of Haileybury also tend to follow the 

one-sided approach. Memorials of Old Haileybury College 

by Fredrick Charles Danvers et al., is basically an 

2 
old-school-tie apology by former students and staff. 

A. Lawrence Lowell and H. Morse Stephens used Haileybury 

as a supportive example in their panegyric for a college 
3 

to tram English colonial administrators. Patricia James 

presents an interesting anecdotal picture of early Hailey

bury years, but she is mainly concerned with Thomas Malthus' 
4 

role at college. B. N. Puri's "The Training of Civil 

5 
Servants under the Company" is simplistic to an extreme. 

This examination will demonstrate how Haileybury 

was used as a pawn by the different factions involved in 

2 
Sir Fredrick Charles Danvers et al., Memorials 

of Old Haileybury College (Westminster: Archibald Con
stable and Company, 1894). 

3 
A. Lawrence Lowell, Colonial Civil Service: 

The Selection and Training of Colonial Officials in 
England, Holland, and France, with an Account of the 
East India College at Haileybury, by K. Morse Stephens 
(New York: Macmillan Company, 1900). 

4 
Patricia James, Population Malthus: His Life 

and Times (London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1979). 

B. N, Puri, "The Training of Civil Servants 
under the Company," Journal of Inclian History 4 5 
(December 1967): 749-71. 



the conflicts over the Indian Civil Service, especially 

stressing the confrontation between the Court of Directors 

and the government. It will also show how little atten

tion was paid to the college itself, how Haileybury was 

able to protect the traditional service of the Indian 

families in the subcontinent and, thus, create the base 

for the improved reputation of the Indian servants in the 

nineteenth century. 

The East India Company founded the East India 

College, Herts, in 1806 to train its covenanted civil 

servants for their duties in India. Haileybury offered 

to the future rulers of India a unique course of study 

designed to prepare them' for service in a distant and 

7 
relatively unknown land. Although the college was 

launched on a sea of praising rhetoric and high antici

pation, its actual life was one of great controversy. 

Instead of being a bucolic retreat of learning, peace

fully educating honest diligent Indian servants, it was 

"The East India Company" did not become the 
official name of the company until 1833. Before that 
date it was the United Company of Merchants Trading to 
the East Indies. It was, however, usually called the 
East India Company, and I will, therefore, refer to it 
by that name throughout this work. John William Kaye, 
The Administration of the East India Company: A History 
of Indian Progress (London: Richard Bentley, 1853) , 
p. 122. 

7 
Sir Monier Monier-Williams m his "Reminiscences" 

repeatedly complained of the lack of knowledge in England 
about India. Sir Monier Monier-Williams, "Reminiscences" 
in Danvers, Memorials, pp. 30, 33, 36. 



the center of a maelstrom of conflicts. The conflicts 

over the college came from several sources. The company 

itself was divided over the rules of Haileybury and over 

the very need for the college. The professors often 

dueled with the Court of Directors regarding the admin

istration of Haileybury. The press also was divided on 

the college; the college's defenders praised the goal of 

upgrading the Indian Civil Service and claimed that 

Haileybury was the best way to achieve that end, and its 

critics railed at the college's apparent frivolity, waste, 

and exclusiveness. Finally, the government and the com

pany fought a continuing battle over control of Haileybury 

and over its role in the staffing of the Indian Civil 

Service. 

Much of the criticism directed towards Haileybury, 

however, was fallacious. Few people examined whether the 

college was fulfilling its objectives or whether these 

objectives were beneficial. Most criticism was based on 

the fact that Haileybury was a branch of the East India 

Company. If Haileybury had been an independent institu

tion it probably would have received little comment from 

the public or the government. It was, however, the East 

India Company's college, and it symbolized one of the 

most hated aspects of the company, its patronage. Thus, 

it was what the college represented and not the college 

itself which was the true cause of turmoil. The college's 



opponents, however, did not argue against a theoretical 

concept; they fulminated against the college. This study 

will discuss the various controversies, primarily polit

ical, surrounding Haileybury, trace how they developed 

from animosities generally felt towards the East India 

Company, and explain how they affected the college. 

The problems which Haileybury encountered had 

their origins in the years prior to the founding of the 

college. They began with the renewed attempts in the 

late eighteenth century to abolish the East India Company 

Ironically, these moves against the company came not dur

ing a time of stagnation but during a period of great 

expansion. In fact, it was this growth which created 

the increased suspicion and resentment of the company. 

Although the company had faced opposition throughout 

most of the seventeenth century, the charges against it 

then were mainly commercial. Its detractors complained 

about its monopoly of trade with the East and its inabil-
g 

ity to produce revenue for England. In the period after 

g 
The company's trade was never as lucrative or 

as beneficial to England as was commonly supposed. Both 
in India and in China the company had difficulty selling 
British goods and, therefore, there was a steady flow of 
bullion out of England to pay for eastern products. Even 
when the company started collecting land taxes from its 
Indian possessions, the amount of bullion collected did 
not equal the cost of maintaining the empire and the 
price paid for goods coming from India and China. Almost 
all Chinese tea was purchased with bullion, and the 



1750 criticism of the company reached greater proportions 

and added a new dimension. Because the company from 17 5 0 

to 1804 gained direct control over one Indian territory 

after another, its new status as the governor of India 

precipitated an assault on its patronage rights. 

Prior to 1750 the area of India the company 

actually controlled was inconsequential. Being more 

interested in trading than in ruling, it needed only 

factories, ports to export and to import merchandise. 

The factories at Madras, which the company obtained in 

1639, Bombay, gained in 1661, and Calcutta, ceded to 

the company, in 1696, were the only territories needed 
g 

to fulfill those trading requirements. After 1750, 

however, wars with the French and the ambitions of the 

Englishmen in India caused a rapid, massive increase in 

the East India Company's possessions. 

Chinese had little use for English products. The opium 
trade helped, but it did not cure the drain of English 
bullion. Furthermore, because of the high costs of ad
ministering a large company and empire, the paying of a 
substantial dividend, and, on occasion, the loaning 
of large sums of money to the government, the company 
often failed to show a profit and had to apply to par
liament for financial help. Marguerite Eyer V7ilbur, 
The East India Company and the British Empire in the 
Far East (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1945), 
pp. 135-93, 243. 

9 
Sir William Hunter, The Indian Empire: Its 

People, History, and Products (3rd ed.; London: Smith, 
Elder and Company, n.d.), pp. 433, 443, 447. 
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The two men most responsible for these territo

rial additions during this period were Robert Clive and 

the Marquis Wellesley. dive's activities centered on 

India's east coast where, from 1757 to 1759, he acquired 

either through conquest or treaty parts of Bengal and 

the Northern Circars Mountains. In 1765 he gained the 

areas of Bihar, Orissa, and more territory around 

Madras. Marquis Wellesley continued the expansion 

in the years 1799 to 1803. Completing the company's 

control of the east coast through the addition of Karnatik 

and Tanjore, he also moved inland advancing the boundaries 

in the Northwest Provinces as far as Agra and Delhi. His 

conquests in the area around Bombay and in the Sind added 

to the company's lands on the west coast. 

The increase in territory also brought about an 

increase in the mercantile operations of the company. 

The volume of trade rose, though not necessarily its 

profitability, and the company now controlled a large 

12 
part of India's internal trade. Thus, by the early 

•^^Ibid., pp. 446, 451-55. 

•'••̂ Ibid., pp. 466-69. 

12 
Besides the trade with England, the company 

also had sole rights to the coastal trade and a monopoly 
on the internal trade of such products as salt and grain 
Z. A. Ahmad, Some Economic and Financial Aspects of the 
British Rule in India (Allahabad: K. M. Ashrof, Pub
lisher, 1937) , p. 12. 



nineteenth century, the East India Company ruled a vast 

empire and monopolized the mythical wealth of the East. 

The company was at the height of its power and grandeur. 

By occupying this exalted position, the company 

was more visible and more open to criticism. Also, it 

was in many ways an anomaly in late eighteenth-century 

and early nineteenth-century England. During a time when 

laissez-faire and free trade theories were beginning to 

be espoused, it held the trading monopoly of several 

products. During the period when parliament was exerting 

greater power and beginning to concern itself with reform, 

the company governed an area several times larger than 

the British Isles and containing one sixth of the world's 

population. The company's new political status, there—>-

fore, was the major factor which produced the attacks on 

the company and eventually caused its demise. 

The company's problems were further aggravated 

by the actions of its employees in India and by fac

tional arguments within its home organization. Tradi

tionally the company's covenanted civil servants in India 

had been merchants. The names of the positions they 

held—writer and merchant factor—indicated the duties 

13 they performed. Receiving extremely low salaries, they 

13 
These titles were continued even when the duties 

of the civil servants changed to governing India. Lowell, 
Colonial Civil Service, p. 7. 
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were expected to make their fortunes on their own, and 

most did. The methods used by the employees to garner 

their wealth, however, were not always scrupulous or 

legal. As employees of a merchant company, their misbe

havior was not a national scandal nor injurious except 

to the company./ As governors of India, however, cor

ruption among the civil servants became a major issue. 

Cornwallis, Hastings and Wellesley all complained that 

the changed duties of the civil servants necessitated an 

alteration in the company's policy of hiring, educating, 

and paying its men. The company, though,delayed any 

major reform until forced in 1806 to open Haileybury. 

Besides the difficulties involving the covenanted 

civil servants, the company had problems controlling the 

actions of the governors of the presidencies and the 

Governor-General. f As with the lower-ranked servants, 

the duties of these men originally had been commercial. 

The acquisition of an empire, however, forced them to 

become rulers, statesmen, and military leaders. Due to 

the slow communications between England and India, these 

men, now wielding considerable power, were almost 

14 
Wilbur, East India Company, p. 268; Kay, The 

Administration of the East India Company, p. 418; Jugish 
Saran Sharma, India Since the Advent of the British; A 
Descriptive Chronology from 1600 to October 2, 1967 
(Delhi: S. Chand and Company, 1970), p. 45. 
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independent of the home government. Strong and ambitious 

governors often exceeded or disobeyed their instructions. 

Sometimes the directives of the company were out of date 

by the time they reached India, or occasionally a gover

nor simply preferred his own plans. Wellesley's term as 

Governor-General amply demonstrates the company's lack of 

control. He was sent to India in 1797 with instructions 

to avoid war and to keep expenses to a minimum; he did 

neither and, instead, presented the company with more 

15 territory to administer. Only with the development of 

the telegraph could London hope to control its Indian 

administrators, but by then the company no longer existed. 

Factionalism within the East India Company also 

contributed to its problems and helped to stifle any 

16 

unified resistance to attacks. Most profoundly affect

ing the company was the division between the Court of 

Directors, the twenty-four members elected by the Court 

of Proprietors to formulate policy, and the Court of 

15 
Iris Butler, The Eldest Brother: The Marquess 

Wellesley, The Duke of Wellington's Eldest Brother (Lon
don: Hodder and Stoughton, 1973), pp. 113-349. 

16 
During periods when the company was united, it 

was able to resist its attackers and to hold considerable 
influence in the government. These unified periods, how
ever, were the exception and not the natural state of the 
company. C. H. Philips, The East India Company, 1784-18 34 
(Manchester: Manchester University Press, 1940; reprint, 
1961) , pp. 150-51. 
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Proprietors, the owners of company stock, which originally 

gave approval to the Directors'proposals ."'"'̂  The India 

Act of 1784, however, destroyed the power of the Court 

of Proprietors. In the government's attempt to control 

the company and to streamline its organization, the act 

stated that once a policy had been established by the 

Directors and that policy had the approval of the Board 

of Control, established by the act, the Proprietors could 

18 

not veto or vary the decision. Thus, power in the com

pany rested solely in the hands of the Directors. The 

Proprietors could only browbeat or publically embarrass 

the Directors to have any chance of influencing the com-

19 pany's policies. Haileybury was one of the issues the 

Proprietors repeatedly raised to harass the Directors. 

They proclaimed that the college was too expensive, that 

it was useless, and that it caused moral degeneration in 

its students. 

Further factionalization occurred because of the 

conflicts among the various "interest" groups in the 

17 
The right of electing the Directors did not 

give the Proprietors as much power as it would seem 
because the Directors usually controlled enough votes 
to insure their reelection. Ibid., p. 4. 

18 
B. B. Misra, The Central Administration of the 

East India Company, 1773-1834 (Manchester: Manchester 
University Press, 1959), p. 30. 

19 
Philips, East Inaia Company, p. 94. 
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company. Due to its diversified activities and lack of 

coordination, the company did not have a coherent economic 

program, and it tended to separate into coteries support

ing the different commercial opportunities. Until 178 9 

there were two main factions, the Indian interest and the 

City and Shipping interest. The Indian group, consisting 

mainly of returned Indian servants (the Nabobs) and those 

whose central concern was the company's role in India, 

wanted the company to maintain its governing rights in 

India, particularly the land tax, to fill the company's 

coffers. The City and Shipping groups were concerned 

more with promoting the sale of eastern goods in England 

and in the transporting of the products. However, in 

1789 the City anci Shipping faction split, and this led 

to a three-sided'battle within the com.pany' s home govern-

21 

ment. The corporate instability fostered by the inter

necine struggles did little to aid Haileybury. There was 

rarely a unified front willing to defend the college when 

it received outside criticism. 

Not only did the new status of the East India 

Company create problems within the organization, but it 

also brought about a heightened outcry from the public 

press. Englishmen had grave doubts about the company's 

20̂ .,.-, o. Ibid., p. 24. 

Ibid. 
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2 2 
ability to rule the Indian Empire efficaciously. They 

read of the victorious battles between the company's 

soldiers and the French and about the amazing exploits 

of the men in India, but they also learned of the corrup

tion in India. To the public the negative aspects of 

23 the company seemed to outweigh the positive. Repeated 

charges of corruption against high ranking servants of 

the company and the ostentatious displays of the Nabobs 

appeared to confirm that the company was synonymous with 

malfeasance. Hastings, Cornwallis, and Wellesley all had 

to defend themselves against charges of mismanagement in 

India. The activities of the Nabobs also reenforced the 

suspicions against the Indian service. It was well-known 

that the company's employees received small salaries, yet 

they returned to England wealthy and often used this 

22 
When writing about the public's opinion of the 

East India Company, one is actually referring to a small 
percentage of the population. Most Englishmen ignored 
India and the company. William Makepeace Thackeray in 
his works, especially The Newcomes, and even Sir Arthur 
Conan Doyle in his "Sherlock Holmes" stories pointed out 
the separateness of those who had served in India and 
the apathy of the general populace about Indian affairs. 
However, those who did take an interest in India, either 
wanting economic gain or reform in the foreign land, were 
extremely vocal. Therefore the public press, printing a 
proportionally large number of articles on the company, 
did, in this limited sense, represent public opinion. 

23 • . 
Most of the articles appearing in the press 

condemned the activities of the company. For example. 
The Times between 1800 and 1801 ran six articles on the 
company's corruption. 
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wealth to buy parliamentary power. Though there were 

legal methods of making money in India, the press reported 

and the public believed the worst about the civil servants 

Many of Haileybury's problems resulted from the ingrained 

prejudice against the company. 

The most potent opposition to the company's newly 

acquired power, however, was the government. With the 

Regulating Act of 1773, which proved to be a failure, the 

government began a long campaign to control the company 

by divesting it of its powers within the Indian Empire. 

The East India Company had three main responsibilities in 

India: it ruled the territories under its control; it 

regulated and maintained trade; and it distributed•patron

age . Item by item the government took away these rights. 

The first reduction in the power of the company was its 

loss of political control over the Indian territories 

by the Indian Act of 1784. Charles James Fox had intro

duced two bills in 178 3 which would have destroyed most 

of the company's privileges. Although there was a con

cern that the new Indian patronage at the disposal of 

the ministry would endanger the constitution, the bills 

For instance, Robert Clive bought eight seats 
in parliament for his relatives. A Mervyn Davies, 
Strange Destiny: A Biography of Warren Hastings (New 
York: G- P. Putnam's Sons, 1935), p. 371. 



16 

25 
passed the Commons. The Lords rejected Fox's plan. 

William Pitt came to power in December 1783 partly be

cause he promised that he would reform the East India 

Company. His attempt resulted in the India Act of 1784. 

The salient features of this act were the creation of 

the Board of Control and the requirement that Indian 

governors be approved by both the company and the gov

ernment. Attempting to ameliorate the company's fears 

about the powers of the Board, the government explained 

that the Board would help to oversee the company's rule 

in India. The government was, however, only cloaking 

2 6 

its real purpose in rhetoric. The company soon dis

covered that the Board's power had superseded that of 

the company. Once the Board approved dispatches to be 

sent to India, the company could not alter them. Thus, 

the Board had the final decision on policy. The company 

could complain about the Board and attempt to obstruct 

its work, but the Board was supreme in the governing of 

27 
India. 

25 
Brian Gardner, The East India Company: A 

History (New York: McCall Publishing Company, 1971) , 
p. 122; Wilbur, East India Company, pp. 295-96. 

26 
Because Pitt needed the political support of 

the East India Company, he did not want to appear too 
hostile to the company. Philips, East India Company, 
pp. 32-34. 

^^Ibid., p. 51. 



The determination of the government to subvert 

the company's rights by means of the Board of Control 

was clearly shown by the administration of the first 

head of the Board, Henry Dundas. Dundas worked under 

the assumption that the company would soon be abolished 

and that he would hold a secretaryship for India in the 

ministry. The company was not disbanded while Dundas 

was at the Board, but his superior attitude and his power 

to carry out his high-handed actions proved to the com

pany how much influence it had lost because of the India 

Act.^^ 

Even Pitt, in 1787, revealed the government's 

true intent. The purpose of the act of 1784, according 

to Pitt, had not been merely to oversee the company; 

"the principle object in framing the act of 1784 was to 

take from the Company the entire management of the ter

ritorial possessions and the political government of the 

29 
country." The Board of Control, m effect, had abol
ished the company's right to govern India. 

By regulating the appointment of governors, 

parliament further weakened the company's control over 

India. Since the new appointments had to have govern

ment sanction, the company could no longer send to India 

^^Ibid., pp. 61-79 

29 
Ibid., p. 58. 
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men who fully supported it. The government would block 

the nomination of anyone it considered too sympathetic 

to the company; the company, of course, had the same 

reservations about men who seemed too hostile to the 

30 

East India Company. Governors, therefore, were com

promise choices, but the company lost on the compromise 

because it could no longer send to India men who supported 

its cause. The company had no counterbalance to the weight 

of the Board of Control. 

As the company lost its political might and fac

tional disputes weakened its home organization, the com

pany also found it increasingly difficult to defend its 

trading monopolies against the growing strength of the 

private shippers. Its monopolies were taken away by the 

India Acts of 1813 and 1833. The act of 1813 abolished 

the monopoly on trade with India; however, it allowed the 

31 company to continue its exclusive trade with China. 

This privilege was abolished by the act of 18 33 which 

also prohibited the company from engaging in any commerce 

32 
with India. The company had lost its original reason 

for existence. 

The acts of 1813 and 1833 completed the company's 

^°Ibid., pp. 120-22. 

•̂̂ 53 Geo. Ill, 1813, c. 155, art. VI. 

^^3&4 Will. IV, 1833, c. 85, art. III. 
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metamorphosis from a trading company and the ruler of 

India to a dispenser of patronage. The company's sole 

product of value was the men it sent to India to carry 

out policies which were basically the dictates of the 

Board of Control. Prior to 1853 the government did 

not abolish the company's patronage because there were 

still fears that the ministry's assumption of Indian 

patronage would upset the balance of the British con

stitution, that open competition (an alternate to 

patronage) might prove a failure, and that the service 

of the traditional Indian families could be lost if 

Directoral patronage were ended. In theory, therefore, 

the company had the exclusive right to staff the Indian 

Civil Service. However, the government did discover a 

means to influence the company's patronage right; the 

means was Haileybury. The government virtually forced 

the company to create the college and then through pro

gressive parliamentary acts eroded the company's control 

over Haileybury. Trying to protect its last privilege, 

the company attempted to avoid or circumvent parliamen-
33 

tary pressure. Haileybury thus became a prize sought 

by both the Directors and the government, and the two 

From 1826 to 1838 the Directors abandoned 
their customary policy of fighting vigorously to re
tain patronage, and some Directors actually wanted to 
give up the right. This anomaly will be examined in 
Chapters 3 and 4. 
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fought a continuing battle over the college for fifty 

years. It was, however, a battle that the company 

could not win. 

Because of its importance to the issue of 

patronage, Haileybury, as we shall observe, had a stormy 

existence. Each successive India Act concerned Hailey

bury because of the government's attempt to wrest control 

of the college, and thus of patronage, from the company. 

Haileybury's life included four distinct periods—from 

its founding in 1806 to 1812, from the India Act of 1813 

to 1832, from the India Act of 1833 to 1852, and from the 

India Act of 1853 to the college's closing. Each of the 

periods between the acts had its owm ambiance, a distinc

tive way the public, the professors, and the company 

viewed the college. The college was conceived in anger 

and raised in conflict. The surprising thing is not that 

the college was the core of repeated controversy, but that 

it lasted as long as it did and accomplished its task so 

well. 



CHAPTER II 

THE EXPERIMENT: HAILEYBURY FROM 

ITS INCEPTION TO 1812 

The early years of Haileybury's stormy existence 

gave a forecast of both the successes and the problems 

the college would face during the next fifty years. 

Haileybury did give future Indian administrators access 

to a quality education. The college's courses were 

innovative, and Haileybury throughout its life retained 

professors of the highest quality. These attributes, 

however, were overshadowed by events beyond the control 

of the college itself. Haileybury was never what it 

appeared to be—a college educating Indian Civil Servants. 

Instead, Haileybury was used as a tool of either the com

pany or the government to cloak their true intents in 

the conflicts over the control of the Indian service. 

In this early period, the Directors used the founding of 

Haileybury to quell outcries against their right to 

appoint the Indian servants. Thus, Haileybury, according 

to the Directors' theories, was largely a cosmetic attempt 

to continue the old patronage system. 

Concerned more with protecting their power than 

21 
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creating a college, the Directors' rules and regulations 

were ambiguous and unworkable. The Directors' handiwork, 

thus, guaranteed future problems and confrontations. 

Professors and administrators rebelled against the con

straints of the Court of Directors; and, battling for 

greater autonomy, the staff of Haileybury continually 

sought greater influence over the discipline and the 

academic proficiency of the students. If the Directors 

abdicated these powers, however, the professors might 

expel or fail the company's appointees; and the college, 

not the company, would determine who went to India. The 

Court of Directors obviously did not want the college to 

become too independent. In the power struggle which 

developed, the college's greatest ally was the government. 

In its attempts to control patronage without abolishing 

the company, the government backed the college and, 

thereby, exerted its influence over those sent to India. 

Thus, the period from the formation of Haileybury in 18 06 

until 1812 was a period of growing controversy. The 

college began to explore its responsibilities and possible 

independence; the government started to realize the poten

tial of controlling patronage through the college; and the 

company fought to maintain its appointive power. 

N/ Four factors interacted in 18 04 to begin the 

process which resulted in the company's creation of 

Haileybury—the concern over the training company 
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writers received before they went to India, the debate 

over the proper age at which to send men to India, the 

public criticism of the company, and the confrontation 

between the company and the Board of Control over the 

actions of the Marquis Wellesley in India. Although the 

training and age of the writers influenced the founding 

of Haileybury, it is apparent that the company was moti

vated primarily by public criticism and the Wellesley 

affair, outgrowths of the increasing attacks on the 

company's rights in India. 

For years the company had demanded that its 

writers receive some training before they were sent to 

take up their posts in India. Until their duties changed 

from commercial to the actual governing of India, the 

qualifications the writers needed were, however, limited. 

A fair hand in writing, since the servant's writing had 

to be legible, and a knowledge of business arithmetic 

were all the requirements necessary. Those granted 

writerships were required to present proof that they had 

these skills. It was mandatory that a writer's petition 

for employment contain a statement that the young man had 

such qualifications and be accompanied by a declaration 

from a teacher or tutor that supported one petitioner's 

claim. A typical petition stated: "That your Petitioner 

having been educated in Writing and Account, humbly hopes 

himself qualified to serve your Honors abroad." The 
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teacher would simply add: "this is to certify that Thomas 

Dashwood Esqr. hath gone through a regular course of 

Bookkeeping and Merchants accounts.""^ 

The increased political role of writers, however, 

brought a change in the required skills. Senior members 

of the civil service complained that the writers sent to 

India were virtually worthless and that the lack of proper 

training contributed to the lessening of the efficiency 
2 

of the service. A writer who did not know the language 

was of little use to the company's court system; a servant 

who did not understand the tax laws was of little value to 

the revenue department, and an administrator who did not 

know the peoples and districts of India was of little help 

in governance. Arriving unqualified and yet assigned some 

administrative position in the service, the writers were 

given menial tasks, such as copying correspondence or 

indexing. Such work did not occupy much of the servant's 

time nor significantly ease the work load of experienced 

BEIC, Writer's Petition's, vol. 9, pp. 78-79, in 
the Indian Office Library and Records, hereafter referred 
to as lOR. 

T. R. Malthus, A Letter to the Rt. Hon. Lord 
Grenville Occasioned by Some Observations of his Lordship 
on the East India Company's Establishment for the Educa
tion of their Civil Servants' (London: J~. j"! Johnson and 
Co., 1813), pp- 4-5. 
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men. A new writer, therefore, felt useless and had an 

abundance of free time in a country with ample oppor

tunities for vice and financial difficulties. The young 

writers would often drink and whore beyond their capaci

ties to pay for such pleasures of life. They would 

frequently get into debt to Indians willing to lend txhe 

young Sahibs considerable sums on their future earnings. 

The writers, therefore, were sometimes forced into cor

ruption to pay these debts. It was the hearing of such 

reports in England which was one of the causes of the 
4 

low opinion of the company's servants. 

Apparently a small number of Directors recognized 

the disastrous effects of the defects in the writers' 

education. In 1796 a few of the members of the Court 

had private discussions concerning the possibility of 

requiring the writers to be better trained for their jobs 

and the possibility of creating an institution to carry 

out the necessary training. Action along these lines. 

3 
BEIC, Proceedings of the Court of Directors 

relating to the College, vol. 1, 1804, pp. 1-3. The 
Proceedings is a three-volume series in the lOR, 1804-
18 21, which has limited usefulness because these docu
ments are usually only formal assents to matters decided 
in the Committee of College. Hereafter referred to as 
Proceedings relating to the College. 

Wilbur, East India Company, p. 363; Gardner, 
The East India Company, p. 187. 

^BEIC, "Minute, October 26, 18 04," Minutes and 
Reports of the Committee of College, 1: 2. This 
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however, was not taken until the imbroglio with Wellesley. 

Closely associated with the training issue was 

the question over the proper age for a writer to be sent 

to India. Previous to the creation of the East India 

College writers commonly went to India at a very young 

age, often fourteen to sixteen.^ A youth might be appren

ticed to a commercial firm at that age and do well, but 

to be handed the complex duties of government was too 

much for young boys. Also, the youth of the writers, 

when combined with their useless feeling and free time, 

facilitated the adoption of a lax life-style. Or, more 

horrifying to the English, youth might lead to the adop-

tion of an Indian life-style. Sending the writers out 

source is a twelve volume series (in the lOR) spanning 
the years from 1806 to 1834. In 1834 the affairs of 
Haileybury were transferred to the Home and Finance Com
mittee in the general revision of the East India Company's 
administration caused by the Charter Act of 1833. Unfor
tunately, the series contains only the brief minutes or 
reports of the committee and not the actual debates or 
discussions of the Directors comprising the committee. 
Hereafter referred to as Committee of College. 

Percival Spear, India: A Modern History (Ann 
Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 1961), p. 236. 

7 
Marquis Wellesley, "Minute in Council at Fort 

William, August 18, 1800," in Letters of the Marquis 
Wellesley Respecting the College of Fort William (London: 
J. Hatchard, 1812), pp. 17-19. One notorious case of a 
company agent "going native" was the tale of Job Channock. 
Channock, Agent in Bengal, went to see a suttee and was 
so taken by the beauty of the young widow that he had her 
seized and brought to his home rather than allowing her 
to leap into her dead husband's pyre. The couple lived 
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at a more advanced age obviously was part of the answer 

to this problem. However, delaying the departure of the 

writers too long created its own woes. A servant of the 

company usually expected to make his fortune in his forties, 

preferably in his early forties so that he could return to 

England and live out his remaining years in comfort. This 

process normally took from twenty to twenty-five years. 

Thus, a writer needed to start service in India at least 
o 

by the ages of eighteen to twenty. Furthermore, the 

company considered it mandatory to send a civil servant 

to India at an early enough age so that he could adjust 

to the climate. Both India and China were death traps 

for Englishmen, and only those who were young and strong 

had much of a chance of surviving their period of duty 

and returning to England in reasonably good health. 

Eighteen to twenty were the maximum ages the company be-
9 

lieved possible for this adjustment. For both monetary 

together and had several children. Instead of converting 
her to Christianity, Channock adopted pagan ways. After 
his native consort's death, he built a mausoleum for her 
and sacrificed a chicken every year on the anniversary 
of her death. "Account of Captain Hamilton," quoted in 
J. Talboys Wheeler, Early Records of British India: A 
History of the English Settlement in India: As Told in 
the Government Record, the Works of Old Travellers, and 
Other Contemporary Documents, From the Earliest Period 
Down to the Rise of British Power in India (London: 
Curzon Press, 1878: Reprint, 1972), pp. 189-90. 

^Ibid., p. 32. 
9 
Gardner, East India Company, p. 185. 
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and health reasons, therefore, eighteen to twenty were 

the optimum ages for sending new writers to India. 

Raising the age for writers, however, created a 

further problem. What would the boys do between the time 

they left public school or finished their courses with a 

tutor until they left for India? The parents of those 

destined for Indian service—and the appointments were 

usually known years in advance—wanted their sons to 

enter the service as early as possible, hopefully immedi

ately upon leaving school. Delaying the boys' departure 

until eighteen presented their parents with a two- or 

three-year period with nothing to do with their beloved 

lads. A university education was an unnecessary expense, 

and the youth could not complete such a course of study 

in any event. An institution to train writers for a 

career in the Eastern service would fill those years and 

upgrade the service, and the company's civil servants in 

Canton made such a suggestion in 18 04. 

Four years before the letter from Canton, how

ever, a renewed attack on the Directors' abuse of 

patronage appeared in the press. The charge of selling 

writerships, which was forbidden by law, was the center 

""•̂ BEIC, "Minute, October 26, 1804," Committee for 
College, I: 3. 

•̂ •'•BEIC, "Letter from Canton, January 29, 18 04," 
Proceedings relating to the College, I: 1-3. 
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of the blast. A M.P. from Denbigh, Mr. Jones, stated in 

The Times that it was generally believed that "appoint

ments to situations in India were and could be obtained 

for money," and that "the improper and corrupt use which 

the public was taught to believe had been made of the 

Patronage of the Directors" was again a subject of public 

12 
discussion. He did not give credence to the charges, 

13 but he wanted an investigation to clear the company. 

Although he was apparently correct in absolving the 

Directors from charges of corruption, the charges, never-

14 
theless, caused consternation among the Directors. 

Creating Haileybury as a public-relations move was, at 

least in part, successful, for the college did" bring 

public approbation. Both The Times in 18 04 and the 

Quarterly Review in 1817 praised the company for trying 

to stop the abuses of patronage and improving the Indian 

'''̂ The Times, September 25, 1800, p. 3. 

1 3 
Ibid. Other articles on abuse of patronage were 

published in The Times on December 15, 1800; December 17, 
1800; and January 2, 1801. 

The charges of patronage abuses finally led to 
a parliamentary investigation. Presenting its report in 
1809, the committee stated that though the Directors had 
not illegally disposed of patronage, some of the Direc
tors' appointees had sold their situations without the 
Directors' knowledge. "Report from the Committee appointed 
to Inquire into the Existence of any Abuses in the Disposal 
of Patronage in the East India Company," 1 Hansard 13 
(1809), Appendix IV. 
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service through the college. 15 

Superseding all the other factors which forced the 

company to create Haileybury was however the Directors' 

fight with the Marquis Wellesley over his college in Fort 

William, India, and the resulting conflict with the Board 

of Control. Wellesley, after assuming his duties at 

Calcutta, was appalled at the deteriorating condition of 

the Indian Civil Service. He repeated the often-cited 

failings of the system: the lack of proper education, 

the moral turpitude of the writers, and the youth of the 

servants sent to India. Furthermore, he added the warning 

that because of the seniority system these men eventually 

would become ranking members of. the service, and their 

inefficiency would cause further degeneration. Partic

ularly in his report in 1800 to the Court of Directors, 

he emphasized the new role of the Indian Service. 

To dispense justice to millions, . . . to administer 
a vast and complicated system of revenue, . . . to 
maintain civil order, . . . are now the duties of 
the larger proportion of the civil servants of the 
company.1^ 

The Times, October 16, 1804, p. 2; The Quarterly 
Review, XVII, p. 138. However the Edinburgh Review con
tinued its attacks on the company in vol. 10 (1807): 359; 
and vol. 30 (1812) : 474. 

"^^"Minute in Council at Fort William August 18, 
1800," in Wellesley, Letters Respecting the College, 
p. 10. 
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Wellesley argued that the servants of the East India 

Company could therefore "no longer be considered as 

agents of a commercial concern." They were "in fact 
1 -7 

the ministers of a powerful sovereign." 

Wellesley proposed improving the Indian Civil 

Service through education. The old educational require

ments were not only inadequate; they were a hindrance 

to the proper functioning of the governors of India. 

Merchant, factor, and writer were now merely terms of 

convenience, not meaning. Under Pitt's India Act most 

Indian Civil Servants had to abstain from any commercial 

18 
pursuits. Thus, the servants needed a type of educa
tion new not only to company employees but to Europe in 

19 general. Teaching the writers those skills necessary 

for governing India was the only way to save the service, 

and a radical change in training meant the founding of a 

new college. 

With his usual forthrightness, Wellesley informed 

the Directors of his plan and then started the college 

at Fort William without receiving official approval. The 

college was to have two major goals. First, it was to 

produce men of high moral character and with a highly 

17 

18 

19 

Ibid., p. 14. 

Ibid., p. 11. 

Ibid., pp. 15-16. 



32 

developed sense of being English gentlemen. Secondly, 

the college was to teach an ample mixture of occidental 

and oriental learning. Wellesley designed a lengthy 

and detailed course of study which demonstrated his 

desires. The students would be taught the broad general 

knowledge that one would gain from a typical English uni

versity. This background was necessary to the writer not 

only for the help it would be in governing India but also 

because it was received by administrators in txhe English 

government. Wellesley, in effect, wanted as closely as 

possible to make the Indian Civil Service equal, it not 

superior, to the home service. English gentlemen in 

government had a classical education, and the company's 

21 servants would have the same. To the classical courses 

Wellesley added those subjects he believed the special 

needs of the Indian service demanded. Modern and ancient 

history, modern languages of Europe, English classics, 

and mathematics were added plus a smattering of botany, 

chemistry, astronomy, and the recently developed 

20 
Marquess Wellesley, "Address to Fort William 

College, September 20, 1804," in The Despatches, Minutes, 
and Correspondence of the Marquess Wellesley, K. G. Dur
ing his Administration in India, ed. by Montgomery 
Martin (5 vols.; London: W. H. Allen & Co., 18 37), 
III: 208, 212. 

21 
"Minute in Council, August 18, 18 00," in 

Wellesley, Letters Relating to the College, pp. 15, 
17, 39. 
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disciplines of political economy and geography.^^ 

Because the work of the company's servants was 

in a land about which little was known in England and 

many of their duties were of a legal nature, Wellesley 

included law and oriental studies in the Fort William's 

curriculum. English Law, civil jurisprudence, interna

tional law, and the laws and regulations of the East 

India Company constituted the College's legal courses; 

and, to acquaint the writers with the country they were 

to govern, he instituted courses in the History of 

Hindustan, Mohammedan and Hindu law, and oriental lan

guages. These classes existed in no undergraduate courses 

in any English university and, thus, were quite progres

sive and experimental. The uniqueness of the courses was 

shown by the fact that there were no text books available 

for some of the oriental courses at Fort William. 

Wellesley believed that a writer equipped with the knowl

edge Fort William would impart would be able to properly 

23 carry out the duties now required by the company. 

The Directors' initial reaction to the college 

was mixed; there was neither general support nor disap

proval. As would face Haileybury later on, however, the 

Fort William college issue became intertwined with power 

22 

23 

Ibid., pp. 54-55. 

Ibid., pp. 12, 16, 54. 
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struggles and outside events. Wellesley's creation of 

the college coincided with a growing dismay among the 

Directors over the Marquis' actions in India and with 

an increase in military spending by the company to 

combat the French. The college became a battleground 

for these larger concerns. 

Davis Scott, former chairman of the Court, and 

Charles Grant, ex-Indian servant and future chairman of 

the Court, were two Directors who campaigned vigorously 

for maintaining Wellesley's college. In 1801 Scott, the 

more aggressive of the two, wrote to Wellesley stating 

that "your note upon it [the college] gives such sound 

arguments for the•propriety of such an institution as 

..24 
are incontrovertible. To William Scott he stated, 

No person can more admire the . . . college than I 
do. I look upon it as one of the most meritorious 
services ever rendered by a Governor General . . . 
Never was there a grander idea than Marquis 
Wellesley's college, nor was there ever anything 
so wanted.25 

Scott's attempts to convince the bulk of the Directors of 

the values of Wellesley's college was a failure. However, 

24 
David Scott to Wellesley, January 9, 1801, in 

C. H. Philips, ed.. The Correspondence of David Scott 
Director and Chairman of the East India Company Relating 
to Indian Affairs, 1787-1805, Camden Society, Third Ser., 
LXXVI (2 vols.: London: Offices of the Royal Historical 
Society, 1951), II: 297. 

25 
David Scott to William Scott, April 23, 18 01, 

ibid., p. 304. 
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to preserve the idea of a training institution from total 

extinction. Grant made a counter proposal. He wanted to 

establish a college in England with basically the same 

courses as those in Fort William and use schools at Fort 

William, Fort George, and Bombay only to complete the 

2 6 
oriental studies. The growing anger among the Directors, 

Wellesley, and the Board delayed any compromise on the 

college. 

The first official position of the Court of 

Directors on the college was that if they had the money 

they would adopt Wellesley's plan; however, the funds 

27 
:)ust were not available. This objection originally 

seemed plausible; Lord Dartmouth stated that the company 

should not increase its spending because of the high cost 

2 8 
of military campaigns in India. Wellesley tried to 

avoid this objection by drawing up a scheme to deduct a 

2 6 
Castlereagh to Wellesley, April 28, 1803, p. 

380; Castlereagh to Wellesley, August 25, 1803, pp. 39-40, 
in Wellesley, Despatches, III. 

27 
Court of Directors to Wellesley, 1801, in 

Wellesley, Letters Relating to the College, pp. 58, 62. 
The company also stated that it was possible to learn 
the languages at Mr. Gilchrist's seminary in England. 
This seminary, though, was totally inadequate for the 
needs of the Indian service. Ibid., p. 59; Marquis 
Wellesley to Court of Directors, 1802, ibid., p. 81. 

28 
Lord Dartmouth to David Scott, 9 November 18 01, 

p. 367; Lord Dartmouth to David Scott, November 18, 18 01, 
p. 369 in Philips, Correspondence of David Scott, II. 
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small percentage of the salary of the company's employees 

to pay for the college, a doubtful procedure that was 

29 

never tried. The company's pecuniary condition, how

ever, was a somewhat spurious reason for demanding that 

the college be closed. Three occurrences appear to negate 

the company's argument. Charles Grant's plan called for 

a more extensive operation that Wellesley's college at 

Fort William. If the Directors did not balk at the ex

pense of Grant's system, why should they have cried cost 

at Wellesley? Furthermore, the company had no trouble in 

financing its own college only two years after pleading 

that they could not afford to run Fort V7illiam, Finally, 

Fort William was not closed. Though it did not conform 

to Wellesley's grandiose plan, it was maintained as a 

finishing school in oriental studies for the graduates 

of Haileybury. 

What really caused the Directors to object to 

the college at Fort William was that it was sponsored 

by Wellesley. Repeatedly Wellesley and the Directors 

were in conflict during his term in India, and the 

Court's anger against Wellesley was vented on the college. 

The Marquis' advocacy of free trade in India was the 

greatest impediment to smooth relations, and the free 

2 9 
P. E. Roberts, India Under Wellesley (London 

G- Bell & Sons, Ltd., 1929; Reprint; India: 
Vishwavidyalaya Prakashan, 1961), p. 152. 
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trade controversy occurred at the same time he was trying 

to establish his college. Scott summed up the effect of 

Wellesley's stand on open trade and its relation to the 

college when he wrote that: 

The college . . . was sacrificed to the private 
trade, . . . Marquis Cornwallis . . . thought [the 
college] a grand idea and that it should be on a 
grand scale. I brought his written opinion on it 
before the Court, but neither it or anything else 
could operate in favor of it owing to their 
prejudice to the private trade.30 

Besides the free trade issue, the Directors also resented 

Wellesley's military actions and his appointment of his 

brother Henry to the governorship of one of the newly 

captured territories without the Court's approval.̂ "*" The 

Directors also rightly pointed out that only they had the 

authority to create a college; Wellesley should have 

received permission before opening the college. This 

action they believed was another attempt to undercut 

30 
David Scott to Wellesley, April 23, 1802, in 

Philips, Correspondence of David Scott, II: 394-95. 
31 
Marquess Wellesley, The Wellesley Papers: 

The Life and Correspondence of Richard Colley Marquess 
Wellesley 1760-1842 Governor-General of India 1797-1805 
Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs 1809-1812 and 
Lord Lieutenant of Ireland 1821-1827 1833-1834 including 
Hitherto Unpublished Correspondence with George III and 
George IV the Dukes of Portland and Wellington Lords 
Aberdeen Auckland Bathurst Brougham Castlereagh Grey 
Holland Liverpool Melbourne and Palmerston Lady Hester 
Stanhope and Lady Blessington Burdett Canning Creevey 
Croker Pell Spencer Perceval Pitt Wilberforce etc. etc., 
by the Editor of "The Windham Paper" (2 vols.: London: 
Hubert Jenkins, Ltd., 1914), I: 134. 
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the authority of the Court. Moreover, the Directors 

realized that the college was another step in Wellesley's 

plan to unify all of India under his direct control and 

to spread the Bengal system of government to all of the 

presidencies. By bringing all of the writers first to 

Fort William, the Marquis could indoctrinate them; and 

3 3 they would disseminate his ideas throughout India. 

Even if the college at Fort William had been the soundest 

educational plan of the age, it is doubtful that the 

Directors would have approved it because of their hos

tility towards Wellesley. 

The controversy between Wellesley and the com

pany grew to include the Board of Control, Both Lords 

Dartmouth and Castlereagh, in turn Presidents of the 

Board during this conflict, supported Wellesley's college 

and resented the company's attempts to close it. Lord 

Dartmouth, besides backing Wellesley's position on open 

trade, upheld Wellesley's creation of the college after 

Dartmouth changed his mind about the company's ability 

34 
to finance the institution. After the Directors had 

32 
Court of Directors to Wellesley, 1801, in 

Wellesley, Letters Respecting the College, p. 59. 
33 

Speech by Marquis Wellesley, March 1803, in 
Wellesley, Despatches, III: 70. 

Lord Dartmouth to David Scott, December 15, 
1801, in Philips, Correspondence of David Scott, II: 377. 
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decided to refuse Wellesley's total plan for the college 

and instead use Grant's idea, Dartmouth demanded that 

the company say nothing of the new plan to Wellesley and 
3 c 

allow the Marquis to continue the college. Rebuked in 

this highhanded manner, the Directors ordered Wellesley 
3 g 

to close the college. 

The second round of the Board's involvement in 

the Fort William dispute occurred after Castlereagh 

became president. Wellesley had not closed the college; 

instead, he had appealed to the Court to reconsider his 

37 proposal. Castlereagh applied to the Court on the 

Marquis' behalf, requesting that the Directors allow the 

college temporarily to remain open while the antagonists 

38 worked out a compromise. Because the Directors had just 

won a victory over free trade, they were in a conciliatory 

39 
mood and agreed to Castlereagh's request. They soon 

realized, however, that Castlereagh's true intent was to 

keep the college open permanently. The Directors now 

believed that the Board was directly interfering with 

35 
Lord Dartmouth to David Scott, January 20, 18 03, 

ibid., I: 484; Roberts, India Under Wellesley, p. 154, 
3 c 
Roberts, India Under Wellesley, p. 155. 

^"^Ibid. 

^^Castlereagh to Wellesley, April 28, 1803, in 
Wellesley, Despatches, III: 379-80. 

Roberts, India Under Wellesley, p. 155. 
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. 4 0 

their prerogatives. They maintained that the govern

ment was trying to abridge two of the rights granted the 

company in Pitt's India Act: the control over the crea-
41 

tion of new institutions and the control over patronage. 

The squabble over the college thus escalated 

into a major confrontation between the Board of Control 

and the company on how the India Act would be interpreted. 

Castlereagh countered the company's contention that he 

was encroaching on its territory by arguing that the 

college was a matter of basic policy and thus fell under 
42 the control of the Board. Both the Directors and 

Castlereagh sought legal advice on the question, but the 

Directors were obviously right; the creation of a college 

to train civil servants was more closely related to the 

establishment of new institutions and patronage than gen

eral policy. It was, however, only the working of the 

act and not the intent which created this situation. 

Pitt's Act intended to make the company subservient to 

the government, though it cloaked some of this desire in 

verbiage. Therefore it was suggested to Castlereagh that 

he bring a bill before parliament to make it clear that 

Naresh Chanda Roy, The Civil Service in India 
(Calcutta: Firma K. C. Meskopathyay, 1960), p. 58. 

'̂ "'"Roberts, India Under Wellesley, p. 155. 

Ibid. 
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when an irresolvable dispute occurred between the Board 

and the Court the matter could be appealed to a parlia-
43 

mentary commtittee. With the moral victory of forcing 

Castlereagh to admit the weakness of his position, the 

Directors were once again willing to search for a com

promise on the college question. Also, they did not want 

to force Castlereagh to bring the matter before parliament, 

for they knew from past experience that any bill passed 

by parliament would take away more of the company's privi

leges. Pitt was also reluctant to bring the fight between 

the company and the Board before parliament because he 

still needed the support of the company's members who 

44 
backed his ministry. The desire to avoid a parlia
mentary battle led to a compromise settlement. 

The final compromise plan was very similar to the 

one previously proposed by Grant. Attempting to upgrade 

the Indian Civil Service, the company would increase its 

educational requirements for writers, and the company 

would create a college to carry out this training. The 

college, however, would be in England, and Fort William 

would only be a finishing school in oriental languages. 

Lord Melville to David Scott, August 10, 18 03, 
p. 424; Melville to Castlereagh, August 11, 18 03, pp. 
425-28, in Philips, Correspondence of David Scott, II. 

Roberts, India Under Wellesley, p. 155. 
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Not wanting it to appear to the public that the company 

had been forced to start a college, the Directors seized 

on the communique from Canton suggesting a college which 

would educate the writers and delay their departure from 

England until they were at least eighteen as the reason 

- . 4 5 

for creating an East India Company college. 

To carry out the part of the compromise demanding 

a training institute, the Directors in 18 04 appointed a 
select committee, the Committee of College, to draft a 

proposal for the "Education of Young Men intended for the 

46 
Company's Civil Service." From the first minutes of 

the committee, it is obvious that the Directors intended 

to make it appear that the training institute was solely 

a company idea and that the college's creation was based 

on altruistic reasons. The company stated that it had 

"long observed" that there was a need for writers to be 

trained for service in India. In fact "eight years" 

earlier some of the members of the Court, it was argued, 

had "suggested among their Friends the Outline of a Plan 

of Education proper for persons to be employed in the 

Administration of the Company's affairs," and in 18 02 

47 
the Court had "explored" a proposal for a school. This 

45 
BEIC, Minutes of Committee of College, I: 2. 

"^^BEIC, "Minutes, October 26, 1804," Committee 
of College, I: 1. 

47 Ibid./ p. 2. 
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last statement barkened back to the move by the company 

to bypass Fort William; however, no credit was given nor 

references made to Wellesley in the minutes. After the 

letter from Canton, the Directors now believed that the 

demands for reform were "urgent" and that a school should 
48 be established. 

Why the Court had waited eight years or why condi

tions were so drastically different in 1804 than in 1802 

were not explained in the minutes, but the reason for 

these omissions is plain. The company's main interest 

in creating a college was its public-relations value. 

Attempting to present its creation in the best possible 

light, the Court gave a brief history of the events lead

ing to the school. Subtly, the Directors blamed all of 

England for the poor education its writers received. In 

the East-India Register the company lamented the fact 

that no institution had grown up to fulfill the needs of 

49 the Indian servants. The company had expected such a 

Ibid. 

49 
"Preliminary View of the Establishment of the 

East India College for the Education of young Persons 
intended to be appointed to the Civil Service of the Hon
orable East-India Company in India," in The East-India 
Register and Directory for 18 07 containing Complete Lists 
of the Company's Servants, Civil, Military, and Marine, 
at the different Presidencies in the East-Indies together 
with Lists of the Europeans, Mariners, & c . Not in the 
Service of the East-India Company and Merchant Vessels 
Employed in the County Trade, compiled by John Mathison 
and Alexander Way Mason (London: Cox, Son, and Baylis, 
18 07), pp. xxiv-xxv. 
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training school to arise "from other quarters," but 

All hopes . . , having been disappointed, [the 
Directors] judged it to be incumbent upon themselves 
to devise and to institute , , . [a college] that 
should afford the best means of qualifying [writers] 
to discharge the duties of their "stations,50 

England had failed the East India Company, and it was up 

to the Directors to educate the writers and improve the 

service. These self-serving statements did not hide the 

fact that education was not foremost in the Directors' 

minds. Even though the Committee of College did an ade

quate job of designing the college, the final report on 

the rules of the college negated the educational impact 

of the college. The report stated: 

It is . . .to be understood, where in any instance 
a student of inferior intellect shall have applied 
himself with diligence to his studies and in other 
respects behaved with decorum he shall not be con
sidered as unintitled to have his appointment.51 

Any dolt could still be sent to India. Haileybury was 

not to interfere with the Directors' patronage rights; 

it was instead to be a showplace for the company, a 

demonstration of the company's noble aims. 

As mentioned earlier, the Committee of College 

drafted a good proposal for the institution, one which 

was innovative and extensive. Two major problems plagued 

50 
Ibid., p. XXV. 

BEIC, "Report on Rules and Regulations for 
the East India College, December 20, 18 05," Committee 
of College, I: 87. 
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the committee at the outset of their discussions: should 

the institution be a school or a college, and what courses 

were necessary for an Indian civil servant. In the first 

area, they grappled with the old problem of the students' 

age differential. The younger boys, those from 14 to 16, 

needed discipline and restrictions modeled on English 

52 
schools. A system based on the universities would 

53 better fit those youths 17 and older. One solution 

that was suggested and briefly tried was to create two 

institutions, one a school for young boys intended for 

the Indian service and one a college for older students. 

The lower school was founded in 18 06 but abandoned in 

54 1818. The committee decided that the major institution 

would be based more on a university, especially the sys-

55 
tem at Cambridge with its somewhat stricter discipline. 

The courses devised by the committee encompassed 

a truly awe-inspiring view of education. Three principles 

^^BEIC, "Minutes, January 13, 18 05," p. 23; 
"Minutes, October 26, 18 04," p. 10, ibid. 

^^BEIC, "Minutes, October 26, 18 05," p. 10; 
"Report on Rules, January 13, 18 05," pp. 23, 24, ibid. 

54 
The school really solved no problems. Admit

tance to Haileybury was not automatic after finishing the 
school nor was attendance at the school a prerequisite 
for the college. The age difference remained an impos
sible problem. Ibid., pp. 25, 26; Danvers, Memorials, 
p. 17. 

^^BEIC, "Report on Rules, January 13, 1805," 
Committee of College, I: 83; Danvers, Memorials, p. 50. 
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guided the Directors as they compiled their list. First, 

since the civil servants would be absent from England for 

such a long time, it was necessary to insure that the 

writers would not "go native." The college needed to 

make good Englishmen of the students. The classics and 

classes on English history, the English constitution, 

5 6 and English law would accomplish this task. More than 

simply making Englishmen, the committee desired to make 

good, moral Englishmen. Students were to be of high moral 

character, and courses in morals plus regular church 

attendance would help to reenforce or possibly create this 

57 
trait. Finally, the students should learn those sub
jects which would help them to administer India: oriental 

58 languages, science, and practical engineering. 

Establishing the administration of the college 

also created a delicate problem for the committee. The 

committee wanted to give the college staff some power, 

but such power could not conflict with the Court's 

patronage. Afterall, the Directors did not want their 

patronage spoiled by a group of professors. /The head 

of the college—who was to be a Divine of the Church of 

England—the Deans, and the professors were responsible 

^^BEIC, "Minutes, October 26, 1804," Committee 
of College, I: 4. 

57 
Ibid., pp. 4, 11. 

^^Ibid., pp. 9, 12. 
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for student inspection and discipline, but they were 

/ 5 9 

denied the power to enforce their decisions. Only the 

Directors had the right to expel or rusticate students. 

The/college staff was given responsibility with no power. 
i y 
This ambiguous position led to a continued struggle 

between the Court and the professors over the limits of 

the staff's rights. 

/.̂  The committee also recommended that students be 

tested to prove some competency before being admitted to 

the college. On paper the test looked impressive; the 

applicant had to demonstrate knowledge of Greek, Latin, 

and some mathematics. As with the college itself, how

ever, the entrance-test was more for show than substance 

because few of the Directors' appointees were turned down 
6 1 

for a poor performance on the test. The Directors' 

patronage was to remain inviolate. 

The Court approved the committee's plan in 18 05 

and leased Hereford Castle to house the college. Failing 

to get an agreeable long-term lease on this property, the 

company purchased the estate of Haileybury and built their 

BEIC, "Minutes, October 26, 1804," p. 14; "Re
port and the Rules, December 20, 1805," p. 78; "Minutes, 
February 3, 1807," p. 175, Committee of College, I. 

^^BEIC, "Report on the Rules, December 20, 18 05," 
Committee of College, I: 86. 

^^Ibid., p. 77. 
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own college. They hired Samuel Henley, who started 

his career as Professor of Mental and Moral Philosophy 

at William and Mary College in 1770 and fled America at 

the beginning of the Revolution, as the first principal 
6 3 

and twelve professors to teach the Haileybury courses. 

Paying high salaries and granting generous pensions, 

the Court was able to employ a large number of prestig

ious educators, including in the first corps Thomas 

64 
Malthus. Students entered the East India College 

for their first term in 18 06, and the college moved 
6 5 

to Haileybury in 1809. 

In its pleasant country setting, close enough 

to London for the company to keep a watchful eye on its 

creation but distant enough to escape the temptations 

and unhealthy atmosphere of the city, the college should 

have peacefully passed through to India the Directors' 

appointees, now with the claim that they were prepared 

by the efforts of a benevolent company for sterling 

service. This unobtrusive scenario, obviously the one 

BEIC, "Minutes, December 5, 1804," p. 17; 
"Minutes, October 23, 1805," pp. 49, 56-57, Committee 
of College, I. 

"̂̂ H. Morse Stephens, "An Account of the East 
India College at Haileybury (1806-1857)," in Lowell, 
Colonial Civil Service, p. 272. 

^^Ibid., pp. 317-18. 

fi 5 

Danvers, Memorials, p. 18. 
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envisioned by the Directors, was shattered by occurrences 

that brought the Court to loggerheads with the college 

staff, the Board of Control, the Court of Proprietors, 

and the unrelenting enemies of the East India Company. 

^_Riotous behavior on the part of the students and 

the refusal of the Directors to enforce their own rules 

brought on the confrontations. In 1808 the affair of 

Bushby, Sewell, and Chase, three Haileyburians, was the 

first of the disciplinary disputes. These three students 

committed minor infractions of the rules, which meant at 

Haileybury anything less than the attempted destruction 

of the buildings. Samuel Henley, the principal, recom

mended that they be rusticated for a year 66 He also 

took this opportunity to suggest that the rules govern

ing entrance examinations be enforced. He believed that 

upgrading the test might prevent troublemakers from en

tering the college, enabling the staff to concentrate on 

educ^ating serious students rather than trying to maintain 

fi 7 
discipline. Henley obviously equated a high test score 

with high morals, a rather naive assumption. In response, 

the Directors refused to punish Sewell and Chase, but did 

^^BEIC, "Minutes, May 4, 18 08," Committee of 
College, I: 226. 

67 Ibid., pp. 226-28 
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suspend Busyby for one year.^^ 

Attempting to forestall any further misbehavior, 

the Directors did threaten that further disturbances would 

be dealt with harshly. They stated that "obedience and 

subordination are essential to the ends of the institu

tion," and that the students "are not to expect that, if 

guilty of any irregularities or misconduct, they will be 

protected by those Members of the Direction through whose 

recommendation they shall have been admitted into the 

69 

College." The Court, in response to Henley's sugges

tion, also reiterated its stand on entrance exams by saying 

that the college did not want those who were not "advanced" 

in studies. Those applicants who could not pass the test 

70 would be barred until they could prove competency. 

The extent to which these warnings were taken to 

heart by the students was demonstrated in the following 

years. In 1809 a more violent riot shook the college, 

and in 1811 Haileybury witnessed a "scene of great dis-

71 order." Both of these disturbances involved a larger 

^^BEIC, "Minutes, May 11, 1808," ibid., 230-31. 

6 9 
"Report of the Court of Directors, November 30, 

1808," East India Register and Directory, 1811, p. xxxv. 

^Ofbid. 
"̂ -̂ The Times, October 25, 1809, p. 2; BEIC, 

"Minutes, October 26, 1808," Court Book and Minutes: 



Dl 

number of students than on the first occurrence and in

cluded such pranks as breaking windows, making as much 

noise as possible (including blowing horns) outside the 

professors' apartments, and shooting guns in the college 

^72 
compound. Initially the Committee of College appeared 

to be determined to enforce the strict guidelines estab

lished by the Directors. After the 1809 riot, for 

example, students were examined by the Committee and the 

Directors, and punishment was assigned to those found 

guilty. According to the Directors, six students were to 

be expelled from Haileybury and refused entrance into the 

company's service, one was to be expelled, two were to 

lose a year's rank and were to be denied a post if they 

did not do well at the college, seven were to lose a 

year's rank and be admonished, four were to be restricted 

to the end of the term, two were to be reprimanded and 

admonished, two were to be reprimanded, one was to be 

admonished, one was to lose a year's rank and be 

Court of Directors, vol. 150, p. 928. The Court Book 
series is the minutes of the general meetings of the 
Court of Directors. These volumes in the lOR also 
fail to record any debates in the Direction and, thus, 
do not provide great insight into the workings of the 
Directors nor their individual opinions. Hereafter 
referred to as Court Book and Minutes. 

^^Charles Lawson, The Private Life of Warren 
Hastings, First Governor-General of India (London: Swan 
Sonnenschein and Co., 18 95), p. 212. 
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rusticated, and one was to be restricted to the college. "̂^ 

Malthus and Stephens indicate that these punishments were 

not, however, carried out. The exact dispositions are 

not clear, but some students were eventually allowed to 

return either to the college or admitted to the company's 

service or had their sentences lightened.^^ This weaken

ing on the part of the Directors further hindered the 

maintenance of discipline at Haileybury. 

The results of the cases of the students involved 

in the 1811 riot are clearer and demonstrate completely 

the pressure applied by the Directors on behalf of the 

students. Thirty-nine of the students examined by the 

Directors after the disturbance were to be expelled from 

the college. Again the Court later reversed itself and 

7 5 
allowed all but six to return to the college. The six, 

however, were not singled out for special punishment; 

they were instead admitted directly into the Indian Civil 

Service, bypassing the supposed necessary stay at 

73 
BEIC, "Minutes, November 22, 18 09," Court Book 

and Minutes, 150: 1018-1020. 
74 
Thomas Malthus, Statements Respecting the East 

India College with an appeal to the Facts in Refutation 
of the Charges Lately Brought against it in the Court of 
Proprietors (London: John Murray, 1817), p, 71; Stephens, 
"Haileybury," pp. 296-97. 

•^^BEIC, "Minutes, November 22, 1811," p. 788, 
"Minutes, November 27, 1811," p. 797, Court Book and 
Minutes, 151. " 
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Haileybury. These students lost a year's rank, but the 

avoidance of the college courses was surely worth this 
7 6 

sacrifice. The case of John Hadley D'Oyly demonstrates 

the ability of students to pressure the Court.. D'Oyly, 

one of the six admitted directly to the service, appealed 

to Warren Hastings, his protector and an old friend of 

the D'Oyly family, to intercede on his behalf with the 

Directors. With an admonition to young D'Oyly, Hastings 

did so, and the miscreant avoided Haileybury and went to 

77 

India. Riotous behavior in the early years at Hailey

bury, therefore, was not only met with minor punishments 

but could actually be rewarded. 

These disturbances illustrate the college staff's 

conundrum. The professors, charged with maintaining dis

cipline and engendering a high moral tone in the students, 

could not depend upon the Court to support their recom

mendations. Jealously protecting their patronage and 

subject to pressure by the powerful within and without 

the company, the Directors, contrary to their 18 08 

statement, did protect the Haileyburians. Simply stated, 

the students at the college had more clout that the 

"^^BEIC, "Minutes, April 8, 1812," ibid., p. 1407 

77 
Lawson, Hastings, pp. 211-13. John D'Oyly, 

later Sir John, apparently did well in India, finish
ing his career in 184 3 as Judge of Birbhum. Danvers, 
Memorials, p. 340. 
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staff. 78 

In addition to laying the groundwork for conflict 

between the Directors and the staff, the first years of 

Haileybury also precipitated disputes between the Directors 

and the Board of Control. The Board's major complaint 

concerning Haileybury was the Directors' repudiation of 

their own rules. Approving of Haileybury's creation, 

although still recognizing the Directors' absolute control 

of patronage, the Board hoped that the company would now 

use its privileges to "further the public good and main-

79 tenance of India." Contrary to its own regulations 

and the obvious desires of the Board, the Directors not 

only sent their expelled students to India but also, on 

at least two occasions, sent out writers who had never 

entered the college. The Board complained about the two 

latter cases, admonishing the Directors to stick to the 

7 8 
Although the Directors submitted to the pres

sures mentioned, there nonetheless seemed to be a real 
desire on their part to work out some agreement with the 
staff. Perhaps a compromise might have been possible 
in the future, but this possibility was denied by the 
1813 India Act. The Directors' paternalistic concern 
for the college quickly disappeared after this act and 
was replaced by open animosity. 

7 9 
Lord Minto to Court of Directors, March 24, 

1806, pp. 332-34; Meheus to Court of Directors, Novem
ber 13, 1811, pp. 407-08, Letters from the Board of 
Control to the Directors. 
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rules they had formulated for Haileybury.^^ Apparently 

the Board never received an adequate explanation from the 

Directors, and the hostility these appointments raised 

coincided with the parliamentary examinations of the 

renewal of the East India Company's Charter in 1811 and 

1812, This was unfortunate timing by the Court. 

While these events regarding Haileybury were 

arousing concern, another general attack on patronage 

abuse hit the Directors. A parliamentary committee was 

formed in 18 09, "The Committee Appointed to Inquire 

into the Existence of any Abuse in the Disposal of the 

81 Patronage of the East India Company," Although the 

inquiry failed to find any Director guilty of wrongdoing 

the final report did state that writerships had been sold. 

Those to whom a Director had granted an appointment, in 

at least three instances, had sold their position without 

the Directors' knowledge to another person. Not directly 

guilty of abusing patronage, the Court was nonetheless 

berated for the lax manner with which it oversaw its 

8 0 
Ibid., p. 407; John Burrs to Court of Directors, 

April 30, 1812, ibid., p. 4 33; BEIC, "Minutes, December 
31, 1812," Court Book and Minutes, 151: 1010. 

"Report from the Committee Appointed to Inquire 
into the Existence of Any Abuses in the Disposal of the 
Patronage of the East India Company," 1 Hansard 13 (1809), 
Appendix IV, cxxv-clxxviii. 
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duty. Interestingly, the investigation led to some 

shady activities by Castlereagh. Lord Clancarty 

approached Castlereagh to see if he could procure a 

writership for a friend in return for a seat in parlia

ment. This exchange did not take place, but the entire 

body of evidence in the inquiry revealed that the crea

tion of Haileybury was itself not sufficient to end all 

forms of corruption associated with the company's control 
8 3 of patronage. 

These first years, therefore, clearly indicated 

Haileybury's use as a means to accomplish ends not asso

ciated with educating civil servants. The college was 

the Directors' public^relations gimmick to protect 

patronage. These years also defined the combatants and 

their positions in the fight over the college and the 

Indian service: the Directors and the college staff 

quarreled over administrative power, and the Directors 

and the Board struggled for control of the India Civil 

Service. Parliament's entry into the melee in 1813 

g 2 
Ibid., cxxvi. Although there was no proven 

culpability of the Director involved (Mr. Thellusson), 
he was removed from the Direction; and the three 
writers lost their positions in the company. 1 Hansard 
14 (1809), 1071-1078. 

^ "Report from the Committee of Abuses of 
Patronage," 1 Hansard 13 (1809), clvii-clxxviii. 
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would not stop the conflicts nor solve Haileybury's 

problems. Instead, the India Act of 1813 would broaden 

the scope of the confrontations by starting the process 

which would wrest Haileybury from the company's control 

The Directors' attempt to appease their critics by 

founding Haileybury was about to backfire. 



CHAPTER III 

THE HATED COLLEGE: HAILEYBURY AND THE YEARS 

OF CHANGE AND CONFUSION, 1813 TO 1832 

Parliament's reworking of the East India Company's 

charter in 1813 was the dominant event in the next phase 

of Haileybury's existence. The 1813 Act influenced vir

tually every aspect of the college's life. The debates 

leading to the 1813 Act and the subsequent discussions 

of problems created for the college by the government's 

action reveal the changing attitudes of the company, the 

government, the public, and the college staff concerning 

Haileybury's role in the company's training program, and 

about the college's very existence. New rules and regu

lations, results of the act, altered the relative powers 

of the Directors, the Board, and the professors. These 

changes, in turn, promoted repeated attacks against 

Haileybury. The company in the ensuing years tried 

several methods either to reverse the effects of the 

1813 Act or to abolish the college. The attacks on and 

the company's hostility towards Haileybury had a direct 

impact on the staff's attempts to direct the education 

of Indian civil servants. However, since the education 

58 
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of civil servants was not the college's primary function 

in the designs of both the company and the government, 

the sound and fury over rule changes signified little 

alteration at the college itself. Haileybury, in this 

period of tumult, continued in its role as a pawn in the 

game over the control of the Indian Civil Service. There

fore, instead of solving the problems which had surfaced 

during the college's opening years, the India Act exacer

bated some existing issues and created new fields for 

confrontations. The period from 1813 to 1832 would not 

be peaceful for Haileybury. 

Trade, not the internal affairs of a small college 

on the Hertford heath, was the major subject of debate 

during the renewal of the East India Company's charter. 

As had happened so often before, those groups hostile to 

the company marshaled their power for an attempt to strip 

the company of as much of its privilege as possible, if 

not to destroy the company entirely. The merchants and 

shippers of the home island especially wanted to wrench 

away the monopoly of Indian and Chinese trade. Even 

faced with reports that India was not as lucrative as was 

commonly supposed, they refused to believe that Indians 

would not rush to buy English woolens and manufactured 

goods. They wanted open trade, and the government was 
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not antipathetic to their wishes."^ 

The company engaged in a valiant effort to fore

stall the encroachment into its trade. Its witnesses 

before the Parliamentary Committee on Indian Affairs 

cited the lack of markets for British goods in India, 

the injury that a swarm of Europeans would do the natives, 

the efforts of its own merchants to expand trade, and the 

harmful effects the loss of its monopoly would have on 

the East India Company. Nevertheless, the result was 

obvious from the beginnings of the debate; the company 

would lose its monopoly of the Indian trade. Castlereagh, 

Prime Minister, and Buckinghamshire, President of the Board, 

both stated in parliament that if the company did not 

accept its loss and appreciate what rights it retained 

2 

the government could always take harsher steps. Acqui

escence to partial defeat or abolition were the company's 

options. In its final form the East India Charter Act 

The best discussion of the behind-the-scene bar
gaining, the conflicts between the company and the govern
ment, and the intra-company troubles during this period 
is C. H. Philips' work. Although his brief statements 
about Haileybury are jejune, his probe into the complex 
interactions of personalities and organizations is excel
lent. Philips, East India Company, pp. 181-209, 295-97. 

^1 Hansard 25 (1813): 230, 233-34. Buckingham
shire bluntly stated on June 21, 1813, that if the com
pany would not accept the altered charter the government 
would merely substitute the word Crown for Company, and 
he believed that there would be no irreparable damage to 
the constitution. 1 Hansard 26 (1813): 786. 
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allowed the company to retain a surprising number of its 

former privileges. The company, overseen by the Board of 

Control, would continue its role in the government of 

India; it would maintain its monopoly of the China trade; 

and it would still outwardly control the Indian patronage. 

In connection with patronage, it is instructive to 

note that the 1813 debate was characterized by an absence 

of the usual broadsides on the Directors' patronage abuses 

Lord Grenville could not resist the opportunity of bring

ing this bete noire to light, but the consensus was that 

the government of India had improved and that the Hailey

burians were performing a workmanlike job of administering 

the sub-continent. The government, although willing to 

do so if the company refused to accept its fate, was obvi

ously hesitant to place the governmient and the patronage 
4 

of India under the direct control of the Crown. 

Although relegated to a minor role in the 1813 

drama, Haileybury was not entirely overlooked in the 

bill's deliberations, and, typically, it was brought up 

through condemnation. Lord Grenville led the charge 

against the college in his speech before the Lords on 

Castlereagh praised the improved administration 
of India saying "no public body whatever possessed ser
vants of greater ability and higher character than the 
East India Company." 1 Hansard 25 (1813): 229. 

^Ibid., 234, 684. 
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April 9, 1813. In this widely reported tirade, he sug

gested that the Directors be stripped of their patronage. 

While acknowledging an improvement in the Indian govern

ment, he again charged the Direction with misusing their 

right of appointment. "Its abuse [patronage], for who 

will deny that abuse there is" could only be reformed 

permanently by abolition. Realizing parliament's reluc

tance to place Indian patronage in the hands of the 

ministry, he proposed the radical solution of open compe

tition. "The most obvious course [to avoid giving the 

government the patronage] would be to choose the young 

men who are destined for the civil service by free compe-

6 
tition and public examinations." He recognized that "a 

separate college has been established in England for the 

education of the young men destined for India," but Gren

ville argued that this system was not the best course for 
7 

training Indian servants. Separating those bound for 

India from the rest of English society by placing them 

in the college created a "distinct cast [sic] of men" 
g 

who did not have a proper regard for England. Writers 

needed a purely English education, which would engender 

Ibid., 724. 

Ibid., 727. 

Ibid., 750. 

8 Ibid., 751. 
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a true English spirit, and this would best be accomplished 

through the associations formed at the schools and univer

sities from which the competitors for the Indian service 
9 

would come. 

Grenville obviously saw little use for the Indian 

subjects and languages taught at Haileybury, and he either 

did not know or refused to believe that making good 

Englishmen of the writers before they were sent to India 

was one of the most important reasons given for the crea

tion of Haileybury. If education could teach one to be 

English, Grenville appeared to believe that the classics 

did a better job of this than the courses on English 

history, law, and the British constitution at Haileybury. 

Even recognizing the educational theories of the time, 

it still appears strange that Virgil created a better 

Englishman than Blackstone. Instead, it is more likely 

that Grenville had only a hazy idea of the studies at 

Haileybury, especially since the courses most publicized 

at the college, though constituting a minority, were the 

Indian subjects. 

Charles Grant, a Director and proponent of 

Haileybury from its inception, defended the college in 

parliament. He began his statements by pointing out that 

open competition would deprive a sizable portion of the 

Ibid., 751-52. 
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populace of an opportunity to acquire an Indian post. Not 

all parents could afford to send their sons to the great 

schools and universities; thus, the young men would not 

fare well in open examinations because they would lack 

10 
the needed attainments in education. The strength of 

this argument should be weighed against the fact that it 

cost the parents of Haileyburians BlOO a year for each 

11 
son. Grant further stated that "I have been not a 

little surprised at an , . . attack , recently made 

. . . upon the East India College at Hertford" because 

the "education [of writers] . . . is indeed a point of 

vital importance," and the company founded the college 

"upon principles and with a success which have . . . 

12 secured general applause." He ended his brief speech 

with the acknowledgment that Malthus had amply defended 

the college in print and recommended the great man's 

pamphlet to anyone who questioned Haileybury's accom-

^ • u ^ 1 3 plishments. 

Besides his concern over criticism of an insti

tution he helped create. Grant had other motives for 

10 1 Hansard 26 (1813): 446. 

•'••̂ BEIC, "Minutes, October 26, 18 04," Committee 
of College, I: 16. 

^^1 Hansard 26 (1813): 447. 

•^^Ibid. 



65 

supporting Haileybury. He was one of the hard-liners in 

the Direction who opposed every governmental attempt to 

deprive the company of its cherished rights. The attack 

on patronage and the college raised his ire just as did 

the abolition of the trade monopoly. Although his fac

tion in the Court was out of power during the renewal 

debates, those Directors wishing a conciliation with the 

ministers being in the majority, his lack of support did 

not stop Grant from presenting his ideas. 14 Grant was 

also one of the most important members of the Evangeli

cals, those who hoped to convert India to Christianity, 

and this group, including William Wilberforce, believed 

that writers educated at Haileybury could be used to 

spread the gospel. 

Malthus' pamphlet, referred to in parliament by 

Grant, was a much more incisive and inclusive defense of 

Haileybury. In it the Professor of History at Haileybury 

14 Philips, East India Company, pp. 183-84. 

Richard Symonds, The British and Their Succes
sors: A Study in the Development of the Government 
Services in the New States (Evanston: Northwestern Uni
versity Press, 1966), pp. 27-28. It is somewhat ironic 
that the Evangelicals believed the riotous hellions from 
Haileybury could be transmogrified into missionaries. 
Actually, the writers, who truly helped bring reform to 
India, could work only under the direction of the gover
nors of the Presidencies, and those ranking officials 
followed their own or the government's dictates, not 
necessarily the wishes of the company. 
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contested the full range of objections directed towards 

the college in the years previous to and during the 

charter debates. In refutation of the claim Wellesley 

made in the debates that the Fort William college was 

the best mode of education, "̂^ Malthus stated that Hailey

bury prevented the sending of writers to India at too 

early an age. The time spent in studying oriental lan

guages in England also lessened the time students spent 

in the language college at Fort William. In addition, 

the quality of the professors would not be as high in 

India because no learned professor would risk the death 

17 
trap that was India. As to the creation of a "caste," 

Malthus did not believe that students at Haileybury lost 

their English feelings. He argued that Grenville, who 

had stated that Haileybury started training boys at an 

early age, confused the ancillary school with the college. 

Haileybury required only two years, not continuous 

1 Hansard 25 (1813): 696-97. Wellesley, who 
must be praised for persistence in the face of overwhelm
ing apathy, wanted parliament to enact his old plan for 
training writers to replace Haileybury. Wellesley's 
scheme was brought up in later discussions on Haileybury 
by those bemoaning the college, but these detractors 
favored any means of abolishing the college and had no 
wish to institute Wellesley's outdated system. 

17 
Thomas Malthus, A Letter to the Rt. Hon. Lord 

Grenville Occasioned by Some Observations of his Lordship 
on the East India Company's Establishment for the Educa
tion of their Civil Servants (London: J~. J~. Johnson and 
Co., 1813), pp. 2, 19, 21, 33-34. 



18 schooling from youth. Malthus, admitting that there 

were problems at the college, wrote that the disorders 

paraded in the press were exaggerated. Discipline could 

be improved if the college staff were granted greater 

power over discipline and if the qualifying tests were 

made more rigorous. It would also be helpful to raise 

19 the entrance age of students from 15 to 16. These 

last comments could not have pleased the Directors. 

Malthus, however, was not writing under command from 

the Court but defending the college of which he had been 

a part from its first year. 

No direct reference to the college was included 

in Castlereagh's original resolutions on the East India 

Company's charter laid before the Commons. However, due 

either to the brief flurry over Haileybury or because of 

prodding from the Board, the 14th resolution presented 

on June 11, 1813, dealt specifically with Haileybury and 

opened a new era for the college. The resolution stated 

that: 

Statutes framed and to be framed by the Court of 
Directors for the good government of the college 
. . . be subject to the control and regulations of 
the Commissioners for the Affairs of India . . . 
provided always, that no writer shall be appointed 
. . . who shall not have received a course of in
struction at the . . . college.20 

18 

20 

Ibid., pp. 18, 19. 19 Ibid., pp. 22-23, 35-36. 

1 Hansard 26 (1813): 563. 

. 
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There was little debate on the resolution, and it easily 

passed. 21 In its final form the sections of the East 

India Act relating to the college read as follows: 

XLIV. It is expedient that the said college and 
military seminary be further continued and maintained 
. . . and they [the company] are hereby required, 
forthwith, . . . to frame such rules and regulations 
for the good government of the said college . . . and 
to lay the same before the Board of Commissioners for 
the Affairs of India, for their revisal and approba
tion, who shall thereupon proceed to consider the same 
and shall and may make such alterations therein and 
additions thereto as they shall think fit; neverthe
less, all such rules and regulations shall and may be 
subject to such future revision and alteration by the 
said Court of Directors, with the approbation of the 
said Board . . . provided always, that nothing herein 
contained shall prevent the said Court of Directors 
from making such representations, with respect to any 
alterations in or additions to such rules and regula
tions which may be made by the said Board of Commis
sioners. 

XLV. The Lord Bishop of London shall have right 
of visitation'. 

XLVI. It shall not be lawful to the said Court 
of Directors to nominate, appoint, or send to the 
Presidencies . . . any person in the capacity of a 
writer, unless such person shall have been duly en
tered at such college, and have resided there two 
terms . . . and also produce to the said Court of 
Directors, a certificate under the hand of the 
Principal of the said college, testifying that he 
has, for the space of four terms, been a member of 
and duly conformed himself to the rules and regula
tions of the said college. 

XLVII. No order for the establishment of any 
office, or the appointment of any person to fill the 
situation of Principal at the said college . . . shall 
be valid or effectual until the same shall have been 
approved by the said Board of Commissioners.22 

21 Ibid., 698. 

^ 5 3 Geo. 3, c. 155, Act for Continuing the East 
India Company. 
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From the wording of the act several issues became 

apparent. The Board had its revenge on the Directors for 

not abiding by the rules they had earlier established for 

Haileybury—the sending out of writers who had not passed 

through Hertford. The college was no longer solely a 

company concern; it existed at the pleasure of parliament 

and was ultimately under the domination of the Board of 

Control. Further, through its control over the rules of 

Haileybury, the Board had, in effect, captured much of 

the patronage power supposedly vested in the Direction. 

The Court of Directors could not have prevented the 

Board from demanding a restriction that, for example, 

only graduates from Cambridge could attend Haileybury. 

If it had chosen to do so, after 1813, the Board could 

have administratively eliminated a Director's right to 

choose whom he wanted to fill vacancies at Haileybury. 

The government, as it had in the higher positions of 

the Indian administration, had gained control of the 

covenanted Indian service without abolishing the company 

or risking harm to the constitution as was feared if the 

Crown directly controlled patronage. 

It must be suspected that the government realized 

the full implications of this act, especially since it 

was drafted specifically to prevent the comtpany' s bypass

ing of Haileybury and to give the Board power to enforce 

its will. The Directors, on the other hand, do not appear 
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to have understood exactly what they had relinquished, 

for they put up no resistance to the Haileybury portions 

of the Charter Act. This surprising result, perhaps, 

may be explained on the grounds that the Directors were 

much more interested in trading rights than in full con

trol over patronage. The company did retain the monopoly 

of trade with China, its most lucrative commercial right, 

and it kept this right by recognizing that the hard-line 

stand of Grant and his minority might cause the government 

to strip the company of all trading privileges. A majority 

of the Directory wanted to appease the government because 

they believed that the members of parliament were more 

23 anti-company than the ministers. Thus, the Directors 

could have sacrificed patronage as a conciliation to the 

ministry. It is also likely that the Directors either 

overlooked the Haileybury issue or failed to grasp its 

full meaning. Malthus, in his second pamphlet defending 

the college, intimates that was what happened in 1813. 

He praised the Directors' "public spirit" for creating 

Haileybury since "the Directors . . . that is, precisely 

. . . [those] persons most interested in the disposal of 

the patronage" had "overpowered . . . selfishness" in a 

"voluntary surrender of power." "But," he continued. 

23 Philips, East India Company, pp. 185, 186-87, 
192-93. 
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"it may fairly be conjectured, that the privations and 

inconveniences which the plan was about to impose . . . 

were not then distinctly foreseen." 

The Directors first felt the weight of the Board's 

power in 1816 when, as directed to do in the 1813 Act, 

they accepted the new rules for the college. Acting upon 

supplications from the College Staff, who now had direct 

access to it, the Board coerced the company into granting 

the professors two significant rights. A College Council, 

created by the rules and consisting of the Principal and 

all of the professors, acquired the right of rustication 

and expulsion. Only the Visitor, the Bishop of London, 

could appeal to the Council for a change in its ruling 

on behalf of a punished student. Also, the' College Staff 

gained the power of making the acquisition of the certifi

cate demanded by the Charter Act dependent upon the passing 

of a test in Orientals at the end of the last term. The 

professors could now fail a student and deny him his job, 

a direct reversal of the Directors' intentions expressed 

25 in 18 05 that any student could slip through Haileybury. 

The Directors did not grant these rights happily, but they 

could not refuse the Board's wishes. As Monier-Willi 

complained: 

ams 

24 

25 

Malthus, Statements, pp. 73, 31. 

See Chapter 2. 
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the establishing of examination tests was only 
brought about . . . after much agitation on the 
part of the Principal and Professors, who found 
themselves obliged to put repeated pressure on 
the Court of Directors to restrain them from 
making the passage of their nominees through the 
College too easy a matter.26 

This process of making the progress through Haileybury 

contingent on tests was furthered in 1820 and 1821 when, 

respectively, examinations were granted in European sub-

27 
jects and for each term. The tone of the correspondence 

between the Court and Board about the rules reflect the 

Directors' hesitation, but the letters also indicate the 

Directors' acceptance that the Board's will be done. 28 

Although the Directors may not have recognized the 

challenge to patronag-e intrinsic in the Act of 1813, the 

new rules for the college demonstrated the new relation

ship and brought forth an immediate reaction. Starting 

in 1816 and lasting until the East India Charter Act of 

1833 there was a concerted effort by the Directors to 

close or bypass Haileybury. The opening salvo against 

26 

27 

Monier-Williams, "Reminiscences," p. 57. 

Ibid., p. 58. 

28 
Directors to the Board, January 3, 18 22, p. 49; 

Directors to the Board, January 15, 18 21, p. 8; Letters 
to the Board of Control, 7; Board of Directors, January 
23, 1821, p. 176; Board of Directors, November 22, 1820, 
p. 71, Letters from the Board of Control, 6. 
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2 9 
"the hated College" was fired by Randall Jackson in the 

Court of Proprietors. As reported in the Times, Jackson 

complained that "the college at Hertford, as at present 

regulated, is a nuisance and a bane 
..30 

Further, the 

press relayed, Haileybury was a "plague on the neighbor

hood" and should be closed. 
31 

These reports began a 

general debate in the press while the Court of Proprietors 

discussed the problems at the college. The charges against 

Haileybury were the usual litany: it was too expensive, 

it fostered an insubordinate spirit due to disorderliness, 

it was too strict in demanding the mandatory wearing of 

cap and gown and other nitpicking restrictions, it was 

inferior to Wellesley's plan, and it seemed to be neither 

a school nor a college and therefore lacked a unified 

32 
program. 

Of the press, the Times was the most anti-

Haileybury organ. Even though it did publish the letters 

^^The term "hated College" is from an impassioned 
letter from Principal Le Bas to Archdeacon Hale quoted in 
Monier-Williams, "Reminiscences," p. 59. 

^^The Times, December 19, 1816, p. 2. It is 
germain that Jackson used the phrase "as at the present 
regulated," for it implies that under other regulations 
the college may not have been so odious. 

31 The Times, December 20, 1816, pp. 2-3. 

^^The Times, December 19, 1816, p. 2; December 20, 
1816, pp. 2-3; December 28, 1816, p. 3; December 31, 1816, 
p. 2; January 7, 1817, p. 2; January 9, 1817, p. 2. 
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of "Maro," an unidentified college supporter, the paper 

editorially advocated the institution's abolition and 

reported the anti-college statements made in the Court 

of Proprietors. 

Malthus was the foremost proponent of Haileybury. 

Again wielding his pen to protect his college, he pub

lished in 1817 his Statements. In this book he noted the 

complaints of Jackson and others and replied with the 

praise given the college by N. B. Edmonstone, former 

secretary to Wellesley in India and Director, and Lord 

34 Mmto, Governor General of India from 1807 to 1813. He 

acknowledged that there had been disturbances at the col

lege, but he argued that they had been greatly exaggerated. 

Hertford did not live in fear of the Haileyburians, and 

the problems really were no worse than at Oxford, Cambridge, 

Eton, or Harrow. Moreover, the troubles largely resulted 

from the interference of the Court and of parents exas

perated by the fact that some of the appointees did not 

want to go to Haileybury and caused trouble in order to 

35 
rebel against the wishes of their parents. Formerly 

the college had lacked the power to discipline; the new 

33 
The Times, December 28, 1816, p. 2; January 4, 1817, p. 2 

•^^Malthus, Statements, pp. vi, 53-55, 82-83, 88-89, 
92-93. 

35 Ibid., pp. 1, 56, 66-67, 71-72, 75 
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rules, however, gave such rights to the staff, and they 
3 g 

could now address the problem. Malthus debunked the 

accusations that the college was too expensive, arguing 

that the students themselves paid a considerable portion 

of the cost. He also asserted that the college did not 

have too strict rules; it basically purported itself along 

university lines. He also m.aintained that Haileybury did 

not lack unity, the school was the school and the college 

the college as he had stated before. 37 Haileybury was a 

quality institution and did an excellent job in preparing 

the writers for India. 38 Finally, he was appalled and 

surprised at the acrimony of the Court of Proprietors and 

certain parents and at the fact these, false charges had 

39 been aired in the public press. 

Siding with Malthus, both the Edinburgh Review and 

the Quarterly Review supported the college. 40 Both re

views, although questioning whether or not open competition 

might be better than the patronage system, concluded that 

if the Directors were to retain the right of appointment 

36 

37 

38 

39 

40 

Ibid., pp. 69, 71, 73-74, 80. 

Ibid., pp. 65, 88, 89. 

Ibid., pp. 90, 92-95. 

Ibid., pp. 75, 96-97. 

107-54; 
511-29. 

The Quarterly Review 25 (April and July 1817): 
The Edinburgh Review 27 (September-December 1816): 
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Haileybury was the best institution for educating writers 

Both also agreed training for Indian servants was manda

tory and in the public interest. The Edinburgh article 

reported that the closing of Haileybury "in our opinion, 

would prove a great calamity to India, ""̂ ^ and it added: 

[there] ex 
England, [ 
is better 
the unders 
and to enc 
which have 
tions of s 
direct and 
consequent 

ists in Britain, and more especially in 
no institution] where the course of study 
adapted [that at Haileybury] to enlarge 
tanding of the youth, to open their view, 
ourage their prosecution of those sciences 
for their immediate object various rela-

ociety, and which exert for the most part 
practical influence on the government, and 
ly on the happiness, of a people. . . 43 

These approbations of the college did not stop the 

action in the Court of Proprietors. Jackson demanded an 

inquiry into the running of Haileybury with* the idea of 

bringing forth a resolution asking for abolition. 44 He 

fumed over the fact that the College Council had control 

of Haileybury and, apparently either refusing to criticize 

the government or failing to make the connection, railed 

that a group of professors had taken from the company what 

the Crown could not, control over patronage. 45 Debates 

"̂ •̂ The Quarterly Review 25 (April-July 1817) : 110, 
126, 138; The Edinburgh Review 27 (September-December 
1816): 511, 514, 517, 519. 

The Edinburgh Review 27 (September-December 
1816) : 519. 

43 

44 

45 

Ibid., p. 525. 

The Times, January 9, 1817, p. 2. 

The Times, February 7, 1817, p. 3. 
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raged in the Court of Proprietors for two months; Jackson, 

Joseph Hume, and Douglas Kinnaird condemned the college; 

Robert Grant defended it. The resolution was ultimately 

defeated. The Directors, although in disagreement them

selves over Haileybury, declined at this time to sanction 

a move to close the college and used their influence to 

4 6 vote down Jackson's proposal 62 to 40. 

Some insight into the Directors' reaction to the 

new circumstances surrounding Haileybury can be gained 

from this episode. True some members of the Court of 

Proprietors, especially Hume, were openly hostile towards 

the Directors and would have argued any position to anger 

47 

or embarrass the Directors. However, some of the impe

tus behind the attack on the college must have originated 

in the Direction. Jackson, who started the row, had sup

ported Charles Grant's stance in the charter debates, and 
48 

Grant's views of the college have already been stated. 

Jackson also did not originally object totally to Hailey-

49 
bury; he did not like it "as at present regulated." 

Both Grant and Jackson vehemently opposed any governmental 

The Times, January 10, 1817, p. 3; February 7, 
1817, p. 3; February 21, 1817, p. 3; February 26, 1817, 
p. 3; March 5, 1817, p. 3. 

47. 

48 

49 

Philips, East India Company, p. 3. 

Ibid., pp. 183, 185. 

See above pp. 7 2-7 3, and n. 30. 
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incursions into company prerogatives, and the new rules 

were certainly that. Further, Grant did not actively 

defend the college as before, instead his son, Robert, 

carried the burden. Charles Grant's immense prestige 

and power, even if he could not sway the entire Direction 

in so important a matter as the charter debates, if used 

to its fullest could have shortened or stopped the move 

by the Proprietors. 

This matter of extending the debate is also sus

pect for other reasons. When Kinnaird broached the 

Haileybury matter again in June 1817, he was quickly 

stifled. Thus, the Directors allowed Haileybury to 

drag on as an issue. The very make-up of the company 

further implies that action on the Directors' part. Each 

Director controlled a large following in the Proprietors, 

or he could not have been elected in the first place. 

Considering the small number of persons involved in the 

discussion (only 102 out of several hundred Proprietors 

voted on the resolution), the Directors could have as 

easily quieted the 1816 motion as the 1817 attempt. 

Finally, it was well-known, according to the Edinburgh 

Review, that some Directors were indeed angry at and out 

51 
to change the Haileybury system. The Directors' action 

50 

51 

1916) : 529" 

The Times, June 19, 1817, p. 3. 

The Edinburgh Review 27 (September-December 
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in permitting or sponsoring this furor over the college 

appears mindless unless it was an attempt to ascertain 

the probabilities of a future change in the system. To 

change the new government of Haileybury would have re

quired a parliamentary act, and it is doubtful that 

parliament, having resolved the matter only three years 

before, would have been willing again to take up the com

pany's college. The spectacle of the company's squabbling 

only spotlighted for public view dissatisfaction over 

Haileybury. Instead of accepting this facade, it is more 

likely that the Directors, furious over the new rules as 

they were, decided to alter or destroy the college at 

some point and were checking the reaction to such a move 

before they themselves proposed it. Although the Direc

tors had chanted their stand by 1826, the Directors at 

this time still wished to retain patronage, but they wanted 

to remove the government's control. The regaining of con

trol over patronage probably meant destroying Haileybury. 

The massive outpouring for the college, incredible con

sidering the general disinterest most Englishmen had about 

the company, must have convinced the Directors that this 

was not the time nor the method to abolish Haileybury. 

They consequently waited another five years before starting 

a new move. 

The next serious outbreak of anti-Haileybury com

plaints in the Proprietors occurred in 1823. The train of 
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events culminating in this attack actually started at the 

college itself, the result of a student riot. In 1822 

while Joseph Batten, the principal, was absent from the 

college, the Reverend .Joseph Walter, acting head in 

Batten's absence, tried to impose new restrictions on 

the students. An earlier closing hour for the college 

gate especially irritated the Haileyburians. The result 

was the "gunpowder plot." A mob of students objected to 

the early closing and started hurling verbal abuse at 

Walter. Not content, the students started to break windows 

and then moved on the gate. At first they tried to pick 

the lock but, since there seemed no proficient thief in 

the crowd, failed. Refusing to accept defeat-, the students 

obtained a quantity of gunpowder and blew open the gate. 

Pleased with this accomplishment, the students filled 

bottles with explosives and blasted a drain. To cap off 

the evening, they broke lamps and smashed some more 

• ^ 52 wmdowpanes. 

The riot brought swift condemnations of the college 

and demands for an inquiry, into the company's educational 

53 
system from the Proprietors As before Jackson, Hume, 

52 The Times, October 19, 1822, p. 3; Monier-
Williams, "Reminiscences," p. 234. 

53 The Times, October 22, 1822, p. 2; December 
19, 1822, p. 2. 
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. . 54 

and Kinnaird were most outspoken against Haileybury. 

In March 1823 the disaffected Proprietors suggested a 

resolution requesting that parliament repeal those sec

tions of the Charter Act requiring the writers' passage through Haileybury 55 Discussions and accusations con

tinued for a year until, in February 1824, the Proprietors, 

in addition to requesting repeal, made several suggestions 

about how the system could be changed. Haileybury should 

not be the only access to the Indian service, nor should 

the professors have the right of expulsion. Instead, 

parents should be allowed to educate their sons in any 

manner, and entrance into the company's employ should be 

dependent on public examination. Haileybury could still 

operate if parents wanted to use it, but it would not be 

56 
the exclusive route to India. William Wigram, Chairman 

of the Direction, did not promise to support these propo

sitions, and the only Director who expressed anger at the 

57 college was John Bebb. The motion for enactment of 

these changes was placed before the Proprietors on 

February 11. In the vote on the motion in March, however. 

54 The Times, December 19, 18 22, p. 2. 

The Times, March 20, 1823, p. 3. 

The Times, February 26, 1824, p. 3. 

The Times, February 28, 1824, p. 4. Bebb in an 
unrelated event was later disqualified from the Direction. 
Danvers, Memorials, p. 313. 

55 

56 

57 
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58 It was defeated by 128 votes—272 for to 400 against. 

This 1824 attack on the college was much more of 

a true rebellion on the part of the Proprietors than the 

1816 imbroglio. Originating as it did out of scandal 

rather than a pointed reaction to a loss of control, 

there is a more logical background to the attempts at 

repeal. After the 1822 riot some students were expelled 

from Haileybury, and, according to law, the young men 

were then barred from employment in the company. Both 

parents and Proprietors expressed horror over a system 

which denied a youth his position because of childish 

59 pranks. The obvious contradiction between the complaints 

of a lack of discipline at Haileybury and the objections 

to the exercising of discipline escaped notice. Haileybury 

was a target to be hit as often as possible whether or not 

the bolts were justified. The concern of parents was, 

however, real. They could now discern that it was pos

sible for their sons to be refused an Indian post, and 

there was nothing they could do about it. This situation 

was felt to be a direct threat to the Indian families' 

hold on civil service jobs. Because there was a close 

BEIC, "Minutes, February 11, 1824," pp. 1-2; 
"Minutes, March 3, 1824," pp. 15-17, General Court 
Minutes: Proprietors, 14; The Times, April 1, 18 24, p. 2 

59 The Times, December 19, 18 22, p. 2; March 20, 
1823, p. 3; December 18, 1823, p. 2. 
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connection between the parents and Proprietors, often 

they were the same or the parents had close friends in 

the Proprietors, they demonstrated their disapproval, 

although they did not want open competition, through 

that body. They earlier had appealed to the Direction 

for assistance in protecting students, but they were told 

that under the new rules there was really nothing the 

Directors could do. 
60 

It was in the hands of the Visitor 

to plead for the students before the College Council, and 

if the council did not alter its decision that was the end 
g 1 

of the matter. With the support of the parents, the 

hostile Proprietors were able to present a much stronger 

front to the Direction-• The greater numbers involved, 

102 in the 1816 action and 672 in the 1824, indicate the 

heightened interest. Even with this strength, however, 

the Directors still refused to follow the Proprietors and 

won the day. 

It was not due to any great love for Haileybury 

that the Directors refused to use this outcry as an excuse 

to request from the Board and parliament a change in the 

system; the Directors had their own scheme going. The 

Directors' plan resulted in the India Writers Act of 18 26, 

and the events leading to and the motives behind this act 

60 

61 

The Times, December 19, 1822, p. 2. 

Ibid. 
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are some of the murkiest in the Direction's relationship 

with the college. A request from Bengal in February 18 24 

for more writers than Haileybury could supply was the 
g 2 

first indication of what the Direction was attempting. 

Using the inability of Haileybury to provide sufficient 

writers as an excuse, the Directors formulated new rules 

for appointing writers and petitioned the Board in 18 25. 

The Directors suggested three ways to rectify the shortage 

shortening the time spent at Haileybury, increasing the 

size of the college, or temporarily sending writers to 

India who had spent no time at Haileybury. The last 

solution—the only one which could immediately solve the 

shortage—was the one supported by the Board and submitted 

to parliament. 

This sudden shortage of writers is highly suspici

ous. The Directors, who obviously wanted to change the 

system, could simply have seized a superb opportunity. 

Coming as the shortage did during the attempt by the 

Proprietors to destroy Haileybury, the Directors could 

have seen the advantage of placing a reasonable objec

tion to the existing regulations before parliament. The 

existing system was not producing enough writers. It is 

also possible that the Directors created the problem. 

62 

63 

The Times, February 28, 1824, p. 4. 

The Times, March 23, 18 26, p. 3. 
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The number of students at the college and the number of 

writers claimed to be needed by both the company and the 

Board are suspect. Prior to the insufficiency reported 

in 18 24, there was a sudden drop in enrollment at Hailey

bury. In the years 1819-20 and 1820-21, 86 and 87 students, 

respectively were at the college. The next two years, 

1821-22 and 1822-23, saw only 76 students a year at 

64 
Haileybury. Haileybury could house 95 students, and, 

consequently, during the two years prior to the 18 24 

attack 19 places a year or a total of 38 vacancies went 

unfilled. Since no appointees were refused admission 

at this time, the Directors were not exercising their 
g r 

patronage to the fullest. If fully utilized Haileybury 

could easily have supplied the needed writers. Further, 

the claim put forward by the Direction and Charles Wynn, 

the President of the Board, that the service was 20 to 50 66 
The writers short is not borne out by what happened 

Writers Act did allow Indian servants to bypass the col

lege by examination, but by September of 1827 only eight 

^^"Report of the Select Committee on the Affairs 
of the East India Company," Parliamentary Papers: Colo
nies: East India, vol. 10 (Shannon: Irish University 
Press Series, 1970), p. 414. Hereafter the Irish series 
will be referred to as Parliamentary Papers: India, and 
volume number. 

65 

66 

The Times, September 27, 1822, p. 3. 

2 Hansard 14 (1826): 1374. 
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writers had been sent to India who had not passed Hailey-

bury, and by 1833 only 34 had bypassed the college.^^ 

Merely by using their patronage the Directors could have 

supplied more than this number. Also, after the insuffi

ciency of writers was presented and recognized, the enroll

ment at Haileybury again increased. From 18 24 until the 

charter debates in 1833 the number of students was always 

on 69 over 80. 

Whether contrived or not, the lack of writers did 

allow the Direction, with the consent of the Board, to 

place the new regulation before parliament. The debates 

on the bill in 1826 again demonstrated the nebulous posi

tion of the college. Its detractors .and those wishing 

its abolition once more engaged its few defenders in 

verbal combat. One issue, however, was clarified; the 

upcoming act was not an end in itself. It was the first 

step in some drastic transformation of the company's edu

cational system, Hume was the foremost opponent of the 

college. Although supporting the Writers Bill, he actu

ally wanted the bill to go farther and close Haileybury. 

He belabored the usual indictments against the college. 

g n 

The Times, September 27, 18 27, p. 3. 
go 

"Report of the Select Committee on the Affairs 
of the East India Company," Parliamentary Papers: India, 
6: 235. 

^^Ibid., 10: 414. 
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resignedly stating that since the company had no say so in 

the matter they would have to follow Wynn's will in the 

qualifying of writers. This anti-Haileybury sentiment 

was also expressed in the Proprietors when the bill was 

discussed by that body. Many Proprietors hoped that the 

bill would become permanent law or would be expanded as 

71 

Hume had desired. The defense of Haileybury was mar

shaled behind the Grant brothers, Charles and Robert, the 

sons of the old Director. Charles Grant spoke in the 

Commons, and Robert Grant published a pamphlet for public 
72 

consumption. Both used the same arguments which had 

been so repetitiously aired. Robert Grant's work did, 

however, add a slightly novel bit of information when he 

emphasized that the growing improvement and eminence of 

the Indian Civil Service sprang from the bottom and not 

from the top. It was the Haileyburians who had curbed 

the corruption in India and were gaining the respect of 

the natives, not the higher members of the Indian 

70 

71 

2 Hansard 14 (1826): 1376-77. 

The Times, March.3, 1826, p. 3. 

2 Hansard 14 (1826): 1377-78; Robert Grant, A 
View of the System and Merits of the East-Indian College 
at Haileybury: Being in Substance a Speech Delivered in 
the Court of East-Indian Proprietors on the 27th February 
1824: with Additions (London: Kingsbury, Parbury, and 
Allen, 1826) . 



88 
73 

Government. Canning's and Wynn's pronouncements, that 

is the government's stance, was not decisive. Canning, 

although stating that if he could redesign the educa

tional system of the East India Company, he would not 

have created a separate institution but would have asso

ciated writers' training with an existing university, 

claimed that the bill was not a condemnation of Haileybury 

74 nor an attempt to close it. Wynn temporized much more 

and hinted that the bill was indeed the beginning of a 

process to undo the 1813 rules. In his opening comments, 

he pointed out that Haileybury had done an adequate job 

of training writers. Although he believed that this edu

cation could have been equally well accomplished in a 

unviersity, Wynn nevertheless argued that he was not 

calling for the college's demise, but merely a temporary 

75 

expedient to obtain more writers for India. His posi

tion by the final debate, however, had shifted. In this 

speech he again defended the college, but he expressed a 

stronger desire for admission to service without passage 

through Haileybury or to connect the college with an 

established university. He wanted the new law to last 

only three years so that the Commons might review the 

"̂ "̂ Grant, Haileybury, pp. 11-14. 

"̂ 2̂ Hansard 15 (1826): 737-38. 

"̂ 2̂ Hansard 14 (1826): 1374-75. 
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matter when it had "further experience on the subject 

7 6 
[training writers]." The immediate question was why 

the Commons would need "further experience" unless Wynn 

was actually planning at a future date to destroy the 

Haileybury system. This fear, that the bill would lead 

to the end of Haileybury was expressed by many. Charles 

Grant suspected that the bill's backers were those who 

"obstinately adhered to the former system" or the col

lege's "opponents in the court of directors, and of 

77 
proprietors." Another M.P. also charged that some 

"honourable members . . . supported the bill as a means 

.,78 
of getting rid of the college. The same theme also 

79 
.occurred in the company's discussion of the bill. Later 

evidence of this plan came out in the East India Company 

debates in 1833. Wynn, in 1833 openly espousing the 

college's death, stated that his bill of 1826 had demon

strated that Haileybury no longer was necessary and that 

80 
it should be abolished. Of the Directors testifying on 

the college in those later debates. Sir James Lushington, 

Cutlar Fergusson, and George Lyall all wanted the 

"̂ 2̂ Hansard 15 (1826): 739-40. 

"̂ "̂2 Hansard 14 (1826): 1377-78 

78 

79 

80 

2 Hansard 15 (1826): 736. 

The Times, March 23, 1826, p, 3 

3 Hansard 19 (1833): 545. 
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81 
institution closed. The India Writers Act of 1826, 

although there was an attempt to cloak it, was a direct 

move against Haileybury. 

The act repeated the allegation that there "is 

not a sufficient number of persons qualified . . . to 

be appointed Writers," and gave the Directors the right 

Any time within three years . . . to nominate and 
appoint . . . in the capacity of a Writer, any 
person who shall produce such Testimonials of his 
character and conduct, and pass such an Examination 
as . . . shall be required.82 

The Directors with the Board's approval would frame the 

8 3 rules of the examination. 

3 Hansard 20 (1833): 39, 50; "Minutes of Evidence 
Before the Select Committee on the Affairs of the East 
India Company with Appendix and Index, 18 31-18 32," Parlia
mentary Papers: India, 5: 107. 

8 2 
7 Geo. 4, c. 56, An Act to Suspend the Pro

visions of an Act of His Late Majesty respecting the 
Appointment of Writers. 

8 3 
Ibid. The test created by the Directors and 

Board and given in London was approximately that which 
entrants to Haileybury had to take. The act was con
tinued in 1829 with moderate alterations. A test in 
Oriental languages was added, a recognition of the fact 
that some knowledge shortened the time spent at the Ft. 
William language school. (This school was still required, 
and those wishing to bypass Haileybury now went to tutors 
to get what oriental knowledge they could.) Also, Hailey
burians who had mastered an Indian tongue could take the 
test and pass to India without residing at Haileybury for 
the full four terms. Several students, therefore, spent 
the first terms dedicating themselves to orientals to 
abbreviate their stay at the college. The act also pro
vided that young men could count their years in the 
service from age seventeen even if they still were at 
Haileybury. 10 Geo. 4, c. 14, An Act to Continue the 
Operation of an Act of the 7th Year. 
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The success of the Directors in passing the 

Writers Act in 1826 is due to events which had little 

direct relations with the college; they resulted instead 

from significant changes within the Direction and with 

the Directors' interplay with the Board. The years 

between 1823 and the new East India Act of 1833 witnessed 

a steady decline in the quality of personnel in the Direc

tion and a reversal of power from the Indian Interest to 

8 4 

the Private Trade group. Charles Grant, the most power

ful and prestigious Indian, died in 1823,^^ and other 

experienced India men such as Elphinstone and Bosanquet 
o g 

retired. Their replacements had spent little or no time 

in India and lacked the intimate knowledge of their "prede

cessors about the country. The new group, instead, repre-
8 7 sented the major London Houses such as Forbes and Company. 

Three major concerns separated the Private Traders' policies 

from those of the Indians. First, the new Directors 

stressed the company's mercantile aspect over that of the 

governance of India. Secondly, disapproving of many native 

"customs," they sought to Anglicize India and spread the 

use of the English language. These new commercial 

84 

85 

86 

87 

Philips, East India Company, p. 243. 

The Times, December 18, 18 23, p. 2. 

Philips, East India Company, p. 244. 

Ibid., p. 243. 
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89 

Directors desired, therefore, to save money if possible, 

by using Indians familiar with English in lower echelon 

posts in the Indian government. Finally, they did not 

use patronage as a power base in the Proprietors as the 

8 8 
Indians had done. This new generation of Directors 

had, as a result of its approach, no use for Haileybury 

They did not advocate English writers learning Oriental 

tongues since the Indians should learn English. A basic 

English education was sufficient training for writers. 

Nor were they as adamant about retaining patronage because 

the moneyed group was their support. The Private Traders 

not only did not like the government infringing on the 

company's rights (Grant also opposed that, but he did riot 

want to stop the training of servants just to abolish the 

90 government's interference), but they did not like 

Haileybury or what it stood for. It is even likely that 

the Traders would have sacrificed patronage for trade--

something that would have enraged the Indian Interest. 

Also contributing to the attacks on Haileybury 

in the 1820s was a change of Presidents in the Board of 

88 Ibid., p. 247. 

89 
In fact before the changes in the Board prior 

to the renewal debates, the Directors were planning to 
try to regain lost rights. Ibid., p. 277. 

90 
One of Grant's last speeches was a defense of 

Haileybury in the Court of Proprietors. The Times, 
March 20, 1823, p. 3. 
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Control. Charles Wynn received that post in 1822. 91 

Even though Wynn and the Direction agreed on few issues, 

on the Anglicanization of India they were as one.^^ 

Haileybury seemed to Wynn, as to many of the Directors, 

a step away from that goal. He therefore supported and 

aided the Directors in their attack on the college. With 

these two forces allied against it, Haileybury appeared 

doomed by the late 1820s. 

From the clamor over the college and its new 

rules, it would appear that after 1816 the Haileybury 

professors could run the college as they saw fit and that 

drastic changes had indeed been enacted. Such was not 

the case. Life at Haileybury continued much as before, 

and the staff still grappled with familiar problems. One 

definite improvement, however, was the lessening of disci

plinary problems. With the exception of the "gunpowder 

plot," student activity under the guidance of Joseph 

Batten, the new principal, and the new regulations was 

much more sedate in the years 1813 to 1833 than previously 

The staff realized, however, that even with the increased 

power granted them by the Charter Act they could not run 

amok. The very uniqueness of Haileybury acted as a con

straint. Haileybury was not a true university; it was a 

91 

92 

Philips, East India Company, p. 237. 

Ibid., p. 247. 
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training school for Indian civil servants. Actions taken 

by the institution's staff did not have the same conse

quences as those of professors at Cambridge or Oxford. 

If a student were expelled or failed at a university, his 

access to future careers was not mandatorily closed; at 

Haileybury failure or expulsion was disastrous. The 

only route to India, except for the years 1826 to 1834 

and even then the major road, was through the professors' 

classrooms. No options were available, no other schools 

nor other professors. Legally the staff alone decided 

who would or would not be in the company's employ. In 

addition the staff had to accept the anomaly of being 

employees of the East India Company. The company sup

plied the college's buildings (including the professors' 

apartments), books, salaries, and students; yet the 

company possessed limited legal power over the disposition 

of its largess. It was only natural that the company 

should harbor hostility towards the college. Further, 

although the staff legally wielded immense power, the 

professors were hindered in its use because of constant 

public and private scrutiny and harassment from all 

quarters. After the 1816 revolution, the professors 

continually balanced their demands for academic achieve

ment against the restrictive nature of the company's 

educational system. 

Acquisition of the right of examination was the 
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paramount accomplishment of the staff between 1813 and 

1833. By making the required certificate contingent on 

performance, the professors had a stick with which to 

prod the Haileyburians. Students could only obtain the 

lucrative positions by putting up with and complying with 

the professors' unreasonable demands that they learn some

thing. This change reversed the roles of the pre-1813 era 

when the students had more leverage than the teachers. 

Haileyburians, however, did not immediately meta-

morphoze into studious savants struggling mightily against 

the forces of ignorance. The requirements of the college 

were not that stringent. A mark of "proficiency" was all 

that was demanded, and those grades were only required in 

limited classes: Orientals and two European subjects. 

Performing their balancing act, the professors did 

not make "proficiency" overly demanding. William Empson, 

appointed Professor of Law in 1824, explained this weigh

ing of needs and keeping of low minimums before the Select 

Committee in 1832. "The test of mere proficiency, as 

rated at the point, somewhere about which, I understood, 

it was the intention that it should be left, is sadly 

Q 3 

low." Maintenance of this standard was college policy 

because, Empson stated, the professors "felt . . . a 

93 
Testimony of William Empson, July 2, 1832, 

Parliamentary Papers: India, 10: 130. 
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moral obligation" to pass students who had not performed 

^^^illiantly, and he had "unfortunately, much to my suffer-

94 
m g , acted upon it." When he joined Haileybury he asked 

the other professors about what scale to use and was told: 

We have been for 20 years raising the standard in the 
college, both in respect of conduct and attainment. 
We have now got it to a point which, if not answering 
entirely to our wishes, is nevertheless, on comparing 
it with what it was in the beginning, highly satis
factory. You must not expect too much.9 5 

The low standard caused him to "tremble whenever I have 

sent out a class, and considered that they were to admin

ister law in India. „96 Joseph Batten echoed Empson's 

opinion on the examinations. He stated. 

It is evident that the above tests respect only the 
minimum qualification absolutely necessary to be 
secured before a student can obtain his certificate, 
in order to prevent an absolute waste of time when 
at College, and an utter incompetency for his duties 
on leaving it.97 

The limited number of students failing Haileybury 

v erifies this idea of low "proficiency." For example, of 

the 40 students nominated for the college in 18 25 only 

four did not enter the company's civil service, and of 

94 

95 

Ibid., p. 133. 

Ibid. 

^^Ibid., p. 132. This statement is quite hyper
bolic for Empson often praised the quality of students 
and their academic achievements. 

97 Testimony of Joseph H. Batten, July 12, 1832, 
Parliamentary Papers: India, 6: 234. 
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98 these four only three might have flunked. Two of these 

three students joined the company's Indian Cavalry, a move 

sometimes made by those who either through lack of energy 

or brainpower could not complete the college, after one 

99 
year. if these two did not fail at Haileybury and 

merely wished to be in the cavalry instead of the civil 

service, then only one student from the 1825 class could 

have been refused because of grades. Overall, of the 

1,985 students who entered Haileybury between 1806 and 

1855, 1,754 students or about 88 percent entered the 

service, 80 students or about 4 percent joined the com

pany's army, and only 151 students or approximately 

7 percent did not join any part of the company's Indian 

establishment. These 151 students left the company for a 

variety of reasons: death, enrolling at other colleges, 

entrance to other professions, and failure or expulsion. 

In view of the heavy course load at Haileybury, such a 

small failure rate is inconceivable unless "proficiency" 

was indeed "minimal," 

As Empson said, the reason for continuing the 

policy of demanding only "proficiency" was the unusual 

nature of the institution. The staff could require only 

100 

98 

99 

Danvers, Memorials, pp. 3 7 8-82. 

Ibid., pp. 378, 379. 

Stephens, "Haileybury," p. 304. 
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so much from the students, or they would bring down upon 

themselves even greater condemnation. Empson stated: 

I understood that the average had been raised, and 
raised much above what it had been formerly, and 
that we got it as high as the parties to the con
tract at the establishment of its college, both 
Company and the public, either meant or would con
sent that it should stand.101 

A professor "must consider the difficulties of the 

case. . . . The College is not understood to have been 

founded for the purpose of exclusion but in extreme 

„10 2 
cases. 

The other major increase in the staff's control 

over Haileybury, the right of expulsion, was an even more 

complex problem than qualifying tests. If a student 
* 

failed a term he cpuld try again, and some students did 

take more than the required two years to finish their 

course work. However, expulsion, in effect the ability 

of the staff to select Indian civil servants and negate 

the Directors' patronage, was final. This harsh nature 

of expulsion caused the professors to avoid this form of 

discipline if at all possible. Empson again explained 

the professors' quandary. 

In all our exercise of this authority, when a discus
sion has arisen between us and the parties concerned, 
the public has taken this view of it [condemnation of 

Testimony of William Empson, July 2, 1832, 
Parliamentary Papers: India, 10: 134. 

-^^^Ibid., p. 133. 
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the staff] and sided with the individual whose 
appointment was endangered. The dilemma in which 
the college is placed is one of great hardship. 
If we exercise the power which we ought to exercise 
cpn the part of the public, a storm of indignation 
is let loose upon the College, such as no other 
place of education ever was exposed to.10 3 

Thus, only in extremely rare cases did the professors 

overrule the Directors' choices. Because if they did. 

The extreme unpopularity, the extreme odium to which 
they [the professors] were subject; the cry that was 
set up over London . . . [with] every body joining 
in the observation [that] it is extremely hard that 
young men should lose their appointments for indis
cretion. 104 

However, if the staff declined to use their power of fail

ure or expulsion to protect themselves from abuse at home, 

they could expect criticism from India. The professors 

could not win. "In case we do not exercise the power, 

and young men imperfectly qualified go out, remonstrances 

come home from India, that the College does not answer 

.,105 
its purposes. 

Empson's answer to the problem in 18 3 2 was to 

grant the staff further rights. "What is wanted is some 

form of secondary punishment . . . such a power would 

10 6 
enable us to whip up the lagging portion of a term." 

103 

104 

105 

Ibid., pp. 133-34 

Ibid., p. 134. 

Ibid. 

106 Ibid., p. 133. 
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He proposed a plan whereby a student could be failed at 

Haileybury and be denied a post in the civil service, but 

not refused employment in the company. The failed student 

could still, perhaps, join the company's army. Thus, the 

professors would be able to exercise their power more 

freely, knowing that failure would not close all hopes of 

employment in India. The threat of failure would still 

exist, however, as a prod for students to behave and 

107 
study. Empson's scheme was never implemented. 

Haileybury also suffered ill effects from the 1826 

Writers Act. The act increased hostility towards the col

lege and helped to encourage the notion the college was 

unnecessary. After the 1829 renewal and addition, the 

act allowed the best students to leave the college early, 

hindering any attempt to increase standards at the college. 

Seeing some young men pass directly to India, students, 

especially senior students, invidiously felt . . . discon

tent and alienation" over having to remain at the college. 

The act added to the belief that Haileybury was "a tax, a 

burthen, and a hazard on the part of those who had long 

been accustomed to look to patronage, unqualified by any 

109 . . . test of attainment and conduct." Because the 

108 

107 Ibid. 

10 8 
Testimony of Joseph H. Batten, July 12, 1832, 

Parliamentary Papers: India, 6: 234. 

-^°^Ibid. , p. 236. 

«^^ 
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brighter and more industrious students could shorten their 

passage through the college, "it [the act] takes away the 

best men . . . just at the time when it would be most 

advantageous to them-selves and to the rest that they 

should stay there, depriving it [the college] of the 

example of senior students." The test authorized by 

the act also lowered the qualifications of those sent to 

India. Batten pointed out how simple the test was and 

added that, even with an undemanding examination. 

Out of the 3 4 persons who have passed through the 
London Board, no one has been in the first class, 
and only eight in the second; the rest being en
tirely of the third class: showing the tendency 
of a mere test to run rapidly down to its minimum 
as a standard.Ill 

This test made it doubly difficult for the college "to 

raise its own ultimate tests . . . from the invidiousness 

of the contrast put by the parties respectively subjected 

to each." 

Governmental changes at Haileybury after the 

Charter Act of 1813, therefore, only appeared to settle 

the confrontations begun during the college's early years. 

Legal independence did not mean actual freedom for the 

college staff. The contest for control of the college 

110 

111 

112 
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between the Direction and the staff, in a large degree, 

merely changed arenas, from private quarreling to public 

debate. In addition, although the Board was clearly 

dominant, the legalities of the situation did not stop 

the Directors from trying every means to avoid the 

Board's new power over the servants sent to India. 

The tumultuous period from 1813 to 18 32, there

fore, was a period of apparently momentous changes in 

the conflicts over Haileybury and the Indian Civil 

Service. Through the India Act of 1813 and the result

ing new rules the government had assumed control over 

the writer's route to India, and the college staff had 

achieved a modicum of"autonomy. These results, however, 

were not final solutions. If Haileybury was not to be 

the sole entrance to India and was not to be used as an 

implement to cover the struggle over control of the 

service, what purpose did the college serve? Although 

it is true that a few men, such as the Grants and Malthus, 

were interested in the educational duties of the college, 

they were in the minority. After the weakening of the 

Indian influence in the Court of Directors after 1824, 

the company was willing to abandon patronage and, thus, 

Haileybury. With the Board of Control under Wynn's 

presidency in agreement with the Directors Haileybury's 

tenure seemed doomed. The Directors and the Board were 

merely waiting for tlie company's charter to come before 



103 

parliament in 1833 to legislate Haileybury's death. 

The Indian Civil Service would have to find some other 

way of insuring that its writers were at least literate 

A radical shift in both the Direction and the Board, 

however, saved Haileybury from extinction in 1833. 

I 

i 



CHAPTER IV 

THE SURVIVAL OF HAILEYBURY: 18 3 3-1842 

Haileybury's fate in the years 1833 to 1842, as 

with all phases of its existence, was determined by polit

ical conflicts, not the college's ability to educate Indian 

civil servants. The debates in 1833 on the company's new 

charter indicate how close the college was in fact to 

destruction. Furthermore, from 1834 to 1842, the company 

repeatedly tried to abolish Haileybury--even at the cost of 

its Indian patronage. These almost desperate attempts were, 

surprisingly, quashed by the Board of Control. The use of 

Haileybury to protect patronage had been completely reversed 

from the Directors' attempt in 1806; in these later years 

it was the Board of Control not the company which used the 

college to insure the continuation of patronage. The 

Direction, however, suffered total defeat in their contest 

with the Board; and, after 1842, the Directors finally 

conceded that Haileybury would indeed exist until the Board 

decided otherwise and that they might as well make the best 

of a rum situation. The acceptance of Haileybury's con

tinued existence by both Board and company provided the 

college with its few years of peace, 1843 to 1853. 

104 
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Two losses appeared inevitable to the Directors 

at the onset of the renewal debates over the company's 

charter--the company's China trade and Haileybury. So 

convinced were the Directors that parliament would strip 

away their last commercial privilege, the China monopoly, 

that starting in 18 25 only short-term agreements were 

made with China merchantmen, and these contracts would 

automatically terminate in 1834. Virtually guaranteeing 

that the company would suffer such setbacks was the 

collapse of the Court of Directors prior to and during 

the charter discussions. From a moment of unity and 

strength in 1827 and 1828, the Direction rapidly became a 

disparate, impotent cabal by 1830. The Trading - Interest, 

which was the Directors' power base in those years, was 

injured by the failure of several London Houses in 18 29 

and 1830. Benefiting from a resulting lack of confidence 

in the Traders, the Indian and City interest reclaimed 

some Directorships, but not enough to constitute a stable 

majority. Therefore instead of a monolithic entity, a 

squabbling, disorganized Direction was left to defend the 

company's rights. Furthermore, the number of company 

M.P.s decreased at this crucial time, and the government 

no longer had a political need to court the company. 

Given such weaknesses, the Directors could not even hope 

to resist effectively the government's demands. In fact, 

William Astell declined the chairmanship of the Direction 

^ 
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in order to avoid the humiliation of engaging in such a 

one-sided confrontation. 

Charles Grant, President of the Board of Control, 

shrewdly avoided any major showdown with the Directors by 

granting them two concessions—a continuation of their 

governing of India and an annual dividend on East India 

2 
Company stock. The governance of India was more or less 

a facade. The Board had the real power, and the Directors 

were essentially an advisory body whose only substantial 

power was in their ability to recall a Governor-General. 

Dividends, however, were a much more important matter. 

Grant guaranteed stock holders a 10-1/2 percent annual 

return to be paid out of the Indian government's revenue 

3 
for forty years. Because the company was losing all 

commercial rights, having a source of funds for dividend 
4 

payment was all important. Grant justified his payment 

plan by stating that the company could sell all of its 

property—according to the Charter Bill the company was 

to turn all assets over to the Crown without compensation--

and pay stockholders the face value of their shares plus 

Philips, East India Company, pp 

^3 Hansard 18 (1833): 721, 722. 

^Ibid., 722. 

277-78, 287, 291 

Ibid., 721. 
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a handsome profit. This explanation, however, did not 

satisfy all of the company's critics in parliament. They 

presented a separate financial review which concluded 

that not only did the East India Company not possess 

enough assets to cover the expense of purchasing all out

standing stock but that the company had a total deficit 
g 

of L24,934,208. If it was true that the company did not 

have the wealth purported by the ministry, and this is 

likely, then the promise of yearly 10-1/2 percent divi

dends would have been a strong incentive for both the 

Directors and Proprietors willingly to agree to Grant's 

proposal. 

Apathy aided Directorial weakness and promised 

dividends *in easing Grant's bill through parliament. 

There was an amazing lack of interest in the fate of the 

company. Grant admitted, this, beginning his speech intro

ducing the bill with an apology for taking up the members' 

time. He "was perfectly aware that the subject was one 

which failed in exciting that strong interest which be

longed to some other topics recently discussed," one of 
7 

which was the reform of parliament. Wynn echoed this 

sentiment, complaining that he could not recall a bill 

^Ibid., 722, 724. 

^3 Hansard 19 (1833): 481-82. 

^3 Hansard 18 (1333): 701. 
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"occupying so much time, and on so important a subject, 

which excited so little attention, and created so little 
g 

interest." Thus it was before a comparatively empty and 

inattentive House that Grant and his assistant, Thomas B. 

Macaulay, were able to push through the bill they wanted 

and to which the Directors had agreed in principle before 
9 

Its presentation. The East India Company, the builder of 

empires and governor of millions, quietly accepted its 

role of pensioner and advisory council. 

With the same belief in the inevitable which had 

led the Directors to issue only short term contracts to 

China carriers, the Direction, confident they would be 

relieved of tlie Haileybury burden, severely limited their 

appointments to the college before the charter debates. 

In 1831 only 20 students entered Haileybury, and in 1832 

and 18 33 the number dropped to 12 and 14 respectively. 

The normal number of beginning students was approximately 

40 per year. In this instance, however, the Direction did 

not accurately forecast the future. As the Charter Act of 

1813 had radically altered Haileybury, the Charter Act of 

1833 would save it. 

Haileybury's salvation came not from the company 

8 3 Hansard 20 (1833): 38. 

^3 Hansard 18 (1833): 756, 723. 

•'•^Danvers, Memorials, pp. 399-405, 503-08. 
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nor from a sympathetic parliament but from the Board of 

Control. Charles Grant, in alliance with Macaulay, was 

determined to maintain the company's patronage and once 

again to make Haileybury the exclusive route to India. 

It was generally assumed that Grant, when appointed Presi

dent of the Board of Control in 1830, would be partisan 

to the company. After all he came from an old Indian 

family and wanted to protect the families' access to the 

civil service, and his father had been one of the most 

powerful Directors the company had ever had. Grant was 

supportive of an East India Company, but it was not the 

company which existed in 1833. He wanted to carry on with 

the policies espoused by his father and to add to those 

ideas the plans of the Liberals and Evangelicals. Although 

neither a leading luminary nor an innovative theorizer. 

Grant was a dogged adherent to the reforms proposed by 

Macaulay, Bentinck, and Trevelyan, Following the proper 

line, he wanted to Christianize and Westernize India. The 

establishment of good government, the creation of an 

11 Philips, East India Company, p. 277, 

12 
Philip Woodruff, pseudonym for Mason Philips, 

confuses Charles Grant the younger, later Lord Glenelg, 
for his father, the old Director, and has a single Charles 
Grant, whom he believes to be Lord Glenelg, retiring from 
the Indian Service in 1789 and being in 1833 "Macaulay's 
first official chief." Philip Woodruff, The Founders of 
Modern India, vol. 1: The Men who Ruled India (New York: 
St. Martin's Press, 1954), pp. 141, 179. 
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13 

Indian middle class, the introduction of western technol

ogy, the provision of fair laws, and the education of the 

Indians in English were all parts of his dream for India. 

He obviously believed that the continuation of patronage 

in the company's hands, rather than reliance on the poli

cies of changing ministries, was the best method to insure 

14 
rapid reform. Haileybury was the keystone of his plans. 

From this institution would come the reformers to spread 

the Liberal ideal. Furthermore, the Grant family had a 

long association with the college. Charles Grant the 

elder, Charles himself, and Robert Grant, his brother, had 

all defended the college at some time; and, thus. Grant 

was probably somewhat prejudiced in favor of Haileybury. 

Because of this reforming zeal. Grant was out of step with 

most of the Directors and Proprietors. They were absorbed 

with dividends and abolishing Haileybury, not governing 

India and educating civil servants at company expense. 

Haileybury, therefore, was one of the few issues which 

caused a confrontation between the company and the Board. 

Unlike the parliamentary investigations and 

P 

•'""̂ George D. Bearce, British Attitudes Towards 
India, 1784-1858 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 
1961), pp. 155-56, 162-63, 169, 170. Also part of the 
Liberal program was introducing Indians into the civil 
service, and Haileybury was considered a place where 
Indians could be trained for the Indian Government. 
Ibid., p. 174. 

14 Philips, East India Company, p. 296. 
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debates in 1813, Haileybury was a significant issue in 

1833. The Select Committee on Indian Affairs read or 

listened to statement after statement on the college. 

T. Hyde Villiers, Macaulay's immediate predecessor as 

Secretary of the Board, placed the Haileybury matter 

squarely before the committee by sending a circular letter 

requesting comments on, among other topics, the college. 

The response was overwhelmingly negative. In an unsigned 

letter the author wrote that he did "not deem that college 

the best school for rearing useful servants . . . [and at 

16 Haileybury] little available knowledge is acquired." 

John Sullivan, determined foe of the college, replied that 

servahts would be much better educated at the "national 

Universities," and that Haileybury should be abolished. 17 

Francis Warden, former member of the Bombay Council, also 

18 
condemned the Haileybury system. 

In addition to the circular letter, Haileybury 

also was a major subject of the testimony taken before 

15 Parliamentary Papers: India, 6: 263-64. 

16 
Unsigned to T. Hyde Villiers, February 1832, 

ibid., p. 264. 
1 7 
John Sullivan to T. Hyde Villiers, February 21, 

1832, ibid., pp. 265-67. 
18 
Francis Warden to T. Hyde Villiers, April 30, 

1832, ibid., pp. 269-71. The same sentiment was penned 
by Monstuart Elphinstone and by another unknown writer. 
Ibid., pp. 292, 264. 

.'.'̂ ma sx 
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the Select Committee studying the East India Company. The 

committee dealt with three main questions: the overall 

usefulness of the college, the possible ways of replacing 

the system, and the college's effectiveness in training 

writers to administer justice in India. The first two 

questions were closely intertwined. Those professing 

Haileybury's inadequacy always had a ready alternative. 

Again, the majority response was to close the college. 

The college's critics encompassed an amazing variety of 

persons: future Directors, former students, company 

opponents, and former Board members. W. B. Bayley, 

elected to the Direction in 1834, saw little use for the 

college and suggested if it had to exist to use the mul

tiple appointment system advocated by Macaulay. However, 

the Ellenborough plan, the sending of all young men to 

India as part of the military and then allowing them to 

compete for civil service openings, was Bayley's preferred 

option. Charles Lushington, former company employee, 

declared Haileybury defective and proposed distributing 

writerships to the universities and seminaries in Great 

Britain or entrusting them to an independent authority. 

Holt Mackenzie, a graduate of the college before it moved 

•^^Testimony of W. B. Bayley, April 16, 1832, 
Ibid., p. 86. 

20 
Testimony of Charles Lushington, March 8, 

1832, ibid., pp. 106, 107. 
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22 

into the Haileybury buildings, replied that, although he 

had benefited from his education at the school, "I con

ceive that the same object might have been as easily 

21 
attained without it [the college]." He supported open 

competition based on the example of the 1826 Writers Act. 

Company examiner and historian James Mill also held a low 

23 
opinion of the college and backed open competition. 

Responding to the committee's questions as he had to 

Villier's letter, John Sullivan again blasted away at the 

profligate habits students developed at Haileybury and 

repeated his support for competition. 

Even those who did not openly condemn the college 

believed it could easily be replaced. Director Neil 

Benjamin Edmonstone admitted Haileybury generally sent out 

better educated writers, but he did not forthrightly defend 

25 
either the college or the Directors' right of patronage. 

21 
Testimony of Holt Mackenzie, March 2, 183 2, 

ibid., p. 77 . 
22 Ibid. 

23 
Testimony of James Mill, February 21, 18 32, 

ibid., pp. 54-55. 
Testimony of John Sullivan, February 28, 183 2, 

ibid., pp. 60-62. To prove his point about the conduct 
of Haileyburians, Sullivan related a case of one student 
who ran up a fcl07 debt for "segars" in six months. Ibid., 
p. 63. 

25 
T e s t i m o n y of N e i l Benjamin Ecimonstone, A p r i l 

1 6 , 1 8 3 2 , i b i d . , p . 204 . 
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Thomas Courtenay, former Secretary to the Board, also 

stated that Haileyburians overall were superior to writers 

who had not attended the school. At the same time, how

ever, he suggested taking patronage from the Direction and 

establishing open competition or giving the patronage to 

other entities such as cities or universities.^^ 

Most of the criticism of Haileybury was merely a 

repeat of previous complaints and, as already stated, in 

the main unjustified. in one area, however, Haileybury 

perhaps could have been improved: the administration of 

justice.-|K The college's law courses were explanations of 

basic principles and not instruction in how those princi

ples should be applied in specific cases. 27 There was 

consternation on the part of the committeemen that the 

company's judges were not as adequately trained as they 

could have been. Even Empson, Haileybury Law Professor, 

argued that the curriculum needed to include courses in 

administrative training. Limited time and faculty. 

26 
Testimony of Thomas Courtenay, February 17, 

1832, ibid., pp. 38-41. There was also a scheme proposed, 
supposedly supported by Malthus, whereby many more stu
dents than necessary would attend Haileybury, and the 
seniors would compete by written examination for vacant 
Indian positions. This plan, however, would have demanded 
a massive monetary outlay by the company to expand the 
facilities at the college. Furthermore, it would have 
taken some time to implement this hastily discarded pro
gram. 3 Hansard 19 (1833): 1035. 

27 
"Minutes of Evidence," Parliamentary Papers: 

India, 6: 54; 10: 127-28, 1-2, 7-8. 
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however, prevented this increase in course load. 28 The 

committee pondered the possibility of separating some 

students for the specific study of law, but this idea 

proved unacceptable. 29 Never knowing the exact demand 

for judges, because vacancies were often determined by 

the uncertainties of life in India (sudden death for 

example), those selected for the legal field could find 

themselves idle for considerable periods in India; or 

there could develop an unforeseen increase which would 

require non-legal students to assume judgeships. 

Maintenance of the generalized course of study was held 

to be the most expedient system, and, on the whole, the 

Haileyburians did an adequate job of adjudication. 

Defending voices were definitely cries in the 

wind when compared to the mighty chorus against the 

college. The only real champions before the committee 

31 
were Empson and Batten, Principal of Haileybury. As 

28 
Testimony of William Empson, July 2, 1832, 

ibid., 10: 131. Empson continued his desire to increase 
the law courses at Haileybury, and, as late as 18 42, he 
requested another professor to teach judicial adminis
tration. William Empson to Lord Jeffrey, August 29, 
1842, Letters from the Board, 13: 439. 

^^"Minutes of Evidence," Parliamentary Papers: 
India, 10: 128. 

^°Ibid., p. 75. 

Much of the testimony of Empson and Batten was 
presented in chapter 3. 
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opposed to the 1813 to 1826 era, there were no outspoken 

company supporters, no defending pamphlets, and little 

discussion in the press over the college's fate. 

The assault on Haileybury continued in the House 

debates on the new Charter Bill. Cutlar Fergusson, 

Director, basically approved of Grant's bill; however, he 

Objected to the part of the Bill which continued the 
establishment of Haileybury College. He thought an 
equally good or better system of preparation for 
employment in the Company's service might be had at 
private seminaries.32 

In fact, he was agreeable to the Direction's relinquishing 

of its appointive power. He admitted that the Court had 

used its right properly, but "as to the question of patron

age, if it could be'better disposed of, he, for one, would 

33 
be willing to give it up." Backing his words with action, 

after the bill had passed he voted for Wynn's amendment 

34 abolishing Haileybury and, in reality, patronage. 

Wynn, the most active critic of Haileybury in 

parliament, presented the most thorough plan for revamping 

the educational program. One reason for letting the East 

India Company remain as governor of India, he believed, 

was to keep patronage out of the ministry's hands--the 

old constitutional issue. However, he reported, several 

32 

33 

34 

3 Hansard 20 (1833): 39. 

3 Hansard 18 (1833): 784. 

3 Hansard 20 (1833): 49-50. 
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systems could be implemented to remove that hazard.^^ 

First there was open competition, and he pointed out how 

the 1826 and 1829 Acts, which he sponsored, had demon

strated competition's viability. He cited the case of a 

Mr. Blake who performed better at the language college at 

Fort William than his contemporaries from Haileybury.^^ 

If open competition were not sufficient, patronage could 

be distributed to various people: the local Indian authori

ties, the old Indian families, or the reformed Direction. ̂"̂  

Above all, he stressed, Haileybury should be closed. "̂^ 

This overwhelming animosity towards Haileybury, 

as expressed before the committee and in the House, 

appeared to be a reasonable basis for the Directors' con

fidence that the company's college would trouble them no 

35 

36 

3 Hansard 18 (1833): 745. 

3 Hansard 19 (1833): 545. However, Mr. Blake 
was an obvious exception. In 1830 Dr. Ruddell of Fort 
William explained the slowness of some students at that 
college by stating that the students "not having had the 
advantage of a Haileybury education . . . arrived in 
India unacquainted with even the elements of oriental 
languages." Dr. Ruddell to Lord Bentinck, October 7, 
1830, in C. H. Philips, ed.. The Correspondence of Lord 
William Cavendish Bentinck: Governor-General of India, 
1828-1835 (2 vols.: Oxford: Oxford University Press, 
1931) , I: 533. 

37 3 Hansard 18 (1833): 744. The reformed Direc
tion was Wynn's plan to alter the company's traditional 
setup. The number of Directors should be reduced to six 
or eight, and all should have had experience in India. 
Ibid. 

38 3 Hansard 19 (1833): 546; 3 Hansard 20 (1833): 43 

^:, « ; -iami-azimntiSe-
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more. The Direction did not foresee, however. Grant's 

and Macaulay's determination to carry their proposals 

through parliament. Although Grant was the originator 

of the bill, Macaulay was the true force in the House. 

Grant was both physically infirm and mentally dependent; 

but Macaulay, even though he recognized the President's 

weaknesses, was extremely loyal and devoted to his supe

rior. Macaulay revealed these sentiments in his corre

spondence with his sister, Hannah. During one of Grant's 

several bouts of illness Macaulay wrote, "I never knew a 

man who wanted setting to right so often. He goes as 

39 
badly as your watch." On Grant's dependence he stated, 

"Grant's is a mind that cannot stand alone. It is . . . 

a feminine mind. When Robert [Robert Grant] is near him, 

he clings to Robert. Robert being away, he clings to 

40 
me." However, Macaulay added, "this may be weakness in 

a public man, but I love him the better for it." 41 It 

was Grant's idea to save Haileybury, but it was Macaulay's 

drive which got the bill through parliament and his demand 

39 
Thomas B. Macaulay to Hannah Macaulay, October 

14, 1833, in Sir George Otto Trevelyan, The Life and 
Letters of Lord Macaulay (London: Longmans, 1959), 
p. 239. 

40 
Thomas B. Macaulay to Hannah Macaulay, December 

5, 1833, ibid., p. 251. 

Ibid. 

"X 
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that added the concept of competition. 42 

Macaulay presented his plan for Haileybury in his 

magnificent speech before the House defending the Charter 

Bill. While justifying all of Grant's schemes for the 

company, he was particularly eloquent when expounding upon 

the virtues of the civil service. 

I see a large body of civil and military function
aries resembling in nothing but capacity and valour 
those adventurers who seventy years ago came hither, 
laden with wealth and infamy, to parade before our 
fathers the plundered treasures of Bengal and Tan-
pore. . . . I observe with reverence and delight the 
honourable poverty which is the evidence of a recti
tude firmly maintained amidst strong temptations. I 
rejoice to see my countrymen, often ruling millions of 
subjects, after commanding victorious armies, often diC' 
tating terms of peace at the gates of hostile capitols, 
often administering the revenues of great provinces, 
often judging the causes of wealthy Zemindars, often 
residing at Courts of tributary Kings, return to their 
native land with no more than a decent competence. . . 
I see a government anxiously bent on the public good.4 3 

Macaulay brought forth his persuasive powers when 

he outlined his plan for competition: 

One word as to the new arrangement which we pro
pose with respect to the patronage. It is intended 
to introduce the principle of competition in the dis
posal of writerships; and from this change I cannot 
but anticipate the happiest results. The civil 
servants of the Company are undoubtedly a highly 
respectable body of men; and in that body, as in 
every large body, there are some persons of eminent 
ability. I rejoice most cordially to see this. I 
rejoice to see that the standard of morality is so 

The fourfold plan was solely Macaulay's crea
tion; Grant merely approved his Secretary's idea. Ibid., 
p. 585. 

^^3 Hansard 19 (1833): 521-22. 

. -^^rfrt-fr*.^"' 
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higl^ in England, that intelligence is so generally 
diffused through England, that young persons who are 
taken from the mass of society, by favour and not by 
merit, and who are therefore only fair samples of the 
mass, should, when placed in situations of high im
portance, be so seldom found wanting. But it is not 
the less true, that India is entitled to the service 
of the best talents which England can spare. That 
the average of intelligence and virtues is very high 
in this country, is matter for honest exultation. 
But it is no reason for employing average men where 
you can obtain superior men. . . . This Sir, is our 
object . . . it is proposed that for every vacancy 
in the civil service four candidates shall be named, 
and the best candidate elected by examination.44 

Macaulay's "four-fold" plan, therefore, was to keep 

patronage in the Direction, but for every opening the 

Directors had to designate four young men. These men 

would then compete in examinations on the classics, the 

highest scorer gaining admittance to Haileybury. 

Macaulay realized there might be a question about 

the ability of a test over Greek and Latin to demonstrate 

a capability for governing India, and, thus, he added a 

defense of his system. 

Whatever be the languages, whatever be the 
sciences, which it is in any age or country, the 
fashion to teach, those who become the greatest pro
ficients in those languages, and those sciences will 
generally be the flower of the youth—the most acute— 
the most industrious—the most ambitious of honorable 
distinctions. If the Ptolemaic system were taught at 
Cambridge, instead of the Newtonian, the senior 
wrangler would nevertheless be in general a superior 
man to the wooden spoon. If instead of learning Greek, 
we learned the Cherokee, the man who understood 
Cherokee verses—who comprehended most accurately 

44 Ibid., 525 

^ 
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the effect of the Cherokee particles—would gener
ally be a superior man to him who was destitute of 
these accomplishments.45 

Even Macaulay's prowess could not change the 

hardened opinion of those hostile to Haileybury, and 

there was a brief acrimonious discourse when the 104th 

(Haileybury) clause was read a third time. The clause, 

46 
however, passed. Wynn in a last-gasp effort tried to 

get an amendment to the act through the House which would 

have closed the college. The amendment, even with company 

47 M.P.s supporting it, failed; Haileybury survived. 

According to the Charter Act of 1833, every year 

the Governor-General was to estimate the number of civil 

servants needed in India; the Board of Control would then 

tell the Directors how many students were to be sent to 

Haileybury, and the Directors would then nominate four 

men to compete for each position. If the Direction did 

not appoint the full number specified within one month, 

the Board would supply the rest (a slap at the Directors 

for their previous actions) . The act further tried to 

make it obvious who actually ran the college. It stated 

45 
Ibid., 526. Woodruff erroneously retells this 

defense by saying Macaulay compared the test with Choctaw 
Indians and their ability to scalp. Woodruff, The Founders, 
p. 284. 

46 -1 
Both Fergusson, a Director, and Hume, a Proprie

tor, spoke against Haileybury. 3 Hansard 19 (1833): 1035-36. 
47 3 Hansard 20 (1833): 49-50. 

1'BJlJlllJ.Ui 
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that the Board alone could make the rules and regulations 

for guiding the Governor-General in his estimates, for 

providing the good government of the college, for examin

ing and deciding the qualifications of candidates, and for 

governing those who passed the college. And, once again, 

only those who completed Haileybury could proceed to 

India. 48 

Two oddities were produced by the Charter Act—the 

company's attempt to relinquish its patronage and the 

government's refusal to increase its power. Well aware of 

who really controlled the writer's route to India, the 

Directors did not want the bother and expense of Haileybury 

The college was a constant•thorn, reminding the Directors 

through constant irritation how much influence over patron

age they had lost. To get rid of the college, the Direc

tion was willing to let go of a privilege it did not truly 

control. The Board of Control, often the leader in strip

ping the company of its rights, forced the company to 

retain patronage. As to the role of the ministry in the 

act, one M.P. snidely remarked: 

It was something new, no doubt, to hear a Minister of 
the Crown enlarging upon the danger of patronage, and 
disclaiming, or rather refusing, to have it placed at 

3 & 4 Wil. 4 c. 85, An Act for Affecting an 
Arrangement with the East India Company, clauses 102, 
104-107. The 18 29 Writers Act allowing writers to skip 
Haileybury was to expire in 1834. 
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its disposal . . . He would not venture to decide 
whether it was the excess of disinterestedness, or 
the love of ease, and the aversion to be troubled 
with its dispensation . . . that led to their 
determination [not to over patronage].49 

Neither Grant nor Macaulay stayed on the Board 

long enough to make sure that their plan was implemented, 

and, in fact, the four-fold plan was never used. Macaulay 

50 
went to India in 1834, and Ellenborough, on a change of 

51 
ministries, replaced Grant in December of that year. 

Without these men on the Board as guardians, those opposed 

to the provisions of the 1833 Act quickly moved to bypass 

the Haileybury clauses. 

In Ellenborough and his successor. Sir John Hob-

house, the Directors had Presidents of the Board who, even 

though at times antagonistic to the Court, were not advo

cates of the Haileybury system. Ellenborough, who had no 

use for civilians in India and who believed all those sent 

to India should be military personnel, especially disliked 

52 the college. Seizing what they considered an excellent 

"̂ 3̂ Hansard 18 (1833): 760. 

50 
The Charter Act created a new position on the 

Supreme Council in Calcutta, and Macaulay was the first 
appointee. Thomas B. Macaulay to Hannah Macaulay, August 
17, 1833 and Thomas B. Macaulay to Lord Landsdowne, 
December 5, 1833, in Trevelyan, Lord Macaulay, pp. 234, 
248-49. 

51 
Wilbur, The East India Company, pp. 399-402. 

52 
L. S. S. O'Malley, The Indian Civil Service, 

1601-1930 (London: John Manay, 1931; Reprint: 1965), 
p. 50. 
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opportunity, the Directors renewed their campaign against 

Haileybury. These anti-college and anti-act maneuvers 

took three specific forms—to abolish the college, to 

avoid the four-fold plan if the college had to survive, 

and to reestablish some control over the odious institu

tion if the company had to maintain it. After Grant's 

resignation in December, 1834, the Directors, in February, 

1835, passed a motion to request a parliamentary bill 

repealing the Haileybury clauses of the India Act. The 

college's expense was too great, they claimed, to justify 

the limited benefits students gained there. Instead they 

preferred, even though it meant abandoning patronage, to 

have the writers educated elsewhere and then to have the 

writers tested to determine their fitness for India--in 

53 
other words open competition. Realizing that unless the 

President of the Board introduced the bill it would never 

pass, the Directors wrote Ellenborough asking for his 

support. Ellenborough replied that, although in his 

opinion closing the college would be "expedient" on 

grounds of both economy and policy, he would not at this 

time cooperate with the Court. Parliament had just de

feated Wynn's amendment, and he did not believe the House 

53 
BEIC, "Minutes, February 4, 1835," Minutes and 

Reports: Directors, 189: 380-81. 
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would be willing to consider a similar bill 
54 

The Court of Proprietors mirrored the Directors' 

stance. In the General Court meeting of March 18, 1835, 

a Proprietor pointed out that there were so few students 

at Haileybury that the ratio of professors to students 

was one to four, and that the cost per student was the 

outrageous sum of t500. 
55 

He also reiterated the old 

wheeze about the lack of morality, claiming the college 

was "a disgrace to the Company and the British nation 

. . . and the sooner it was wiped away the better it would 

be for their reputation in India. 
..56 

The Chairman of the 

Directors answered that if there were the usual number of 

students at the college (an admission of the Directors 

not using their patronage as they should) the figures 

quoted would not be so ridiculous. He did, however, agree 

that the college was too expensive and, along with the 

other Directors, wanted it shut down. But, after summing 

up the communications between the Direction and Ellen

borough, he lamented that such action could not occur at 

present. In an unusual break with previous statements by 

54 
Lord Ellenborough to Court of Directors, Febru

ary 26, 1835, Letters from the Board, 11: 137. 

^^BEIC, "Minutes, March 18, 1835," p. 303; "Minutes, 
June 24, 1835," pp. 320-21; Court Book and Minutes: Pro
prietors, 269; The Times, March 19, 1835, p. 6. 

^^The Times, March 19, 1835, p. 6. 
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the Direction, however, the Chairman defended the students' 

57 

conduct at Haileybury. True Haileybury was too expen

sive, inefficient and burdensome, but it was not the center 

of all sin in England as had been reported. Perhaps this 

singular defense indicated a growing awareness in the 

Direction that they were stuck with the college and should 

start rehabilitating its image. 

Refusing to give up on their schemes this quickly, 

however, the Directors tried once again in 1836 under Hob-

house's Presidency to rid themselves of Haileybury. Again 

they requested a bill for repeal of the hated clauses, and, 

probably recognizing the small chance for success in that 

area, they added that if the college could not be elimi

nated at least the four-fold system should be officially 

dropped 58 (Officially is a key word because neither 

Ellenborough nor Hobhouse forced the Directors to use 

Macaulay's plan, and, of course, without pressure the 

Directors ignored it.) Hobhouse was sympathetic to both 

of the Directors' proposals, but only on the four-fold 

59 
system was a bill possible. 

57 Ibid. 

5 8 
Court of Directors to Hobhouse, June 20, 1836, 

Letters to the Board, 14: 225. 
59 
Hobhouse to Court of Directors, June 16, 1836, 

pp. 258-59; Hobhouse to Court of Directors, April 17, 1836, 
p. 226; Hobhouse to Court of Directors, July 25, 1837, 
p. 349, Letters from the Board, 11. 
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Macaulay's competitive idea, the four-fold plan, 

actually was a poorly conceived scheme. It was inoperable 

as presented. Forced by the Charter Act to increase 

appointments to Haileybury, which after 18 33 averaged about 

forty students a year, the Directors would have had to find 

160 young men agreeable to subjecting themselves to exami

nations for a post in India. The Directors realized the 

difficulty of finding that large a number. As the govern

ment was to find out later under open competition, not 
g n 

every young man wanted to go to India. Besides that 

problem Macaulay assumed two dubious provisions. If the 

Directors were not choosing the best men available in the 

first place, Macaulay never explained how competition 

between four second-rate men would produce a "superior" 

man. A competition among fools would still allow a fool 

to win. Furthermore, if the Directors were determined to 

send a certain young man to Haileybury, they only had to 

make sure the other three candidates were really stupid 

and their man would win. Even though it was in the 

Directors' self-interest to do away with the four-fold 

plan, it was also a politic action; the plan itself was 

severely flawed. Hobhouse, therefore, introduced the 

bill repealing the four-fold system in 1837. The bill 

g r\ 

A discussion of the problems after open competi
tion appears in Chapter 7. 
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61 easily passed, and Macaulay's idea quietly died 

Passage of the act abolishing Macaulay's plan has 

been interpreted by both G. 0. Trevelyan and C. H. Philips 

as a demonstration of the Directors' and Board's perfidi-

ousness and an attempt to reinstate the "old system" of 

patronage. Trevelyan wrote the act pointed out that the 

Directors "were not going to resign without a struggle 

the most valuable patronage . . . since Roman times," and 

that it was "backstairs influence in Leadenhall. . . . and 

. . . backstairs influence in Parliament" which brought 

forth the dastardly deed. 62 Philips stated that "With 

the connivance of the Board, they [the Directors] had 

cleverly and quietly 'cheated Parliament, and they retained 

their patronage until 1853 
,.63 

He even expanded his state

ment by saying that "they succeeded in regaining the unre-

64 stricted use of the East India patronage." 

These criticisms glaringly illuminate common 

$'••*« 

1 Vict. c. 70. BEIC, "Minutes, May , 1837," 
Finances and Home Committee, 6: 160; Court of Directors 
to Hobhouse, May 17, 1837, Letters to the Board, 14: 413. 

g 2 
Trevelyan, Lord Macaulay, p. 586, 

^•^Philips, East India Company, p. 297. Even 
Macaulay placed more blame on the House than the Direc
tion for ending the four-fold system. 3 Hansard 28 
(1853) : 750. 

64 
Philips, East India Company, p. 297. Philips 

also fails to mention the 1838 Act which once and for 
all proved patronage was not unrestricted. 
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65 misunderstandings about the college. The Directors were 

not trying to hold on to patronage; they were trying to 

get rid of it. The "old system" of patronage died in 1813 

and no amount of agitation or "backstairs influence" could 

bring back "unrestricted" patronage. The government 

through Haileybury had more power over the civil service 

than it had over the Governor-General. 66 That the power 

was not highly visable did not mean that it was nonexistent, 

nor was patronage so profitable. Directors were forbidden 

by law from gaining monetary rewards for appointments, and 

there had been no charges of this law's being broken since 

Haileybury's early days. The servants themselves were 

paid a set salary; the age of company adventurers amassing 

fortunes in India had long passed. Macaulay's four-fold 

plan was merely a failed essay in competition, and the 

Directors would have had to have been saints not to try to 

avoid it. Though not the devils often portrayed, the 

Directors were definitely not saints. Not "backstairs 

^ Even contemporaries to the 18 33 Act made the 
same mistakes as did Trevelyan and Philips. A Proprietor 
complained that the four-fold bill demonstrated the 
Direction "was moving heaven and earth to bring back the 
'good old times.'" The Times, February 2, 1836, p. 1. 

^^The Directors could not alter in any way the 
destiny of a young man selected to take the Haileybury 
entrance, including guaranteeing he would pass. Once 
in Haileybury, the student was under government control. 
The company could, however, recall a Governor-General, 
which they did to Ellenborough in 18 44. Wilbur, East 
India Company, pp. 399-402. 
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influence" but a legitimate objection brought about the 

Haileybury Act of 1837. 

In addition to repealing the four-fold system, 

the Haileybury Act canceled the age requirement for enter

ing the college, about which the Directors later complained, 

and stated that any new rules for Haileybury must be pre-
g -j 

sented at the next parliament. This issue of rules 

created the last serious conflict over Haileybury until 

the charter debates of 1853. From 1834 to 1838 there was 

a series of discussions between the Court and the Board 

over alterations at the college. The Home and Finance 

Committee, which replaced the old Committee of College, 

suggested in 18 34 that the college year be divided into 

three terms instead of two. This change would foster 

better attention in classes. Because the students would 

have less time for their course work, the students could 

not put off studying and would have to be diligent in 

their work. The new system would also aid in maintain

ing discipline; the students would be too busy to cause 

trouble. Another issue involved the study of languages. 

The Committee objected to the Board's wish to increase 

from two to three the number of Oriental languages needed 

at Haileybury. Two languages were difficult enough for 

the time spent at the college, three would be too much 

67 
1 Vict. c. 70 

X 
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68 
for the students. The Committee and the Board haggled 

over these rule changes until the Directors suggested the 

subjects be dropped until it was clear that Haileybury 

would survive the attempts to close it.^^ Following the 

passage of the Four-fold Act other issues plagued rela

tions between the Committee and the Board—the reestab-

lishment of a minimum age for Haileyburians, the appoint

ment of more professors, the increase of professors' 

salaries, and the modification of the College Council. 

Reacting to these problems and to the clause of 

the Four-fold Act which requested rules for the good 

government of Haileybury to be placed before parliament, 

the Directors tried'a desperate action to regain some 

control over Haileybury. If they had to keep Haileybury, 

at least the Directors hoped to have some say in its ad

ministration. In 1838 the Directors asserted that they 

6 8 
Court of Directors to Grant, September 12, 1833, 

pp. 120-21; Court of Directors to Grant, September 27, 
1833, pp. 125-28, Letters to the Board, 12; Ellenborough 
to the Court of Directors, September 17, 1834, Letters 
from the Board, 11: 86-87; BEIC, "Minutes, August, 1834," 
Finance and Home Committee, 1: 582. 

69 Court of Directors to Ellenborough, February 24, 
1834, Letters to the Board, 12: 278-80. 

"^^BEIC, "Minutes, May, 1837," Finance and Home 
Committee, 6: 160; "Memo from the Board, November 1837," 
ibid., 7: 224-25. 
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71 had the right to originate proposals for the college 

Based on the Charter Act of 1833, which denied such a 

right, the Board claimed it alone could legislate for 

Haileybury. In what can only be termed a suicidal charge 

for honor's sake, the Direction demanded that a bill be 

7 2 placed before parliament to decide the matter. Since 

parliament had a history of acting against the company the 

outcome was obvious. The new act gave the Board the sole 

power 

To frame and make such Rules, Regulations, and Pro
visions for the good Government of the said College 
as in their judgment shall appear best adopted to 
secure the appropriate education of Young Men in
tended for the Civil Service of the East India 
Company.73 

Her Majesty in Council had to approve any rule changes, 

and the Direction would be notified 21 days previous to 

the alterations being submitted to Her Majesty in Council. 

The only right the Directors had was to nominate a boy to 

74 

take the entrance exam. Haileybury was completely con

trolled by the government. 

Exercising its power the Board instituted a series 

7 1 
Court of Directors to Hobhouse, January 25, 

1838, Letters to the Board, 15: 119. 
"^^Court of Directors to Hobhouse, February 8, 

1838, ibid., p. 133. 

73 
1 & 2 Vict. c. 22. 

74 Ibid. 

^•^^^MusamtaiaaatumL. 
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of reforms. In 1838 the Board appointed its own examiners 

to monitor the entrance test, and it somewhat raised the 

exam's standards in 1843. 75 Because a writer's destina

tion was determined when he entered Haileybury, the Board 

required that students bound for the various presidencies 

learn not only Sanskrit but the local dialects such as 

7 6 

Hindee, Telugee, Persian, or Mahratta. Academic per

formance also was aided by raising the test standards for 

each term and by denying a student his certificate if he 

lost two consecutive terms or three terms overall through 

failure or disciplinary action. 77 Finally, all disciplinary 

responsibility was placed on the principal alone. 78 There 

75 
Hobhouse to Court of Directors, December 13, 

1838, Letters from the Board, 12: 206. The company, of 
course, had to pay the examiners. Lord Fitzgerald to 
Court of Directors, February 16, 1843, ibid., 14: 149. 
Also the minimum age was once again set at 17. Court of 
Directors to Lord Fitzgerald, February 16, 1843, Letters 
to the Board, 17: 297. 

7 6 
Hobhouse to Court of Directors, May 26, 1838, 

pp. 90-91; Hobhouse to Court of Directors, September 16, 
1839, pp. 361-62, Letters from the Board, 12. 

77 
Lord Fitzgerald to Court of Directors, February 

16, 1843, Letters from the Board, 14: 145-49; Hobhouse to 
Court of Directors, September 16, 1839, ibid., 12: 362-65; 
Directors to Lord Fitzgerald, February 16, 1843, Letters 
to the Board, 17: 297-98. 

"^^Directors to Earl of Ripon, January 18, 1844, 
Letters to the Board, 18: 26. This change was initiated 
by the last of the Haileybury riots. Although in no way 
as major as the "gunpowder plot," it was surprising since 
the students had been peaceful for so long. Returning 
from seeing the Queen passing through a neighboring town 
on her way north, the students turned boisterous and broke 

^jMLsiy-'fsl X 
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was in 1842 one last discussion in the Direction about 

closing Haileybury in reaction to the Board's rule changes, 

but the incident was minor. It only served to scare the 

emotional Le Bas into believing the college once again was 

79 about to be abolished. 

Following these last skirmishes, an unknown aura 

of peace and respectability glowed on the Hertford heath. 

The Directors accepted the fact that Haileybury, at least 

until 1853, would continue to be associated with the com

pany. In these years, the positions on the Home and 

Finance Committee dealing with the college actually 

acquired some attractiveness and honor. Correspondence 

from the directors evolved from anger to patriarchal con-

8 0 
cern. Even the London Times ceased its habit of report
ing the evils of Haileybury and started relaying, complete 

some windows in the college. Canon Heaviside suggested 
letting the matter "pass as a foolish frolic." Le Bas, 
the Principal, however, was determined to press the issue 
and, not getting enough support from the other professors 
on the College Council, resigned when denied his wish. 
Henry Melville replaced Le Bas, and he was granted all 
power over discipline to avoid future dissent among the 
professors. Reverend Canon Heaviside to Monier-Williams, 
quoted in Monier-Williams, "Reminiscences," pp. 106-07. 

79 Le Bas to [?], February 21, 1842; Le Bas to [?], 
July 16, 1842, quoted in ibid., pp. 102-04. 

Statements such as "no effort should be spared 
to maintain the character and qualification of the Com
pany's Civil Servants" by the Direction, the ease of com
munications between the Court and Board over Haileybury, 
and the laurels heaped on the college during the Direc
tors' visits are far removed from the previous anger and 
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with the Director's praising speeches, accounts of the 

Directors' semiannual visits to the college when prizes 

for student achievement were awarded. 81 Adding to the 

peaceful atmosphere, Haileybury's staff accepted their 

role as instructors in a unique institution and, with 

the increases of the Board's rule changes, no longer 

harangued the Direction for more power. For an unfor

tunately short period of time, Haileybury was not used 

as a gaming piece and, without being the center of 

political struggles, was allowed to try its best to 

educate writers. 

diatribes against expense, inefficiency, or immorality. 
Directors to Earl of Ripon, January 18, 1844, Letters to 
the Board, 18: 26; Directors to Lord Fitzgerald, February 
16, 1843, ibid., 17: 297. 

^•^Except in 1849, the Directors' trips to Hailey
bury were reported yearly from 1842 to 18 52. The Times 
even applauded the Direction for its proper use of patron
age by telling of a cadet's appointment to the company's 
military school, Adiscombe. The Times, December 17, 1850, 
p. 8. 



CHAPTER V 

EYE OF THE ST0R:4: HAILEYBURY AND 

THE HAILEYBURIANS 

By 1843 the nagging conflicts over Haileybury 

temporarily had ceased; the Directors, the Proprietors, 

the Board of Control, and the small percentage of the 

public which concerned itself with the affairs of the 

East India Company had accepted the college as a legit

imate organ of the company. This change, however, did 

not directly affect the day-to-day life of the college. 

Although the staff had been forced to participate in 

them, the significant controversies, in reality, had not 

been centered on Haileybury. It had been used as evi

dence by all parties in the debates, but the major focus 

of the fights was on who controlled access to the Indian 

Civil Service. In fact, rarely had the merits of Hailey

bury been granted a fair hearing. College life went on 

as usual while the various authorities fought for con

trol. A cursory examination of Haileybury will show 

how the college could have been used to support opposing 

views, and will help give depth to the discussion of its 

136 

iWW*"WK^ X 



137 

role in the struggles over the Indian service. 
1 

Except for the brief period between Haileybury's 

creation and the 1816 revolution, a result of the 1813 

India Act, the routine and operation of the college did 

not vary significantly from decade to decade. The in

creased testing and academic requirements did foster 

some change through the years, but these alterations 

should not be overemphasized. A student of 1843 could, 

therefore, easily compare his college career to that of 
2 

a student of 1821. Thus, this chapter will present a 

general view of the different aspects of college life: 

The story of the lives of the students and pro
fessors at Haileybury is the one area of the college's 
history which has received adequate attention. In works 
on the college or persons connected with the college or 
in memoirs, that history is already in print. For fur
ther detail see: Danvers, Memorials of Old Haileybury; 
Stephen, "Haileybury College"; Patricia James, Population 
Malthus: His Life and Times (London: Routledge and Kegan 
Paul, 1979); Lord Cockburn, Life of Francis Jeffrey 
(Edinburgh: Adams and Charles Black, 1874); Edward Lock-
wood , The Early Days of Marlborough College: Or Public 
Life between Forty and Fifty Years Ago. To which is 
added a Glimpse of Old Haileybury (London: Simpkin and 
Marshall & Co., 1893); John Beames, Memoirs of a Bengal 
Civilian (London: Chatto & Windus, 1961); and Sir Richard 
Temple, Men and Events of My Time in India (London: John 
Murray, 1882). 

2 
The Scrutator and the Haileybury Observer, stu

dent papers, published in 1821 and 1843 respectively 
almost identical articles. Both commented on the same 
rules which were broken by Haileyburians. Quoted in Sir 
Stuart Bayley, "College Literature," in Danvers, 
Memorials, pp. 261, 286-87. 

^ 
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the curriculum, the students' entrance into and daily 

life at Haileybury, and the professors' influence on 

the college. 

Haileybury's singularity cannot be overstated; 

it was like no other educational institution in Britain, 

and this uniqueness is amply demonstrated by the college's 

courses. The Directors' original list of subjects was a 

bit overambitious. In two years the students were to 

master political economy, finance, ancient and modern 

history, the origin and progress of art, commerce, navi

gation, domestic economy, sources of wealth in regards to 

India, the classics, composition, natural and revealed 

religion, arithmetic, land surveying,- elements'of geog

raphy, astronomy, algebra, geometry, trigonometry, 

mechanics, hydrostatics, chemistry, botany, oriental lan

guages, oriental law, oriental history, oriental policies, 

oriental produce and commerce, general law, the law of 

England, and the British constitution. In addition there 

were to be lectures on moral conduct, theology, French, and 

drawing, plus, the students were to visit public works, 

such as arsenals and manufactories. A fencing master and 

dancing master were added to the staff in the college's 

first year.^ Fortunately, this proposed curriculum was 

BEIC, "Minutes, October 26, 1804," pp. 7-14; 
"Minutes, January 13, 1805," pp. 28-29; "Rules and 

X 
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never implemented in its entirety and courses were dropped 

in the early years. The history, sciences, and engineer

ing requirements were reduced, the students were not taken 

to public works, and the moral and religious classes were 

abandoned. The daily chapel service would hopefully suf

fice in instilling the proper Christian attitude in stu

dents. By 1818 the French, drawing, and fencing masters 

had left the college, and by 1837 the Oriental department 

had dropped Hindu literature and the history of Asia in 

favor of teaching Sanscrit and local Indian dialects.^ 

Nonetheless, Haileybury's courses were still a formidable 

challenge for serious students, especially since several 

subjects such as economics and geography were not taught 

at any British undergraduate school during most of 

5 
Haileybury's tenure. Thus, the students had no previous 

preparation in those disciplines. Besides the extensive 

Regulations of the College, December 20, 180 5," pp. 77, 
81-83, Minutes of the Committee of College, 1; Danvers, 
Memorials, p. 23. 

Danvers, Memorials, p. 23. 

5 
Few references were made by graduates of Hailey

bury about the impact of the "practical" courses on their 
actions in India; however, much of the work of the civil 
servants was devoted to canals, roads, steamboats, and 
railroads, and those courses should have been an aid. 
One of the rare statements about the effect of the classes 
was Trevelyan's claim that he based some of his economic 
reforms on Malthus' lectures. Testimony of C. E. Trevelyan, 
June 28, 1853, Parliamentary Papers: India, 16: 235. 
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curriculum, Haileybury was also unique in that Catholics 

could attend, and in 1826 they were allowed to skip morn

ing chapel if they obtained a note from a priest attesting 

to their presence at a Catholic service. 

The unusual courses and unrestricted entrance 

policy at Haileybury have created the assumption that 

Haileybury had some influence on later education reform 
g 

movements. Although similarities exist between Hailey

bury and the reformers' aims of opening the universities 

to non-Anglicans and adding practical courses, the one did 

not influence the other. The public perceived Haileybury 

as being mainly an Oriental language school, and, as will 

be seen in the discussion below on Monier-Williams' diffi

culties before entering Haileybury, few academicians knew 

much about the college. It was not, after all, a real 

university; it was the East India Company's college. The 

combination of Haileybury's association with the scorned 

company and the rebuffed India families and its reputation 

^Board of Control to Directors, July 12, 1826, 
Letters From the Board, 7: 316. 

"^Besides Catholics Haileybury also admitted Jews 
and Quakers. Testimony of Henry Melvill, April 28, 18 53, 
Parliamentary Papers: India, 15: 1007. 

^For instance, Patricia James, when writing about 
the school system in England, stated, "Inevitably the 
East India College was to play a part in the extension 
of this system, in spite of having begun as a unique in
stitution to fill the special needs of British India." 
James, Malthus, p. 214. 
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as an Oriental school caused it to be overlooked or 
9 

ignored. Haileybury"s only contribution to education 

was the strengthening of existing Oriental programs. 

After Haileybury closed in 1857, its Oriental professors, 

such as Monier-Williams, joined other universities and 

added their expertise in Oriental instruction.''"^ 

Causing both disappointment and delight to his

torians, the most detailed account of the lives of the 

students suffering through the courses was penned by Sir 

Monier Monier-Williams. The disappointment is due to 

the fact that he was not a typical Haileyburian; he did 

not have an Indian background and he did not join the 

service. The delight is because his experience demon

strated an outsider's view of the East India Company's 

college. Monier-Williams, as with most students, re

ceived his appointment from a Director. Unlike most 

students, however, he knew nothing about the college. 

He was attending Oxford when notified of his candidacy, 

and he actively tried to gain information about Hailey

bury before deciding whether to accept or reject the new 

Q 

When the reformers did discover Haileybury in 
1853, they closed it. Benjamin Jowett and the other 
educationalists demonstrated no respect for the courses 
offered at Haileybury or the quality of instruction. 
See below, chapters 6 and 7. 

Danvers, Memorials, p. xxii. Monier-Williams 
went to Oxford where he promoted the Indian studies then 
in existence and later helped to found the Indian Insti
tute. Ibid. 

^ 
• \ 
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opportunity. Neither his friends"̂ "̂  nor his professors, 

many of whom did not even know where or what Haileybury 

was, could answer his inquiries about the entrance and 

academic requirements of the college nor about his future 

12 
life and duties in India. His only concrete piece of 

advice was to avoid making close acquaintanceships with 

the Haileyburians, for they were well-known to be boister

ous and unruly. Making up his mind to find his fortune 

in India, he took the entrance examination. The test, 

given at the East India House by four professors, two 

each from Oxford and Cambridge, lasted two days; and, 

despite his woeful ignorance of some subjects, especially 

geography, he passed, as did three-fourths of the other 

^-A ^ 13 

candidates. 

Upon entering Haileybury, Monier-Williams dis

covered that the reports on the student body were both 

Two of his Oxford friends were Stafford North-
cote and Benjamin Jowett. Both of these men would later 
have a hand in the closing of Haileybury. Monier-Williams, 
"Reminiscences," p. 35. 

12 
One who knew nothing of the college was Archi

bald Tait, later Bishop of London and Visitor at Hailey
bury. Even though he was the Visitor, his only sojourn 
at the college was on its closing day when he confessed 
that he still knew nothing about Haileybury. Ibid., p, 34. 

13 
Ibid., pp. 29-43. He did not go to India be

cause he fell ill his last year at Haileybury and, after 
recovering, returned to Oxford. He was, in 1844, hired 
to instruct in Haileybury's Oriental Department, ibid., 
p. 45. 

X 
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true and false. There was some student behavior, most 

notably the widespread use of profanity, which would have 

been considered bad form at a university, but generally 

he found the negative reputation of Haileyburians to be 

14 
exaggerated. The students were divided into the three 

categories found at most schools. The "steadies," those 

superior students who "ground," or "mugged," or "sweated" 

(studied in Haileybury parlance), made up approximately 

20 percent of the class. Trevelyan, defending Hailey

bury in 1853, pointed with pride at this large number of 

students who excelled and challenged Cambridge or Oxford 

to equal Haileybury's record. Secondly, there were the 

"company's bad bargains," the bonafide laggards and scoun

drels, who comprised the smallest student segment. There 

were usually only one or two of these at Haileybury during 

17 
the ordinary term. The remainder were like average stu
dents everywhere. They worked hard enough to pass the 

mandatory tests, but they did not allow their schooling 

18 
to interfere unduly with life's pleasures. 

•̂ "̂ Ibid., 83-87. 

1 5 • r-, 

Beames, Memoirs, p. 63. 
16 
Testimony of G. E. Trevelyan, June 28, 1853, 

Parliamentary Papers: India, 16: 229-32. 
17 
Monier-Williams, "Reminiscences," p. 85. 

18 
Beames, Memoirs, pp. 63-64. 

M 
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Haileyburians, however, did differ from their 

university counterparts in subtle yet significant ways. 

These differences were engendered both by the school and 

by the students' heritage. Haileyburians were permitted 

a greater liberty in ignoring school regulations than 

students at a university, a laxity which promoted more 

19 pranksterism and the much vaunted lower moral tone. The 

school itself, however, helped to encourage such behavior. 

In their zeal to control the students and to mandate a 

proper moral atmosphere at Haileybury, the Directors 

enacted rules so strict that they were virtually unenforce

able. The Directors' ideal did not match college reality. 

Haileybury's professors did not even attempt to make stu

dents adhere to the more restrictive prohibitions, and, 

in fact, they aided the students in their violation. Most 

often overlooked were the bans on riding, bringing wine 

into the college compound, visiting before the lectures 

began, and the disregard of college hours. The institu

tion of the "clubs" and the students' fondness for riding 

illustrate the staff's ambivalence towards those rules. 

"Clubs" were not formal organizations; they were cliques 

of students. "Club" members enjoyed gathering either for 

breakfast parties (breakfast was served in the students' 

19 
Lockwood, Marlborough College, p. 152; Beames, Memoirs, pp. 66-67. 
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rooms and not the dining hall) or for "wine-parties" after 

dinner when the quaffing of spirits was accompanied by 

lusty singing. The professors not only turned a blind 

eye to the many regulations which should have outlawed 

the clubs, but they consented to the college carpenter 

modifying some student rooms in order to seat more stu-

-, 20 

dents. In direct contradiction to the regulation 

against riding, many of the richer students stabled horses 

close to Haileybury, and there were several stables where 
21 

others could rent horses or traps. The knowledge that 

those rules were not enforced led the students to test all 

22 
of the other restrictions. 

Haileybury's professors, however, could not 

totally disregard discipline which, although most disliked 

23 the obligation, was a part of their college duties. As 

previously related, discipline was a grave responsibility. 

A student's expulsion or denial of semesters due to punish

ment permanently disqualified him from employment with the 

20 
Lockwood, Marlborough College, p. 151. 

21 
Oriental dictionaries were extremely expensive, 

and some students used their books to pay for rental 
horses. A Haileyburian out "on his Persian Dictionary" 
meant that he had pawned his book for the traditional six 
guineas which allowed him to rent six mounts at the hunt
ing stables in Hertford. Monier-Williams, "Reminiscences," 
p. 44 & n. 

22 
Beames, Memoirs, p. 67. 

23 
James, Malthus, p. 233. 
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East India Company. Professors at Haileybury were, there

fore, more reluctant than their university brethren to 

remove troublesome students or even to use rustication, 
O A 

the voiding of a term. Warnings and admonitions, which 

were reported to the student's parents, were the most com

mon methods used to try to quell youthful enthusiasm.^^ 

Also, except of course for the riots, most student pranks 

were not serious enough to warrant losing an Indian posi

tion. "Calling out the Dean"—rolling large iron coal 

scuttles down the stairs in the middle of the night— 

smuggling liquor (as opposed to wine) into the college, or 

the inventing of elaborate ruses to avoid class did not 
2 6 deserve the consequences of strict punishment. Forced 

by the unusual circumstances of Haileybury to perform a 

delicate task, the staff actually did a commendable job 

24 
Beames, Memoirs, p. 67; see also Chapter 3. 

25 
In addition to the warnings, translating Latin 

or Greek passages was a common punishment. This was no 
burden, however, because men living close to the college 
earned money by doing the work for the students: one 
shilling for a hundred lines of Latin, a half-crown for 
a hundred lines of Greek. Thus, the translations were 
really fines. Beames, Memoirs, p. 67. 

26 
Ibid., pp. 65-66; Monier-Williams, "Reminis

cences," p. 165. One excuse for cutting class was the 
great "corn exeat" plague. An "exeat" was permission to 
leave the college for two or more days. One student, dis
covering there was no chiropodist in the area, suddenly de
veloped foot problems and applied to go to London, home of 
the nearest foot specialist. The ruse worked and was used 
by several students; the principal. Batten, however, put a 
stop to the plague after one semester. Ibid., pp. 65-66. 

i ''.'."..••ir 
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of not allowing the college to degenerate into the seat 

of sin and lawlessness which was for many years the in

stitution's reputation. 

The student body enduring Haileybury's peculi

arities also cannot be equated with that of a university. 

A majority of Haileyburians were of amazingly similar 

27 backgrounds. Whether from England, Ireland, or Scotland, 

the young men shared the ancestry of the Indian families. 

Enrollment lists abound with Alexanders, Arbuthnots, 

Colvins, Erasers, Lushingtons, Thompsons, and other 

Indian names. India to these lads was not a strange, 

exotic land but the province, and often graveyard, of 

their grandfathers and fathers. India was their mutual 

heritage and inheritance. 

Closely associated with this common heritage was 

the reason behind the Haileyburians' reputation for swag

gering. Many students did indeed display a confidence 

28 
which was close to if not the same as arrogance. This 

27 
Lockwood was overwhelmed by the number of Scots 

at Haileybury and complained that during "club" singing 
bouts it was hard to be heard over the rolling accents. 
Lockwood, Marlborough College, p. 151. 

28 
Monier-Williams, "Reminiscences," p. 157. 

After speaking to the students about their misbehavior 
during a riot, George Canning remarked that "I have 
faced bitter opposition in the House of Commons; I have 
encountered turbulent riots at Liverpool, etc.; but I 
was never floored and daunted till now, and that by a 
lot of Haileybury boys." Quoted in ibid. 



148 

attitude, however, was not entirely a juvenile facade. 

Those young men had an advantage, or so they thought, 

over the university men. They were not struggling stu

dents unsure of their future or abilities; they were the 

aristocracy of India destined by birth and choice to rule. 

Haileybury was merely a bothersome necessity. This con

fidence was also founded in the dual nature of Indian 

children. Many had been born in foreign lands and had 

experienced a greater diversity of life in their travels 

29 with their parents than men years their senior. Those 

boys who did not accompany their parents were sent to 

Britain and often housed with uncaring relatives; thus, 

they were forceci to become independent at an early age. 

The Haileyburians' arrogance, however, did have one hollow 

aspect. Sons of the Indian families suffered the social 

oddity of the "Nabobs." In India the company's cove

nanted civil servants were power itself; in Britain the 

retired servants were unrespected. They were considered 

eccentric and not permitted a standing in society commen

surate with their wealth. Only in India were the young 

men accorded the mantle they assumed at Haileybury. Even 

29 
One such student was Beames' best friend, Fred

erick Eden Elliot. Born in Macao, he was the son of Admiral 
Sir Charles Elliot, and he lived with his parents in India, 
Dresden, Naples, Brussels, Bermuda, Halifax, Trinidad, plus 
England where he went to Rugby. Beames, Memoirs, pp. 68-69. 

James, Malthus, p. 183. 
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though their attitude might have been an irritation at 

Haileybury, this confidence in themselves should not be 

condemned totally. The students soon would be required 

to depend upon their own resources to make decisions 

affecting bpth their own lives and the lives of millions 

of others. What might appear as arrogance in a student 

could mark the assurance and determination of an able 

. . , 31 

Indian civil servant. 

A school day for a Haileyburian was a routine 

affair. Around 7:00 A.M. the college servants began 

their duties by going to the students' rooms to start 

fires, draw baths, and make as much noise as possible to 

awaken the future administrators of India. Chapel service 

was at 8:00 A.M., and students were required to attend at 

least three times a week. After chapel breakfast was 

served, and then the college purveyors entered the com

pound. These tradesmen offered everything possible to 
32 

separate a young man from his money. Edward Lockwood's 

father, who stayed in his son's room while visiting 

Haileybury, was aghast at the number and forcefulness 

33 of the merchants. Supposedly students were limited 

Augustus Henry Bosanquet and Sir John Hadley 
D'Oyly were two who had disreputable Haileybury careers 
but did well in India. Danvers, Memorials, pp. 334, 340. 

32 
Monier-Williams, "Reminiscences," p. 62. 

33 
Lockwood, Marlborough College, pp. 151-52. 
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in the amount of money they could spend each term, but 

this rule also was brushed aside. Wealthy students spent 

freely and the peddlers extended easy credit. A humorous 

article in the Haileybury Observer, a student newspaper, 

recounted the sad death of a tradesman who died from the 

shock of actually having a debt paid by a Haileyburian. 

The author warned other students not to take such danger-

35 ous chances in the future. 

At 10:00 A.M. the business of the college began, 

and the lectures lasted until 1:00 P.M. or 2:00 P.M. EAch 

subject had its set days. Classics and mathematics lec

tures were on Monday and Tuesday; Wednesday and Thursday 

were devoted to law, political economy, and history, and 

Orientals were taught on Friday and Saturday. The quality 

of the courses was, as would be expected, in direct rela

tion to the ability of the professor teaching the class. 

Most professors combined scholarship, skillful teaching, 

and control over their students--Malthus and Monier-
3 g 

Williams are but two examples. A few lecturers however, 

even though they were adequate scholars, lacked either the 

ability to maintain order or to interest the students in 

34 
Beames, Memoirs, pp. 67-68. 

3 5 
Quoted in Bayley, "College Literature," p. 284. 

36 
Monier-Williams gives a brief biography of all 

of the professors at Haileybury and comments on their 
abilities. "Reminiscences," pp. 143-222. 
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the lectures. The Haileyburians took advantage of any 

such deficiencies, and, for example, they ruled the class-
37 

rooms of Francis Johnson and J. F. Leith, Q.C. Finally 

professors such as Sir James Stephen and William Empson 

were often too occupied with interests outside the college 

3 8 
to be as effective as they should have been. Inadequate 

professors, however, were definitely in the minority, and 

the students had the opportunity, even if they did not al

ways appreciate it, of studying under an excellent staff. 

After the lectures the students could do as they 

pleased until 6:00 P.M. dinner. The "steadies" used part 

of this time to study. To them Haileybury was an exhaust

ing ordeal. Monier-Williams recalled that he had to read 

more and study harder at Haileybury than at Oxford, and, 

in fact, his work at Haileybury contributed to the 111-

39 ness that made him leave. Sir Richard Temple was 

advised that Haileybury's course work was "enough to 

40 tear a student's brain to pieces." Succumbing to 

temptation, however, even the most studious lad would 

by mid-afternoon join his less concerned compatriots, 

who had arrived right after the classes ended, on the 

37 
Beames, Memoirs, p. 63. 

Ibid., p. 64. 

39 
Monier-Williams, "Reminiscences," p. 64 

Temple, Man and Events, p. 19. 
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sports fields. The real laggards bolted the college 

altogether for illegal forays into neighboring towns 

or to London. 

Since "proficiency" was all that v;as required to 

pass, most Haileyburians had ample time to enjoy the col-

42 
lege's athletic facilities. Haileybury boasted a fives-
court, a cricket field, a soccer field, boating on the 

River Lea, and, in winter, skating. Those who had horses 

43 
or could scrounge rental money went riding and hunting. 

In addition to sports, the students could also 

work on the school paper or join the "Wellesley Whist 

44 

Club" or college debating society. Haileybury's stu

dent papers had a fitful existence. Apparently the "first 

attempt at a student publication was in 1820 with the 

Scrutator. This paper lasted for two years and was suc

ceeded by the Hertfordian, which only survived the year 

1822. Competing with the Scrutator were the Anti-Scrutator 

41 
Beames, Memoirs, p. 66. 

42 
Haileybury originally did not have sports fields, 

but after the 1809 riot it was believed that sports facil
ities would give the students a way to burn off excess 
energy at isolated Haileybury. James, Malthus, pp. 181-82. 

In the college's early days students' poaching 
on neighboring estates was a problem; it was cured after 
1816. Ibid., p. 183. 

There is little of interest to say about the 
two college clubs except that late one night the Whist 
Club helped put out a fire on nearby farm. Bayley, 
"College Literature," pp. 308-09. 
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and Student, which appeared only in 1821. From 1822 until 

the founding of the Haileybury Observer in 1839, the college 

had no paper. The Haileybury Observer, with short inter

missions, was published until the college closed. Reflect

ing its purpose—it was a literary paper not a newspaper— 

and its authors, the mainstay of the Observer was juvenile 

poetry, translations from the classics, and, occasionally, 

snippets of college life. The most notable thing about 

the paper was the number of editors and contributors who 

later became Indian historians. John Strachy, author of 

Hastings and the Rohilla War, W. S. Seton-Karr, who wrote 

Grant of Rothiemurchus and about Marquess Cornwallis, Sir 

Richard Temple, already quoted in this chapter, H. G. 

Keene, who wrote works on the fall of the Mogul Empire, 

George Campbell, who penned articles on Indian administra

tion, Clive Bayley, who besides helping edit Sr, H. 

Elliott's History of India also contributed articles on 

Indian History, and Monier-Williams were all associated 

45 
with the Haileybury Observer. 

The students' hours of freedom supposedly ended 

at 6:00 P.M., when dinner was served to students and 

professors in the hall. According to regulations, the 

college gate was closed at 9:00 P.M. and by 11:00 P.M. 

all students were to be in their rooms and in bed. The 

^^Ibid., p. 269. 

• ^ • \ 
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evening was intended to be a quiet time for study, but only 

the "steadies" opted for that choice and often would con

tinue far later than 11:00 P.M. Most students, unless 

absolutely forced into study by an impending exam, gathered 

for companionship. Playing cards, joining other "club" mem

bers, or planning some prank entertained the Haileyburians 

until they drifted into their rooms for sleep. The quiet 

of Haileybury's night, however, would frequently be broken 

by the arrival of those returning after hours, almost al

ways drunk. A drunk trying to find his way into the closed 

compound could be a humorous and noisy spectacle. 

There were two days each year which did not follow 

the routine, however. These were the "Di's" day, the 

semi-annual visits of the Chairman of the Court of Direc

tors and the other Directors and company notables who 

wanted to see their college. Trying to use the "carrot" 

approach to encourage studiousness, the Direction gave 

valuable prizes, gold medals and books, to outstanding 

students. These awards did not motivate the average stu

dent, but they did spur competition among the top men, 

47 
those who least needed encouragement. Besides the 

Beames, Memoirs, pp. 66-67. 

47 
A few students were always the highest in several 

prize categories—Orientals, Europeans, Essay, etc.—and 
these students would come away from the awards loaded with 
books and medals. Monier-Williams, "Reminiscences," pp. 
55-56. 
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awarding of prizes, "Di's" day included a banquet, one of 

the few times when wine was legal in the college, and the 

inevitable speeches. The visits were a pleasant break in 

college life. 

The professors' tenure at Haileybury was for most 

an enjoyable time; and, attracted by the limited teaching 

duties and high pay, the college was able to recruit and 

4 8 retain men of British and European repute. Thomas 

Malthus, who revised his work on population several times 

while at Haileybury, is the most famous example, but the 

European Department also contained Sir James Mackintosh, 

William Empson, and Richard Jones. Publishing few works. 

Mackintosh, nonetheless, had British and Continental 

notice as a philosopher and included Wordsworth and Cole

ridge in his circle of friends. Empson, although a lawyer, 

49 gained his fame as editor of the Edinburgh Review. 

Jones, as was Malthus, was a pioneer in economics. He 

produced no original theories equal to those of Malthus, 

but he did help to introduce the use of history in formu

lating economic models and the use of the inductive method 

48 
The long periods professors stayed at Haileybury 

helped to create the similarity of the various periods. 
For example there were only three professors of history 
in the college's half century: Malthus, 1806 to 1835, 
Richard Jones, 1835 to 1855, and Sir James Stephens, 1855 
to 1857. Danvers, Memorials, p. 22. 

49 
It was Empson's work on the Review which caused 

him to neglect Haileybury. 



156 

in creating economic theories. Of the Oriental Depart

ment, both J. W. J. Ouseley and the beleaguered Francis 

Johnson compiled dictionaries and grammars of Indian 

languages. Monier-Williams, after Haileybury closed, 

helped establish Indian studies at Oxford. 

Living isolated on the Hertford heath, life could 

have been boring for the faculty and friction between 

professors could easily have occurred. Except for a 

couple of instances, however, that was not the case. 

Edward Christian, first Legal Professor and brother of 

Fletcher Christian of Bounty fame, was one exception. 

He was so pompous and demanding that neither his peers nor 

his students could tolerate him. He left the college in 

a huff in 1818. Le Bas' resignation in 1841 when he 

believed that he had not received proper support from 

the professors also was one of the few ruffles on Hailey

bury ' s normally calm waters. The professors depended on 

one another for society and, thus, could not allow temper 

or jealousy to dominate the college. A source of con

tinual entertainment for the staff was the appearance of 

famous men to visit their equally esteemed friends at 

the college. Haileybury hosted notables such as Lord 

Brougham, the Lord Chancellor, Sir John Herschel, the 

Monier-Williams, "Reminiscences," pp. 199-200. 

Ibid., p. 117. 
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scientist and astronomer. Lord Jeffrey, editor of the 

Edinburgh Review before Empson, Sir George Cornewall 

Lewis, Chancellor of the Exchequer and classical scholar, 

William Whewell, Master of Trinity College, and several 

important Indian administrators. These visits had the 

further benefit of giving the students a chance to meet 

some of the leading men of the day. 

L Haileybury's isolation also encouraged professor-

student social interaction. It was a standing practice 

of many professors and their wives to open their homes 

to students. This was done both formally, such as for 

Sunday dinner, or informally when a student decided just 

to drop by. Although Beames castigated those who chose 

to socialize with the professors as the prudish element, 

the students did have ready access to the staff for 

52 scholastic help or informal conversation. 

For the students and the staff, therefore, their 

unusual college provided a generally pleasant experience. 

Quality instruction was available to the young men if they 

wanted to learn; if not, they could carouse and merely 

work for the non-demanding passing grade, j^ If nothing 

else, they were exposed to unique courses. Haileybury's 

discipline was not stringent, but order was maintained. 

he time spent at the college also gave the students a 

52 
Ibid., p. 116; Beames, Memoirs, pp. 63, 70. 
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chance to form friendships before they were strewn over 

India, and these associations helped promote the "esprit 

de corps" which was the hallmark of the Indian Civil 
53 

Service during the Haileybury years. Although its 

existence spawned the conflicts, the college largely 

remained untouched by the acrimonious debates and year 

after year performed its duties admirably under difficult 

circumstances. This idyllic life, however, would end 

after the 18 53 charter debates. 

53 
Temple, commenting on the spirit engendered at 

Haileybury, added that "every Civil Servant on first 
landing in India imagined himself to be a member of the 
most highly organized body of functionaries that the 
world had ever seen." Temple, Men and Events, p. 19.-



CHAPTER VI 

THE ABANDONMENT OF HAILEYBURY 

The events surrounding Haileybury's closing pre

sented little alteration in the pattern established during 

its earlier phases. The college did not die with the 

company after the Indian mutiny as stated by James and 

Gardner--its fate was sealed two years before--nor was 

its demise decreed by open competition, as intimated by 

Vincent Smith. It was, in the end as in the beginning, 

merely a game piece in the contest over control'of the 

Indian Civil Service. Unlike earlier crises, however, 

the movement leading to Haileybury's closing came not as 

the result of an anti-college or anti-company campaign; 

there was not even the traditional hurling of vituperation 

and bile at the college. Instead, Haileybury's downfall 

was brought about by attempts to improve and continue the 

college during the debates over the renewal of the com

pany's charter in 1853. Completing the ironical nature 

James, Malthus, p. 330; Gardner, East India 
Company, p. 291; Vincent A. Smith, The Oxford History 
of India, 3rd edition, ed. by Percival Spear (Oxford: 
Clarendon Press, 1958), p. 624. 
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of Haileybury's death, its executioner was not, as one 

would expect, an angry parliament, a dissatisfied Presi

dent of the Board of Control, a disgruntled Court of 

•Directors, or a peeved Court of ProprietorsT^ It was the 

English Universities and more specifically the Liberals 

associated with university and civil service reform. 

Haileybury in 1853 had attained the stature of a Willy 

Loman; it was liked but not well liked. It also lacked 

a stalwart champion such as a Grant, and, thus, it was 

easily brushed aside, sacrificed on the altar of Liberal 

progress. 

This final stage in the life of Haileybury began 

with the question of extending the charter of the East 

India Company. With the absence of commercial worries, 

which had been resolved in 1833, Sir Charles Wood, Presi

dent of the Board, had to grapple with the two issues 

remaining in 1853—whether or not to prolong the dual gov

ernment of India, and what to do about patronage. Wood, 

much to the disgust of the radicals, decided to continue 

2 
dual government. The radicals, led by Cobden and Bright, 

blamed the interference of the company for the slow growth 

of material improvements in India. They wanted the com

pany abolished and the establishment of an Indian minister 

responsible to parliament without the cover of an outside 

^3 Hansard 127 (1853): 1153. 
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council. Ignoring the possibility of Disraeli's forming 

a radical-Conservative alliance to defeat his bill. Wood 

determined that the maintenance of the Court of Directors 

as an extra-ministerial part of India's administration was 
4 necessary. 

Supporting Wood were the old India hands C. E. 

Trevelyan and J. S. Mill. In addition to Wood's desire to 

use the dual system to keep party politics out of the gov

erning of India, Trevelyan and Mill stated that a single 

system, one minister responsible to parliament, would lead 

to tyranny in India. "Above all," wrote Trevelyan, "India 

has to be protected from the selfishness and rapacity of 

human nature which Would find scope under the elastic ma-
5 

chinery of represe'ntative government." Mill echoed this 

idea by saying that a single system would result in "the 
g 

most complete despotism that could possibly exist." Wood's 

7 
bill, therefore, extended the Court of Director's existence. 

3 
R. J. Moore, Sir Charles Wood's Indian Policy, 

1853-66 (Manchester: Manchester University Press, 1966), 
pp. 24-27. 

Ibid., p. 27. 

5 
Quoted in ibid., p. 30; see also. Testimony of 

C. E. Trevelyan, June 28, 1953, Parliamentary Papers: 
India, 16: 226-30, 231; Testimony of C. E. Trevelyan, 
February 21, 1873, ibid., 21: 22-26. 

Quoted in Moore, Wood's Indian Policy, p. 30. 

A shadow of the dual system remained after 1859 
in the Council of India. 
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Wood did, however, revamp the Court of Directors. 

His reformed group would consist of eighteen men instead 

of the traditional twenty-four member Court, and six would 

be appointed by the government. Attempting to insure 

the quality of the new Court, Wood proposed that all 

Crown members and at least six of the company members 

have ten or more years experience in India. This new 

Direction would have most of the administrative powers 
g 

of the old Court. Any improvements this plan might have 

occasioned were, unfortunately, to be nullified by its 

brevity. India was about to explode, and the blast would 

whisk away the remnants of the East India Company's 

influence. 

Patronage was an even more complex problem for 

Wood. He had to consider several alternatives to the ex

isting method—Directoral nomination to Haileybury. The 

primary question was whether or not to strip the Direction, 

even the reformed body, of patronage. Putting forward a 

much more vigorous defense of their rights than in 1833, 

the Directors tried to avoid the loss of this power. The 

Court was more Indian in composition than in 1833, and it 

wanted to retain both the hereditary nature of the Indian 

service and what small impact its choices would have on 

^3 Hansard 127 (1853): 1153. 

i -Hg^ i 
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India's government. Even though the radicals tried to 

impugn the character of the Court, repeatedly in the 

testimony before the Select Committee on India Affairs 

and in the debates the quality of the Indian service 

and the Directors' disposal of patronage were praised. 

Wood himself confessed that "I think the Directors have 

taken great pains to preserve their patronage from being 

12 improperly applied." The Directors' fight, however, 

failed. Not only did Wood decide to take patronage 

from the Directors; he abolished patronage altogether in 

13 the Indian Civil Service. 

Although the concept was as old as Grenville's 

speech in 1813, the cessation of patronage was still 

deemed a revolutionary move. Lord Russell admitted that 

open competition, which was the obvious successor to 

9 
Testimony of John Shepherd, May 11, 18 52, Par

liamentary Papers: India, 12: 61; 3 Hansard 129 (1853) : 
667-68. 

The radicals could find only one charge against 
the Court that had any substance at all, and that was the 
use of the "canvass." Canvassing was the Directors' 
solicitation of votes from Proprietors. According to the 
radicals, the Directors used patronage to gain illegally 
those votes, but the claim was not proved to be a wide
spread practice among the Directors. 3 Hansard 129 
(1853): 854-55, 1000. 

Even Macaulay in his defense of open competition 
in the Commons agreed that the Directors' use of patronage 
had been admirable. 3 Hansard 127 (1853): 739. 

•^^Ibid., 1141. 

•'••̂ Ibid., 1157. 
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patronage, was an experiment whose value would only be 

14 
proven by trial. in response to his scheme. Wood was 

bombarded with objections and modifications from quarters 

both in and out of the East India Company. Opponents of 

open competition claimed that the new approach would not 

guarantee a better service and would foster positive evils. 

Competitive exams might demonstrate superior intelligence; 

the smartest, however, were not always the best adminis

trators. Loyalty to the civil service, moral attitudes, 

and determination were attributes no test could prove and 

were as important, if not more important, than brain 

power. Sir John Lawrence supposedly stated he "preferred 

weak-brained men, provided they had a strong physique and 

16 a firm seat in the saddle." The patronage system, since 

in theory appointees were known by the person selecting 

them, was the best way to gauge those characteristics. 

Also, open competition would lead to "cramming," which 

Sir George Campbell testified would be "most prejudicial 

17 
in everyway" to the Indian service. To avoid the harm 

•'•'̂3 Hansard 128 (1853): 1072. 

•'•̂ Ibid., 870, 995-96, 1007; Testimony of J. F. 
Leith, April 21, 1853, Parliamentary Papers: India, 
13: 313; Testimony of J. P. Willoughby, May 28, 1853, 
ibid., 12: 148. 

16 
Monier-Williams, "Reminiscences," p. 87. 

17 
Testimony of Sir George Campbell, April 8, 18 53, 

Parliamentary Papers: India, 15: 882. 
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of open competition, its detractors proposed bestowing 

patronage on an independent group—the universities, local 

Indian administrators, the Indian families, or dividing it 

18 
amongst these entities. Wood, however, remained firm. He 

even dragged Macaulay, old and ill, into the Commons to de

fend competition. "Merit [as determined by examination] and 

19 
merit alone," Wood demanded, "is to be the door to India." 

Wood also had to determine how Haileybury would 

fit into his new recruitment plan. Would open competition 

be for direct entry into the Indian Civil Service or merely 

into a training college? If the latter, would that college 

be Haileybury? 

>~̂ -To help answer the questions, the Select Committee 

wanted information on Haileybury's effectiveness and on 

how it could be improved. The balance of evidence was 

20 favorable to the college. Even those who objected to 

the Directors' right of patronage rarely condemned the 

21 college itself. Especially absent from the testimony 

18 
Testimony of J. C. Marshman, May 12, 1853, ibid., 

14: 71; 3 Hansard 128 (1853): 722, 839, 997; 3 Hansard 129 
(1853): 657. 

•̂ 3̂ Hansard 127 (1853): 1157. 

20 
Parliamentary Papers: India, 12: 24-26, 66, 146, 

255; ibid., 14: 628-32; ibid., 13: 182, 315-18. 
21 
For example Sir James Graham, who actively 

sought to strip patronage from the Direction because of 
the "canvass" abuse, had no complaints about Haileybury. 
3 Hansard 128 (1353): 854-55. 

/^L 
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were the railings against the college's lack of discipline 

22 

and moral tone. Two areas, however, were cited for im

provement: legal training and Indian languages. Hailey

bury ' s law courses were about the same as the ones criti

cized in 1833. The college did not produce lawyers, and 

what legal instruction the students received was of a 

general nature. The length of time students studied at 

Haileybury, however, was the same as in 1833, and it was 

still impossible to teach everything in two years. Besides, 

the Haileyburians did a creditable job in India. Most 

men placed on Indian benches had years of experience in 

the country and were praised by the natives for their 

23 honesty'and integrity. 

The advisability of studying Oriental languages 

at Haileybury was a more hotly debated topic. Two fac

tions, so disparate in opinion that it is difficult to 

believe they were discussing the same college and civil 

servants, attempted to convince the committee to recom-

24 
ment rule changes favorable to their ideas. Henry 

22 
The only witness before the committee to complain 

about Haileybury's quality was Malcolm Lewis, who stated 
the service had retrograded under Haileybury, and even he 
did not bring out the old criticisms. Testimony of Malcolm 
Lewis, April 14, 1853, Parliamentary Papers: India, 13: 287. 

23 
Testimony of J. F. Leith, April 21, 1853, ibid., 

pp. 313-14. 
24 
The tests of Haileybury were set by the Board; 

therefore, any change in the coursework would require the 
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Melvill, Haileybury's principal, estimated that although 

only two days of a school week were devoted to Orientals 

the students spent four-fifths of their study time on the 

25 
languages. The Europeanists, including Melvill and 

Campbell, wanted the emphasis on languages greatly reduced 

2 6 
or the courses dropped. Few writers went to India fluent 

in the local dialects, and they had to be enrolled in the 

presidency's schools. Thus, for most servants, the lan

guage was acquired in India. ̂  Once in India, however, the 

writer did not have an opportunity to study history, eco

nomics, or law.-^ The two years at Haileybury, therefore, 

27 
should contain more "European" than "Oriental" courses. 

Orientalists, such as H. H. Wilson, countered by pointing 

out how much the Haileyburians knew when they arrived in 

2 8 

India. The majority spent only a few months in the lan

guage schools, because of their previous work, and some were 

immediately competent for field assignment. Therefore, the 

approval of the Board. Testimony of Henry Melvill, April 
28, 1853, ibid., p. 1014. 

^^Testimony of Henry Melvill, April 28, 1853, 
ibid., 15: 1003. 

26 
Ibid., p. 1003; Testimony of Sir George Campbell, 

April 24, 1853, ibid., p. 1021. 
27 
Testimony of John Shepherd, May 11, 1852, ibid., 

12: 60, 66, 67; Testimony of J. P. Willoughby, May 28, 1852, 
ibid., p. 146; Testimony of Frederic Millett, May 28, 1852, 
ibid., p. 157. 

28 
Testimony of H. H. Wilson, July 5, 1853, ibid., 

16: 292. 
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29 
stressing of languages at Haileybury should continue. 

Actually, if one used Haileyburians as the basis 

of the argument, either side could be demonstrated. As 

in the case of all classes at the college, some students 

learned Orientals well, most learned at least a little, a 

few learned nothing at all. What the debate pointed out 

more than the efficiency of Haileybury was the Indian-

Western controversy then raging in Britain. The "Euro

peanists" expressed the anglicanization viewpoint of 

Macaulay. Oriental languages should not be emphasized 

because they were not needed. Indians should be taught 

English and Western ways and be encouraged to give up their 

languages and culture. The "Orientalists" perceived some

thing of value in Indian culture, and they wanted only to 

reform Indian customs not totally to destroy them. 

Wood agreed with the majority support of Hailey

bury. It is uncertain whether the testimony had an impact 

on his decision; he might have wanted to continue Hailey

bury all along. What is certain is his support of the 

29 
Testimony of G. R. Clark, April 15, 1853, ibid., 

13: 181; Testimony of H. H Wilson, July 18, 1853, ibid,, 
14: 631; Testimony of C. E. Trevelyan, June 28, 1853, 
ibid., 16: 232. 

One exception to this generalization was Sir 
Charles Trevelyan. Trevelyan was basically a supporter 
of Macaulay, but nevertheless he wanted Orientals taught 
at Haileybury. Testimony of C. E. Trevelyan, June 28, 
1853, ibid., 16: 232. 
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college in 1853. As he stated in the debates on his bill, 

"With regard to education, he thought the only place where 

an education could be acquired that would fit a person for 

31 employment in India was at Haileybury." Moore in his 

study of Wood's policies argues that Haileybury in 1853 

3 2 
was "central" to Wood's plan for the civil service. The 

33 

India Act of 18 53 carried out Wood's proposals. Accord

ing to the act, the Court of Directors lost their patronage, 

but the East India Company maintained Haileybury. Entrance 

into the college would be by open competition under such 

rules and regulations agreed to by the Board of Control 

34 
and the Queen in Council. 

Given its general support and the 1853 India Act 

which continued its existence, Haileybury seemed destined 

to be a lasting part of the Indian Civil Service. However, 

less than two years later the college was ordered closed by 

the same people who had requested in 18 53 its continuance 

for the good of the service. 

The origins of this abrupt volte-face were lodged 

in the discussions of the new charter. The Select 

•̂̂ 3 Hansard 129 (1853): 685. 

32 
Moore, Wood's Indian Policy, p. 87. 

•̂̂ 3 Hansard 129 (1853): 1157. 

16 & 17 Vict. c. 45, An Act to provide for the 
Government of India, articles 36, 37, 39. 

, ^ 
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Committee on Indian Affair's had discussed the feasibility 

of using British universities to replace Haileybury. 

Although several members of the committee displayed an 

obvious bias for the universities, Hume being the most 

35 blatant example, and tried through their queries to gain 

evidence in their favor, few of the witnesses had agreed 

that a university would be superior to Haileybury. F. J. 

Halliday, one of the few, used the Oriental language con

troversy against Haileybury. If Orientals were eliminated 

there would be no need for Haileybury because the writers 

3 6 
could obtain European knowledge elsewhere. The only 

other indictment of Haileybury was that it was an exclusive 

or "closed" college and, thus, separated the students from 

37 
the mainstream of English life. 

Testimony from the men best able to judge the 

matter, however, appeared to destroy the argument for 

the university plan. H. H. Wilson, who held a chair at 

Oxford and was Oriental Visitor to Haileybury, stated 

that the college did a better job of educating writers 

than could be done at the university. The Oriental pro

fessors at Haileybury, he informed the committee, were as 

Parliamentary Papers: India, 12: 27. 

"^^Testimony of F. J. Halliday, April 18, 1853, 
ibid., 15: 829-32. 

Ibid., 12: 27; Moore, Wood's Indian Policy, 
p. 89. 
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good as any to be found in Britain and were, in fact, more 

organized in their instruction than the professors at the 

universities. As to European subjects, Wilson argued that 

there was little or no opportunity at Oxford to study the 

courses, such as law and economics, available at Hailey-

3 8 
bury. Former fellow and tutor at Cambridge and Principal 

of Haileybury in 1853, Henry Melvill testified that Cam-

39 
bridge likewise did not provide the courses necessary 

40 
for the writers. Sir George Campbell, a Haileybury 

graduate, an Indian servant, and an Indian historian, and 

41 
Sir Charles Trevelyan both placed their support behind 

the college. Campbell confessed that Haileybury itself 

was not mandatory, but to replace it would involve consid

erable expense. No other school gave instruction in the 

practical disciplines to the extent Haileybury did; and, 

thus, chairs would need to be added to any university which 

assumed the task of educating Indian writers. Campbell 

3 8 
Testimony of H. H. Wilson, July 18, 1853, Par

liamentary Papers: India, 14: 627-28, 631-32. 
39 
Cambridge was the university mentioned most 

often to replace Haileybury. Oxford was considered, but 
the ordination rule was thought to be a hindrance. King's 
College, London,had little support. Ibid., 12: 24-27, 
174-75, 255-59; 14: 28, 627-32; 13: 314-17; 15: 886. 

40 
Testimony of Henry Melvill, April 28, 1853, 

ibid., 15: 1006. 
41 
Testimony of C. E. Trevelyan, June 28, 1853, 

ibid., 16: 233-35. 

i<«:-iiE& 
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believed that a university could not afford the additional 

staff, and the government would have to finance the 

42 
project. This would be an anathema to Liberals favoring 

retrenchment. 

Testimony before the Select Committee also stressed 

the value of Haileybury in maintaining the elan of the 

Indian Civil Service. Sir G. R. Clark stated that "Such 

an institution as Haileybury College is a very necessary 

43 
one," and his statement reflected the opinion of the 

great majority of the witnesses. As important as the 

course work at Haileybury was the association of the 

writers before they left England. The friendships made 

in this atmosphere helped to ameliorate the isolation' of 

servants in India and to promote an esprit de corps. A 

writer not performing his duty adequately in India dis

honored not only himself but his friends, his school, the 

44 entire service. Therefore, even if Haileybury were 

45 
abolished, the writers should be educated at one place. 

42 
Testimony of Sir George Campbell, April 14, 

1853, ibid., 15: 882-83, 886. 
Testimony of Sir G. Clark, April 5, 1853, ibid., 

13: 182. 

"̂ "̂ Testimony of H. H. Wilson, July 18, 1853, ibid., 
14: 630; Testimony of J. F. Leith, April 21, 1853, ibid., 
13: 313, 318. 

4 5 
In addition, Trevelyan who supported Haileybury, 

stated that the time spent in a single college could be 
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Stressing the need for one school to train all 

writers, Haileybury's advocates were able to counter the 

"closed" college criticism. Any college in a university 

converted to or created for educating writers would have 

a tendency to develop the supposed separatedness of 

Haileybury. By the very nature of their schooling, those 

students intended for the Indian service would spend more 

time with their compatriots than with the other students. 

In addition, university students were no more in the main-

46 stream of English life than the Haileyburians. The 

apparent "closed" nature of Haileybury was more the result 

of the unusual demands of preparing writers for India than 

a defect in the college. 

Finally, the anti-university element argued, the 

placing of writers in a university could drain the most 

intelligent students from the Indian service. At Hailey

bury the sole endeavor was the schooling of youths for the 

service; no fellowships or other opportunities were avail

able. A university, however, would give the brightest 

used as a probationary period. Having all the students 
under one roof would facilitate judging the character 
traits which a test could not measure and weeding out the 
"fag end." Testimony of C. E. Trevelyan, June 28, 1853, 
ibid., 16: 233. 

46 
Testimony of Sir George Campbell, April 14, 1853, 

ibid., 15: 882-83; Testimony of J. F. Leith, April 21, 
1853, ibid., 13: 314, 318; Testimony of James Melvill, 
April 30, 1853, ibid., 12: 27; Moore, Wood's Indian Policy, 
p. 89. 
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students a chance for a position in England. Even if they 

had their own college, a university still could tempt the 

most intelligent students to bolt the Indian college for 

a try at a more desirable career in England. ' This pos

sibility would be enhanced by open competition which would 

decrease the influence of the Indian families' tradition 

of service to India. As Melvill stated, the best would 

4 8 
choose "fellowships over writerships." The universities, 

thus, would cancel the benefits sought by open competition. 

Both Wood and Trevelyan, who was one of Wood's 

major advisors on the charter bill, patently adhered to 

the majority view that Haileybury should be used instead 

of -a university. It was while defending Haileybury against 

a university plan that Wood applauded the college, as 

49 cited in the previous quote, and added that with the 

improvement of open competition Haileybury would educate 

a civil service the likes of which "the world has never 

yet seen." Yet the fact that Wood had to fight for the 

college against the university faction in parliament 

47 
Testimony of Henry Melvill, April 28, 1853, 

Parliamentary Papers: India, 15: 1006; Testimony of 
C. E. Trevelyan, June 28, 1853, ibid., 16: 235. 

48 
Testimony of Henry Melvill, April 28, 1853, 

ibid., 15: 1006. 
49 
See above, p. 16 5. 

^°3 Hansard 127 (1853): 1158. 
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indicated that, despite the evidence given the committee, 

the university scheme had more than passing or limited 

support. Actually, the university movement grew in 

strength towards the end of the charter debates, and 

this swelling tide eventually engulfed Haileybury. 

Sir Charles Trevelyan inadvertently provided the 

initial impetus to this movement. In July 18 53 he told 

Dr. Charles Vaughan, Headmaster of Harrow, about the plan 

to convert admission to Haileybury to open competition. 

Immediately Vaughan contacted Benjamin Jewett who per

ceived what he believed would be a boon to the universi

ties if their students also could compete for writerships 

51 in the Indian Civil Service. Vaughan, Jowett and other 

university reformers wanted to expand the career possi

bilities for their students. It did no good to improve 

the university system if students could not find employment 

after completing their studies. The Indian service could 

52 
be one solution to this problem. Marshaling their 

strength for a battle over the writerships, the educa

tionalists engaged in the "backstairs intrigue" of which 

the Directors had been accused when parliament repealed 

the four-fold plan. 

The university reformers, especially Jowett, had 

Moore, Wood's Indian Policy, p. 89. 

Ibid. 
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powerful friends in the government and were unabashed in 

their use of pressure on these men. Wood, Trevelyan, and 

Gladstone all knew Jowett from their mutual work on 

Liberal reforms, particularly university and British 

53 civil service reform. Jowett, the educationalists' 

juggernaut, sent a letter prepared by Vaughan to Gladstone 

and was in communication with Wood and Trevelyan. Vaughan's 

letter and Jowett's conversations renewed the "closed" col

lege criticism of Haileybury. Because the Haileyburians 

were not subjected to outside competition, Haileybury could 

not equal the educational or moral atmosphere of a univer

sity. Only spirited rivalry for Indian posts could raise 

the standards for writers, and this competition could not 

be a part of any college where the students already knew 

they had a writership. Haileybury, therefore, should be 

abolished--or at least the Haileyburians should be forced 

to compete for writerships with university men. The educa

tionalists' arguments reached Lord Aberdeen, who, apparently 

starting to swing in their favor, wrote Wood that not using 

the universities might curtail "our liberal intentions with 

54 respect to education." Dr. Henry Liddell, Headmaster of 

53 
Edward Hughes, "Civil Service Reform," History, 

New Series 27 (June-September 1942): 60; Philip Magnus, 
Gladstone: A Biography (London: John Murray, 19 54), 
p. 117. 

54 
Quoted in Moore, Wood's Indian Policy, pp. 89-90. 
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Westminster, also sent Vaughan's letter to Lord Granville, 

the Lord President of the Council. Jowett followed up on 

the contact established by letter and, on the suggestion 

of Trevelyan, had a personal interview with Granville. 

After this meeting Granville became one of the most vocal 

supporters of the educationalists in parliament. During 

the second reading of the charter bill in the Lords, 

Granville proposed an amendment to the Haileybury clause, 

which he withdrew, that would have enabled university 

56 

students to try for writerships. Although the univer

sity reformers failed to get their exact plan into the act, 

they acquired strong allies, weakened Haileybury's backing, 

and forced a concession from Wood in the wording of the 

act. 

The garnering of allies by the educationalists 

led both Trevelyan and Wood to withdraw from their former 

positions. Not only did they bow to the educationalists' 

demands, but they actively joined in their cause. 

Trevelyan's desertion was disastrous to Haileybury. 

^^Ibid., pp- 88-90. 

^^3 Hansard 129 (1853): 1448. Moore writes that 
it was this amendment which gave persons other than 
Haileyburians the right to compete for Indian positions. 
Granville, however, withdrew his amendment on this occa
sion. It is difficult to find when the wording change 
which gave this right to non-Haileyburians was added, 
but it was not at this time, and the alterations were 
in the act's articles on the Board's authority not in 
the Haileybury articles. 
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His actions in bringing Jowett into contact with Granville 

had been grievous. Even worse, after the act passed he 

added his voice to Jowett's on the Macaulay Commission 

and had a decisive impact on the events which closed the 

57 
college. Trevelyan abandoned Haileybury to insure that 

the educationalists would throw their weight behind his 

scheme for the reform of the British civil service. More 

important than the college to Trevelyan was removing 

patronage from the British service. Only a year earlier, 

in 1852, he had been asked by Gladstone to study civil 

service reform, and, with the assistance of Sir Stafford 

Northcote, had advocated in his report the use of open 

58 

competition in Britain. Trevelyan, therefore, was will

ing to sacrifice Haileybury to guarantee the education

alists' support for British civil service reform. Bending 

under the pressure from his fellow ministers and the edu

cationalists. Wood also altered his position on Haileybury 
59 and allowed non-Haileyburians to compete for writerships. 

Wood's concession to the university reformers was 

a minor wording change in the 18 5 3 Act. Instead of the 

Board of Control having the authority to make the rules 

57 
See below, p. 179. 

5 8 
Hughes, "Civil Service Reform," pp. 60-61; Moore, 

Wood's Indian Policy, p. 90. 
59 
Moore, Wood's Indian Policy, pp. 91-92. 

~M«qmHaH(> 
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and regulations for Haileyburians entering the Indian 

service, the Board had that right for Haileyburians "and 

6 0 
Others." The "and others" implied that open competition 

would not only be for admission to Haileybury but for 

direct entry into Indian Civil Service. 

To work out the ambiguities of the 18 53 Act, Wood 

created a commission to investigate what rule changes 

should be made for Haileybury and if the implied open 

competition for direct entry should be implemented. 

Trevelyan persuaded Macaulay to head the commission, with 

Benjamin Jowett, Lord Ashburton, J. G. S. LeFevre, and 

Henry Melvill making up the rest of the membership. 

Trevelyan, although not a member, and Jowett decided 

before the committee met that it must request some form 

of direct entry, and Trevelyan easily persuaded Macaulay 

61 
to join them in their demands. With these men committed 

to direct entry, Haileybury's exclusive hold on writerships 

was doomed, and the report devoted more space to justifying 

direct entry and establishing the form of the entry than 

to Haileybury. 

Macaulay's reason for ignoring Haileybury was 

^^16 & 17 Vict. c. 45, articles 39-42. 

61 
Moore, Wood's Indian Policy, pp. 91-9 2; 

Trevelyan, Macaulay, p. 609. Macaulay, demonstrating 
that he had already made up his mind about Haileybury, 
stated that he would have the report finished in one 
week. Ibid. 

yf"̂ ' 
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his doubt that direct entry could be integrated with 

Haileybury to create a logical system for training and 

selecting Indian civil servants. He did not, however, 

recommend abolishing the college in the report, and he 

proposed new rules which would raise the college's age 

limits, repeal the more restrictive regulations, increase 

the size of students' rooms, and lessen the emphasis on 

6 2 
Orientals. His private opinion, as expressed to Wood, 

was that the college could not co-exist with open compe-
g 3 

tition for Indian writerships. There was simply no 

need for a separate college if university men could pass 

the entrance exam, and the commission made sure Hailey

burians would not have an edge over university students. 

Macaulay's, and most of the other members', bias 

against Haileybury is obvious from the commission's 

report. The document argued that a writer required a 

liberal education, the learning an "English gentleman" 

64 
would acquire at a university. Oriental studies were 

not important. The distribution of points in the open, 

competitive examination demonstrated the commission's 

62 
Thomas B. Macaulay, et al., The Indian Civil 

Service: Report to the Right Hon. Sir Charles Wood 
(London: W. Thackere and Co., 1855) , pp. 3"̂  22-23. 

6 3 
Moore, Wood's Indian Policy, p. 92. 

64 
Macaulay, Indian Civil Service, p. 6; see also 

pp. 4-5, 9-10. 
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65 

Composition 500 
History 500 
General Literature 500 
Greek 750 
Latin 750 
French 375 
German 375 
Italian 375 
Mathematics 1000 
Natural Science 500 
Moral Science 500 
Sanscrit 375 

Arabic 375 

Only 750 out of a possible 6,875 points were in Orientals, 

the test being weighted in favor of the classics. Further

more, the commission did not believe that the candidates 
g g 

would score over half of the possible points, and, thus, 
a classical education with a smattering of "practical" 

6 7 
knowledge would suffice. Haileyburians would not have 

an advantage over university men under this proposal. In 

fact, as the commission maintained: "We hope and believe 

that among the successful competitors will frequently be 

found young men who have obtained the highest honors at 

6 8 
Oxford and Cambridge." Consideration for Haileybury 

definitely took second place to that for the universities. 

Ibid., p. 13. 

^^Ibid., p. 14. 

67 
This knowledge was precisely what could be 

gained at Cambridge, and the reformers were working 
to introduce more "practical" courses at Oxford. 

6 8 
Macaulay, Indian Civil Service, p. 5. 
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Wood, to both kudos and condemnation, determined 

that Macaulay's perception was correct, and in November 

1854 he decided to close Haileybury.^^ A "Friend of 

India" in The Times happily wrote that Haileybury's days 

were now numbered. No longer would students waste time 

studying Orientals and it was "time this folly should 

cease." The "Friend" also stated that "We do not want 

profound scholars [in India] . . . the best Sanscrit 

scholar usually makes a poor magistrate." In opposi

tion the Hertford Mercury and Reform reported its editorial 

anger over the college's closing and hoped Haileybury would 

71 be saved. it was not saved. 

Carrying out Wood's dictates, R. V. "Smith, Wood's 

successor at the Board, laid a bill abolishing Haileybury 

72 before parliament. Apparently Haileybury's closing 

aroused no interest among the members for there were no 

debates on the bill, which was given the royal assent on 

73 
July 16, 1855. "The college shall be discontinued and 

69 
Moore, Wood's Indian Policy, p. 92. 

The Times, April 5, 1855, p, 6. 

71 
The Hertford Mercury and Reform, January 20, 

18 55, p. 2; February 10, 18 55, p. 3. 

"̂ 3̂ Hansard 138 (1855): 2307. Smith in his letter 
to the Directors stated he was fulfilling "the promise 
made by Sir Charles Wood." R. V. Smith to Directors, June 
17, 1855, Letters from the Board, 19: 257-58. 

^^3 Hansard 139 (1855): 873. 
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closed" on January 31, 1857, the act read, and "no person 

admitted as a Student" after January 25, 1856."^^ The 

final group of students, who were appointed in the last 

months of 1855, would, however, still be selected by the 

Directors' patronage and be granted an Indian position 

after graduation in December 1857. Open competition, 

therefore, was never used to choose Haileybury's students. 

Beginning in July 1855, however, competitive exams for 

direct entry into the service were given; and, thus, 

for two years both systems were in operation. 

Open competition, the reform which would enable 

Haileybury to produce the best civil servants in the 

world,- therefore, was the weapon the educationalists used 

against the college. Wielding this blunt instrument, the 

university reformers were able to bludgeon Wood and 

Trevelyan into accepting Haileybury's abolition. No 

champion such as Grant took up the fallen banner, and 

the college had to bow to the progress of Liberal reform. 

The close association of Jowett, Macaulay, and 

74 
18 & 19 Vict. c. 53, An Act to Relieve the East 

India Company from the Obligation to Maintain the College 
at Haileybury, articles 1, 2. 

75 
Ibid., articles 3, 4. 

7 6 
The London Gazette, January 9, 1855, pp. 103-

104, published the rules for the exam, reported what 
certificates were to be needed, and announced the date 
the exam would be held. 
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Trevelyan has led to some confusion over the impact of 

Haileybury's closing and the spread of open competition. 

G. M. Young writes about the closing that "The India Act 

of 1858, introducing open competition, abolished Hailey

bury and made the Indian Civil Service an appanage of 

77 
the Universities." About the English service he states, 

"Macaulay annexed the Indian Service to the Universities: 

Jowett and Trevelyan, beaten in '53, had their victory in 

1870, when Galdstone annexed the administrative grades of 

7 8 the English Civil Service." Besides having his facts 

wrong. Young also implies a connection between the intro-

79 
duction of open competition m one service and the other. 

However except for the men involved, the closing of Hailey

bury and its replacement by open competition did not have 

any appreciable effect on the spread of competition. The 

1853-54 action was not a model for the 1870 reform. Both 

Sir Thomas Redington and Sir Thomas Fremantle--supporters 

of English service reform--expressed their belief, in 

1854, that as far as open competition was concerned, the 

77 
G. M. Young, "Portrait of an Age," in Early 

Victorian England 1830-1865, ed. by G. M. Young (2 vols.: 
London: Oxford University Press, 1934), II: 407. 

^^Ibid., p. 499. 

79 
Edward Hughes in his article in History agrees 

that Young is implying this connection. Hughes, "Civil 
Service Reform," p. 52. 
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8 0 
Indian and English services could not be equated. Sir 

George Cornewall Lewis echoed this opinion: "The analogy 

of the India Civil Service (with the English) is not 

81 
applicable." In addition, by 1870 Jowett and Trevelyan 

had recognized that the Indian service did not appeal to 

university men and would not have wanted to use that 

8 2 service as an example for reform. 

After years of furious debates and repeated 

attempts to close Haileybury, the reasons why the college 

was so easily brushed aside in 1855 warrant some examina

tion. The legal roadblocks to abolition had been removed 

in 1853. The Board of Control had long had control over 

Haileybury; only the Directors' patronage could hinder 

in any way the Board's disposal of its power. With the 

elimination of patronage, the Board could do as it 

8 3 pleased. It did not have to fight the Directors over 

closing the college; the Board simply informed the Court 

8 0 
Sir Thomas Redington to Committee, August 2, 

18 54, p. 234; Testimony of Sir Thomas Fremantle, November 
24, 1854, p. 330, Parliamentary Papers: Government: 
Civil Service, 2. 

81 
Quoted in Hughes, "Civil Service Reform," p. 75. 

8 2 
See below chapter 7. 

8 3 
Although only the Board is named, the actual 

formula is Board with Queen in Council. Some actions 
demanded parliamentary approval, but parliament never 
turned down a request from the President of the Board 
about Haileybury. 
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84 
of its decision. Haileybury, after 1853, was the legal 

ward solely of the Board, and the Board could make what 

rules it wanted for the college, or even effect its 

abolition. 

As important as the legal change was the destruc

tion of the myth on which Haileybury was based. Hailey

bury ' s presumed raison d'etre was its ability to provide 

an education which was unavailable at other schools in 

Britain. Its- uniqueness was also its justification for 

being the exclusive route to India. As was demonstrated 

earlier by Wynn's 1826 Act, any substitution for the 

exclusive principle was a severe blow to Haileybury and 

was used as an argument for its closing. Haileybury's 

primary purpose, the reason for its hold on Indian writer-

ships, was, however, a facade, a public face with little 

substance. The founding of Haileybury had been a public-

relations maneuver by the Directors to protect patronage. 

The improvement of education for the Indian civil servants 

had been a factor but not the main one in the Directors' 

action. The two Grants had worked for the college's con

tinuance in 1813 and 1833 as much to maintain the influ

ence of the company and the Indian families as to provide 

training. The stripping away of patronage in the 18 50's. 

84 
Sir Charles Wood to Directors, November 30, 

1854, Letters from the Board, 18: 197. 
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therefore, eliminated Haileybury's actual base; only the 

facade was left to protect the college. This false face, 

however, could not withstand the forces for change because 

by 18 53 the universities were starting to teach some of 

the courses which had been a Haileybury monopoly. There 

had been so much verbiage over the college's unique edu

cation, however, that when it was at least partially 

demonstrated that other institutions could provide adequate 

schooling, Haileybury was unable to drop its facade and 

defend its existence on its merits--its protection of the 

Indian families' access to the service and its contribution 

to the service's esprit de corps. Even if the facade had 

been dropped, many of those in power in 1855 would not 

have acknowledged those points as beneficial to the 

Indian Civil Service. Within nine years, however, 

grumblings arose that perhaps something important to 

the Indian service had been lost with the closing of 

Haileybury. The myth of Haileybury was to survive the 

institution itself. 



CHAPTER VII 

CONCLUSION 

Haileybury, even after its abolition, continued 

its entanglement in controversy. Either as a model for 

improving the service or as an integral part of fondly 

remembered "good old days," Haileybury remained an issue 

in the discussions of the Indian Civil Service's problems 

and in the way those problems were perceived. For example, 

not only did mid-victorians continue to mention Haileybury, 

but modern historians also have referred to Haileybury in 

the recent debate over the Indian service's attractive

ness and its apparent decline in quality after 1855. Also, 

questions posed by the history of Haileybury and its 

political involvements, such as Haileybury's impact on 

Indian policy and the Directors' additudes towards India 

as evidenced by their dealings with the college, need to 

be explored in the context of the post-1855 problems. Pre

senting the ongoing difficulties in the service and Hailey

bury ' s relation to them will highlight Haileybury's actual 

earlier contribution and value to the Indian Civil Service. 

Therefore, this conclusion will examine the Indian contro

versies which are germane to Haileybury's story from 18 55 

188 
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through Lord Salisbury's reform and investigate the claims 

of historians on Haileybury's influence. 

The traditional interpretation of the post-

Haileybury era, the age of open competition, is that uni

versity men flocked to the highly desirable Indian Civil 

Service, and thereby greatly improved the administration 

of India. W. J. Reader wrote, "The Commissioners' [Civil 

Service Commission] real show piece was the ICS competi

tion, which was from the first open, at a high intellectual 

level, and productive of sufficient vacancies to attract 

plenty of good candidates." He added that the service was 
2 

"a career very attractive to the professional classes." 

Sir John Marriott stated that "for more than half a cen

tury some of the ablest men from Oxford and Cambridge 

. . . took service in India . . . and made the Indian 

3 
public service the model of efficiency and purity." 

Philip Woodruff claimed that a servant going to India was 

4 
"a University man and usually a classical scholar." Ram 

W. J. Reader, Professional Man: The Rise of the 
Professional Classes in Nineteenth-Century England (New 
York: Basic Books, 1966), pp. 91-92. 

2 
Ibid., p. 186; see also pp. 85-96. 

3 
Sir John A. Marriott, The English in India: A 

Problem of Politics (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1932), p. 
188; see also pp. 186-87. 

4 
Woodruff, The Guardians, p. 79. 
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Gopal also believed Englishmen were anxious to go to 

5 
India. These are only a sampling of the treasured 

view of open competition. 

Recent studies, however, have cast grave doubts on 

the standard interpretation. J. M. Compton and Bradford 

Spangenberg have reviewed the post-18 55 era and concluded 

that the India service did not attract great numbers of 

university men, that most Britons had no desire to go to 

India, and that the quality of the service did not neces-
g 

sarily improve. The sources support the revision. In 

fact the Haileybury years became the paradigm for those 

trying after 1855 to improve the service. 

To the great consternation of those men who 

destroyed the college, especially Wood and Jowett, the 

Macaulay-Trevelyan-Jowett scheme failed dismally. The 

core of the reform was to make the majority of Indian 

servants gentlemen scholars--graduates of either Oxford 

5 
Ram Gopal, British Rule in India: An Assessment 

(London: Asia Publishing House, 1963), pp. 234-43. 
g 
J. M. Compton, "Open Competition and the Indian 

Civil Service, 1854-1876," English Historical Review 83 
(April 1968): 275-84; Bradford Spangenberg, "The Problem 
of Recruitment for the Indian Civil Service During the 
Late Nineteenth Century," Journal of Asian Studies 30 
(February 1971): 341-72. Although both writers are 
excellent on post-18 55 events, they are somewhat less 
careful in their statements about the Haileybury era. 
For Instance, their mutual and most glaring error is 
believing the Indian service was popular before 1853. 
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or Cambridge. Macaulay's hastily composed prose, his 

vaunting prediction that "among the successful competitors 

will frequently be found young men who have obtained the 

highest honors at Oxford and Ca.mbridge, "^ proved to be 

based more on fancy than fact. Although the first compe

titive exam in 1855 seemed to realize the prediction, the 

true picture soon emerged. in 1855 70 percent of those 

recruited had attended, if not graduated from, either 
g 

Oxford or Cambridge. This percentage declined, but 

through 1860 the universities still provided at least 50 

9 
percent of the successful examinees. After 1860, however, 

the number, although fluctuating from year to year, dropped 

dramatically. In 1864 only four of forty candidates 

selected were from the universities, and in 1874 the two 

schools provided an all time low of about 8 percent. 

The scholars from Cambridge and Oxford wanted to suffer 

neither the perils of India nor the low social status of 

Indian servants. 

Scholarship was only one half of the Macaulay-

Trevelyan-Jowett formula; the plan called, as well, for 

7 Macaulay, The Indian Civil Service, p. 5. 
g 
Moore, Wood's Indian Policy, p. 93. 
9 
Table II in Spangenberg, "The Problem of Recruit

ment," p. 34 5. 

10 Table I in Moore, Wood's Indian Policy, p. 99. 

Spangenberg, "The Problem of Recruitment," p. 345. 
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the scholars to be gentlemen. Just as scholars did not 

flock to the service neither—in the opinion of Wood, 

Jowett, the Indian governors, older civil servants, and 

those generally in authority—did gentlemen. Mid-

victorians used the term gentleman rather vaguely, but 

basically they meant those men having a decent background, 

a traditional university education, the social graces, and 

a manly comportment. The destroyers of Haileybury believed 

those attributes would be intrinsic in one graduating from 

Oxford or Cambridge. Thus, there was no real worry that 

those who passed the competitive exam would not be gentle

men. Making up for the few applicants from those univer

sities and•having to accept the men who scored highest--who 

were not necessarily the university men--however, the 

examiners had to allow men of dubious character to join 

the Indian Civil Service. 

The scandal of the new men not being gentlemen 

became even more important to the later Victorians than 

incompetence. Dr. Birdwood of the Bombay Medical Service 

wrote in 1872: "In India efficiency is quite of secondary 

importance; it indeed bores the natives desperately. But 

a high tone, down to the drummer-boys, is everything, at 

least to the stability of the British government in the 

12 country." Sir Charles Wood, again assuming 

12 
Quoted in Compton, "Open Competition," p. 269. 

•K^s 
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responsibility for the Indian service in 1859, was aghast 

at the new recruits. Moore states that Wood, while "pon

dering the professional incompetence of the service . . . 

also became concerned at the character of the young men." 

Wood received reports that the new administrators were 

"sinking in the estimation of the Natives as a superior 

race as gentlemen & with the qualities of English gentle-

14 
men." His utter disgust with the competition men and 

with his particular irritant, men from the Irish univer

sities, were voiced to Trevelyan and William Denison, 

Governor of Madras. He wrote to Trevelyan: 

You know the complaints of some if not many of the 
Bengal Civilians.. From Madras we have universally 'a 
good character. The explanation is curious. The can
didates choose their presidency according to their 
position on the [competitive examination] list. The 
clever well-crammed youths from the Irish Universities 
or Commercial schools obtain the highest marks & go to 
Bengal. The University men, who are gentlemen go to 
Madras . . . It is difficult to say this in public, 
for I should have half a dozen wild Irishmen on my ,^ 
shoulders & as many middle class examination students. 

He acimitted to Denison that: 

I believe that upon the whole you get the most gentle
manlike lot of the candidates. We are doing all that 
is in our power in conducting the examinations so as 

ibid. 

13 
Moore, Wood's Indian Policy, p. 97. 

Wood to Lord Elgin, June 26, 1862, quoted in 

Wood to Trevelyan, October 16, 1864, quoted 
in ibid., p. 101. 
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to give a turn in favour of the gentlemen, but nothing 
can keep out a very clever fellow, though he may not 
be up to the mark in manners & conversation.16 

Ironically one of Wood's solutions to the problem was 

establishing another Haileybury. Although Wood did not 

use the term "Haileybury," the Edinburgh Review did when 

it later commented on Wood's proposal. He suggested 

establishing a two-year college in London to educate and 

to check on the character of recruits. The Civil Service 
1 g 

Commission refused Wood's suggestion of a college.'^ 

In addition to Wood, the older India hands also 

grumbled about the new men and wished for the good old 

days. For instance George Trevelyan pilloried the new 
19 recruits in The Competition Wallah, and his views were 

20 echoed by Sir George Clerk, Governor of Bombay, and 

21 
every viceroy of the later nineteenth century. Among 

the experienced India men there grew up a myth of the 

Haileybury years. The old patronage period was fondly 

16 
Wood to Denison, December 9, 1864, quoted in ibid 

17 
The Edinburgh Review, art. II, April 1874, p. 338 

1 8 
Moore, Wood's India Policy, pp. 98, 100. 

19 
George Otto Trevelyan, The Competition Wallah, 

2nd ed., 1866, pp. 4-16. 
20 
Compton, "Open Competition," p. 273. 

21 
Spangenberg, "The Problem of Recruitment," p. 

351; The Prince of Wales on his return from his Indian 
tour believed open competition to be a failure and this 
became the accepted royal view. Ibid., p. 350. 
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2 ^ 
recalled as the glory years of the Indian Civil Service. 

The Macaulay-Trevelyan-Jowett scheme, therefore, 

was a total failure. Gentlemen scholars did not fill the 

Indian posts; instead men of questionable backgrounds and 

23 education replaced the Directors' appointees. Completing 

the disaster, the system that had been abolished was gain-

24 

ing the reputation of being the "halcyon era." In addi

tion, every prediction made by the advocates of Haileybury 

came true. Competition did not insure greater competence, 

and it did not attract a large number of applicants. It 

did lead to cramming, and it admitted men to the service 

who had less regard for the natives. It may be true that 

those who opposed open competition often had personal in

terests at stake; nevertheless, those same men had years 

of Indian experience and, apparently, a better grasp of 

the realities of the Indian Civil Service. 

Even during the heyday of the university men, 18 5 5 

to 1860, there were complaints about the competence of 

competitive recruits. Sir George Campbell, Lieutenant-

Governor of Bengal, noted that in the late 18 50's the 

22 
The Edinburgh Review, April 187 4, p. 3 59; 

Spangenberg, "The Problem of Recruitment," p. 3 52. 
^^Testimony of J. G. Maitland, March 22, 1860, 

Parliamentary Papers: Government: Civil Service, 6: 
51. 

24 
The "halcyon era" is Spangenberg's term, "The 

Problem of Recruitment," p. 3 52. 

/ ^ 
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quantity of work increased while the quality of the new 

A ^ 2 5 

men decreased. Campbell's observation was not unique. 

The Fourth Report of the Civil Service Commission stated 

that as early as 1858 Indian administrators commented on 

the lagging ability of the new recruits. ^ Lord Ellen

borough and Lord Stanley, in 1858 and 1859 respectively, 

attempted to improve the service by demanding that recruits 

spend a year in England broadening their education and 

that they devote more time to learning the vernacular lan-
27 guages after they arrived in India. Wood's opinions have 

already been noted, but it should be added he was appalled 

2 8 
particularly by the recruits' lack of legal knowledge. 

In the later Haileybury years a writer's efficiency and 

ability were taken for granted; the complaints aired after 

1858 had not been an issue in the Indian Civil Service 

since the first two decades of the nineteenth century. 

Macaulay and his herd assumed that the India 

service was naturally attractive to Englishmen. Since 

the fight over the four-fold plan, however, patronage 

supporters had been proclaiming that idea to be false. 

In fact, as previously stated, one of the reasons given 

25 
Roy, The Civil Service, p. 68. 

26 
Spangenberg, "The Problem of Recruitment," p. 34 2 

27 
Moore, Wood's I n d i a n P o l i c y , p . 9 3 . 

^ ^ I b i d . , p p . 9 5 , 9 6 , 9 7 , 1 0 1 . 
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by the Directors for abolishing the four-fold plan was 

the impossibility of finding enough young men to take rhe 

test. The same was true after 1853. Not only did uni

versity men shy away from Indian service, most Britons 

did. In 1860 for each open position only two men applied 

to take the exam, which was down from five and three in 

29 
the preceding two years. The parliamentary committee 

of 1876 on the Indian service also lamented the lack of 

applicants. Fear of India, the low social status of 

Indian servants, ""and the expense of educating a youth to 

31 take the exam combined to frighten away most Britishmen. 

Sir George Campbell's warning that Haileybury's 

32 demise would lead to cramming definitely proved valid. 

The test score determined who would be recruited, and 

there were no restrictions on how one acquired the knowl

edge to gain high marks. A new, lucrative profession 

sprang up in London, the cramming tutors. These men, for 

a considerable fee, prepared young men over a one- or 

29 
Testimony of Sir Edward Ryan, May 17, 1860, 

Parliamentary Papers: Government: Civil Service, 6: 
316. 

"The Selection and Training of Candidates for 
Indian Civil Service," 1876, Parliamentary Papers: 
Accounts and Papers, 55: 286. 

In this way open competition also drained the 
best minds away from the service as had been feared. 

32 
See above, chapter 6, p. 164. 
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two-year period to take the Indian test. Even university 

men would spend some time with a crammer to keep up with 

33 
the "clever fellows." The successful, "well-crammed" 

men not only failed to obtain the social education 

Macaulay and Jowett believed inherent in a course of 

study at one of the old universities; they were exposed 

to the evils of London life. All of the immorality of 

which Haileybury had been accused was inconsequential to 

the horrors a youth encountered in his year or years under 

34 
a cramming coach. Thus, many of the new recruits had 

neither the educational nor moral quality of an old 

Haileyburian. 

Finally, the two hallmarks given to the service 

by the Haileyburians--respect, at least in part, for the 

natives and elan--were lost with the college. On the 

whole the Haileyburians did not regard Indians as some 

kind of lower life-form. A Director's admonition to a 

writer to remember that an Indian was his intellectual 

but not moral equal and that the Indian therefore should 

be treated with respect but shown the error of his heathen 

ways can be taken as a standard for a Haileyburian's 

33 
Jowett to Salisbury, Decmeber 27, 1874, in 

Benjamin Jowett, Letters of Benjamin Jowett, M.A. Master 
of Balliol College Oxford, ed. by Evelyn Abbott and Lewis 
Campbell (London: John Murray, 1899), p. 132. 

-̂ "̂ Ibid. 
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35 

perspective. Many new men did not display this benign 

attitude. Wood complained to Lord Lawrence in 18 6 4 that 

"young Trevelyan [George Otto] . . . [had reported that] 

the conduct of Englishmen towards natives is anything but 

satisfactory, indeed, I may say, to me, very painful & 

3 6 
discouraging." Alfred Lyall wrote that the recruits 

were "without any sympathy for the semi-barbarous native 

whom they govern, and only liking the respectable educated 

37 native, who to me is a bore." The absence of the esprit 

de corps was just as obvious and disconcerting. Both the 

Edinburgh Review and the parliamentary report of 1876 

3 8 pointed out this failing in the new system. John 

Martineau commented on the loss of spirit and reflected, 

"It may well be doubted whether the Indian Civil Service 

did not suffer a great loss by the abolition of Hailey-

39 bury." 

The travails of the reformed Indian service forced 

Temple, Men and Events, p. 19, 20. 

3 6 
Wood to Lawrence, February 2, 1864, quoted in 

Moore, Wood's Indian Policy, p. 97. 
37 
A. C. Lyall to his sister Sibylla, July 30, 1863, 

quoted in Compton, "Open Competition," p. 27 2. 
^^The Edinburgh Review, April 1874, p. 339; "The 

Selection and Training of Candidates," 1876, Parliamentary 
Papers: Accounts and Papers, 55: 308. 

39 
John Martineau, The Life and Correspondence of 

Sir Bartle Frere (2 vols.: London: John Murray, 189 5) , 
I: 9. 
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Lord Salisbury, Secretary of State for India (1874-78), 

into a painful reassessment of the entire system. Presaged 

by an article in the Edinburgh Review in 1874 and by corre

spondence with Benjamin Jowett in 1874, Salisbury ordered 

a parliamentary investigation of the service in 1876. The 

Review article bluntly stated that open competition was a 

failure as it applied to the Indian Civil Service. Con

tinuing, the article reminded its readers of the dire 

predictions about the service's fate if Haileybury were 

closed and professed that the old system was better. It 

recommended establishing a new Haileybury which was to be 

40 modeled after Wood's plan of 1853. Jowett, in his 
« 

rambling screed to Salisbury, was more diplomatic. He -

recognized the evils of cramming, the moral temptations 

of youths stuck in London, and the lack of spirit in the 

service. However, he pompously and incorrectly added, 

"The commission [Macaulay Commission] were right, I think, 

to abolish Haileybury, which had not the social and edu

cational advantages of a University, and which could not 
42 

supply the necessary instruction in law." Offering his 

40 
The Edinburgh Review, April 1874, pp. 331, 

334-38, 340-43. 
Jowett to Salisbury, December 27, 1874, Letters, 

p. 132. 

42 
Ibid., p. 134. Not one to let facts interfere 

with his theories, Jowett makes two errors in this 
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wisdom to Salisbury, he suggested creating a new college 

for men recruited by competition, perhaps a two-year in

stitution, which should be attached to either Oxford or 

43 
Cambridge. He was positive that the prestige of a 

university degree would "counterbalance the objections 

to India, which are generally felt by those who have no 

44 Indian connections." The college would teach practical 

courses and, without creating a clique as did Haileybury, 

45 help engender an esprit de corps. 

The parliamentary report closely followed the 

sentiments of the Review and Jowett. As did the other two 

works, it enumerated the problems of the Indian service: 

fewer applicants than expected, fear of India, low educa-

46 tional level, and a dearth of spirit. Recognizing that 

a return to patronage was impossible, it also proposed a 

new Haileybury which would admit students through competi-

47 tion. It further suggested lowering the applicants' age 

statement. First, the commission did not abolish Hailey
bury nor recommend its closing. Secondly, Haileybury 
offered much better instruction in law than the univer
sities . 

Ibid., pp. 135-36. 

44 
Ibid., p. 135. 

45 ^^Ibid. 

46 
"The Selection and Training of Candidates," 1876, 

Parliamentary Papers: Accounts and Papers, 55: 286, 308. 
47 

Ibid., p. 310 . 
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limit to 17 in order that boys just graduating from the 

public schools might take the exam.^^ 

Salisbury accepted, in principle, most of the 

report's suggestions. Instead of creating a new college 

though, he required new recruits to spend two years' 

probation at a university before embarking for India. ^ 

He lowered the age limit to allow public school graduates 

to compete and hoped this new rule would eliminate cram

ming since there would be no idle years between graduation 

and the test. Unfortunately, Salisbury's reforms did 

not solve the recruitment problems. The India Civil 

Service continued to decline through the nineteenth and 

early twentieth centuries. 

The suggestions to found a new Haileybury and the 

corresponding assumptions that a college would cure the 

Indian service's problems demonstrate a contemporary mis

understanding of Haileybury's role in the Indian system. 

In addition, the stubborn adherence to the doctrines that 

education could mold an Indian administrator into a form 

resembling a Haileyburian, that it was Haileybury's 

48 
Ibid., p. 331. 

49 
Compton, "Open Competition," p. 277. 
Ibid.; Spangenberg, "The Problem of Recruitment," 

p. 347. 

Spangenberg, "The Problem of Recruitment," pp. 
347-50. 
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training which created efficiency, and that a new college 

or increased education could restore the spirit and elan 

of the Haileyburians indicate a persistent desire to dis

regard the obvious in favor of theory. Haileybury's 

graduates were indeed special men, but it was neither the 

college nor its classes which produced the singular traits. 

The perception on the part of the Liberal reformers 

that Haileyburians acquired their unique character by pass

ing a course of study is absurd. Professors did not teach 

men to be adequate or excellent Indian administrators; at 

Haileybury it was only possible to get a good education, 

though most students did not take advantage of the oppor

tunity, and to attend courses which, during most of its 

life, were taught only at Haileybury. A normal Hailey

burian was no better educated than any university man of 

his day. In fact, since professors were pressured to 

pass students, Haileyburians may have been less learned 

than many of their countrymen. The unique courses at 

Haileybury provided no overwhelming benefit, because 

students did not have to learn the subject matter. If 

education alone had been the major factor in producing 

the praised Haileybury traits, there is no explanation 

for the apparent decline in the service during the uni

versity years. At least half of the recruits from 1855 

to 18 60 were Oxford and Cambridge men and certainly as 

ikk. 
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well as if not better educated than Haileyburians. Yet 

these men were considered inferior to the old corps.^^ 

Further, even though the term "training" has been used in 

this work, Haileybury did not train a man for the Indian 

service. The college offered only the classical, practical 

and Oriental courses. There were no courses on how to be 

a district officer, or a judge, or a tax collector, or on 

any of the Indian duties. In fact at Haileybury India was 

53 rarely mentioned. The students considered it "bad for:?/' 

54 to talk about one's future job. Education, therefore, 

was not the key to a Haileyburian's character. 

As a sidelight to this discussion on education, 

there was, apparently unobserved at the time, an astound

ing contradiction in the attitudes towards education of 

those who favored abolishing Haileybury and instituting 

open competition. The Macaulay-Jowett element wanted to 

get the most educated, the best minds for India. At the 

other end of the spectrum was the "Friend of India" 

writing in The Times that India did not need scholars 

52 
It must be noted that this judgment, as can be 

seen from the preceding discussion, was made by persons 
who had no special attachment to Haileybury. 

53 
Even in the Oriental courses, it was the lan

guages, not the duties of a writer, which were taught. 
54 
Beames, Memoirs, p. 64. 
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55 
or overly educated men. Both believed that replacing 

Haileybury with open competition would insure that a 

gentleman went to India. These views mirror two theories 

of mid-victorians: that education could make one a gentle

man, and on the other hand that a gentleman was born, that 

5 6 
it was in the blood. The latter group seemed to have 

the opinion that through some mystical process a gentleman 

could demonstrate his gentlemanly qualities on an exam 

and naturally would be chosen. Neither thoery proved 

correct in regard to the India service. 

The belief that a new college could re-create the 

famous esprit de corps was also fallacious. It is true 

that there was a special spirit among the Haileyburians, 

and that the college was associated with it. Adding to 

the numerous previous statements on their elan, Naresh Roy 

writes that "this spirit of comradeship was carried down 

to India by the Haileyburians," and that it was the school 

which held the service together. Samuel Brown, writing 

55 
The "Friend" represented a large group, the 

"Friends of India." See also, Testimony of J. P. 
Willoughby, May 28, 1952, Parliamentary Papers: 
India, 12: 148. 

5 fi 

It should be remembered that in 1853 the Indian 
servants were not considered gentlemen. The Indian fami
lies retained their low social status; and, since most 
Haileyburians were sons of those families, they were not 
of the gentlemanly sort. 

57 
Roy, Civil Service, p. 64. 
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to his family in England, stated, 

I assure you, when I heard of his [a mate from Hailey
bury] arrival in India, I felt so gladdened in heart, 
as if the quiet personal intercourse which we enjoyed 
at Hayleybury [sic] were to be renewed again. . . . 
His arrival is a source of delight to me.58 

An examination of these statements, though, reveal a 

spirit of friendship and comradeship, not a spirit of 

service to India. Haileybury did not create the sense of 

duty to India which was praised before open competition 

and remembered fondly afterwards. Haileyburians did not 

undergo indoctrination; they were merely given access to 

knowledge. One could develop friendships at the school 

(or any school) and, thus, acquire loyalty to one's mate, 

but devotion to a friend is not the same as devotion to 

the Indian service. The sense of service to India origi

nated elsewhere, and without that source no new college 

could instill the Haileyburians' esprit de corps. 

A new college, or extended education as was tried 

by Salisbury, therefore, could not duplicate Haileybury. 

It was not Haileybury's educational program which made the 

graduates special, nor did the college create the esprit 

de corps. Haileybury's contribution, its value, to the 

Indian service was the very thing for which it was con

demned in 1853. The Liberal reformers reformed out of the 

58 
Samuel Sneade Brown, Home Letters Written from 

India Between the Years 1828 & 1841 (London: L. F. Roworth, 
1878), p. 18. 
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service the institution which had originated and nurtured 

the Haileyburian traits. The Haileyburians, as was cor

rectly charged, were a clique; the college did enroll an 

exclusive group of young men, but it was that select group 

which gave Haileybury its unique character. From its 

opening to closing day, most of the students had an Indian 

background. They were the descendants of that small seg

ment of the British population which considered India its 

bailiwick—the Indian families. It was the traditions of 

these families, passed on by their progeny, that gave the 

Haileybury years their special stamp. 

Over the years that control of the sub-continent 

passed from father to son, uncle to- nephew, or through 

other family connections, the Indian families developed 

an almost singleminded tradition of service to India. 

The benevolent aspect of the tradition, however, was a 

nineteenth-century phenomenon. Originally the Indian 

families, serving under the company, were regarded as the 

ravishers not the protectors of India. They were looters 

who went to India, acquired great wealth by unscrupulous 

means, and returned to England as the ridiculed nabobs. 

The transformation from the robbers to the guardians of 

India should not be considered a sudden altruistic conver

sion; it was forced on the families by law and circumstance. 

As the government stripped the company of its commercial 

rights, it also restricted the activities of the writers 

X 
i 
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and had its own governors in India to see the laws were 

obeyed. Thus, just at the time Haileybury was founded, 

the servants stopped returning from India with mounds of 

ill-gotten gains and lost their mercantile duties. Instead, 

the writers were given a good wage and pension and were to 

govern not trade with the natives. The nabob was replaced 

by the civil servant. The new role of the Indian servant, 

however, took some time to become a part of the families' 

traditions. Honesty, integrity, and duty did not become 

the families' hallmarks overnight. It was the first gener

ation of Haileybury men that brought these concepts to the 

tradition, and by the 1820's the transformation was com

plete among the younger men. Brown, in 1828, complained 

to his family about the remnants of the old corruption 

left in the service. Fortunately, he wrote, what chicanery 

59 remained "was centered in the senior civil servants"; the 

junior men avoided temptation and prided themselves on 

6 0 
their sense of duty. The coinciding of Haileybury's 

first years and the transformation of the writer's atti

tudes created the misunderstanding that the college was 

responsible for the improved qualities of the civil 

service. However, it was the change in the families' 

tradition which was the cause of the improvement. 

59 
Brown, Letters, p. 27. 

^°Ibid., pp. 27, 32. 
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Besides the governmental restrictions, another 

and as strong a reason for the young servants to avoid 

the sins of their predecessors was the curious social 

position of the Indian families. The Indian families 

were snubbed by British society. After risking life and 

limb in service to what they believed was British interests 

(and gaining a modicum of wealth), the families were angered 

over their reception in their homeland. Trevelyan passion

ately presented the families' grievances to the India com

mittee. He pointed out the families' devotion to India, 

the benefits of their administration to the natives, and 

the privations they suffered. Yet when the Indian servants 

returned home there was no respect, no honors for their 

service*; "when we go home we are nobody, we are utterly 

61 
unknown." In India the families had power, in England 

scorn. The servants appointed in the 1810 to 1820 period 

realized that if they lost India they lost their place of 

power, and there was a very real chance of that happening. 

The same movement which caused the government to limit 

the company's commercial and governmental functions also 

wanted to abolish the company's patronage. Although the 

government was hesitant to abolish patronage, if the 

reputation of the Indian service had not improved, the 

61 
Testimony of Sir C. E. Trevelyan, June 28, 1853, 

Parliamentary Papers: India, 16, 231; see also pp. 229-30. 
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government would have been forced to act. Thus, the 

tradition of duty to India also grew out of the families' 

desire to protect the access to their place of nobility, 

their manor, their estate. 

The tradition developed during the early 

Haileybury years, therefore, was one of devoted service 

to India. Further, the new men accepted the fact that 

they were not the masters of India. Through Pitt's and 

the succeeding India Acts, the government assumed the 

power to set Indian policy. The servants merely carried 

out their duty under governmental dictates. Since few 

Haileyburians acceded to the higher positions—Lord 

Lawrence is the monumental exception not the rule--the 

6 2 
college had little opportunity to affect Indian policy. 

The Haileyburians were the administrators not the policy 

makers of India. John Stuart Mill's comments on India 

best exemplify the families' tradition. Under the dual 

control of the government and the company, the India Civil 

Service was to hold India in trust. The servants were to 

retain the best of the Indian culture, reform its evils, 

and prepare India for the day the Raj could quit India 

6 2 
Most Haileyburians acquired no higher position 

than judge and, upon retirement, lived quietly in Britain. 
Only one Haileyburian became a Director and only one a 
viceroy. Of course many of them died in India, especially 
during the Mutiny, and this attrition reduced the Hailey
burians and, thus, Haileybury's effect on Indian policy. 



211 

g 3 
and leave behind a peaceful, self-governing people. 

Many contemporaries understood the contribution of 
g 1 

the India families to the civil service. Grant's forcing 

the company to retain its patronage in 1833 was, in part, 

designed to continue the selection of servants from the 

families. Several suggested alternatives to Wood's 1853 

scheme contained plans to carry out the same end. The 

Gentleman's Magazine in 1858 questioned the wisdom of 

losing, through the new competitive system, the valuable 

service of those who "looked upon India as home," and 

correctly predicted the irrevocable harm to the service' s 

6 5 
esprit de corps by that loss. Lord Lawrence, in 1873, 

when questioned about allowing Indians into the service, 

testified: 

I would not bar the entrance to the service abso
lutely against Europeans, because I think it would 
not be fair, because there are , . . Englishmen who 
have been not only for the best part of their lives 
in India, but from father to son in India, and con
nected with it; and I think it would be unfair, that 
to a moderate extent, appointments should not be open 
to their sons, where they are fit for them, because 

63 
Bearce, British Attitudes Towards India, pp. 

283-91. 
64 
Even Jowett when he was trying to use a univer

sity degree to help Englishmen "who have no Indian connec
tions" overcome their fear of India gave grudging recogni
tion of the fact that the Indian families were of some 
benefit. See above p. 201. 

6 5 
The Gentleman's Magazine and Historical Chronicle, 

no. 142, part I, 1858, p. 93. 
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as it is now, the greater number of the descendants 
are barred from success for one reason or the other 
in competition in England; and if you shut absolutely 
the service in India against them, you will create, 
I think, a great grievance.^^ 

Protecting special interests, which was what the 

Indian families represented, ran counter to the ideas of 

Macaulay, Wood, Gladstone, and the other Liberal reformers. 

The institution of the Indian families was as disagreeable 

as purchase in the Army. And the reformers did not think 

that India was a special case. Their theories were univer

sally true and therefore universally applicable. The Indian 

families may have performed admirably, but the changes the 

reformers wanted would make the Indian service even better. 

Open competition canceled the families' service in India, 

and what those who later praised the Haileyburians were 

actually applauding was the Directors' use of patronage. 

The often espoused idea that the Directors were monsters 

destroying India just was not true. They were business

men who wanted to protect their profit, and they could not 

6 7 
do that by ignoring the source of that profit. Thus, 

g g 

Testimony of Lord Lawrence, June 13, 1373, 
Parliamentary Papers: India, 21: 364. 

g -J 

As was discussed in chapters 3 and 4, one may 
not generalize about the make-up of the Court of Directors 
since the Court vacillated among the Indian and Shipping 
interest; however, one may state that the Court always 
wanted India administered as efficiently as possible. 
Also, many Directors, Grant and Scott are merely two ex
amples, had a genuine interest in helping India towards 
reform (whether India wanted it or not). 
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they wanted to send able men to India,^ men who cared 

about India, and these men were the scions of the Indian 

families. The reformers also wanted to send able men to 

India, but they could never find or educate men to replace 

the sons of the Indian families. 

Haileybury's major role in the Indian service, 

therefore, was protecting and spreading the Indian 

families' traditional sense of duty. Haileybury pro

tected the tradition through its political status. The 

forces trying to abolish patronage would certainly have 

succeeded sooner had not the government assumed control 

of Haileybury. In 1813 and 1833 those who supported 

the Directors' patronage could point-to Haileybury in 

defense. The college was a piece of physical evidence 

that the company no longer had sole power over patronage 

and that there was an ongoing effort to improve the civil 

6 8 
According to the Directors, able men had ade

quate physical attributes. It did no good to send the 
sickly to India. Thus, the Haileyburians, as most active 
nineteenth-century Englishmen, were sportsmen. This 
quality also was praised in the old corps and found 
lacking in the recruits after 18 55. 

69 
One might also say Hai.leybury protected the 

tradition by weeding out the supremely incompetent, but 
this was a minor function. Incompetents had never been 
sent out in any appreciable number. 

Actually, if the company had successfully 
resisted the government takeover of Haileybury, its 
patronage would have been abolished sooner. 

/A 
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service. What happened at the college was more or less 

irrelevant as long as the students' conduct did not get 

totally out of control and thus disprove that the servants 

were improving. The government made just enough rule 

changes to encourage good behavior then left the college 

72 
alone. When the government no longer wanted to protect 

patronage, Haileybury was easily brushed aside. 

Haileybury spread the families' tradition by 

bringing into association both Indian and non-Indian 

students. The two years at the college allowed friend

ships and loyalty to develop among the students, Thus a 

non-Indian, such as Beames, could acquire a feeling of 

the families' sense of duty through his friendship with 

an Indian, such as his mate Elliott. The duty to one's 

friends, thus, included duty to India. A non-Indian did 

not want to dishonor his Indian friends by ignoring his 

duty. The bond of friendships forged at Haileybury was 

indeed strong and lasting and important to men sent to 

the loneliness which characterized many Indian posts. 

One M.P., Mr. Blackett, in 1853, stated that if 
Haileybury and the reforms of the college proposed in 1833 
had not been a part of the 18 33 India Act, it would not 
have passed in the form it did. He intimates patronage 
would have been abolished. 3 Hansard 127 (1853): 1313. 

72 
For instance the last rule change was in reac

tion to the student riot of 1843. Basically, the Board 
of Control ignored the professors' pleas except for the 
periods directly after the India Acts. 

^ 
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This bond strengthened the sense of duty to India. 

It was not Haileybury's educational program which 

was the college's contribution to the Indian service; it 
^ 

was Haileybury's maintaining the influence of the Indian 

families on the service. And it was the tradition of 

these families carried on through their sons which caused 

it to be said of the Haileyburians, "a manlier race of men 

73 the world has not seen." 

73 
The Gentleman's Magazine and Historical Chronicle, 

no. 142, part I, 1858, p. 92. 
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