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The ‘arch priestess of anarchy’ visits
Lahore: violence, love, and the
worldliness of revolutionary texts

J DANIEL ELAM

In 1909, a Criminal Intelligence Department official in Delhi warned of
Russian-born anarchist Emma Goldman’s trip to India scheduled for the
following year. The ‘arch priestess of anarchy’, as she was called in the file, a
controversial figure in radical American politics, was planning to arrive from
the US via Australia for a lecture series across India. Because she posed a
definite threat to the British Raj, officials moved quickly to bar her entrance
at either Bombay or Madras.1

Goldman was unable to fund the trip, and the CID seemed to lose interest
in the case. The story apparently ends there: Emma Goldman stayed in the
US until being deported to Europe in 1917. She never landed at Bombay or
Madras. This essay, nevertheless, reframes Goldman’s stalled South Asian
lecture tour to focus on the ways in which the anarchist still appeared in Delhi
and Lahore over the next 20 years. By tracking Goldman’s traces through
late-colonial India, this article highlights a network of international radical
thought that troubles nationalist narratives of political, philosophical, and
literary production. Goldman’s traces across South Asia demand that we
alter our geographical scale of the proliferation of radical thought during the
early decades of the twentieth century. The transnational reach of leftist
thought during this period is matched only by the transnational reach of its
political imagination.

If she was unable to come to British India in 1910, then what was Emma
Goldman doing in a Lahore jail cell at the end of March 1931? Among the
many books and papers found in Bhagat Singh’s cell were Emma Goldman’s
writings on anarchism. There are a few routes Goldman’s writings could have
taken to end up in Lahore. The most obvious one starts in California. Ghadr
party founder and anticolonial agitator Lala Har Dayal toured with Emma
Goldman along the US west coast in 1912 and 1913. Goldman’s writings were
widely published in pamphlets and in her periodical Mother Earth (which was
proscribed by the British Raj). Upton Sinclair’s self-published 1915 Cry for
Justice featured selections from Goldman’s critique of prisons and Auguste
Vailliant’s 1894 ‘Courtroom Speech’, from which Bhagat Singh borrowed the
famous line, ‘it takes a loud voice to make the deaf hear’. The page numbers
Singh writes in his jail notebook align perfectly with Sinclair’s volume.2 Har
Dayal’s colleague, Ajit Singh, most likely included many of Goldman’s tracts
in his frequent letters to his brother. Ajit’s brother collected these letters for
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his son. His son*Bhagat Singh*took them to jail after his arrest for setting
off a smoke-bomb in the Central Legislative Assembly.

There is an additional route, slightly more circuitous. After being deported
from the US in 1917, Emma Goldman toured Europe and wrote a series of
essays on experimental German education and the failures of the Russian
Revolution. She published these essays in American publications starting in
1932. But the Calcutta-based Modern Review had begun publishing these
travelogues starting in 1927. A voracious reader, Bhagat Singh subscribed to
Modern Review (and, incidentally, Gandhi’s Young India).

In any case, Bhagat Singh’s writings on anarchism reflect a direct
engagement with Emma Goldman’s writing. So direct that in a serial essay
on anarchism, published in Kirti in 1928, he uses Goldman’s definition of
anarchism verbatim:

Anarchism*the philosophy of a new social order based on liberty unrestricted
by manmade Law; the theory that all forms of Government rest on violence, and
are therefore wrong and harmful, as well as unnecessary.3

This definition is originally from Goldman’s pamphlet, ‘Anarchism: What It
Really Stands For’, published in 1911 (republished in Mother Earth in 1917).
The British Raj proscribed the pamphlet in 1911,4 but clearly a few copies
escaped the grasp of the colonial censors.

This anarchist itinerary has been noted in several books on Bhagat Singh.5

What it marks is a global community of readers*an imagined alternative
community, organized by its textual affiliations. In this sense, Bhagat Singh
is not merely re-presenting Emma Goldman’s ideas for an Indian audience
(though he is surely doing this as well). Rather, I want to suggest an analysis
that posits both Singh and Goldman as nodes in this global constellation of
readers and writers: writers who were reading each other, and acting together
in text across the world. While respecting the relative autonomy of their own
philosophical development, I suggest that we read Emma Goldman and
Bhagat Singh together in order to see how their writings reflect and refract
this network of textual affiliation.

I use ‘affiliation’ here in Edward Said’s particular sense to refuse claims
(often made in the guise of postcolonial theory) that non-western anticolonial
nationalism and/or utopianism merely borrowed from western thought.
Indeed, a fundamental concern of the most productive strains of postcolonial
theory, following Edward Said, is to insist on a contrapuntal history of the
interrelation of political and ethical thought in order to undo the lingering
effects of identitarian binaries. ‘Affiliation’, instead, refers to ‘a kind of
compensatory order that, whether it is a party, an institution, a culture, set of
beliefs, or even a world-vision, provides men and women with a new form
of relationship’.6 Said, promoting a ‘secular criticism’, worries that affiliation
often stems from ‘filial’ structures: the nation-state, a hegemonic (and
colonizing) culture, the literary canon, and so on. Indeed, filial relationships
(by birth or by nation) sometimes become relationships of affiliation (social
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and political convictions). But sometimes these affiliations do not merely
supplement; instead, such relationships open up new worlds.7

By juxtaposing ‘filiation’ and ‘affiliation’, Said enables us to grasp texts at
the nexuses of their multiple political and social alignments and commit-
ments.8 I suggest we proceed with Said’s anxieties in mind about the easy and
often automatic connections between filiation and affiliation while, at the
same time, by suggesting alternative modes of textual affiliation which reach,
if only imaginatively, beyond natal and political relationships to the state and
its forms. This essay takes ‘affiliation’, then, in a double sense: first, as a text’s
commitment to alternative social and political worlds; and second, as a text’s
affiliation with other texts*a global network of texts, which taken together,
produce what may be grandly called ‘a world republic of letters’.9

In this sense, the history of interwar anarchism and its global itineraries
emerges as part of a contrapuntal history of leftist and radical thought in
Europe, the US, and the UK. Such leftist thought, especially in the US,
fundamentally emerges in relationship to the US’s own colonial holdings in
the Philippines; the growing US demand for foreign labour (especially on the
west coast); and the increasing prominence of US universities as alternatives,
for the British Empire’s students, to those in the UK. This confluence of
radical thought, especially in California, emerges as (and was made admit-
tedly possible by) a fervent critique of private capitalism, state imperialism,
and the suspect though inherent relationship between the two. Many scholars
of American anarchism, especially in the early decades of the twentieth
century, have been slow to realize the full extent of anarchism’s globally
heterogeneous critique.10 Ghadrites and European anarchists alike saw in the
US new opportunities*so wrote Lala Har Dayal for the Modern Review in
191111*for new political alliances, and thus new political possibilities.

Though Goldman and Singh never formally met*Singh never left India
and Goldman, in spite of her plans, technically never arrived*the two share
a common vocabulary that extends beyond the definition of anarchism
quoted above. Attention to this shared vocabulary not only adds greater
texture to the two thinkers’ sensitive and ambivalent view of revolutionary
action, but also illuminates the broad network of thought in which the two
writers located themselves. A shared revolutionary concern reveals, in its
global itineraries, an underlying and undergirding commitment to non-state
political organizations and affiliations.12

I use ‘revolutionary’ here mostly because I want to take the authors at
their own word. Singh wrote frequently that he was a ‘revolutionary’*and,
perhaps more importantly, that he was the latest iteration in a long line of
revolutionaries active around the world. Goldman alternated between
‘Anarchist’ (with a capital ‘A’, a common typographical choice at the time)
and ‘revolutionary’, which operate as relatively synonymous terms in her
writing. Singh and his comrades, as has been noted in this volume and
elsewhere, operated at the nexus of multiple political formations and ‘in
motion’, as Bipin Chandra has provocatively written.13 At the same time,
I offer ‘revolutionary’ as a way to grasp the mobile constellation of hetero-
geneous political philosophies*nationalist, internationalist, radical democratic,
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socialist, anarchist*which congeal and dissipate in the writings of Emma
Goldman and Bhagat Singh.

The bulk of this essay analyses Singh’s and Goldman’s works in
conversation. Many of them pair well in their parallelism. The ‘Philosophy
of the Bomb’ (1930) and ‘Anarchism: What It Really Stands For’ (1911), for
example, align quite nicely in terms of genre, and ‘Statement in the Sessions
Court’ (1929) and ‘Address to the Jury’ (1917) are both ostensibly courtroom
speeches.14 We find that the revolutionary’s apologia is a well-travelled genre.
More important, however, is a sustained interest in the study of the elements
that make revolution possible. Consequently, this article moves forward by
examining, in turn, four central metaphors of Goldman and Singh’s texts: the
mass and violence; humanity and love. In my analysis here, I suggest that we
see two metonymic pairs of concerns. In this sense, the mass is metonymic
to humanity and, subsequently, mass violence is metonymic to a love for
humanity. Metonymy, in contradistinction to metaphor, renders in starker
relief the textual gymnastics of revolutionary thought. Consequently, ‘human-
ity’ stands not only as an extension of ‘the masses’, but moreover humanity
retains its central proximity to the crowds which form it. Similarly, and written
with equal vigour in the texts under analysis here, is that ‘love’ is both ‘violence’
extended to humanity, and ‘love’ is in intimate proximity to ‘violence’. The
sustained interest in the masses, violence, humanity, and love turns our
attention, in the final instance, towards a commitment to cosmopolitanism as
an aggressively affiliative (that is, aggressively non-filiative) textual stance.

Crowds and violence

In 1895, French social psychologist/sociologist Gustave Le Bon declared that
the twentieth century would represent ‘THE ERA OF THE CROWD’. In his study
of crowd behaviour, Le Bon proposed that the crowd was so fundamentally
different in moral and political composition that it could not be studied as a
mere agglomeration of individuals, but was its own unit of analysis. Bhagat
Singh and Emma Goldman were not the only writers to take seriously Le
Bon’s analysis (which was translated into English and well circulated by
1896). Sociologists, activists, and politicians in the early decades of the
twentieth century also heeded his call, and considered crowds as sites for
political mobility and social action. But Singh and Goldman represent a
mode of political thought that respects crowds as a viable political resource
for revolution. Throughout their work, the crowd (or mass) is a basic*and
serious*unit of political mobilization.

In the first instance, it is worth noting that Singh and Goldman treat the
masses as coeval with the individual. This slide in sociological epistemology
was not altogether common at the beginning of the century. Le Bon was able
to reconcile separately the existence of an individual and the existence of
crowds, but believed in a model of contagion such that an individual would
‘catch’ the mass-impulse, quickly dissolving her ability to act individually.15

Singh and Goldman, on the other hand, posit a model of simultaneity. ‘There
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is no conflict between the individual and the social instincts’, writes Emma
Goldman, and anarchism realizes this by standing for ‘the free grouping
of individuals for the purpose of producing real social wealth; an order
that will guarantee to every human being free access to the earth’.16 Goldman
is writing here directly against contemporaneously popular conceptions of
individualism and mass action. These theories, which came from Le Bon,
articulated the rational interests of the individual against the irrational
pursuits of the crowd.17 By arguing that they are inherently the same thing
by virtue of commitment, she dismantles liberal notions that suggest the
individual is under threat by the mob.

Yet, while they were held to be coeval formations, both Goldman and
Singh posited a fundamental difference between the individual and the crowd:
the individual is fundamentally unable, on her own, to affiliate with others
and thus enact political action. For both Singh and Goldman, the crowd
alone holds the possibility for non-state affiliation and revolutionary action.
Nevertheless, Singh’s and Goldman’s writings do not demonstrate a totally
unambivalent attitude to the crowd. In this sense, they are much aligned with
contemporaneous sociologists. In his highly ambivalent diagnosis of crowds,
Le Bon concedes that a crowd ‘may be guilty of murder, incendiarism, and
every kind of crime . . . but it is also capable of lofty acts . . . of acts much
loftier than those which the isolated individual is capable’.18

Singh and Goldman demonstrate a slightly different ambivalence, though,
which I think is telling. Le Bon’s ambivalence about the crowd is in its ability
to express both amorality and righteousness. For Singh and Goldman,
however, the crowd holds the possibility for action as well as the threat of
docility and slavish obedience. It is this sympathetic yet anxious orientation
to crowds that suggests the possibility for revolutionary mass action*as well
as mass solidarity, care, and support. Goldman’s essay on ‘majorities’ asserts
the necessity of a strong avant-garde over the ‘crude, lame, pernicious’ masses
(a description taken from Ralph Waldo Emerson), but that it is the individual
who should ‘school’ them for revolution.19 At another point, however, she
insists that ‘life’ is the proper ‘school’ for the masses. She writes elsewhere
that ‘political superstition is still holding sway over the hearts and minds
of the masses, but the true lovers of liberty will have no more to do with it’,20

but also that: ‘problems . . . can be solved only . . . in cooperation with the
struggling masses for the right to the table and joy of life’.21 As I will discuss
later, this commitment to ‘life’ offers a politics of love through violence.

Singh’s concern with crowd politics is especially pronounced in the HRSA’s
famous response to Gandhi’s critique, the ‘Cult of the Bomb’. Similarly, the
masses, in ‘Philosophy of the Bomb’, are also ‘under the sway’ of Gandhi and
the Gandhi-influenced Congress Party, but, simultaneously, completely able
to act of their own accord for revolutionary purposes.

Indeed, in ‘Philosophy of the Bomb’, the organization claims to actually be
a part of the masses themselves, whereas Gandhi has merely ‘told the masses
what he thinks about things’:
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Has Gandhi, during recent years, mixed in the social life of the masses . . . ? We
have, and therefore we claim to know what the masses think . . . We assure
Gandhi that the average . . . human being understands little of the fine theological
niceties about Ahimsa and Loving One’s Enemy . . . We affirm that the masses of
India are solidly with us because we know it from personal experience.22

Singh’s argument against Gandhi here might align the masses with violent
revolutionary action. Indeed, the ‘Philosophy of the Bomb’ purposely sets out
to argue that the bomb is available to large masses (as opposed to small cults).
The two texts’ primary debate hinges on their respective ability to better
represent the masses and their desires; the philosophy of the bomb is
the philosophy of mass revolutionary action.23 Bhagat Singh’s title comes
from Har Dayal’s 1912 pamphlet of the same name, where Har Dayal
grandly proclaimed that the bomb was ‘the Esperanto of revolution’.24

Indeed, for Har Dayal, Emma Goldman, and Bhagat Singh, violence was
mass communication.25

To be clear, all three figures conspired toward and enacted forms of actual,
physical violence which we should disavow: actual assassinations, actual
armed mutinies. At the same time, however, all three writers attempted
to reframe questions of violent mass revolutionary action toward their
metaphorical limits. This is, I think, what is most productive about the
philosophy of the bomb and the Esperanto of revolution: both are textual and
worldly, both signify an interest in metaphors, and both are concerned
with reflections on violence. Indeed, like Georges Sorel’s 1908 Reflections on
Violence, Singh and Goldman were more concerned about the effects of
violence on mass action. Sorel’s ‘general strike’, as Alice Kaplan has noted, is
never an actualized event: ‘what is important, then, is not violence itself, but
reflections on violence’.26 Bhagat Singh’s infamous smoke-bomb in the
Central Legislative Assembly, for example, was designed to be a reflection on
violence rather than violence itself.

Reflections on violence, for Singh (and Sorel), have a double impact:

Terrorism instils fear in the hearts of the oppressors, it brings hopes of revenge
and redemption to the oppressed masses, it gives courage and self-confidence to
the wavering, it shatters the spell of the superiority of the ruling class and raises
the status of the subject race in the eyes of the world . . .27

In its published material, the HRSA attempted to redefine ‘terrorism’ as a
necessary revolutionary step, moving it away from its use by the British Raj,
who used it to silence challenges to colonial rule outside of legislative and
deliberative frameworks.28 ‘Terrorism’, in HRSA’s account, is not necessarily
violent (though perhaps the application of ‘physical force’), but rather an
inspiration and a shock for the masses.

Like Sorel, Goldman and Singh use their reflections on violence to critique
the structural and bureaucratic violence of the (colonial and capitalist) state.
For Emma Goldman, mass revolutionary violence is merely a reflection of
structural, state violence:
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Destruction and violence! How is the ordinary man to know that the most
violent element in society is ignorance; that its power of destruction is the very
thing Anarchism is combating? Nor is he aware that Anarchism, whose roots, as
it were, are part of nature’s forces, destroys, not healthful tissue, but parasitic
growths that feed on the life’s essence of society. It is merely clearing the soil from
weeds and sagebrush, that it may eventually bear healthy fruit.29

Singh and Goldman’s reflections on violence mirror state accounts of their
actions in a critical reversal. Whereas the state disavows its violent acts by
finding scapegoats in its supposed enemies, Singh and Goldman also suggest
that violence is elsewhere, and most often at the level of the state.

In Singh and Goldman’s writings, violence is located not necessarily at the
site of a riotous crowd (though violent acts might be), but rather in the
structural disenfranchisement of the masses. This often takes the form of
actual state violence: the 1886 Haymarket Affair in Chicago for Goldman
and the 1919 Jallianwala Bagh massacre in Amritsar for Singh. In ‘The
Philosophy of the Bomb’, Singh addresses this directly. ‘Violence is physical
force applied for committing injustice, and that is certainly not what the
revolutionaries stand for’, he writes contra Gandhi.30 The HRSA commits
acts of ‘physical force’, not violence. Actual violence, in Singh’s definition,
can only be committed by an oppressive power in the sense that it creates
injustice.31 By this definition, ‘violence’ in Singh’s terms emerges from structures
(state and colonial powers) and operates structurally (the perpetuation of
injustice). In a slightly different but related definitional shift, Goldman argues
in ‘Address to the Jury’ that ‘organised violence on top . . . creates individual
violence on bottom . . . To condemn him means to be blind to the causes
which make him.’32 What this definitional shift does suggest, quite troublingly,
is that deaths caused by revolutionary action cannot be considered violence
(but rather ‘physical force’).

Textually, the ‘mass’ lurks in the murky realm of the semi-empirical: as a
sociological unit, it is nearly impossible to count or predict. Consider the
metaphors Le Bon employs to describe crowds: the mixing of unknown
chemicals, grains of sand on a beach, leaves in a windstorm. Similarly, the
effects of Sorel’s ‘general strike’ are, as Alice Kaplan notes, speculative. The
transnational conception of masses and the transnational circulation of
‘propaganda by deed’ both represent, especially in Singh’s and Goldman’s
writings, a highly imaginative stance, voiced in subjunctive tone, about the
possibilities of violence and mass action. It is in this sense that Singh and
Goldman’s affiliative imagination alerts us to the ways in which their political
actions are indeed philosophical meditations of the bomb.

The speculative and subjunctive mark a significant part of ‘Philosophy of
the Bomb’: ‘WHAT WOULD HAVE HAPPENED’, the HRSA asks in a section title,
if the assassination attempt on the Viceroy had been successful; and how
might we ‘hope the next year’ will be, in ‘THE FUTURE OF CONGRESS’?33

Goldman, too, in ‘Was My Life Worth Living’, asks, repeatedly: what might
have been, under different conditions. Goldman herself ‘might readily in a
different social situation have developed as an artist, scientist, or in any other
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creative and intellectual capacity’;34 American masses might have accom-
plished more towards anarchism; anarchistic co-operation and social well-
being might one day be possible.

What is provocative about a philosophy of the bomb is that it is concerned
with the possibility of violent action as a revolutionary act: what violence
might do, what the masses may perhaps enact, and what revolution could
potentially do.35 Subsequently, we notice that the masses and their potential
violence thus stand in for a considerably more speculative and imaginative
stance: envisioning, through them, a possible humanity in the full cosmopo-
litan sense.

Love and humanity

In fact, Bhagat Singh’s philosophy of the bomb uses violence to declare,
provocatively, that ‘we are next to none in our love for humanity. Far from
having any malice against any individual, we hold human life sacred beyond
words.’36 Compare this to Emma Goldman’s proclamation, in her ‘Address to
the Jury’, that anarchists: ‘as men and woman who out of a deep love for
humanity, out of a passionate reverence for liberty and an all-absorbing
devotion to an ideal, are ready to pay for our faith even with our blood’.37

The category of ‘humanity’ emerges in Singh’s and Goldman’s writings as
the imaginative frontier at which ‘love’ and ‘dedication’ are enacted. Singh’s
and Goldman’s commitment to the life of the masses, discussed above,
emerges here as a love of humanity. In this section, I want to consider what it
means to develop a ‘love for humanity’ from the violence of the masses.

The political use of ‘love for humanity’ is fundamental for revolutionary
change. ‘By ‘‘Revolution’’ we mean that the present order of things, which is
based on manifest injustice, must change’, writes Singh.38 Or, as I quoted
from Goldman above, the clearing away of debris for a new humanity. In ‘Was
My Life Worth Living’, Emma Goldman writes:

A recrudescence of Anarchist ideas in the new future is very probable. When this
occurs and takes effect, I believe that humanity will at last leave the maze in
which it is now lost and will start on the path to sane living and regeneration
through freedom.39

Here, like elsewhere in her writings, Goldman employs contemporaneously
popular ideas of purity and cleanliness to describe her vision for a renewed
humanity.40 Similarly, in their ‘Statement Before Sessions Court’, Bhagat
Singh and Batukeshwar Dutt claim that ‘by Revolution we mean the ultimate
establishment of an order of society which . . . should redeem humanity from
the bondage of capitalism and the misery of imperial wars’.41 ‘Redeeming’
and ‘freeing’ humanity from their oppressive conditions is an expression of a
dedication to humanity, made possible under the conditions of love.

For both Singh and Goldman, ‘love’ must be secular (or at least without
a necessary non-worldly commitment) precisely because love must be a
commitment to human life and humanity itself. Both writers published essays
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on atheism; Emma Goldman in 1916 and Bhagat Singh in 1930. In both
thinkers’ essays, religious belief becomes the condition that pardons suffering
and prevents affiliation between humans. I suggest affiliation here not merely
to align our analysis with Edward Said’s ‘secular criticism’, but also to draw
attention to how both writers provocatively refute charges of ‘arrogant pride
and vanity’42 by offering, on the contrary, a politics of association with the
masses and universal affiliation beyond filiative structures. The eradication of
religious thought, for Goldman and Singh, sets the conditions of possibility
for a properly conceived humanity:

The day we find a great number of men and women with this psychology [of
atheism], who cannot devote themselves to anything else than the service of
mankind and emancipation of the suffering humanity, that day shall inaugurate
the era of liberty.43

In a letter to Sukhdev a year earlier, Singh wrote:

Love always elevates the character of man. It never lowers him, provided love be
love . . . [M]an must have the strongest feelings of love which he may not confine
to one individual and may make it universal.44

These are, of course, both letters from a Lahore jail cell where Singh sat
awaiting his ‘untimely death’; in her essay Sawhney connects Singh’s will-
ingness for self-sacrifice to ‘universal love’.45 Sawhney is correct to identify
this link, which is presented quite aggressively in Singh’s writings. In his letter
to Sukhdev, Singh identifies many types of incorrect love (they fall within the
ellipsis above). Almost all of them fall under the rubric of ‘love of one other’.
If the revolutionary loves one other, the revolutionary sees in that singular
other the possibility for loving widely. In an early essay, published in 1924,
Singh asked:

Are the people who are crying for ‘universal brotherhood’ or ‘cosmopolitanism’
from house-tops really interested in bringing it about? . . . For that imagined
peace we will have to sacrifice the real present. For that imagined peace we will
have to create chaos.46

What might it mean to ‘sacrifice the real present’, except other than a call to
self-sacrifice in the total interest of humanity, a future humanity yet to arrive?
The revolutionary loves life; loves all; loves universally; loves without external
referent; loves humanity. So much so that the revolutionary is willing to be
entirely undone for it.47

As Simona Sawhney has argued, the philosophy of the bomb*indeed,
Bhagat Singh’s guiding politics*was ‘to love the world’ and therefore ‘[risk]
one’s life in order to affect its possible futures’.48 Sawhney’s central argument
here concerns Bhagat Singh’s politics of hope and death, which renders
martyrdom (or ‘untimely death’) an essentially compassionate and hopeful
stance. It is compassionate because it is done in the name of humanity, and it
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is hopeful, as she argues, because it operates under the condition of optimism:
that ‘untimely death’ will inspire the masses towards revolutionary action and
global change. It is a commitment to ‘life’. Violence, in this sense, is a total,
self-sacrificing politics for the masses, for the possibility of a future politics.

Goldman, too, is willing to sacrifice herself for humanity: ‘to pay for our
faith even with our blood’, as I have quoted earlier. Claire Hemmings has
written that Emma Goldman’s love was a form of ‘gendered optimism’: a
sustained ‘mood’ of relating to the world in the form of a total political
embrace.49 Love, for Goldman, was not bound by small social relationships,
but rather was a commitment to revolution, to humanity, and to multiple
forms of political commitments. In an invited lecture in 1933, Goldman
proclaimed to ‘embrace’ all social classes, not just workers and labourers, as
‘faith in humanity and its potentialities’.50

Chris Moffat’s excellent piece in this collection argues that Bhagat Singh
attempted to arrest the present*as a politics of ‘action’ and ‘gesture’*
against a future-oriented politics. This argument here rightly safeguards
Singh’s own claims about the truth of the revolutionary present ad
infinitum*inqilab zindabad indeed. While this argument is compelling,
I think a particular vision of the future*even if imagined as potential*
undergirds Singh’s self-sacrificial politics. In his address ‘To the Young
Political Workers’, Singh demands struggle, sacrifice, and labour for the
utopian world future: the only vantage from which the history of the HRSA
could be properly judged.51 A self-sacrificial violent mass revolt in the present
becomes a peaceful utopian humanity in the future, and, moreover, retains
the connection to its historical origin.

We should appreciate the reflection in these interwar texts of what would
later become the general stance of postcolonial theory: the demand ‘to
endeavour to create a new man’ from ‘the wretched of the earth’.52 In other
words, Singh and Goldman participate in a genealogy of ethico-political
thought which emerges from the masses and multitudes and whose goal is the
resuscitation of a new humanity that remains, nevertheless, rooted in the
unjust conditions of its possibility. It is in this sense that ‘humanity’ emerges,
especially in Singh’s and Goldman’s writings, as a metonymical extension of
‘the masses’.

Emma Goldman makes this point quite clear in a 1929 essay following the
execution of Sacco and Vanzetti:

[The progress of humanity’s] path is lined with the unmarked graves of the Saccos
and Vanzettis of humanity, dotted with the auto-da-fé, the torture chambers, the
gallows and the electric chair. To those martyrs of justice and liberty we owe
what little of real progress and civilization we have today.53

Sacco and Vanzetti operate here, as they often do in American anarchist
and leftist accounts of their trial and execution, as representatives of the
oppressed masses*barely Anglophone Italian immigrants and labour
activists in a xenophobic and laissez-faire US.54 Future humanity based on
‘unmarked graves’ is a compelling claim. ‘Unmarked graves’ hardly belong to
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exemplars or vanguards. Here there is a single line from anonymous masses
and crowds to humanity writ large. Contrary to other contemporaneous
writers (who evoked the power of individual leaders or the avant-garde),
Goldman imagines humanity-to-come to emerge from its most minor and
degraded figures.

We see in Bhagat Singh’s and Emma Goldman’s writing a productive
slippage between descriptions of the masses and descriptions of humanity
writ large. The metonymical relationship between the multitude and humanity,
in the final instance, allows the two writers to articulate a cosmopolitan,
transnational, non-filiative solidarity rooted in the political power of the
crowd. Indeed, anarchism, for Emma Goldman, is fundamentally ‘the belief in
freedom assumes that human beings can cooperate’.55 Singh and Goldman’s
ambivalent love of the masses and zealous love for humanity as its extension56

offers, I think, alternatively imagined communities beyond and underneath
the reach of the state.

Love, hope, and faith as revolutionary orientations toward a potential
humanity reminds us, once more, of the speculative (and optimistic) tone of
revolutionary writing. At the same time, however, we should not lose sight of
the ways in which ‘love’, by reminding us of our shared humanity, requires
that we speak the ‘Esperanto of revolution’: the bomb and martyrdom. Singh
and Goldman articulate a love rooted not in the ‘perpetual peace’ of Kant’s
cosmopolitanism, but metonymically tethered instead to violence: ‘chaos’.

Singh and Goldman therefore participate in a long genealogical prehistory
of postcolonial criticism. In this sense but also beyond it, their writings
demonstrate a commitment to cosmopolitan thought, although as an
affiliation with its darker underside. ‘Love’ revives an ethical stance towards
the masses that radical political philosophers have recently promoted.57

‘Love’, with a metonymical relationship to its ostensible antithesis ‘violence’,
keeps us aware of the difficulties of enacting it and also keeps us tethered to
the injustices that structure its possibilities. As Bruce Robbins reminds us,
cosmopolitanism is not and cannot be easy; the interwar revolutionaries
offer us a cosmopolitanism which is not ‘bland, pious, or powerless’.58 We
could do much worse than to read the revolutionaries for a revolutionary
cosmopolitanism for our time.59

The worldliness of revolution

The transnational reach of radical texts through a network of illicit printing
and circulation meant that writers around the world could participate in
a global conversation, especially after World War I, about new political
possibilities*not only on a national scale, but a global one. Singh and
Goldman enact and reflect this through their rigorous participation in a
global network of radical, revolutionary, anarchist, and otherwise leftist texts.

To recall, Said urges us to understand the ways that ‘texts are worldly’ by
tracing their affiliations. Said’s notes on textual affiliation, I suggest, multiply
the ways in which we understand both Singh and Goldman’s dedication to
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humanity. In this sense, their global textual affiliations reveal the global scope
of their political commitments. In Bhagat Singh’s and Emma Goldman’s
writings, this commitment proclaims itself triply: in the rhetorical choreo-
graphy that Singh and Goldman practise; again at the level of intertextuality
and citation; and finally at the level of circulation and distribution. Texts both
exist in and contain political worlds.

And they bear the traces of this radical global conversation. In this sense,
the ‘worldliness’ of textual affiliation is twofold: on one hand, it suggests
that texts are part and reflective of (or referential to) their political and
cultural contexts. On the other hand, it suggests that texts themselves*
especially Emma Goldman and Bhagat Singh’s*are in conversation with
one another, and thus produce, in and of themselves, revolutionary print
cultural worlds.

As Benedict Anderson has noted, a non-nationalist imagined community
often takes the form of endless and global historical citation.60 Bhagat Singh
and Emma Goldman participate in this anarchist/revolutionary tradition. In
his serial essay on anarchism, Bhagat Singh places himself and his comrades
in a long lineage of revolutionary action that concludes with throwing off the
yoke of colonialism and capitalism (‘IT TAKES A LOUD VOICE TO MAKE THE

DEAF HEAR’ is a direct quote of French anarchist August Vaillant, who also
threw a bomb into a legislative chamber).61 Sawhney has illustrated this
historiographical flair in the correspondence between Sukhdev and Singh.
Emma Goldman, in her definitional essays, presents fin-de-siècle revolu-
tionary agitation in a long line of eighteenth- and nineteenth-century
revolutions. In this way, too, do Singh and Goldman attempt to present a
hagiography of revolutionaries and to represent a universal history of
revolution (of which they are central actors). The revolutionaries were
reading the revolutionaries.

But a camaraderie among revolutionaries, even if in all times and places,
does not necessarily equate with a love for humanity. It is in this sense that
I think Goldman and Singh offer us a new model, if fraught with the
clamorous and cacophonous voices of interwar political thought, about
the possibilities of love for humans in crowds we cannot make sense of,
or part of a humanity we can barely imagine in its fullness (or perhaps one
that is yet to arrive). It is love that emerges from under oppressive
conditions, and although its aim is a new humanity, it refuses to neglect
those whose powerless, mass status fundamentally structures the possibility
of such love.

I think it is in this final sense that we can appreciate Edward Said’s literary
commitment: the ‘arch priestess of anarchy’ might have failed to fund her
lecture tour of India, but a revolutionary worldliness could not be safe-
guarded against by the censors of the British Raj. The revolutionary imagi-
nation, on the contrary, was too constellatory to be contained by filiative
boundaries*that brittle skin of nationalism stretched across empire.62 The
revolutionary (and her texts) produced affiliations, based on the imaginative
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claim that there might be and could be worlds different than the present,
and that those alternatives were (and still are) worth fighting for.
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