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LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY.
Saturday, 18th February, 1928.

The Assembly met in the Assembly Chamber of the Council House
at Eleven of the Clock, Mr. President in the Chair.

DEATH OF MR. HARCHANDRAI VISHINDAS, M.L.A.

Mr, President: On the last occasion we adjourned the House ag a mark
of respect to the memory of our departed comrade Mr. Harchandrai
Vishindas. I am sure it is- the unanimous wish of this House that I
should convey our expression of regret and condolences to the family of
the deceased. :

BILL PASSED BY THE COUNCIL OF STATE LAID ON THE TABLE.

Secretary of the Assembly: Sir, in accordance with Rule 25 of the
Indian Legislative Rules, I lay on the table the Bill to amend the Burma
Salt Act, 1917, for a certain purpose, which was passed by the Council
of State at its meeting of the 16th February 1928.

RESOLUTION RE THE STATUTORY COMMISSION—contd.

Mr. President: The House will row resume further consideration of
the two alternative proposals, one emanating from Lala Lajpat Rai
asking this House not to have anything to do with the Royal Commis-
sion in any shape and in any form and the other from Sir Zulfiqar Ali
Khan asking the House to co-operate with the Commission. Rao
Bahadur Rajah.

~ Rao Bahadur M. C. Rajah (Nominated: Depressed Classes): Thank
you, Sir.

Mr. President: I hope the Honourable Member will now conclude
“his observations. He had his full say on the last occasion.

Rao Bahadur M. C. Rajah: Sir, I am only one here to represent
the depressed classes, and I shall be glad if you will give me three more
minutes.

Mr. President: Very well.
Rao Bahadur M. C. Rajah: Thank you very much, Sir.

On Thursday my Honourable friend, Mr. A. Rangaswami Iyengar,
mterrupted me by asking why we should not come in by the door of
election, of which he ought to kmow perfectly- well there ig as much

(433 ) A
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[Rao Bahadur M. C. Rajah.]

chance as the river Jamuna flowing into the river Cauveri. Migh‘t 1
ogk him, Sir, and his Leader, Sreeman Srinivasa Iyengar, why the Con-
gress Party in Madras did not put up a member of the depressed classes
either for the Assembly or for the Provincial Council?

Mr. A. Rangaswami Iyengar (Tanjore cum Trichinopoly; Non-
Mubhammadan Rural): Did you ask them?

Rao Bahadur M. C. Rajah: Why should we ask them? You pose
yourselves as the leaders of the people.

Mr. Jamnadas M. Mehta (Bombay City: Non-Muhammadan Urban):
Become Congressmen.

Rao Bahadur M. C. Rajah: That clearly shows that in the Congress
camp there cannot be found even a single member of the depressed
classes. (An Honourable Member: ‘‘That is quite wrong.”’)

Rao Bahadur M. O. Rajah: No. That is quite right.

Mr. A. Rangaswami Iyengar: There are many members of the
minority : communities.

Rao Bahadur M. C. Rajah: That might be, but not the depressed
classes. Have they ever ventured to put up a candidate from the
depressed classes for the municipal elections of which not less than
ten take place every year in Madras? 8ir, it is a blessing in disguise
that there is no mixed Commission, for we are now enabled to know the
mind of Great Britain towards India undeflected by any mixture of
Indian element on it. There can be -only two possible schemes. One
on the basis of a Commission collecting evidence to study relevant re-
cords by associating with itself, by close conference, the Committee of
thg Legislature. That is the scheme that has now been adopted in the
constitution . and procedure of the present Commission. The other
scheme is a round table conference. The honest issue before us is, whe-
ther a scheme that provides for an inquiry as well as a conference ‘s
ot far better than o mere round table conference of half a dozen re-
presentatives of Great Britain and half a dozen representatives of this
House without any inquiry which is indispensable. A handful of politi-
cians may give and take across a round table, may redistribute provin-
cial boundaries and proclaim that they have come to an agreement. But
is there the ghost of a chance of the people concerned, agreeing to these
arrangements, forgetting realities in a moment of absentminded politi-
cal idealism? India wants, so far as I could see, the continuance of
British rule for a long, long time to come. (An Honourable Member:
‘‘No.”’) Excepting a microscopic fractional fraction of the country,
India thinks that its future lies in working out its salvation by a wider
and better directed diffusion of the benefits of British rule under British
responsibility, so that India may become eventually one people politi-
cally. If a round table conference is to be held, it ought to be not with
these elected leaders (An Honourable Member: ‘° With nominated
Members.’’)—wait, I will tell you—but with those who are of the people,
live amongst the people, toil from day dawn to nightfall, not known to
the leaders and not kmowing the leaders also. Let the round table con-
ference without a round table take place in innumerable hamlets and
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-villages, under banyan trees of ancient lineage and immemorial standing,
‘on the tank bunds, in harvested ticlds. And let the plenipotentiaries
learn from the lips of the masses what they would want first and fore-
most and under what termg they will agree to the transfer of responsi-
bility and power from the British into Indian hands. Sir, it is our feel-
ing for the country and our legitimate desire to have some place under
the sun that makes us adopt this attitude. Rather than ecriticising us,
if you are only honourable and search your hearts, you will find room
for criticising your own conduct and deploring your sentiments and that
complaisance which leads you to such boycott resolution.

Sir, I feel that we have a case to present before the Simon Commis-
gion. Shall we be denied an opportunity to present our case? Shall we
gain by taking up the attitude which has been suggested by some of the
‘roliticians? The problerd of the depressed classes to the Simon Com-
‘mission will not be 1n vaim. If they could tackle that one single prob-
lem, I am certain that all the sacrifice that Sir John Simon and Lord
Birkenhead have made would not have been 1 vain. So we the mem-
‘bers of the depressed classes will do our duty by ourselves and our courtry
by appearing before the Commission, which is no respecter of persons,
which welcomes to its bosom the Pharasee and the sinner, it will judge
‘the motives of all, and before whose eyes I am certain that the conducs
:of myself and of my community Wwill stand.

Mr. K. 0. Roy (Bengal: Nominated Non-Official): Sir, it will be in
‘the recollection of this House that my esteemed friend, Mr. Srinivasa
Iyengar, who is not present here this morning, addressed a fervent appeal
‘to the Indian Members of the House to vote with him and vote for
‘Swaraj. I reciprocate that sentiment. But, Sir, T wish there had been
a fairer debate and a fuller debate free from the party ties or from the

tyranny of party whips. But, Sir, I stand here unasked by the Leader
of this House to give him my vote. :

Pandit Motilal Nehru (Cities of the United Provinces: Non-Muham-
‘madan Urban): What about the tyranny, of his party?

Mr, K. C. Roy: The Government have not asked me to give them
my vote,

Mr. Jamnadas M. Mehta: Nobody will believe it.

Mr. K. C. Roy: I can look after myself. Now, Sir, the issue before
‘the House is a very grave and important one that has been before the
country since the birth of the present Legislature. But, I am sorry,
Sir, that it has been narrowed down by the unholy politics of my friends
Nawab Sir Zulfigar Ali Khan and Rao Bahadur M. C. Rajah. It is not
a question of communal preferment; it is not a question of communal re-
‘presentation in the Legislature or in the services, but it is a question of
‘the grant of responsible government to this country with whkich this
‘Commission is charged. If my friends Rao Bahadur Rajah, Sir
Zulfigar Ali Khan and Mian Muhammad Shah Nawaz will refresh their
memories by a reference to the Government of India Act, they will find
that the task with which the Simon Commission has been charged is
far graver than the issues which we are discussing to-day.

Nawab Sir Zulfigar ALl Khan (East Central Punjab: Muhammadan) :
1 did not .discuss those things at all. '

A2
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Mr. K. C. Roy: Yours, Sir, was a very minor issue.
Mr. Jamnadas M. Mehta: That is the whole issue with him.

Mr. K. C. Roy: But I am sorry, Sir, that even Sir John Simon has:
been caught in the communal meshes. Instead of waiting to see the
fuller development of Indian public opinion, he has been receiving depu-
tations from minority communities. And for what, may 1 ask?

Rao Bahadur M C. Rajah: He has done the right thing—to know
the people.

Mr., K. . Roy: I trust time alone will show it. But, Sir, my diffi-
culty is about the Resolution which my friend Lala Lajpat Rai has
presented to the House. What does he want? He wants us to give a
vote of no confidence in the Simon Commission. He wants us to give
a mandate to the nation for the organisation of a national boycott.
Sir, I come to the Simon Commission first. They are seven as we all
know. Among them there are men who have made a great mark in the
history of the British nation, men whose names are held in universal
respeet all over the British Empire—at least those of Sir John Simon and
Lord Burnham are. I have known one of them for a long time and
one for u short time, and I know this, that they have come with the
most honourable intentions. (Hear, hear.) I know they have come with
the blessings of all the parties in the British Empire. Only a few weeks
ago I was in London and I thought I would find England full of ‘‘Mother
Mayos’' and of hostile and prejudiced men and women; but what I found
was, there were sensible Englishmen and women who were anxious to
do India constitutiona! justice, and even a foremost statesman told me
that he would rather see India learn bv her mistakes and he also told
me that a constitutional advance in India was absolutely inevitable.-
This is the position sc far as the Simon Commission is concerned. Are
we going to boycott them? (Cries of ““Yes’’.) We know nothing against
them. I only claim that thev are honest men, charged with a very
great task; let us assist them in the performance of their own duty.

Then, Sir, I come to the question of boycott. (An Honourable Mem-
ber: *“Will you assist them in the performance of their duty?’’) 1T shall
never serve as an assessor. 1 come now to the question of boveott.
Those of us who come from Bengal know the boycott movement too
well. There are at least four men in this House—my friends Mr. XK. C.
Neogy, Mr. Amar Nath Dutt, Mr. Ghuznavi, and Sir Darcy Lindsay.
Sir Darev Lindsay’s name will always be remembered as a promoter of
communai peace both in India and without. Mr., Neogv and Mr. Amar
Nath Dutt were student politicians and Mr. Ghuznavi a combatant in
the ranks and a sympathetic eye-witness

Mz Amar Nath Dutt (Burdwan Division: Non-Muhammadan Rural):
1 was under your guardianship. (Laughter).

Mr. K. C. Roy: What are the lessons of the Bengal Partition move-
ment? Men who could have given us guidance in this matter are no
longer with us. The late Sir Surendranath Banerjea and the late Mr.
Aswini Kumar Dutt, if they had been alive to-day, would have given
Bengal proper guidance in this matter. (An Honourable Member:
‘Do not libel their memories.””) I am very sorry you shouild think so.
I “honour their memories by telling the truth. (Applause). They
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would have undoubtedly given a proper lead to the country. But, alas,
they are no longer with us. I cannot conceive a more suicidal policy
than the policy of boycott for Bengal. What is a boycott? Boycott is
& movement of hate, a movement of disrespect, a movement which is
an entire negation of the doctrine of obedience and disobedience. What
are we going to get by boycott? Show me a way beyond the barren
path of boycott and I vote with you. (An Honourable Member: ‘ The
Bengal Partition was annulled.”)

Then, Sir, we have been told that we must vote for this Resolution be-
«cause the Commission will interfere with our inherent right of self-determina-
tion. Well, Sir, the Honourable Pandit Madan Mohan Malaviya was the
President of the Delhi Congress of whose Committee I was an important
member, and I remember we discussed this question then of self-deter-
mination. But, Sir, I have never teen able to find out the ** inherency *’
of the case. I know that self-determination is acquired and defended.
From my study of history I have come to the conclusion that we have got
to acquire self-determination by a victory in war or by a collapse of the
‘Government after a civil revolt. These are the two conditions which
postulate self-determination. Where are those two conditions to-day in
India? (An Honourable Member: ** You are hopeless.”’) It is possibly
they are there ‘‘inherently’’, but there is no outward expression of them.
1 will not be a pessimist. I see very soon India will determine for herself
:and the first expression of tnat determination is the existence of this
House. By boycotting the Simon Commission we are going to throttle this
big institution of which we are the proud Members. (Cries of ‘‘No. no.”)
That is my fear and that is the reason why I am anxious and I ask you
to consider the position and review the situation with the counsel of
statesmanship with which the name of Motilal Nehru is known all over the
world—I mean he will give the proper guidance to the country. (Cries of
“ Yes.”).

Another argument which has been used in favour of the Resolution is
the question of self-respect. This was a question which I asked of a great
Member of this House shortly after the Viceroy’s announcement; do
vou know the answer he gave me? He said, *“ Roy, does any nation live
under the conditions we live in?”’ I was speechless. I thought he was
right. But of course I am as conscious as any one of the self-respect of
India and the self-respect of this House of which I am a humble Memter.
"By co-operating with a Commission which has come here in the honour-
able discharge of a duty, we shall lose nothing of our self-respect. We
shall rise in the esteem of our people and of the civilised world. T shall
not, Sir, argue the point any further.

I will now come to the amendment of my friend, Nawab Sir Zulfiqar
Ali Khan. Much has been said against non-official Members as regards
their prompt decision against the Simon announcement. But those of us
who know the history of the thing need not blame the non-officials for
their decisions. The points which were really examined in that memorable
document were known to most of us long before it was published in India;
and even Sir John Simon did not take very long to draft the memorandum;
he did it on his way from Bombay to Delhi, I know for a fact; and it
is no wonder therefore that our men here in examining the document took
an equally short time to give their answer; I do not wonder at it at all.
But, Sir, that document is & masterpiece and reflects the very highest
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credit on Sir John Simon and his colleagues. There is, however, one-
dark spot—the dark spot of camera evidence. I know from my own ex-
perience that Sir John Simon has taken that precaution only to protect
himself in the end. That is all. I was told by a very competent authority
that it was nothing but a question of human psychology. .

Mr. B. Das (Orissa Division: Non-Muhammadan): De you support the-
principle that the Civil Service and the Executive can give evidence in
camera when they desire?

Mr K. C. Roy: The official evidence will be undouttedly taken in.
public.

Perhaps it may be that some Indian Princes might come and give-
evidence in camera. (An Honourable Member: ‘‘What about the mili-
tary?’”’) I am not a believer in camera evidence at all. I believe that
evidence given in camere on such a large constitutional issue which is.
going to determine the future relations tetween India and England should
be given in the open, and the evidence of one who cannmot give it in the:
open is not worth taking.

Mr. M. A. Jinnah (Bombay City: Muhammadan Urban): The objection.
is not that no evidence should be taken in camera, but that the Indian
wing should be excluded. ‘

Mr K. C. Roy: I am no supporter of that proposition. ~But I am.
quite sure as time goes on, as the Commission goes on with its work, they
will revise their procedure. I appeal therefore to my Honourable friends,
Pandit Motilal Nehru and Sir Basil Blackett, two responsikle leaders of
this House, to consider the suggestions thrown out in the speeches of Mr.
Jayakar and Mr. Jinnah and not to bar the door against negotiations. I
beseech them to take an adjournment of the House; let us have time; let
us consider the grave issues involved and then take a decision honourable
to India and honourable to Great Britain.

*Mr. T. C. Goswami (Calcutta Suburbs: Non-Muhammadan Urban): Sir,
my honourable friend, Mr. K. C. Roy, who is an important Member of this
House and whose words are listened to with great respect in this House,
has told us that Sir John Simon is an honest man and that his colleagues:
are honest men. I do not think any one on this side of the House has ever-
questioned the individual honesty of Sir John Simon and his colleagues.
Sir John Simon has been described in this House as a very able man. No
one has quarrelled with that proposition. But the implication of the in-
sistence on that statement is this that because you have an able man coming-
to India frem across the seas, an able man such as we in India cannot pro.
duce, therefore you must not think it derogatory to appear befcre him. I say
that implication is something which we must repudiate. We must repudiate
that implication most emphatically for two reasons. One reason is a moral’
reason. The moral reason is that however clever a man may be, he has
no richt to come from another country to dictate terms to this country.
(An Honourable Member: ‘‘ He does not ’’.) The second reason is this—
I mean no personal disrespect to Sir John Simon—that there are, as has
been already said by my Honourable friend Mr. Jayakar, equally able men-
in this country. 8ir, it has been my fortune at the beginning of my public-

*Speech not corrected by the Honourable Member.
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career to have served under a Chief who was not only a great lawyer—at
least ag great a lawyer as Sir John Simon—but who proved to the world
that in order to be a great man one has got to be a great deal more than a
great lawyer. Sir, it was my privilege to serve under that Chief whose
death has caused a shadow over this country, the late Mr. C. R. Das, and
I have known therefore what a gteat man can be. So that, an argument.
that Sir John Simon is a great man or that he is an honest man should not
weigh with us, and I humbly submit, that this House will accept the position
that I have taken. Neither the greatness of Sir John Simon nor the
anediocrity of his other colleagues (Laughter) should be taken into consi-
deration. I felt when this Commission eame out it was like ‘‘Six characters
in search of an Author.”’ Many Honourable Members may have read a
very interesting book by Luigi Pirandello. ‘‘Six Characters in search of an
Author’’. Here we have seven commissioners in search of a commission,
seven commissioners whose painful duty it is to stand at the door of their
shop and say, ‘“Come in, come one, come all, we are ready to receive you.”"
I must say that to a very large extent I sympathise with Sir John Simon
and hig colleagues that contrary to their habits, contrary to the notions of
social intercourse to which they have been accustomed, they have come:
under official guidance here to distribute their smiles in the Western Hostel,.
Raisina. That is a position which certainly 1 should not like to have been
placed in—to receive deputations from impromptu parties (Laughter), We
have had experience, Mr. President, and you will remember 1919, how
whenever there is an inquiry, mushroom parties spring into existence. We
had on the floor of this House mushroom parties springing up to announce
the advent of the Simon Commission. I read the other day of a Self-respect
Party which had cropped up very recently in Madras, a party which teaches
others self-respect.

Now, Lord Birkenhead has committed another of his usual indiscretions
by making a speech, which was reported in last night’s papers, before the
debate in this House has concluded. I think that his speech has done
greater harm to the Government cause to-day than any speeches that can
be delivered on this side of the House. Lord Birkenhead has told us that we
would discover how little representative we are of that vast heterogenecus
community of which Lord Birkenhead and his countrymen are responsible
trustees. He has spoken of the prospect of numerous deputations waiting
on the Simon Commission. Sir, may I remind the House of the 300 tele-
grams which Sir John Simon is supposed to have received welcoming
him to this country? If it is any consolation to Sir John Simon he can
plaster the bare walls of his apartments in the Western Hostel with these
300 telegrams welecoming him. But I am sure I should give him the credit
for understanding that these telegrams mean nothing at all (4n Honour-
able Member: ‘‘Question.’’)—that these telegrams can be arranged to be
sent upon any occasion for any purpose whatsoever. (A4n Honourable Mem-
ber: ‘‘For anybody’’. Another Honourable Member: “‘Or by any party.”’)
We have done that. But as I said it was a game at which two can play.
If Sir John Simon wanted to find out what the feelings of the country
are he has only to read the debates of the Legislative Assembly, he
has only ta acquaint himself with the proceedings of the Indian
National Congress and of many other responsible political bodies. If he
wanted to know how India is governed he has again only to refer to the
proceedings of the Legislative Assemblv. If we wanted to satisfy himself
how this constitution has been working he has only to ask the special
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Department now opened in the Home Department to give him information
with regard to how the constitution has worked. He will find not cnly how
we have behaved under the constitution but he will also find how those to
whom great autocratic powers were given under the constitution have
behaved. He will find how the Viceroy, who has unlimited power of certifi-
cation and veto, has used his power. 1 will give one instance. I remember,
8ir, when I first came into this House 4 or 5 years ago Lord Reading speak-
ing from the Throne and it was on a matter of vital importance to this
country. Young men had been taken away from their homes in Bengal
without any trial, without even a charge being framed against them, and
I remember Lord Reading’s words. He said that the whole question had
been gone into by two Judges of the High Court, that all the papers had
been placed before two Judges of the High Court, and I remember that
emphasis which wag so chiaracteristic of Lovd Reading, fwo Judges of the
High Court. Within a few days it came out that the two Judges who saw
the papers were not High Court Judges. Now, Sir, I want this House to
remember that the question was not whether the Judges who saw the papers
were competent or not but that a man in the position of Lord Reading made
himself responsible for a statement on a matter of that importance which
was found to be untrue. Are we. to trust men who are capable of making
themselves responsible for untrue statements in matters of this kind when
dater on they go to a dinner of the European Association and say ‘‘These
people whom we have spirited away are outlaws’’? This is one insfance.
You have other instances much more rvidiculous of certification. You have
Lord Lytton. for instance, putting his signature to this statement. that the
"Rs. 30,000 required for carpets in Government House was essential to the
.discharge of his responsibility for the State. A man who is capable of
putting his signature to a statement of that kind has no business to discharge
sautocratic powers. Well, those are some of the things which Sir John
‘Simon can easily find ., . . .

Mr K. Ahmed (Rajshahi Division: Muhammadan Rural): Why not put
your grievances before the Simon Commission then?

Mr. T. C. Goswami: Sir, I will not detain this House for more than
two minutes. We are fully aware on this side of the House of the grave
responsibility which we take upon ourselves, let there be no mistake about
that. We have always stood for an adjustment of interests between
England and India. We have always said this that England should send
her representatives to meet our representatives in order to settle the broad
outlines of the future constitution of India. There is no ambiguity in that
position and that is an offer which is still open to the British Government.
After all, England subdued India through India’s weakness rather than
from England’s strength. That is historv. After all, we may find England
in a weak position in the near future. so that history which has pampered
England in the past may pamper sdme other countrv in the future. Now,
having regard to that possibilitv. we have felt that a peaceful adjustment
of interests between the two countries would be regarded as desirable. That
position is still open, and we, speciallv of the vounger generation, feel that
we have prohablv to suffer a ereat deal before we have seen the ¢nd of the
struggle. That is another position which Sir John Simon and his colleagues
would do well to ponder. We of the younger generation are anxious to
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establish the national determination to be free, and the Government of India
ought to judge India not merely by our speeches (Some Honourable Mem-
bers on the Nom-official European Benches ‘‘Hear, hear.”’), but by those
silences (An Honourable Member: ‘‘Never heard those silences’’), those
silences among the students who are oppressed and depressed. Those
silences are much more dangerous than the speeches in this House, because
they are the foundation of national determination, and they are the founda-
tion of national self-determination. The problem of India’s freedom is a
greater problem than the freedom of, say, Poland, or Czecho-Slovakia, or
countries like that, because the freedom of India has a significance which
is world wide, and the freedom of India, when attained, will mean a com-
plete reorganisation, a complete political reorganisation of the whole world.
{Hear, hear.) The problem of India is much mcre complex—here I agree
with the other side—than that of any other country. It is a great problem.
Just as our opponents take advantage of the complexity of our prcblem, we,
on our side, realise the great complexity, the great difficulties of the pro-
blem. And we do not want freedom easily won. We want to strive for
freedom, we want to attain it and to be worthy of freedom.

Mr. T. Gavin-Jones (United Provinces: European): You will not get
it by boyzott.

Mr. S. Srinivasa Iyengar (Madras City: Non-Muhammadan Urban):
That is the best evidence of our capacity.

Mr, T. C. Goswami: We will follow up the boyeott . . . .

,8ir Victor Sassoon (Bombayv Millowners' Association: Indian Com-
merce): In what way?

Mr. T. C. Goswami: . . . . by such measures
Mr. M. A, Jinnah: Sassoon Mills.
Mr. T. C. Gswami: . . . . by such measures as the situation will

demand, and the leaders of this country will not flinch from the conse-
quences of the action they are taking. I am confident of victory in this
House to-day. 1 am confident that those ez-officio lovalists who are going
to support the Government will not carry the day. There is great stuff
even in this House on the Indian side; there is grit, there is great power
of resistance of temptation {Laughter], and lastly the baits that
have been offered by- a power which has so much patronage
bave proved unavailing to a large number of men on this side
of the House. (An Honourable Member: ‘‘What were the baits?’’)
I am making a present to the Government of all the ex-officin
loyalists in this House, the 26  Government officials, and all
those mofussi! celebrities who ought not to have been in this House
under any constitution. I make a present of them to Government and
I am sure that this House will stand by the Hcnourable Lala Lajpat
Rai.

Pandit Motilal Nehru: Sir, there have been two important
contributions to the debate on the Resolution which we are
discussing to-day since we rose on  Thursday last, one from
within the House which came from my  Honourable friend,
Mr. K. C. Roy, and the other from across the seas, from the great Secretary
of State. So Iar as the first contribution is concerned. I am afraid my
Honourable friend has appealed to the wrong courl, He has asked me
to give a lead to the country. That T did before I returned from Engiand
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and almost immediately after the announcement ¥t the Commission was
made. But as a journalist he must have known that that lead was re-
peated time after time in press statements and interviews. And ibat is the
lead which I stand now in my place to give to the country, and I hope
the country will follow it. That lead is, have nothing whatever to do
with the Statutory Commission. My Honourable friend has given Sir
John Simon and his coileagues a certificate of honesty and ability. Well,

I also have the honour of knowing Sir John Simon personally, of working
with him and of having full cpportunities of appreciating his great gemius
and his great powers of the mind. I do not know the other members so
well, but I have heard what is thought of them in England. (Laughter.)

I will not repeat the expressions used in respect of them but so far as

Bir John Bimnon is concerned, I agree with my Honourable friend and

with every word that has been said in his praise in this country as well as:
in England. I have myself described him as a very big man. T have

mvself said that he is out in his own way to do something big but I have
added that the biggest thing that he as an Englishman and as an Tmperial-

ist, quite apart from his being a lawyer of great eminence, is capable of |
doing is bound to be the smallest possible thing from our point of view.

In any case whether he is a big man or it is a big thing that he does,

I for one will not advise my countrymen to surrender their rights to tha

biggest man in the world. That right, Sir, is a right very much ridieuled

in these davs, the right of self-determination. During the continuance

of the war those words were on the lips of the statesmen of the allied

countries and thev furnished a most useful bait to the countries which

they held under subjection to draw them into the vortex of the war. They

also proved a verv strong bait to the countries held in subjection by the

enemyv countries to break awayv fronr them. As soon as the war was over

the expression ‘‘self-determination’’ lost much of its significance. It ceased

to apply to Tndia and to the countries held by the Allies, but so far ag the

other countries were concerned, which had been absorbed by the enmemy

countries before the war, it was applied to such extent as was necessary

to weaken the enemy countries and no more. That done the word lost

all its meaning and when it is now used in relation to India or to any

other country similarly situated it is met with scorn. India, however,

will not forego her right and however much it may be doubted that she

will ever be able to stand on her feet, T am confident that we shall soon

be in a position to exercise that right fully and freely.

Now, Sir, as to the other contribution which has come from across
the seas, I think, as has already been said by my Honourable friend
Mr. Goswami, it furnishes the completest justification for the attitude that
we have adopted in this country. It tells us exactly where we stand.
The real meaning of the very weighty utterance is this; the politically
minded people of India who have devoted their lives to the service of the
country do not count. The Simon Commission is to receive its inspiration
from those whose self-interest or fear compels them to stand by the
buresucracy. Who are the ‘people upon whom Lord Birkenhead relies?
Thev are millions of Moslems, millions of depressed classes, millions ‘of'
Anglo-Indians and commercial communities. I do hope that the capacity
of Anglo-Indians to multiply themselves will increase, but T am afraid it
is rather too high an expectation to come up to Lord Birkenhead’s estimate.
Now, Sir, another point which emerges from the weighty words of Lord



TRE STATUTORY COMMISSION. 443

Birkenhead is that the ablest men in the country are to be associated to.
prove that they are fit to manage their own affairs, as if the ablest men

in the country were on the same level as lunatics or those charged with

being lunatics. They are to be treated as mere exhibits in the case which-
is to be examined by the Simon Commission as a whole. Our friends were

flattering themselves so far that they will at least be entitled to the same

weight as witnesses. No. I say that that statement relegates them simply

to the position of articulate exhibits. The third point' which arises is that

Lord Birkenhead's will is supreme and must be enforced at all risks.

These are points that can be gathered from the latest  exhibition of temper,

if I may say so, of Lord Birkenhead. It is easy to reply in the same strain

but I shall resist the temptation and will only remark that heads tha$

are swollen contain little wisdom and pride always rides for a fall. Leav-

ing Lord Birkenhead to his millions of Moslems, millions of depressed
classes and millions of Anglo-Indians, I will now, with your permission,
address myself {o the Resolution.

I find that in spite of the very able exposition of the point of view of
the Congress by my friend the Honourable Mr. Srinivasa Iyengar, there-
is considerable doubt and confusion in the minds of the benches opposite
as to what the Congress really stands ior, because opinions have been
attributed to Congress leaders which they never entertained. Now, it is
true that if the Resolution which has been so ably moved by my friend
Lala Lajpat Rai had been framed by me it would certainly have been:
differentlv worded. We should have omitted the word “‘present’’ which
has been so much relied on by my friend the Honourable Mr. Jayakar bus
it did not prove acceptable to some members of the Nalionalist Party.
We reconsidered the whole situation and came exactly to the conclusion:
which vou, Sir, were pleased to announce as your ruling at the very begin-
ning of the debate, namely, that the substance of the Resolution was
whether or not the Statutory Commfission should be co-operated with.
The reasons did not matter. In fact every Party has its own reasons for
the boveott; but so long as all Parties are agreed on the boycott it does-
not matter for what reasons. (An Honourable Member: ‘‘Or even if there
is no reason’’.) I do not for a moment mean to imply that the reasons:
advanced in this House are not good reasons or that they have been mret
by anybody who has so far taken part in the debate from the other side.
What I mean to say is this, that though they have comsiderable force, yet
the Congress goes much further and it is not concerned with this man
or that man, with the constitution or the scheme of this Commission or-
any other Commission. We take our stand upon the broad principie that
Parliament and the British public and the British Government have no
shadow of a right to force a constitution upon us against our own will. &ir,
so long as India is held under complete subjection, as it has been all these-
years, undoubtedly Great Britain and her Parliament must be the sole
arbiters of her destiny and can enforce their will upon the subject people-
at the point of the bayonet. But when you talk of giving even a measure.
of freedom to the subject nation, it is8 hypoerisy, it is dishonesty, to rely
upon laws to which that people were no parties, to rely upon those laws,
to restrict the limits within which such mreasure of liberty is to be given.
If you come to consider the question broadly, surely the proper thing to
do is to approach it unhampered by any considerations which may arise
from such laws or rules which have been intentionallv passed vear after
vear to withhold what you pretend vou are now giving... Now, Sir, the
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“Congress stands to-day for complete independence. That is its goal. Tt
was in the year 1924 that I had the honour to move a Resolution asking
for a round table conference. That was a Resolution which was assented
to by all the parties and was carried in this House by an overwhelming
aajority. It asked that the round table conference should determine a
‘system of full responsible Government for India. In 1925 again I had the
‘honour to submit a Resolution, a very much modified Resolution, going
‘into some detail, asking for what certainly was not full responsible gov-
ernment. I made it clear at the time that it was not a Congress resolu-
tion but that we had had to lower our demand considerably in order to
attain the maximum of agreement between the parties. But I also
‘made it perfectly ciear that it was in the nature of an offer to the Gov-
-ernment and that if the Government would not accept it we would not
‘be bound by it the next day. The Government did not take the opportunity
‘that I offered. The sands of time ran on and two years later we find that
‘all political parties—when T say all parties I mean all the parties that
matter—in the country, the Muslim League, the Liberal Federation, the
“National Congress, the Sikh League, a very large section of the mercantile
classes and of the non-Brahmans, the Trade Union Congress and the Hindu
‘Sabha—are all united now in the demand for full responsible government.
"Sir, with your permission, I shall read a very concise statement of that
-démand made by you only the other day in the course of a press com-
‘muniqué. What vou said was:

“I and my friends of the Congress have consistently maintained that the question
-of relations between Great Britain and India can only be finally adjusted on the basis
of India’s right to Dominion status being acknowledged without any reservation and
-the method of giving effect to this decision being examined in some joint and equal
sconference between the plenipotentiaries of the two countries.'

That certainly, Sir, was the position when you made that statement.
But as I have said, the sands of time run on. The Congress met and
with due regard to all that had happened, it definitelv and clearly laid
down that its goal was complete independence. By that I stand, and
1 say by that the whole country stands. It is true that various constitu-
‘tions have been suggested and various parties talk of Dominion status, by
‘which is understood the kind of Government which prevails in Canada,
in South Africa, in Australia and in the Free State of Ireland. Now
1 want it to be clearly understood that while the Congress stands for
:complete independence, it is fully prepared to consult and confer with
:all the other parties concerned, including the Government, as to the kind
-of constitution which' is to be framed and which is suitable to the circum-
stances. Now it is clear that however complete the independence may
“be there must be some transition period and some transitory provisions
to apply to that period. When I say that all parties in India are agreed
upon complete independence I mean that when some of them talk of
Dominion status and things like that, all that is meant by them is that
that would be only a kind of transgitional constitution in order to attain
to the goal of independence. Of course it is difficult to foretell what
time it will take, how long the transition period will be; but that there
must be a transition period admits of no doubt, and it is from that point
of view that- we have agreed, or at least are trying to agree, to come
‘to a joint decision as to the nature of that constitution. Now, Sir, that
‘being the case, my Party has no desire whatever to consult any extraneous
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body as to what the constitution is going to be except in so far as the
interests of that body itself may be involved; and for that purpose we are-
ready to negotiate, we are ready to enter into arrangements for the protec-.
tion of British as well as any other interests that there may be in this
12 Noox, COURLIY. But beyond that, I submit that we stand upon our

* right to complete independence. Now whether what I am ask-
ing is i thing that is merely fantastic or whether it is within practical
politics is a matter which entirely depends upcn the policy which the British
Government employs. I will cite a passage from a very interesting and
valuable treatise by Sir Tej Bahadur Sapru, till recently a very eminent
authority and a great pillar of strength to the Government. He says in
the preface to his book called ‘‘The Indian Constitution’”:

“There are those who think that notwithstanding its many imperfections the
present constitution should be given a fair trial, at any rate up to 1929. There are
others who call for an earlier revision of it. There are yet again those who think that
India must frame her own constitution. Whatever force there may be in any of these
views, I am personally of opinion that the arguments which hold good to-day against
a further advance will hold good equally in 1929. The real question is one of policy,
and it is obvious that on such a question English and Indian opinion has differed in
the past, is differing to-day, and I am afraid will continue to differ in the future.”

I fully endorse that opinion, and I say that it is absolutely futile to
endeavour to reconcile Indian opinion with English opinion. Our interests
clash. We do not use the same words in the same sense: and promises
which bear one meaning to us are made with some other meaning in
the minds of those who make the promises. Now, Sir, our position is
that we are to gain our independence whenever it has to come, in the
near or the distant future, not by the 1aid of the British Government or
through Parliament but by self-determination and by our own strength.
That is the decision of the Congress. We are not for any feeble steps
to be taken from time to time in order to lead at some unknown period
to some kind of responsibility in Government. The recent events in.
India amply justify what I have been stating to the House. What do.
we see to-day? Parties that stood aloof entirely from all politics now
taking an active part; parties which asked for reforms, small reforms, now
standing upon their right to full responsible government. I say, Sir,
that the time is near when all these parties will range themselves with
the Congress in demanding complete independence. Now on these con-
siderations it will appear that we are not very much concerned with the
controversy as to the constitution and the scheme of the Statutory Com-
mission. But we fully agree in the criticism which has been made of
that scheme, and in the reasons which have been advanced for rejecting
it. My friends of the other parties have put their case, and will put
their case with wmbility and skill. and I do not see that I should be justi-
fied in going over that ground and taking up the time of the House,
but there is one incident which has occurred to me and which I should
like to mention, and that is that not long ago Lord Birkenhead publicly
expressed the opinion that the Commission would be composed of the
best brains of the Empire. Those are his words, ‘‘the best brains of the
Empire”’. But a study of the Act persuaded His Lordship to believe fhat
he could only appoint Members of Parliament and that a Parliamentary
Commission could only mean a Commission composed of Members of
Parliament. Now, Sir, so far as regards the construction of the Act, I
have read that section very carefully—section 84A—and I find that the
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words used are, ‘‘persons to act as a Commission’’. It was given to
Lord Birkenhead to say that ‘‘persons’’ there means only Members of
Parliament. Well, with due deference to His Lordship 1 can only say
.that an argument like this would not do credit even to a junior pleader
.in India. Then there is the Parliamentary Commission.

,Mr. President: .Order, order. I think I have given the Honourable
the Leader of the Congress Party sufficient indulgence. I hope he will
now conclude his observations.

Pandit Motilal Nehru: I am very sorry, -Sir, but I will not take the
time of the House at any great length. I have simply to refer to one
~other matter which 1 had forgotten, and that is the telegram received by
the Right Honourable Hartshorn, from the Leader of the Labour Party
in Parliament. This is the .telegram:

“Reported here .that if your Commission were successfully obstructed, a Labour
*Government would appoint a new Commission on another and a non-parliamentary basis.
As you know, the procedurg now being followed has the full confidence of the Labour
Party, and no change in.the Commission would be made.*’

Now this message, Sir, only aroused feelings of amazement and also of .
some pity in my own .mind,—amazement at the complete ignorance of
the great ex-Prime Minister of conditions in India and pity at his imagining
that he can influence Indian opinion by any number of threats. Now,
Sir, for the thousandth time I declare in this House that it does not matter
to us in the leasti whatthe Labour Government or any other Government
«can do or will do, and we are not at all concerned with that. We now
stand on our own legs. Governments which have not paid attention to
“the lessons of history have invariably come to grief, to an ignominicus end.
and I have no doubt that what has not been accomplished by the states-
manship of England will'be accomplished by destiny and destiny and the
people of India will add one more to the long list of fallen Empires.

The Honourable Sir Bhupendra Nath Mitra (Member for Industries
and Labour): Sir, I have seen it stated that I lack political flair. I am
‘prepared to plead guilty to that charge, parficularly, as I am not sure
what the correct flair in political matters is under present conditions in
India, and my doubts on this point have been intensified after I listened
to the speeches of my Honourable friend Mr. Jinnah last Thursday and
of the Honourable Pandit Motilal Nehru this morning. Sir, I am a
servant of the Crown and in that capacity I have served my King and
my country for the ‘best part of thirty years (Applause). most loyally
according to the dictates of my conscience. (Mr. M. A. Jinnah: “Who
-questions it; nobody doubts it".) Tt is my loyalty to my country which
has made me exert myself to the utmost duning the whole of my service
to try to secure for her the maximum advantage in the path of progress
in every direction. T make the statement in all sincerity and seriousness
and I am sure that none of my friends opposite would question my good
faith in this matter. It may be that on occasion I have failed to secure
my object either at all, or to the fullest extent desired by me; but then
the decision has not always rested wholly with me. It may also be
that on occasion I may have erred in my judgment; but then T am only
‘human and am liable to err as much as any other human being. Never-
theless, the fact remains that T yield to none of my friends opposite in
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ay solieitude for' the welfare of my country and its well-regulated progress
in the path of self-government. -

It is because of the peculiar failing to which I hLave referred, that I
have generally refrained from taking part in political debates in this
House. The present debate is, however, one of momentous importance
to my country which at the moment is truly at one of the cross-roads
of her destiny; and I am accordingly compelled to crave the indulgence
of the House for a few minutes’' hearing. Indeed, I feel strongly that
I shall be failing in my duty to my country and to my countrymen if
on this occasion, when vital decisions are about to be taken, I refrain
from appealing to my friends opposite not to take any action which may
ultimately jeopardise India’s real interests.

In regard to the reasons which led the British Parliament to appoint
-a Parliamentary Commission to examine the working and development
-of self-government in India, I have no information which I can disclose
to this House other than what has been vouchsafed in the utterances
made in that Parliament or by high authorities in this country. I know
that the decision of the British Parliament in the matter has led to a
.considerable amount of resentment on the part of many of the leaders
of political thought in this country, whose opinions I, for one, hold in
great value., Nevertheless, I am one of those Indians who hold that
under present conditions Parliament cannot divest itself of its responsibility
in determining India’s future; and I may say that a member of the Labour
Party in England, whose views have been quoted with favour in some
of the Indian nationalist papers, has stated that the principle is a common-
place one which no one can dispute. Holding this view, as I do, I must
in the present political conditions in India concede to the British Parlia-
ment the final voice in laying down the procedure (An Honourable
Member: ““We do not.’’) for the examination of the working and develop-
ment of self-government in India and in determining the extent of progress
in this direction, though I know that my views on this point will not be
-acceptable to a large number of the non-official Members in this House,
(Mr. M. A. Jinnah: ‘“To nobody”.) I do mnot propose to discuss on this
.occasion whether by the procedure which it has adopted Parliament has
deliberately offered an insult or affront to my countrymen. The matter
has already been discussed threadbare on the floor of this House and
-elsewhere. To my mind there can be no affront greater than the fact
that we Indians are still incapable of making any serious effort to settle
our internal differences, communal and otherwise. For this failing, some
of our leaders of political thought are inclined to put the whole blame
-on the present Government. The facts of history, -however, largely dis-
prove that statement, and I cannot help observing, though with a con-
siderable amount of pain, that we Indians have not yel succeeded in
making any serious effort to get rid of this failing and in devising such
measures as may make for a gradual approximation to the ideal of a
‘harmonious Indian nation, for I do feel that on our success in this direc-
tion depends largely the political progress of my country and the attain-
ment of the goal of self-determination. I do not, however, propose to
dilate on this matter. I prefer to look at the question now before us
‘from a more practical point of view. Even admitting that an insult was
-deliberately intended by the procedure adopted, I submit in all humility
to some of the leaders of political thought in, my country, including the
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Honourable friends opposite, whether the action which they have taken,
and for which they now want the approval of this House, in rejecting
summarily the procedure of a Joint Free Conference is not likely to be
detrimental to the best interests of India. The wisdom of that action has
already been questioned by several speakers who have preceded me. I
have seen it stated that the justification for that action arose from the
need for giving a lead to the country. My submission is that the matter
is one of such vital importance to the country that the proper procedure
compatible with true ideas of democracy should have been just the other
way; and I cannot help quoting in this connection the following passage
from a letter from a member of the Congress Party in a provincial Legis-
lative Council to the head of his Party in that province, the views contain-
ed in which, though expressed in another connection, apply equally well
to the matter now under discussion. The quotation is as follows:

“A Council member of the Congress Party, as T conceive the situation, is under
the obligation of a two-fold allegiance. No doubt he owes allegiance to the party to
which he belongs, but he owes also an ulterior and larger allegiance to his constituents—
and it has seemed to me at times that the Congress people of the present generation
are apt to think too much of the party-machine and too little of the voter,—the
constituent, the man in the street as distinguished from the man on the dais. I am
perhaps an old-fashioned Congressman; but I think—and I have always thought
during the last 20 Eenrs—-t.hat it is one of the main functions of the Congress to train
up the people in the ways of democracy, and to me it appears as a total negation of
the fundamental principles of all democracy to take vital and far-reaching decisions
without caring to ascertain the views of the constituencies.”

-1 -have little doubt in my own mind that the reason for the precipitate
action taken by certain leaders of political thought is that that action was
conceived in a spirit of passion engendered by a feeling of affront to pride
and self-restraint and of consequent distrust of the British Government.
This aspect of the situation has been made abundantly clear in the speeches
before the House last Thursday by Lala Lajpat Rai and Messrs. Jayakar
and Jinnah. The problem is, however, one of such vital importance to
the destinies of India that I must beseech my friends opposite not to allow
themselves to be swayed wholly by passion and sentiment. 1t would not
be inappropriate for me to quote in this connection what I.ord Olivier

said in the House of Lords on the 24th November, 1927. The quotation
18:

‘“Indians say to me: ‘We have our own feelings of pride and sensitiveness’. T do
not think they have other feelings of pride or other canons of sensitiveness than the
Englishmen We in Lhis country, if we are confronted with a Commission that does
not fulfil our own ideas as to the sort of Commission we should desire, and if we
go as_witnesses before that Commission, do our best and run our heads against a
wall, if necessary, but we do not give up without doing the best we can.”

My Honourable friends Messrs. Jayakar and Jinnah have tried to establish
from a construction of various documents that the present scheme of the
Statutory Commission including the idea of a Joint Free Conference does
not confer on the Indian representatives a complete equality of status and
powers either in connection with the investigations, or the constructive
proposals to be framed on the basis of those investigations. Now, Sir, T

dc not pretend to possess the legal acumen or the forensic ability of either
of these learned gentlemen.

Mr. M. A, Jinnah: Then why do you do it?
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The Honourable Sir Bhupendra Nath Mitra: But even admitting all
that they have .said, I submit to them and to this House that the ques-
tion deserves serious consideration whether the method of collaboration on
honourable and equal terms which the scheme provides, even though it is
subject to certain limitations laid down by the British Parliarnent, eannot
with sufficient good will on both sides be worked to Indias material
advantage. 8ir John Simon and his colleagues have already - promised
their sincerity and good will in the matter and I see no reason to -question
their good faith; and I doubt whether it is in the interests of our mother-
land that some of our leaders of political thought should adopt «n attitude
of complete non possumus.  Sir, I still hold that the road towards that
goal which everyone of us Indians has in view lies through co-operation
with the British Parliament. (Members of the Congress Party: ‘No.'')
I believe that I am correct in stating that a similar opinion had been
expressed in this House by Sir Tej Bahadur Sapru just about seven years

ago; and for my part I prefer still to adhere to his robust optimism of
those days.

~ The Resolution before the House is a purely negative one and as such
it shows poverty of resource whatever else it may express. If it is adopted
by this House, the effect must inevitably be that India would lose the
services of some of her most eminent sons for the evolution of her poli-
tical development. I trust that my friends opposite will not force us into
this unfortunate position. Even admitting that there has becen a lack of
statesmanship on the part of His Majesty's Government, or of the Treasury
Benches, I submit, again in all humility, to my friends opposite that they
should ponder seriously before they decide to give the son of India who
desires to write her history at some future day an opportunity for record-
ing that statesmanship was equally lacking on the part 5f his brethrem
and that at a time of crisis in her history, some of her eminens s-me failed
tc come to her rescue becguse they allowed their passion and their senti-
ment to get a mastery over their patriotism and their sagacity. For, Sir,
ic mv humble opinion truc statesmanship and true patriotism consist in
the skilful handling of adverse circumstances, however adverse they may
be, so as to get the best advantage for one’s country therefrom. The
attibude of bitter pessimism which was so markedly prominent in some
of the speeches in this House last Thursday, will not belp my Honourable
friends opposite when their precipitate action on the present occasion is
subjected to review of the future historian of India in a wholly dispassion-
ate manner. For, have we not got a Sanskrit proverb which nme: “Yatne
krite yadi na siddhati ko’tra dosha”? That, Sir, puts my point in a nut-
shell. We, Indians, must not fail in our efforts to secure progress for
our country—political and otherwise—even if the adverse circumstances
under which we may be labouring are likely to make our efforts of no great
avail. Even if their efforts fail wholly, our political leaders will still be
free to take such other action as the circumstances may then demand.

Sir, in conclusion I would again implore my Honourable friends opposite
in all sinecerity and humility and in the name of our poor motherland, not
tc pursue this negative Resolution but to try to establish contact with
Sir John Simon as soon as possible and to secure for her the bes! advantage
out of what many of them may consider to be a thoroughly bad business.
T trust that none of my friends oppesite will misunderstand me.

- Mr, Jamnadas M. Mehta: We fully understand you.
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The Honourable Sir Bhupendra Nath Mitra: It is not my desire to
thrust on them unpalatable advice and if any of my words has given offence
to any of them (Members of the Congress Party: ‘‘No, no.””) I offer
them an ample apology.

Mr. Jamnadag M. Mehta: Thank you very much.
Mr. M, A. Jinnah: You have done your best.

The Honourable Sir Bhupendra Nath Mitra: My sole object in making
this speech has been to implore them to reconsider the matter in the light
of calm judgment. I can assure them that this appeal is not the outcome
of a slave mentality but is based on the robust optimism of one who dur-
ing the best part of a quarter of a century has succeeded on several occa-
sions in turning circumstances more adverse than my friends are now con-
fronted with to some advantage of his country.

Sir Purshotamdas Thakurdas (Indian Merchants’ Chamber: Indian Com-
merce): Sir, I rise to support the Resolution that is before the House and
to oppose the amendment of my friend Sir Zulfigar Ali Khan. Prominent
amongst the colours in the background of the picture presented by the
Secretary of State for India in the House of Lords about the third week
of November last, there were three main ones which I think are very perti-
nent to the discussion to-day. The Secretary of State said that India need-
ed British arms to defend her, British officers to administer her and the
British navy to protect her. He further mentioned, Sir, the uppalling
illiteracy of the masses in India, and with a background of this nature he
led their Lordships of the House of Lords to the conclusion which the Secre-
tary of State wanted. I should have thought that these four grounds by
themselves, admitted as they are, by the Secretary of State for India,
after 150 vears of British rule in India, were sufficient reason, if any were
required, for the inclusion of Indians, not in equal numbers, but in a
majority, on the Royal Commission that is now being discussed by the
House.

Sir, the Resolution before the House only demands equel status and
equal rights for us. I would like to read to the House a small quotation
from a speech made by Sir Charles Wood in 1861 when he moved the India
‘Council’s Aet in the House of Commons:

“The other day T found in Mr. Mill's book upon Representative Government a
passage which I will read—not because I go its entire length, but because it expresses
in strong terms what I believe is in the main correct. Mr. Mill says, ‘Now if there
be a fact to which all experience testifies, it is that when a country holds another in
subjection, the individuals of the ruling people, who resort to the foreign country to
make their fortunes are, of all others, those who most need to be held under powerful
restraint. They are always one of the chief difficulties of the government. Armed
with the prestige and filled with the scornful over-bearingness of the conquering
nation, they ha\raf the feelings inspired by absolute power, without its sense of res-

a1l

ponsibility’.

Sir Charles Wood, Sir, quoted this in 1861, and I submit, with due
deference to the Secretary of State for India, that this quotation applies
‘to-day with greater force.

It is admitted, Sir, that the opposition to the Commission comes from
persons including many who are respected by Government, who are re.
<cognised as persons of bona fides, as persons of status, and as persong
with a stake in the country. The only thing which they have, in addition
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to all these, is robust patriotism and a keen sense of statesmanship, from the
point of view of what is in the best interests of India.

An Honourable Member: And also non-co-operation!

Sir Purshotamdas Thakurdas: Non-co-operation will come if you per-
gist in what you are doing.

The question is, why do these persons, whose names have been men-
tioned before now in this House several times during the course of the
debate, why do they adopt the attitude which they have taken? Is it
«contended in any seriousness that they do it in sheer perverseness, or can
it be said by any reasonable man that their sole aim and object, their
main purpose in their attitude, is to humiliate the British Parliament for
the sake of making them go back on what they have already decided.
The only person who has till now alleged this is the President of the
‘European Association. But I expected him to know better.

Painfully conscious as I am of all our present weakness and handicaps, of
the helplessness of our people, and fully recognising the benefits of British
rule as I do, I consider it, Sir, my duty to my country, and I also consi-
der it my duty to the King Emperor and the British Parliament to say in
unequivocal terms that the Commission as at present constituted is not
acceptable to Indians. The question may be asked, what are the reasons?
T will put before the House the reasons which led me to this resolute
decision of mine. I look upon this Commission as a deliberate attempt
on the part of the people in power in London to humiliate India, not only
in the eves of the world abroad, but also in the eyes of Indians themselves.

Sir Walter Willson (Associated Chambers of Commerce: Nominated
Non-Official) : Why? No humiliation is intended:

Sir Purshotamdas Thakurdas: I will come to it in a second. You say
no humiliation is intended. We have had it from His Excellencv the
Vicerov and several prominent persons. Sir, if there is no special signifi-
cance in the exclusion of Indians, why exclude them? Why persist in it?

Sir Walter Willson: Because they are not Members of Parliament.

Sir Purshotzamdas Thakurdas: Why insist upon keepirg Indians out?
May I ask whether it is an effort to set up a new precedent to show to the
world and to us. our inferiority?

Sir Walter Willson: No, who suggested inferiority ?

Sir Purshotamdas Thakurdas: I ask if there is no significance about it,
I agk Sir Walter Willson to tell me why do you persist in it?* (4n Honour-
able Member: ““Who suggested inferiority?"’) Thers it is. If inferiority
is not meant or intended, if you are not wishing to set a precedent for some
action in the future, whw not meet the Indian sentiment? Does anvbody
contend that section 84-A of the Gevernment of India Act precludes Indians
from being included (An Honourable Member: '‘No.”’) If the Act per-
mits it,—and we have had it from Lord Birkenhead, Lord Reading and
Lord Olivier that this question of the constitution of the Commission troubl-
ed these three great men,—-t.wo of whom ‘are constltutlonal lawyers for the

B 2
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last four years,—will my Honoursble friends on my left then concede that
Indians are being kept out of this Commission on purpose, and from a
motive?

Mv time is limited and I will pass on to the next reason which is one
which primarily matters. We are told that the constitution of the Com-
mission is not likely to be changed, and the procedure which has so far
been chalked out does not give Indians the fullest opportunities to bring ouf

the Indian point of view, and to expose the anti-Indian evidence that may
be put before the Commission.

Mr. President. (to an Honourable Member who was reading a news-
paper): Order, order. Thig is not the place for reading newspapers.

Sir Purshotamdas Thakurdas: The procedure devised will, without
doubt, prevent the Commissioners from benefiting from the experience and
great local knowledge of eminent Indians who should have been put on it.
May I ask whether it is possible to expect any assistance from such eminent
Indians unless and until there is guaranteed to them equal status and equal
rights? A great deal has been made of the procedure as put before us.
after Sir John Simon’s arrival here. Two letters have been available to
us. The first one contains, if I may say so, with all respect to that great
and eminent lawyer, catch phrases of the nature of ** Joint Free Conference’’
on ‘* free and equal terms,”’ and ‘‘ securing equal status '’ My Honour-
able friends, Mr. Jinnah and Mr. Jayakar, have sufficiently shown_ and,
I submit, have proved, that there is nothing ‘‘ equal "’ and nothing ‘‘joint’"
about the procedure indicated in this letter. But, Sir, this letter also lets
us into one further secret which I think should be marked carefully. We
were told, Sir, in the discussion in Parliament that the representatives of
Indien Legislature will meet members of the Joint Committee in
London, and it would be like representatives of both Parliaments conferring
with each othsr. What does Sir John Simon’s letter say? I read from
the bottom of page 2 of the printed copv of the letter:

‘‘Before these decisions can be reached, the full process of which the present investi-
gation is the first step, must be completed, including the opportunity for the views of

the Indian Legislature, amongst other bodies, being presented by delegates in London
to the Joint Parliamentary Committee.”

The Indian delegation from here will be one of the several bodies which
would be before the Joint Committee—other bodies representing the
Muslim League, Congress, commercial bodies here and so on. Where is
the Parliamentary part about this? And what is the importance attached
to representatives from this House? This has, as far as I know, been
indicated for the first time by Sir John Simon and I have no hesitation

in saying that there is an unmistakable mark of inferiority about this whole
business.

Sir, we have been asked why we gave the reply to Sir John Simon’s
first letter so soon as we did. I happened to be one—I do not know how
many members were also of the same opinion—who saw certain friends
of mine on the morning of the day when the first letter of Sir John Simon
was due to be available to us and we arranged amongst ourselves that none
of us should be in a hurry to rush to the Press unless and until we had
had the fullest opportunity and time to consider the letter. But when we
got that letter at 6 o’clock it contained nothing that we did not know.
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Mr. Jamnadas M. Mehta: That is the point.

Sir Purshotamdas Thakurdas: I repeat, it contained nothing which
we did not know; and in spite of the contradiction. of Sir John Simon,
I would refer him to Major Graham Pole’s letter in the New Leader of

London, which said that all this was settled in London in November,
1927 .. . ..

Sir Walter Willson: Do you prefer Major Pole’s word to Sir John
Simon’s?

Sir Purshotamdas Thakurdas: Until and unless you prove to me that
it is a lie, I will not overlook it.

Sir Walter Willson: That is your mentality.

Sir Purshotamdas Thakurdas: Of course it is my mentality. Major
Graham Pole is as much a gentleman as Sir John Simon . . . .

Sir Walter Willson: I did not say that he was not.

Sir Purshotamdas Tskurdas: All that I say is that Major Graham Pole
has said this . . . .

Mr. C. S. Ranga Iyer (Rohilkund and Kumaon Divisions: Non-Muham-
madan Rural): May I say that a statement has also appeared over the
signature of Mr. Ramsay Macdonald in a New York newspaper anticipating
Sir John Simon which was widely reprinted in India?

Sir Purshotamdas Thakurdas: Here is something more for you, Sin
Walter Willson. Now, Sir; I should have thought that in view of the
fact that the Commissioners are here only for a limited number of days,
we would have been given credit for the courtesy ‘which we extended them
in making public our opinion at the earliest possible opportunity. We felt
that if there was any intention of meeting Indian public opinion, they
should know what we felt,—and we all felt it unanimously—we were not
one or two at the meeting where we decided this at the earliest possible
opportunity.  But, Sir, Sir John Simon says, ‘““Trust me.”” The words
he uses are: ‘“When the Indian Members have learnt to have faith in my
sense of fairness.”” Now, Sir, nobody wishes to refuse Sir John Simon
all that is due to his eminent career and to the great sacrifice which he
has made in taking up this work . . . .

Sir Walter Willson: Except that you prefer to believe Major Graham
Pcle, i

Sir Purshotamdas Thakurdas: I prefer to do nothing of the sort. I
am putting before the House the views of both parties. You may believé
‘what suits you, Sir Walter.

Sir, I might be quite prepared to put myself completely in the hands
of Sir John Simon if I was looking after my own interest. I am my own
‘master there. (Mr. K. Ahmed made an interruption which was inaudible.)
Will Mr. K. Ahmed please wait a little? Sir, where the fate of thirty-
three crores of people is concerned, I venture to submit to Sir John Simon
‘himself, whether it is right to ask for personal trust and to depend upon
mere chance and agree to the inquiry? I wish Sir John Simon all success,
and health in the task which he has set before himself. But should
anything unforeseen happen, Sir, what happens to the trust which Sir
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John Simon asks of us. Sir, is the fate of thirty-three crores of people
to be decided on personal trust? I believe this aspect is being overlcoked
completely. If Sir John Simon means what these catch phrases convey,
surely, Sir, he can draft a more explicit letter easier and earlier than
many on this side of the House.

Sir, we are told that all parties in the British Parliament are agreed
on the ccnstitution of this Commission. This may be quite true. At the
moment it threatens to be but too true. But I say, Sir, and I say it
deliberately, that it is most unfcrtunate. It makes us in India feel that
where it is a question of interest between India and England, we may
expect little from any in England. I wish, Sir, to pay my personal
tribute to Colcnel Wedgewood for the bold stand he took up for India
in the House of Commons, and his name will go down to posterity for
this. He said both in the House of Commons and in the historic letter
which he wrote to Lala Lajpat Rai . . . .

Mr. President: I would ask the Honourable Member to conc.lﬁde his
observations now.

Sir Purshotamdas Thakurdas: I will, Sir, in a minute or two. Sir,
one cannot help being struck by the thoroughness with which the Con-
servative Party under the lead of Lord Birkenhead has sought to drive
a nail, and a big one too, into the coffin of the aspirations of India.
(An Honourable Member: ‘“No, no.”’y You may say ‘‘No, no’’, but it
is a fact. I am afraid, Sir, they have sought to drive a big mail. All
that helpless India says is: ‘‘Man proposes and God disposes’’; we will
wait and watech. India expects every man at this juncture, Sir, to do his
duty (Hear, hear), and,. not to give way, despite all fears, all threats and
all (4n Honourable Member : ‘‘All favours”) indications of being put to-
the greatest test. I have no doubt, Sir, India would come out right, and
I say India will come out right. (Applause).

Sir Hari Singh @Gour (Central Provinces Hindi Divisions: Non-Muham-
madan): Sir, I have listened to the debate on Thursday and this morning,
and, 8ir, studying the situation, as I have been doing
to the utmost of my ability and power, I find three clear-cut but equally
divergent views expressing themselves from three wings of this House.
We have in the first place my friends Pandit Motilal Nehru and Mr.
Srinivasa Iyengar speaking in unmistakable terms that they are not for
a Commission whatever may be its composition and procedure.  They
stand firm on the principle of self-determination and that policy of self-
determination repudiates the Parliamentary agency for the revision and
expansion of the constitution of India. That, Sir, is the position of the
right wing of this House. (Honourable Members on the Congress Party
Benches: ‘‘“They are right’’. Some other Honourable Members: ‘‘They
are wrong.”’) 'We have now, Sir, an intermediate position represented by
the Responsivists who recognise the Parliamentary agency, but demand
equality of treatment as regards the status and power of our representatives
in any constitutional machinery devised by Parliament.  That is, Sir,
so far as I have been able to understand, the position on this side of the
House. We have, Sir, on the henches opposite a third view expressed,
namely, of unconditional and unqualified co-operation (An Honourable
Member: ‘‘Surrender.’’j with the Commission -and the policy that the:
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Government may enunciate from time to time. Now, Sir. go far as the
Resolution is concerned, if I have understood the words that fell from your
lips, namely, that the two outstanding questions upon which this House:
has to decide are, first, not to have anything to do with the Royal Com-
mission or non-co-operation—words which have been echoed and repeated
by Pandit Motilal Nehru—then I submit that we, the Nationalists, stand
somewhat in an ambiguous position because, while we are not for absolute
non-co-operation, we are equally not for an unconditional co-operation.
(Hear, hear.)

Mr, President: Order, order. Will the Honourable Member tell me-
on whose behalf he speaks?

Sir Hari Singh Gour: [ speak, Sir, on behalf of myself (Laughter) and
I submit that so far as my own position is concerned I am not for complete
non-co-operation nor for complete co-operation. I am a Responsivist and
I stand for conditional co-operation, and it is in that view and in that
spirit that I have tabled my two amendments and I explained to the:
House, Sir, that that is the position which this House must take. That
is the position which I submit would be consistent with the status and
dignity of Members of the Indian Parliament.

Now, Sir, I ask this House one question. A great many remarks have
been made against the personalities of the Commission “and against the
procedure. (Some Honourable Members: ‘‘No, no. No remarks.””) I
am glad to hear that. A great many comments have been made upon the
constitution of the Commission and its procedure. I ask Honourable
Members one question. T ask them to read the words of the Prime Minis-
ter of England given in the Houge of Commons in which he has
explained in clear and unmistakable terms the policy of the Government of
Great Britain in regard to the future development of the constitution of
this ecountry. I read from page 2295. I ask Honourable Members of
this House to carefully consider and weigh the words of the Prime Minister
because they embody the promise and committal of the British Govern-
ment as regards their future policy towards India. Speaking of the co-
operation of Indians with the Btatutory Commission, Mr. Baldwin sgjid:

“Let Indians dismiss from their minds any thought of inferiority. They will be
approached as friends and as equals. But the responsibility of Parliament remains
and no.procedure which suggests that that responsibility can be formally shared with
the representatives of another Parliament will really advance the inquiry.”

Now, Sir, two propositions are perfectly clear from this statement. One
is that the British Government stands committed to the agency of Parlia-
ment, to its machinery, as the sole machinery for the expansion of the
constitution of India, and those who repudiate the authority of Parliament
to legislate for India, have, I submit, no place in this House and have
no right to criticise the Commission because they are against the funda-
mental principle that the British Government has any right to legislate
with regard to the constitution of India. I understand that position. Tt
is a perfectly intelligible position. = They stand for self-determination.
They say that India will work out her own salvation, but how she is going
to worle out her own salvation I know not- T am an old man. My
Honourable friend, Mr. Goswami has told us that a long and bitter struegle
is in front of us. (An Honourable Member: ‘‘He is right.”") Yes, Sir,
I see that long and bitter struggle, but I will not live to see the dayv of
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liberation dawn upon this country after that long and bitter struggle. I
am a man of peace and I want to obtain the liberation of my country  if
possible by treaty, if necessary by compromises and concessions, and when
I see a sign in the British Parliament to respond to my wishes, surely 1
should be guilty of a gross dereliction of duty to my country and to myself
if I were to spurn the opportunity offered to my country of advancing
its cause and furthering its progress. It is in that spirit, it is with that
object in view that I consider the Resolution as moved by my Honourable
friend Lala Lajpat Rai (Some Honourable Members: ‘‘Leader!”) and
the amendment are more or less out of place. Let me explain the posi-
tion very clearly, Lala Lajpat Rai says that the present constitution of
the Statutory Commission is unacceptable. My Honourable friend,
Pandit Motilal Nehru, has pointed out that the word ‘‘present’’ has got
into its place here on account of the intervention of the Nationalists and
that he is against the Statutory Commission, present, or future, this or
different. = That, I submif, is uncompromising hostility to all Statutory
Commissions ; but judging from the proposer of the Resolution, that is not
his point of view. His point of view is that he is prepared to accept the
Commission if he is assured of equality. That equality, I submit, has
been guaranteed by the British Parliament, by the Prime Minister of
England, and if-we have not got that equality, if Sir John Simon’s letter
1 P does not rise equal to the occasion, our complaint is not against

“  Bir John Simon but against the Prime Minister of England, and

I submit the time and occasion will arise whom the Honourable the
Leader of this House will ask this House to appoint a Committee to colla-
borate and co-operate with the Royal Commission, when we shall give
expression to our feelings that unless that Committee is given equal rights
with the Royal Commission, we shall refuse to co-operate. That is the
time and that would be the occasion when we shall be in a position to
insist upon the fulfilment of the promise given by the Prime Minister of
England from the floor of the House ‘of Commons. This is neither the
time nor the occasion for it and those who want the Commission but ab
the same time want equality cannot possibly, T submit, vote down the
Commission. The two things would be a contradiction in terms and I
challenge any Honourable Member to consider and see how it is possible
for them to destroy the Commission and then get equality. So far as
I am concerned, my position is perfectly clear and has always been.
I cannot repudiate the authority of the British Parliament to legislate
for India. 'As a humble student of law I have learnt the history of the
constitutional evolution of India. 'We have in the first place an auto-
cratic King. The power of sovereignty is then transferred to Parliament
and it is in that right that the British Parliament exercises its power over
India. By the Act of 1919, it has parted with the attributes of some of
its sovereign powers to this Parliament, and I hope that in the near
future by its other Act more powers and privileges will be substantially
transferred to the peoples’ representatives in this House.  Therefore, I
submit that the power which vests in the British Parliament has to bas
transferred to this House. And who can transfer them? Not ourselves
here but the British Parliament and consequently the British Parliament
has appointed its accredited agents to come to this countrv and to reporf
to it the result of its investigation and conclusions. 1 submit therefore
it becomes us as men who have a stake in the country, as men who
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understand  the constitutional position of our own couniry
and  of England, and as men above all who know our
strength and weakness not to exaggerate our importance but to
stand firmly and say, ‘“You have assured us equality, equal position and
power.  Give us that equality and we are your men’’. That, I submit
is the position which Members on this side of this House should take, and
I venture to ask my Honourable friends on the other side to consider their
position because nothing would be gained by a wholesale boycott of the
Statutory Commission because they cannot be made the pivot of their
attack. If they have any grievance at all, it is against the British Par-
liament of which the Statutory Commission are merely the accredited
agents who are out here to do their duty. ~What would you have done
if as Honourable Members of this Assembly you had gone to England as
the Statutory Commission appointed by the Indian Legislature, and suppose
that all the shops were closed and all the houses made unavailable to
you when you landed at Dover? Would you not have said to yourself,
“I am doing my duty. If these fellows have got any grievance at all it
is against the Legislative Assembly that has appointed us.”’ And I say
the same thing to my Honourable friends here. If they have any
grievance it is against the historic fact that the British Parliament is the
master of the situation. That is the stern reslity of which we have to
#ake note,

Mr. M. A, Jinnah: What do vou want to do?

Sir Hari Singh Gour: I will answer that in half a second. If we really
want to do our duty by our country we should stand up and ask the British
Parliament to make good their prcmise given by the Prime Minister of
England on the floor of the House that the Committee to be constituted
to co-operate with the Statutory Commission would have equal rights and
status.

Mr, M. A. Jinnah: Does the Honourable Member say that they have
got it now?

Sir Hari Singh Gour: I say they have not. But I say you can get it,
and you cannot get it if you destroy the Commission, because the Commis-
sion and the Committee are two different things and the one has nothing
to do with the other. That is what I submit. The whole of this discus-
sion is proceeding upon false issues. The Resolution says, we do not want
the Commission.

Mr. M. A. Jinnah: As at present constituted.

Sir Hari Singh Gour: My friend Pandit Motilal Nehru aays, “We do
not want this Commission at all, as at present constituted or not consti-
tuted. We do not want any Commission.”” My friend Mr. Jinnah says,
“‘No, my position is more diluted.  (Laughter.) I want the Commis-
sicn but not as at present constituted’’. :

Mr. M. A, Jinnah: Quite right.

Sir Hari Singh Gour: I ask Mr. Jinnah, if yoa do not want the Com-
mission as at present constituted . . . .

Mr. M_ A. Jinnah: That is the Resolution.

Sir Hari Singh Gour: But that is not the purpose. As you, Sir, have
pointed out, and as Pandit Motilal Nehru has pointed out, the question
which is before this House is ‘‘Co-operation or non-co-operation”.
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(Applause.) Well, Sir, 1 will sum up in three sentences. If you are for
non-co-operation and for the policy of self-determination, you are perfectly
logical but you have a long way to go. If, on the other hand, you are
for conditional co-operation, for a pclicy of conciliation and of give and
take, then you cannot vote for the main proposition, for the very simple
reason that that policy postulates that you want a Statutory Commission
with an Indian Committee possessed of equal status and power to
co-operate with it. And so far as those two aspects are concerned, after
all the heat and dust of the two days’ debate and after all the vehemence
and anger which has been spent upon this question, I am perfectly certain
that when the time comes good sense, common sense, will prevail.
(Applause.) '

The Honourable Sir Basil Blackett (Finance Member): Sir, I am very
lad to have the opportunity of rising at this moment, because though
ghere is much in Sir Hari Singh Gour’s speech with which I could not
entirely agree, I am fully in agreement with one statement he made, and
that is, that the question before the House to-day is the old question of co-
operation or non-co-operation, the choice between a barren negative and
positive action for the gcod of India. I regard the decision that is to be
taken to-day as one of very great importance to the future of the Indian
constitution and, in particular, to the future of this Assembly. What is the
position we find? Ten years ago this Legislature was not in existence, this.
Assembly was not in existence. To-day the British Parliament holds oud
a sisterly hand to the Indian Parliament and asks the Indian Parliament
to co-operate with her in taking a guiding part in the decision as to India’s-
future constitution, and Lala Lajpat Rai gets up and asks us to reject it.
Westminster holds out a hand to Delhi, and Lala Lajpat Rai asks us to spurn
it, and to spurn it in the name of the old, barren policy of non-co-operation !
(Lala Lajpat Rai: ‘It is the hand of the mailed fist’’.) Lala Lajpat Réi
fbegan his speech on a note that has not been absent from other speeches. Ha
said he had no faith in the British Parliament or in the British Government,
or in anything that the British offer in this question of India’s future consti-
tution. May I remind Lala Lajpat Rai that faith removes mountains, and
that little faith or the absence of faith makes mountains out of molehills.
(Hear, hear from the Official Benches). I shall deal a little later with my.
Honourahle friend, Mr. Jayakar. but I would ask Mr. Jayakar to consider
whether, if he were to take off those spectacles of mistrust, he would not
find that some of the molehills that he thought he saw were merely flaws
in his glasses.

Mr. M. R. Jayakar (Bombay City,: Non-Muhammadan Urban): Will
Imy Honourable friend preach that Sermon to Sir John Simon, that he
should have more faith in his Indian colleagues. (An Honourable Member:
““They are not glasses with a flaw but erystal glasses.’")

The Honourable Sir Basil Blackett: I think it has been said by Mr.
Brinivasa Iyengar that the British Parliament has shamefully flouted the
Declaration, the solemn Declaration, of 1917. That is the sort of statement
that ought not to be made even for rhetorical purposes. Tt is quite simply
not true. (An Honourable Member: ‘‘Perfectly true. Why not true’’?) Why
not true? This Assembly is evidence of its falsehood (Hear. hear from the
Official Benches). You, Sir, the first elected President of the Assembly
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pitting in that Chair are evidence of its falsehood (Hear, hear from the
Official Benches). My Honourable friend, Lieutenant Sardar Mohammad
Nawaz Khan, ig evidence of it,—an officer holding the King’'s Ccmmission,
educated at Sandhurst and now adding a welcome new note to our deliber-
ations here in his manly and modest speech. (Hear, hear from the Official
Benches), on which I should like to congratulate him. (4n Honourable
Member: “What does his presence signify’’?). His presence signifies that
the voice of a large number of people that is not generally heard in this
House is beginning to be heard. (An Honourable Member: ‘“Whose
voice”’?). 8ir, I ask those who are listening to me to-day to realize that
it is not only on that side of the House that the question that we are dis-
cussing arouses deep emotion. I am one of those who believe that it is
absolutely essential in the interests not only of India, not only of Great
Britain, not only of the British Empire, but in the interests of the whole
world that success should be achieved in the effort that is being amade to
solve at the same time a double problem,—the problem of the introduction
and establishment of self-governing institutions in India and the problem
of the relations between the races of the East and of the West (Hear, hear
from the Official Benches). I ask those who are listening to me here to-day
to listen to me as one who has during his period of service in India done _
his best to forward the growth of Parliamentary institutions in this country,
one who has never in good or ill fortune lost the faith that is in him, has
never listened to the voice of the pessimist saying that it is without possi-
bility that the experiment should succeed (Mr. S. Srinivasa Iyengar: ““We
are not pessimists’’.) One who even to-day still clings to the skirts of the
vision of a free. self-governing, single, united India, a contented partner
in the British Empire. (An Honourable Member: ‘‘Equal partner.”’)
And what has happened since 1917 ? The Declaration of 1917 was followed by
the Act of 1919. That Act established the general frame-work of a constitu-
tion which was to be set up in this country and opportunities were to be given
during a period of ten years for that ggneral frame-work to be tested and
for the machinery to be set working and improved in order that in ten years
the question of further changes might be considered. My friend Bir
Bhupendra Nath Mitra has been working hard during those ten years, tryving
to improve that machinery. to make the machinery work, to adjust it and
to settle it and make it productive of good for India. He has been a better:
Swarajist than the whole lot of the Congress Party put together. (Applause.)
When vou have built a new factory, how much nearer would vou get to
productive results if immediately the factory is built, before the machinery
is properly installed, before it has been adjusted, or is really going and
before experienced workmen have been trained to work it, you set to work to
pull down the facade of the building in order to put up a more ambitious
or pretentious one? That is what our friends of the Congress Party have
been trving to do. (Some Honourable Members: “No'’.) And while doing
that, they have been trying to thwart those who have been trying to work
the machinery, they have been doing their very best to prevent the machinery
from working. They have done more than anybody else to retard the pro-
gress of Swaraj in India. (Applause.) I claim, for all on this side—I elaim
for myself that I myself have been a far better Swarajist than the lot of
them. (Applause.) If Honourable Members doubt it. let them compare
their record with mine. (Applause.) And now the Statutory Commission
has arrived here, and what do we find? We find efforts made once agaim
Yo restart the old, barren non-co-operation movement with all its appalling
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results. Sin, if the veriest die-hard had set out to try and demonstrate his
favourite thesis in regard to India, he could not have staged a more suitable
production than has been staged by the leaders of Indian opinion in the
last month. We really are getting to a Gilbertian situation. The British
Parliament is saying to India ‘“We insist on your developing self-governing
institutions; we are going to do our best to help you to establish them’’,
-and the leaders of the Party that claims to represent Indian opinion say
*“We will not have self-government and we will not help you to give it.”
(An Honourable Member: ‘“We are not going to get a gift.”") Sin I agree,
gelf-government cannot be given.  (Applause.) It must be taken—either
without the help of those who offer it by revolution or with their help by
evolution. We stand for self-government in India by evolution, and what
do the Honourable Members stand for? There is a dangerous resemblance
in the situation with which we are faced to-day with the condition of India
at the beginning of 1924 when the Swarajist Party arrived in this House
in the full vigour of its barren creed. And what happened after March
1924? Mr. Jinnah said the other day that he was not going to be fooled.
Mr. Jinnah was fooled in 1924 and he publicly confessed the fact in 1925.

-~ (Applause.) Speaking on a debate on that occasion, Sir Purshotamdas
‘Thakurdas on the debate on the Indian Finance Bill said some words which
T think he would have been wiser to have repeated to-day than to have taken
‘the line which he did take. These are his words:

‘I have been told—we have heard it before now and I am sure every Member of this
House wants it—that what we aim at is bloodless revolution and peaceful evolution.
I heard from some Honourable Member the other day that that is our goal. May I
ask, Sir, if in order to attain these, namely, peaceful evolution with bloodless revolu-
tion, it is too much to ask that statesmanship of the very highest quality be exercised
and also patience and self-control? May I appeal to the House in the interests of
India to exercise these and consider the Finance Bill on its merits?”

Sir Purshotamdas Thakurdas: I stand by every word that has been

quoted by my Honourable friend, and I maintain that my speech of to-day
is quite consistent with those words.

The Honourable Sir Basil Blackett: I would ask him to substitute for
the Resolution the amendment which has been moved by Sir Zulfiqar
Ali Khan and consider it on its merits. I would ask him to consider on
ite merits the procedure suggested by Sir John Simon in his letter to the
Viceroy.

Sir Purshotamdas Thakurdas: It will not apply at all.

The Honourable Sir Basil Blackett: Sir Purshotamdas Thakurdas quoted

with great applause some words of Colonel Wedgewood. I should also
like to quote him.

Sir Purshotamdas Thakurdas: May I correct the Honourable Member

gy saying that I never quoted Colonel Wedgewood at all. I only referred to
im.

The Honourable Sir Basil Blackett: I propose to quote himi, which is
generally safer.

- 8ir Purshotamdas Thakurdas: Do not put it in my mouth.

- L
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The Honourable Sir Basil Blackett: This is a quotation from an article:
written by Colonel Wedgewood in a Labour paper in 1924.

Mr, S. Srinivasa Iyengar: Quote his latest.
The Honourable Sir Basil Blackett: These are his words:

“As Mr. Satyamurti attacks me, let me tell him that I am coming to this reluctant-
conclusion that he and his party are afraid of democracy; that they are against the
extension of the franchise, against the untouchable workers, against the starving
tenants, against giving powers and responsibility to the common people of India. As
their money comes from the landlords and capitalists they are afraid. They wans
themselves to govern India; they do mot want the common people of India to govern
themselves. If this is not so, let them drop their tomfool non-co-operation (Laughter),.
and tell us exactly what they need to make real freedom safe.”

Mr. M. A, Jinnah: Everf he has changed his views now!
Sir Purshotamdas Thakurdas: That is due to your policy?

The Honourable Sir Basil Blackett: Mr. Jinnah walked into Pandis
Motilal Nehru’s parlour in 1924. (Laughter.) By some miracle he escaped.
then. But if I can judge by his speech, which he delivered the day before:
yesterday—I do not want to misunderstand it though I shall be glad if I
have misunderstood it—he thinks that this is a matter of principle which
means, as far as I can see, that he has now not only walked into Pandit
Motilal Nehru’s parlour but has been swallowed whole. (Laughter.) Per-
haps I had better use a more euphemistic phrase and say that he has been
assimilated by Pandit Motilal.

Mr. M, A. Jinnah: All I can say is this that the Honourable Member
is completely misrepresenting what I said.

The Honourable Sir Basil Blackett: I am very glad indeed to know that
I am misrepresenting Mr. Jinnah. If that is so, I cannot for the life of
me see how he can reconcile his position with the intention to vote for
this purely negative Resolution. If his position is that of Sir Hari Singh
Gour, I can understand it; but if it is not so, then it is perfeztly obvious
that Mr. Jinnah has been assimilated by the spider. (Laughter.)

Now, what is the position that faces us here? I refuse to think so
lowly of the intelligence of any Member of this House as to believe that he
reallv thinks that India would have a better opportunity of taeking her
share in forwarding the constitutional problem at this juncture if sevem
spokesmen of India were nominated by the Government of India to a Royal
Commission of any sort than if the Central Legislature is given the oppor-
tunity of electing seven spokesmen of India to speak for it on equal terms,
for I maintain that the terms are equal (Members of the Congress Party:
“No, mno”’), with the Commission appointed by the British Parliament.
I cannot believe that that is the position which the Honourable Member
takes. What, then, is his object?

Sir Purshotamdas Thakurdas: That is the question.
Mr. M. A. Jinnah: Do not worry about it.

The Honourable Sir Basil Blackett: Eicher this Commission is going
to function with the help of the Legislative Assembly or it is going to fune-
tion without the help of it.

Mr. M. A, Jinnah: Then why worry?
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The Honourable Sir Basil Blackett: If the Legislative Assewvbly rejects
the opportunity of working with the Statutory Commisison, if the Legis-
lative Assembly refuses to accept the hand held out by the British Parlia-
ment, if the Legislative Assembly refuses to treat ilself as a Parlisment
although the British Parliament is treating it as such (Members of the
Congress Party: '“No'"), if the Legislative Assembly takes that
step, then it is noti the Statutory Commission that is going fo suffer.

T come to Mr. Jayakar. Mr. Jayakar last November, if T may say so,
showed both political sagacity and political courage. I know something of
the tyranny of which he complained which has led him into rather differ-
ent company at the moment,.

Mr. M. R. Jayakar: I never made any complaint. 1 simply mentioned
the fact.

The Honourable Sir Basil Blackett: The Honourable Member complain-
ed of the tyranny of the pressure of public opinion. I have no objection to
party discipline. But I hope that some of my Hindu friends will forgive
me if I say to them that the sort of tyranny that is in question there, which
prohibits liberty of thought and liberty of conscience, is absoluiely incom-
patible with the development of democratic institutions in India. Mr.
Jayakar complained that for three months he had held out the olive branch,
and for three months Government had taken no action. I can assure him
that if he feels that he was not supported as he should have been from
the Government side I am extremely sorry, but it is not fair lo say that it
was merely constitutional pedantry which prevented the Governinent from
making an announcement which could only be made by the Statuvory Com-
mission, and which was entirely outside the competence of the Government
of India or the Secretary of State, an announcement which depended entirely
upon the decision taken by the Statutory Commission, and which was not
even adumbrated in the minds of the Statutory Committee until after they
had reached Bombay. Mr. Jayakar, however, is clearly not huppy in the
policy of absolute negation. He said again and again that he does not
want to bang or to bolt the door. Now let me draw the attention of the
House to the terms of the Resolution and amendment that are before us.
The Resolution is & blank negation. This House will not have anything
to do in any shape or form with the Statutory Commission. (4An Honour-
able Member : ‘*As at present constituted.’’) There is no likelihood of its
being changed. (An Honourable Member: ‘“We don’t want it to be
changed””.) But what does the amendment say? The amendment say:

“This Assembly is of opinion that the procedure put forward by the Indian
Statutory Commission merits the favourable consideration of this Assembly.”

That is not a statement that this Assembly should unconditionally co-
operate with the Statutory Commission. It is a statement that the pro-
.cedure put forward in Sir John Simon’s letter merits the favourable con-
gideration of this Assembly. In that letter there is a proposal that, if on
matters of procedure any Members are in doubt, they should Lave a per-
fectly frank and open discussion with the members of the Statutory Com.-

mission in regard to that procedure.............
Mr, M, A Jinnah: Anything else?
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The Honourable Sir Basil Blackett: Supposing this is ubsatisfactory,
they can take, if they want to, their negative decision later; but why, I
suggest, be in a hurry -to take it now. The spider may be hungry, but
why should the fly be in such a hurry? (Laughter.) '

Diwan Chaman Lall (West Punjab: Non-Muhammadan): Do you mean
to say that you are sure of a majority to-day? ~

The Honourable Sir Basil Blackett: I do not see why the victim should
be in such a hurry to commit himself to a blank negative when by voting for
the amendment...............

Mr. M. A. Jinnah: Because he will suffer less by siding with this side
than with your side.

The Honourable Sir Basil Blackett: When by voting for the amend-
ment he will simply keep the door open, which as Mr. Jayakar has said
was the purpose which he has had in mind all the time and which he still
has in mind. (4n Honourable Member: *‘No.”’) As I understood Mr.
Jayakar, his political sagacity still urges him to keep the dcor open, but
hig patriotism has led him to a different conclusion. (Laughter.) Sir,
patriotism, unsupported by political sagacity, has done more darnage in the
world than probably most of the vices that exist. I suggest to Mr. Jayakar
that he should join his political sagacity and that political courage which
he has shown and on which I wish to compliment him, and his patriotism—
all three together—and continue to keep the door open by voiing for this
.amendment.

Lieut.-Colonel H. A. J. Gidney (Nominated: Anglo-Indians): Sir, my
reason for joining in this debate is because it has a vital bearing on the
minority communities of India (An Honourable Member: ‘‘Millions’’) one
of which I have the honour to represent in this House. My friend, Pandit
Motilal Nehru attempted to have a joke at the expense of the Anglo-Indian
community. I may tell him that his joke has fallen flat because the
quarter million people (Domiciled Commun’ty) whom I represent are
.educated cent. per cent. and make a very big hole in the 2 million electors,
half of which represents his side of the House. But, Sir, the issue befora
this House, as has been frequently pointed out by previous speakers, is
-one of co-operation wversus non-co-operation with the Royal Statutory Com-
m'ssicn. I shall not touch on the number of charges brought by the Mover
of this Resolution against the Government, nor will I emulate Mr. Goswami
in the satire and invectives which were the cream of his elocution; nor
shall I follow Mr. Jinnah in the dramatic warning he gave to the Govern-
ment; nor will I touch on those points and issues already so fully dealt
with by the other speakers. I shall come straight to the point and ask
my friends on the other side of the House, why did they show such undue
haste in rejecting Sir John Simon’s offer? - Let us trace the history of
this Commission for the last three months and the activities of the opposi-
tion in connection with it. When its personnei was announced on the
“9th November by His Excellency the Vieeroy, my fr'ends on the other
side toured the length and breadth of India rousing the people to bovcott
this Commission as being a deliberate insult and affront to India. That
was a constitutionally correct activity on their part. The Commission duly
arrived. Sir John Simon issued his pronouncement which gave to them
more than what they originally wanted and which they to-day deny gives
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them equality of status. They treated this document with contempt..
Why did they show such undue haste in submitting their reply? Had they
the voice of India behind that refusal? Did they go to the country as:
was done for the boycott mandate and ask it whether it accepted Sir
John Simon’s offer or rejected it, i.e., obtain the voice of India or were they
afraid to go to the country fearing that the offer made by Sir John Simon
would be accepted as satisfying the needs of the country? In the face
of this absence of appeal to the country, my friends opposite me say that.
they represent the voice of India and so they rejected the offer. Let me
go a little further and ask—shorn of all your loud talking, your idle
threats, vour arrogant assumption as representatives of India, and
shorn of all camouflage—I ask, with a few honourable exceptions, whomr
do vou, sitting on the opposite benches, really represent?

Mr. B. Das: Whom do you represent ?

Lieut.-Col. H. A. J. Gidney: I will ask my friend Mr. Das whether
he represents the voice of India? Does he represent the voice of India?
(An Honourable Member: ‘‘He represents the voice of Indian India’.)
Do the Swarajists and the opposition represent the 80 millions or the
major part of the Muslim community? True you have Mr. Jinnsh on
your s'de. But does Mr. Jinnah represent the Muslims in the three im--
portant Muslim provinces of India?

Mr. S. Srinivasa Iyengar: Do you represent them?

Lieut.-Colonel H. A. J. Gidney: I should like to ask my friend Mr..
Srinivasa Iyengar, the President of the last 1927 Congress and which has
been called the *‘Srinivasa Iyengar Congress’'—when out of the 8,500 people
present only 100 of these were delegates from other parts of India, whether-
he or that Congress, represented the voice of Inda?

Mr. C. S. Ranga Iyer: No.

Lieut.-Colonel H. A. J. @idney: ‘‘Father India’’ represents ‘‘Father
India’’ only. (Laughter). I shall not bandy words with him as I have:
no quarrel with him. Again T ask the opposite benches do they represent
the depressed classes of India? Mr. Rajah has shown that they do not.

Mr. A. Rangaswami Iyengar: We have a reply yet to that.

Lieut.-Colonel H. A, J. Gidney: Again, do you represent the six
million Ind‘an Christiang in India? '

Pandit Thakur Das Bhargava (Ambala Division: Non-Muhammadan):
Yes, certainly. ‘

Lient.-Colonel H. A. J. Gidney: You don't. You are not an Indiam
Christian.

Pandit Thakur Das Bhargava: They are my constituents and I re-
present them.

Lieut.-Golonel H. A. J. Gidney: Then I suppose we must include you
as an Indan Christian. Let me further ask do you represent the minority
communities in India, e.g., the Anglo-Indian, European, Jews, etc.?¥
(An Honourable Member: ‘‘Yes'’.—I suppose the Mother India part
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of it? (Laughter.) Lastly let me ask do you represent the 60 millions
of Indians residing in Feudatory India? The very most you can claim
to represent is a fraction of the 6 milliong partly educated Indians, of
whom ateut 2 millions have a vote. (An Honourable Member: “ Is it
our fault?”’)

Mr 4, Rangaswami Iyengar: You represent nobody.

~.  Lieut.-Colonel H. A. J. @idney: You know well whom 1 represent.
At least fifty per cent. of these 2 million Indian voters do not register
_a vote at elections. Let me again ask:—If you do not represent the
above communities then whom on earth do you represent? It appears that
all are leaders—none followers—crying- in a vacuum (Laughter). You
know, with a few honourable exceptions, my statement is a fact—and yet
you come to this House and say you représent the voice of united India, that
you have the support and author'ty of the peoples of India behind your
" signatures to your hasty manifesto refusing Sir John £imon’s honourable
and generous offer to the peoples of India and not to any self-created
oligarchy. The mere fact that you refused the offer of Sir John Simon
in the way you did has discredited you as leaders of India. (An Honour-
able Member: ‘' Thank you Colonel "’).- It is unfortunate that you do
not possess a sufficient sense of responsibility—indeed after listening to both
s'des of the House on the authority, ability, and persuasiveness of Eir
John Simon and his offer, I liken the speeches made to two sets of tunes
played by two gramophones, one the official gramophone tlaving the well
known tune ‘‘A’int-he-nice '’ the other—the Swaraj] Gramophone as
plaved by Lala Lajpat Rai in a new Fox-trot—entitled ‘“ W'ell-have-
nothing-more-to-do-with-little-Johnny "’.  Ostensibly the music of non-
co-operation with the Roval Statutory Commission, but, in real'ty a smoke
screen to conceal the real purport of this boyeott which is nothing
more or less than a demand for immediate and complete self-government
for India. This complaict about inequality and non-co-operation is all
moonshine. If vou will not have anyth'ng to do with this Commission,
do you think you are doing your people and your country any good? You
are not, you are ruining it. There is no getting away from the fact
irrespective of what you say or threaten or do, that you are under the:
British Parliament (An Honourable Member: ‘* Under British bayonets '),
and so long as you are under the constitution of the 1919 Government of
India Act, it is your bounden duty as members of th’s House, who have
sworn allegiance to His Majesty the King Emperor and as representing
the masses of India, if you do really represent them lovally to co-operate
with the Commission and show them and the British Parliament that
you are fit and not unfit for the protection of the minorities and a further
measure of self-government.

Diwan Chaman Lall: Do not get exc'ted, Colonel.

Lieut.-Colonel H. A, J. @idney: Take that advice yourself. I again ask
you in all seriousness to think if you are doing India any good by adopting’
this policy of boycott? I submit, Sir, you are not. I therefore beg of
you before it is too late—not that the voices on this s'de of the House
will have much, if any, influence, on memters who repudiate the right of
the British Parliament to come to a decision as to what form the Indian
constitution should take, for most of those on the opposite back benches
have come here to follow their leaders and give their vote as ordered—I ask

']
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" you ‘in all seriousness to consider whether in non-co-operating with the
Royal Statutory Commission you are doing a service or a disservice to
our country India. S8ir, I support the amendment and oppose the Resolu-

tion before the House.
The Assembly then adjourned for Lunch

Clock.
e *
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till a Quarter to Three of the

The Assembly re-assembled after Lunch at a Quarter to Three of the
Clock, Mr. President in'the Chair.

Mr. Fazal Ibrahim Rahimtulla (Bombay Central Division: Muham-
madan Rural): Sir, I entirely agree with the Honourable the Leader
of the House when he says that the Resolution put forward by Lala
Lajpat Rai is nothing but negation. It was for this reason that I had
tabled an amendment to clearly define the posit'on of the Party to which
1 belong, and the extent to which we were willing to co-operate. The

amendment ran. . . .

Mr. President: The Honourable Member is not in order in referring
to an amendment which has been ruled out by the Chair.

Mr. Fazal Tbrahim Rahimtulla: I am reading the substance. . ...

Mr. Presideat: The Honourable Member cannot read the substance
‘of an amendment which has been ruled out by the Chair.

Mr. Fazal Ibrahim Rahimtulla: I abide by your ruling regarding the
amendment and I shall make my podition clear in my speech. The
question is this. When the announcement of the Commission wias made
1 was one of those who was against the boycott and who welcomed the
Commission for more than one reason. One reason was that the exclusion
of Indians was a good one, because we have experience in the past that
it is better to have no Indians than to have bad Indians on a Commission,
and it was for this reason that I welcomed it. Another reason was that
as the three groups in the House of Parliament combined together, so
also Indians rose to the occasion and combined themselves and brought
about the much desired Hindu-Muslim unity. To-day the Resolution that
has been brought forward by Lala Lajpat Rai is a Resolution which covers
four schools of thought. There is a school of thought here that we
should have nothing to do with the Commission at any stage or in any form.
There is another school which says that in the Commission Indians should
have a predominating voice. There is a third school of thought which
‘believes that Indians should have some voice in determining their future
position. And the last school of thought says that Indians are pre-
pared to work on equal status and equal terms. All these four parties
have combined together, and for four different reasons which I have
stated, they are here to support the Resolution of my Honourable friend,
Lala Lajpat Rai. I do not think I should ask any Indian to accept the
fifth position, and that is that of petitioners. The 'boycott movement, I
may tell my Honourable friend, Mr. Roy, is not a movement of hatred
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at all. (Some Honourable Members: ‘‘Hear, hear’’.) It is a movement
to show that we are not willing to'sit with the Members of Parliament
unless terms of equality are offered to us. The Honourable t_he Leader
‘of the House has said that in the rocedure laid down equal status is granted.
I shall, Sir, on the floor of this House prove to the hilt that equal status
is not granted, and if the Honourable the Leader of the House is p_repars;d
to reconsider his position, then I can assure you‘that we on our side will
not press this Resolution to a division. Our intention is to get equal
status, equal position and equal power. - I shall point out to- the Leader
of the House three or four points which are contained in the procedure,
which tells us what our real position is. It says:

“The Indian side of the Conference would consist, when central subjects were
heing dealt with, of those first named (which means the Central Legislature). In a
Province the Indian wing would primarily consist of the Provincial Members, but in
order that the Central Joint Committee may not have a partial view of the material
put before it we should be glad if arrangements could be arrived at which would enable

_its members or some of them to be present as an additional element at provincial
sittings."’

Subsequent to this, Sir Sankaran Nair received a letter from Sir John
Simon saying that this could only be granted at his discretion. Is that
“equal status? Take another point:

“If a case arises when this general plan cannot be followed I should make no secret
of it and should ask my colleagues in the joint free conference when, as I hope, they
learn to have faith in my sense of fairness, to accept from me such account of the
matter as I can give them on behalf of the Commission.”

It means nothing but that the Central Legislature Committee should have
faith in Sir John Simon. May I ask him why he should not have faith
or trust in the Indian colleagues who will sit with him? Why should
he say that we should have faith in him when he implies that he has
no faith in us? He says ' Leave it to my discretion *’. I ask: *‘Is that
equality?’. Then, Sir, I agree with my friend Mr. K. C. Roy that if
a person is not able to trust his own Indian colleagues on this Committee
but wants to trust the European colleagues, his evidence is not worth
having. Then take another point:

“The present Commission is only authorised to report and make a recommendation.”

Even in a question of making a recommendation we are not granted
equality of status. T do not know where this is going to end. Then
again Sir John Simon says:

“TIn this report we desire to include a faithful account of the opinions and aspira-

tions prevalent in India and of the concrete proposals for constitutional reform so far
as these are put before us.”

So that, after discussing in"a joint free conference each party makes its
own recommendation. I say, Sir, is that & joint conference? Ts that
the same status? What is the use of saying that the same status is
wranted when I have proved that there is not the same status. Even
in a question like procedure, if the Government is not going to give equal
status, I do not see how any self-respecting person can have anythng
to do with the Commission. T do not wish to take up the position of
‘petitioners. T ask my Muslim friends this. Though they do not agree
with their Hindu brethren and though they think that this Commission
is appointed primarily with the object of safeguarding the Moslem inferests,

c?2
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at least they should behave in a manner that would command self-respect.
If you know how to respect yourself, everybody will respect you. People:
can only respect you if you know how to respect yourself.

Nawab Sir Zulfigar Ali Khan: Can you say that in the Unity Confer-
ence the Hindus are prepared to give separate electorates?

Mr. Fazal Ibrahim Rahimtulla: Certainly. If you want separate
electorates, my Hindu friends will be prepared to accept your proposals.
They have said so. Sir, as I told you, I was not against boycott bub
I say, Sir, that T am in favour of not having anything to do with the
Corumission simply because it is not in the interest of any self-respecting
person to go before the Commission as petitioners. If equal status is-
granted, I shall be the first to co-operate with this Commission.

Sir, I will now deal with the speech of my friend Sir Bhupendra Nath
Mitra. I can only say in two words what his speech amounted to. It is
nothing but repentance and forgiveness. He told us that he has erred
and is to be forgiven. (The Honourable Sir Bhupendra Nath Mitra: “‘Oh,
no’’.) I can tell him, that if his Government were to say that they have
erred -on this question and are prepared to reconsider their decision, this
House would not insist on a division. But instead of that what do we
find? What does Sir John Simon, for whom I have the greatest respect,
'say? He says:

‘‘The Commission is of course bound to earry through its task in any event and
discharge to the full the duty cast mpon it.”

Let us see the speech of Lord Birkenhead delivered only two days ago.

“If we are denied the assistance which we have asked for does any ome really
imagine t;sl?t the Commission will desist from its activities or will refuse to carry
but its o :

(Several Honourable Members: ‘‘Hear, hear”’.) I am glad my friend Sir
Walter Willson says, ‘‘ Hear, hear ’’, Because what does it amount to?
They want the assistance of the Indian people but they do not want to
show them respect, they do not want to treat them as equals but as
petitioners. (An Honourable Member: ‘‘As slaves’.) I think Sir Walter
Willsen will desist from such remarks which do not do any credit to the
community to which he belongs. (Laughter.) (An Honourable Member -
““What were your ideas when you welcomed the Commission?”’) My ides
was that it has brought about the much desired Hindu-Muslim unity,
and to-day the four parties stand together in support of the Resolution
moved by Lala Lajpat Rai. (An Honourable Member: ‘“What about
to-morrow’’.) You will have to take care of to-morrow. We do not
believe in to-morrows, but only in to-days. To-morrow takes care of
itself. (An Honourable Member: *‘Do we find them in this Chamber?"’)
Both here and outside. If you were to read the papers you would not
have asked that. (Laughter.) If that was not the case I would not have
made the statement that the Hindus are prepared to offer separate elec-
torates. 1 know something of what is going on in the country. I say
that I welcome the Commission because it has brought about the unity
which we all desire. We have noticed, Sin, that on the question of the
Statutory Commission there has been a unity in the House of Commons,
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the Liberals, the Labourites and the Conservatives, who have many differ-
ences of opinion amongst themselves, have stood shoulder to shoulder
.and asked us to welcome the Commission. On the other hand, we have
found that where the self-respect of India is concerned we all stand
together or fall together. We are not here in the least to non-co-operate
with the Government. We are not here to say that we do not recogrize
the authority of Parliament. But what we ask, what any gentleman
would ask, is, give us our self-respect, treat us as equals, not merely in
words or camouflage but in reality.

I have pointed out that even in the matter of procedure equal status
1is not granted, and there has not been one Memker of this House, either
from the Government Benches or other sympathisers with Government,
who has claimed that equal status has been granted by this procedure.
All that they have said is that the door is open. So also do we say, look
at the Resolution :

“This Assembly recommends to the Governor General in Council to inform His

Majesty’s Government that the present constitution and scheme of the Statutory
«Commission are wholly unacceptable.’’

‘That is a door open for Gcvernment to negotiate, and I have said that
we are prepared to co-operate with the Commission on terms of equality.
If those terms are granted to us I shall be the first, and I am sure my
Party will be with me when I say we shall be willing to co-operate with
the Commission and we will have nothing to do with those who think
that the Commission is not acceptable in any shape or in any form.

Mr. Muhammad Yamin Khan: Did your leader say that?

Mr. Fazal Ibrahim Rahimtulla: That is the position of my Party,
Mr. Yamin Khan.

Misn Mohammad Shah Nawaz: He has nob said what you have said.

Mr. Fazal Ibrahim Rahimtulla: He has said so, if you only cared to
listen to him, Mr. Shah Nawaz. (Laughter.)

Mr. K. Ahmed: Let your leader stand up again and say so.

Mr. Fazal Ibrahim Rahimtulla: He will say so a hundred times if
necessary, if you have the patience to listen to him. Sir, I have made
the position of myself and my Party very clear. We do not say that we
are non-co-operating with the Commission as suggested by the Leader
of the House. (An Honourable Member: ‘‘ You are.”’) There is no
such implication in the Resolution as moved by Lala Lajpat Rai, and 1

3 par. 5BV that if the Leader of the House agrees and if he is pre-

pared to reconsider the decision of Government, then he will
-see that there will not be anything on this side of the House to fear.

As regards one other point, Sir, I shall say a word or two and I shall
finish, and it is the question of the appointment of the Committee of
the Central Legislature. The reason why we have moved this Resolu-
tion at this juncture is to inform the Government that if they do not
give us equal status, we will have to oppose the Resolution for the
-appointment of the Central Committee. (Sir Walter Willson: ‘‘ What
has Government got to do with it?’") I am glad to hear that, (Laughter)
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Sir. 1 say this, Sir, because there has been a certain misunderstand-
ing in this House that this Resolution will amount to the position that
we are not willing to have the Central Legislature Committee. There
is time between now and the Resolution which Government intend to
bring forward for the appointment of the Central Committee, and if Gov-
ernment are prepared to accede to the request of this side of the House
for giving equal status, then this side will proceed to appoint the Com-
mittee for the Central Legislature at the proper time.

Dr. A. Suhrawardy (Burdwan and Presidency Divisions: Muhammadan
Rural): I am grateful to you, Sir, for giving me the opportunity of
speaking after my friend, Mr. Fazal Ibrahim Rahimtulla. I have listened
to his speech with much interest and, limited as I am only to fifteen
minutes, I cannot devote much of my time to meeting his arguments.
I have listened to the Leader of the Party to which he belongs, but I do.
not know whether the views put forward by him are shared by the Leader
of his Party. But I put it to my friends of the Congress Party that if
I understand Mr. Rahimtulla aright, his position is different from theirs,
as he says in effect, ‘‘Give me equality of status and I am ready to throw
overboard my colleagues of the Congress Party’’. What his idea of
equality of status is he has not told us, excepting pointing out one or
two points in the letters issued by Sir John Simon.

Mr. Fazal Ibrahim Rahimtulla: I am sorry the Honourable Member
does not know the meaning of the phrase ‘‘equal status’’

Dr. A. Subrawardy: You are mistaken. Even after the issue of that.
statement my friend had taken the trouble of going with the deputation
of Moslem Members or by himself to Sir John Simon. Well 1 do not
know his idea of the boycott, but I think it is quite different from the
idea of boycott of my friends, the Swarajists. His idea of equality is :
probably equally different. Anyway I do not want to take him seriously.
(Mr. Fazal Ibrahim Rahimtulla: ‘““You cannot afford to do that’’.) Then
I have too much respect for them for not taking note of the speeches of
the Leader of the Swaraj Party and of Lala Lajpat Rai. (An Honourable
Member on the Congress Benches: ‘‘Not necessary’’.) I have too much
respect for Pandit Motilal Nehru and Mr. Srinivasa Iyengar (An Honour-
able Member: ‘“Too much!’), and I have too much regard and respect
for my friend, Mr. Goswami (Mr. T. C. Goswami: “‘No, no''), whose
father was an honoured and revered colleague of mine when I was about
the same age as Mr. Goswami now is. (Mr. T. C. Goswami: ‘I hope
you have grown since then’’), to treat’their speeches in a spirit of levity
on this solemn occasion on this momentous question. But I cannot allow
their speeches to go unchallenged, and their arguments to go uncontrovert-
ed on certain particulars. If I am not mistaken, Mr. Srinivasa Iyengar
suggested that advantage was taken of communal dissensions to advanee
the date of the Commission, and that is one of the reasons for opposing
the Commission. May I ask him what was the reason for springing upon
unsuspecting Moslems the Delhi proposals three years in advance of 1929?

‘Was not the question raised then that a communal separate electorate:
is one of the causes of communal dissensions, that it was time that separate
electorates should be abolished and joint electorates substituted for them?
Why was Mr. Jinnah racking his brains here? And if the Government
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of England wers to advance the date of the Commission on that ground
and send out a Commission to inquire and find out what justification
there is for the allegation and the assertion that communal dissensions
and communal differences are promoted by communal electorates, why
should Mr. Srinivasa Iyengar find fault with the Government of India and
the Government of England for accelerating the date of the Statutory
Commission? Lala Lajpat Rai, if I am not mistaken, also found fault
with the Government for not entrusting us with the task of framing a
constitution. =~ What prevented Lala Lajpat Rai and his colleagues of
3 or 4 parties, to which reference is repeatedly made, from framing &
constitution? May I ask these gentlemen, whether they have ever sat
round a round table or & square table or an oblong table or under a banyan
tree and whether they attempted to frame a constitubion at all? May I
ask them what measure of support they gave to the Commonwealth of
India Bill framed by that devoted champion of Indian freedom and liberty.
(An Honourable Member: ‘‘Tell us the name’’.) The name is well known
and you need not ask.

Reverting to the ‘remarks of Pandit Motilal Nehru, I find that he has
referred to section 84A of the Government of India Act and he said that
by the terms of that section, Parliamentary Commission does not mean
exclusion of Indians. I agree with the Pandit. I must frankly tell the
House that the argument for the exclusion of Indians based on historical
and constitutional grounds do not appeal to me at all. (Hear, hear.) But
the argument based on the practical necessities of the case is the
real argument. Because even if a Parliamentary Commission is the sole
Commission contemplated by that section, even to-day we have got Lord
Sinha in the House of Lords and Comrade Saklatwala in the House of
Commons. May I iask our friends if Lord Sinha was appointed as a
member of the Commission, would not our fiery friends have then spouted
forth their fire? If Mr. Saklatwala was approinted, would not that have
given cold feet to our friends, the Moderates? That is the difficulty. The
practical difficulty of the ¢ase stands in the way of Indians being appointed.
Our friend, the Pandit also referred to the Congress being committed to
a policy of complete independence. He said, ‘‘Complete independence is
the policy for which he stands and the whole country stands’’. That is
an example of the fatuity which fond parents have for their darling child.
Pandit Motilal Nehru is the father or author of that Independence Resolu-
tion. Naturally he imagines that the whole of India is committed tc
that Resolution. If Mahatma Gandhi is to be credited with what I read
in some paper he had said, the Congress which passed the resolution
was reduced to the level of a school-boy debating society.

Then our friend, Mr. Goswami, is confident of victory in the long run,
and promises a bitter and a long struggle I would have been convinced
by that promise if I had not before me the failure of the boycott move-
ment, the triple boycott, writ large on the benches opposite adorned by
my friends. (An Homourable Member: * Why did vou leave the Swarajist
Party?’’) Why did I leave the Swarajist Party? I was just coming to
that myself. I do not wish to say anything about Mr. Goswami. I do
not see him in his seat. (An Honourable Member: ‘‘He is there’.)
After T have finished with, what I have %o say about Mr. Goswami, T will
come to the question why I left the Swaraj Party. I served under the
same chief as Mr. Goswami. I never belonged to the non-co-operation
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creed. I never boycotted the Councils. Ever since the Morley-Minto
Reforms I have been a member of the Bengal Legislative Council. When
I entered the Bengal Legislative Council, I did so because the late Mr.
€. R. Das was my chief. I have now re-entered the Assembly, as my
friends from Bengal know, after defeating the Congress candidate and
have been returned not by one but by two constituencies. All the flotsam
and jetsam which had entered the Bengal Council on the Swaraj ticket
in 1928 have been swept away in 1926, and in the Bengal Council there
is not a single Muskim who has been elected to it on the Swaraj ticket.
The reason why I left the Swaraj Party is the death of my late chief,
whose untimely death we all mourn. He is no longer amongst us and
that is why this gulf yawns between me and the Swarajist friends opposite.

_ Mr. Goswami has referred to ‘‘the one great man and the medio-
crities”” as his colleagues in order to belittle the importance of the Com-
mission. Well. Sir, we are all mediocrities, the majority of the world
consists of mediocrities and the Commission has come here for the benefit
of the mediocrities. 1 think we are safer in the hands of mediocrities
than in the hands of the abnormalities and precocities like my friends.
8ir, I cannot pose as a spokesman of India or as an Indian statesman
whose inclusion in the Commission would be the salvation of India and
the DBritish Empire. I am here as a humble representative of the
Mussalmans of Bengal, and as such I rise to intervene in the debate only
to give my reasons for opposing the Resolution and supporting the amend-
ment. I do not care who votes for the Resolution or who votes against
it. Sir, when the eves of the friends of India are fixed on the Assembly
and the world outside which sympathises with Indian aspirations is
anxiously awaiting the decision of the House and Indian statesmanship
is on its trial, I want them to know that the Muslims of Bengal have
nothing to do with thig sterile policy of the boycott. 1 want them to
appraise the true worth and value of what they do here, condemned as
we .are by the constitution to the position of a helpless minority. Let
‘me remind the House that immediately on the announcement of the
personnel of the Commission a boycott meeting was held in the Town
Hall, presided over by that arch-communalist, Sir Abdur Rahim and Mr.
Jitendralal Bannerjee, an ex-President of the Swaraj Party in Bengal,
with his breast bursting with pride and swelling with elation, told the
audience that the burning patriotism of Sir Abdur and his presence there
that day were proofs positive of the fact that the Muslim bloa was behind
the agitation. Let me now tell the House that the self-same Swarajist
leader. who had given notice of moving a resolution of no-confidence in
the Commission expressing deep disappointment and resentment,
had to eat humble pie and withdraw his resolution crestfallen and
humiliated with the following words:

““Mr. President :—I do not propose to proceed with my motion. The members of
my y are mot conspicueus by their presence. Presumably, therefore, they are
satisfied with the constitution of the Commission.’

. What was the reason for this brilliant retreat? The reason was this.
‘That astute political acrobat, on whom he had relied, finding the Muslim
bloc in front of him and not behind the boycott agitation, had executed
a somersault, and despite the manceuvrings of the Muslim League held
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in Calcutta under the protection of petticoats and shadows of sarees,
despite the sweet songs of sirens from the south and harangues of Pandits
fresh from the pantomime in Madras, the elected Muslim members of the
Bengal Council, almost to a man, are against the boycott of the Com-
misgion. That is one of my reasons for opposing the Resolution, as I am
bound to be guided by the views of Muslim Bengal, not having as yet
reached the high throne and eminence of All-India statesmanship.

My second reason is that boycott is foredoomed to failure. It has
already failed in the Bengal Council. The diversity of motives behind the
apparent unanimity is a sure factor for the ultimate disruption, defeat
and discomfiture of the boycotters. 'The seven gramophones <of the
-opposition sing different tunes. The unholy alliance between Swarajists,
Moderates, Responsivists and Independents cannot last long. I can under-
stand and respect the Swarajists who from the high pedestal of lofty
patriotism ery for self-determination. The Moderates care two-pence for
that principle.  After enjoying all the plums of office, when the patriots
were rotting in jail, and finding themselves fast relegated to the shelves
of the political museums, reserved for fossils of byegone days, finding
that they have no place in the scheme of the Secretary of State, they
may well condemn the grapes beyond their reach. The Responsivists,
they are out to respond. But there is no response to their offer. The
door is still open. Let them in and slam the door on the Swarajists.
The Independents, they forget their tall talk of self-respect, and forsake
their principles when they stoop to petition and bargain with the bureau-
crats and solicit the support of Sardar Muhammad Nawaz —(who represents
a joint eleetorate—an electorate Mr. Jinnah is in love with and is dying
for, though Mr. Jinnah has not as yet the honour of being returned by
a joint electorate).—when it is a question of a plum for a member of
their party. What reliance can you place on them? How long will the
alliance last? Already the poisoned plum is having its effect. Let the
hungry spider beware of the poisoned fly. :

My third reason is the reason of Lala -Lajpat Rai. I am lacking
in that faith which moves mountains. I.am grateful to him for his solicitude

.and anxiety for us Muslims.
Mr. President: Order, order. Will the Honourable Member bring
‘his interesting remarks to a close .

Dr. A. Svhrawardy: Will you kindly allow me three minutes more,
#8 I have had so many interruptions.

I am grateful to him for his solicitude and anxiety for us Muslims.
1 wonder if he poured these friendly sentiments into the ears of that
responsible statesman who enjoys his confidence, to whom he referred
yesterday—Lord Olivier, who sanctioned the Bengal Ordinance. He re-
minds us of the Partition of Bengal and the Treaty of Sévres. He
awakens b’tter memories of the humiliation of Muslims and the part
played by the members of his communisy to bring about that humilia-
tion. Sir, in the bitter memories ¢f the unsettlement of the settled
fact which no Bengal Muslim need be reminded of lie buried the best
refutation and repudiation of the insinuation that our support of the
Commission is based on any barter or bargain. Like Lalaji, we
have little faith in the promises of perfidious Albion. But Lalaji will

‘
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pardon me if I tell him frankly that we have less faith in his professions
of friendship and his new role of champion of Pan-Islamism. He need
rot shed crocodile tears and fell us of the Partition of Bengal and the
Treaty of Sévres. His main argument is lack of confidence in the Com-
mission. Our main argument is lack of confidence in him. We have to
make out a case before the Commission whose competency he questions
on the ground of ignorance of India. I have greater faith in the im-
partiality of their ignorance than in the bias of his superabundance of
Iknowledge. While Mr. Jinnah managed to secure a couple of non-Mus-
lim followers to prop the throne of his independence, Lalaji has
raiserably failed to secure even one Muslim for his Nationalist Party.
It is an eloquent testimony to the faith abounding which the Muslims
have in him. In his impassioned peroration the Lala allows his imagina-
tion to run riot. He finds himself in water, fire and mid-air—in a bark _
buffeted by the wind and waves, on the crest of a volcano and in mid-air—
rather perilous and uncomfortable positions which do not conduce to clarity
of mind. I wonder whether the visions conjured up in that somewhat
confused metaphor led to that confusion of thought and clouding of
judgment which prevented Lalaji from realising that the appeal for
Muslim support would have come with better grace from the leader of
that party whose efforts at Hindu-Muslim unity are being thwarted at
every step by prominent members of his party who are bent on wreck-
ing the frail bark of Indian nationalism on the shallow rocks and sands
of communal passions and strife. I must now turn to the . . . .

Mr, President: It is all very interesting, but the Honoumble Member
cannot go on to anything new; he must now close.

Dr. A. Shurawardy: I was just turning to the remarks of the Leader
of the Independent Party, but I am sorry as I have no fime . . .

Mr. M. A. Jinnah: Never mind; close your essay now.

Dr. A. Suhrawardy: But I will put one straight question to Mr.
Jinnah who refused as Leader of that Party to be fooled by any one.
Was he or was he not a party to the inequitable Lucknow Pact? If he
was, was he then befooled or did he betray? If he was not, who be.
fooled or betrayed the Mussalmans? T simply ask him now not to sell
the birthright and interests of the Mussalmans for thirty pieces of
silver. There is a mysterious virtue in the letter J. like the M. in
Monmouth and Macedon. I should have liked to have developed my
roints but I think Mr. Jinnah understands what I mean and, as I have
no time, I shall leave it at that. I do not want that his Delhi proposals
should be turned into Dead Sea apples or the proverbial luddoos of Delhi.

Mr. C. S. Ranga Iyer: Sir, the Honourable the Leader of the House
in his speech put it to us that this was a racial question, a question of
the races of the East and the West. T think the position I take, and that
many Members on this side of the House take, is exactly the same. It
is a question of the races of the East and the West, and on the decision
of this question depends really the future peace of the world. Sir, it
was Gokhale who said that under the dispensation of an inscrutable
Providence England and India had come together. And though a minor
roet of the West has said that ‘“never the twain shall meet’”’, I am glad
that the Honourable the Leader of the House has given expression to
8 better idea, namely, the meeting of the East and the West.
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The opportunity has come to the British people—it has been given
to them for the last forty years of our agitation and for the last 150
vears of their rule The question is purely a racial question. Are the
British people prepared to treat the eastern races, a fifth of the world's
population, the peopie of India, in the same manner in which they have
treated their own children abroad, their white progeny in the Dominions.
and the Colonies?

My leader, the leader of my party and the leader of the Indiam
National Congress told you that the Congress had declared independence
85 the goal of the nation. The Honourable Member from Bengal said
something which he alone could have understood (Laughter). He
quoted Mahatma Gandhi and said that Mahatmaji described the Congress
resolution as the result of a school-boy debate. I wish he had quoted
all the things that Mahatma Gandhi said. He wanted a resolutiun of
that kind to be followed up by action. ‘‘Do not libel Mahatmaji after
going over to the other side.”” That, Sir, is what I would say to a
Member who was once a worshipper on this side . . . .

Dr. A. Suhrawardy: Not on that side; never on that side. I admired
Deshabandhu Das.

~ Mr. 0. S. Ranga Iyer: What did Deshabandhu Das, whom the Hon-
ourable Member said he admired, say? He said ‘‘Nations by them-
selves are made.”” He said ‘‘every nation like every man is the archi-
tect of its own destiny.”” Talk not of loyalty to Deshabandhu Das.
(Mian Mohammad Shah Nawaz: ‘‘ What sbout the Bengal Pact whick
you repudiate?”’) What about the Bengal Pact which the Honourable
gentleman there repudiates? (Laughter.) That Honourable gentleman
who came forward with a very entertaining piece of rhetoric to this House,.
said ‘‘Can you drive the British people away with ink, pen and blotting
paper?’’ 1 say that if the Indian people can only rise in revolt with their
pencils, they could destroy the British Empire in India. (Laughter.)

Perhaps Honourable Members on the other side are aware that «
great Irish leader once said,—and the Irish people later on carried it
out in a bloodier form into practice,—a great Irish leader once said,—
““If onlv Irishmen rose in revolt with their forks and knives, they could
destroy the British”’. And Ireland is such a small country. But I say,
Sir, if only Indians make up their minds to see that each man arms
himself with an inkpot, thev could drown the British in &n ocean of ink.
(Laughter.) Let him mnot talk of such absurd things as driving the
British out of this countrv by means of pen, ink and blotting paper. Who-
ever said that we were going to drive them out with bloiting paper?«
(Laughter.) If the Honourable gentleman seriously wants to lead the
way as to how to drive out the British, let him leave pen and ink to us
railder men, but let him join the ranks of the revolutionaries. That is
one way of driving the British out of India, and that way is going to be
tried if other ways fail. For let not England imagine for a moment that
she is going to impose her foreign rule for 21l time on India. (Hear,
hear.).

Sir, the spirit behind this Resolution has not keen understood by
Honourable gentlemon on the other side. We have been asked bv the
Honourable the Leader of the non-official European group, (Sir Darcy
Lindsay) how ig it that we rejected Sir John Simon’s offer in such ‘‘inde-
cent haste’’? That was the language he used, and in his very eloquent



476 LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY. [18Tr FEB. 1928.

[Mr. C. S. Ranga lyer.] i

but extremely unconvincing speech, the Honourable the Home Member
said, ill-considered, ill-conceived and precipitate haste characterised our
action. I would ask him if England were under German rule and if
Germany sent a Commission presided over by Hindenberg, and if the
German President had asked the British House of Commons and the
British House of Lords to form a Joint Committee and if he had exclud-
ed the Joint Committee from perusing certain documents relating to
certain affairs fundamentally affecticg England, would the Honourable
gentlemen of the Houses of Parliament have read and re-read, inwardly
digested and endorsed the document of Hindenberg.

The Honourable Sir Basil Blackett: Yes. (Cries of ‘* Shame, shame "
from the Congress Party Benches.)

Mr. C. S. Ranga Iyer: The Honourable Sir Basil Blackett sitfing over
there says *“ Yes . What then? He would then have been on the side
of men in our own country who have been supporting British rule.
{Laughter.) He would have been disowned by his own countrymen, he
would have been despised by his own race. But I know he would not have
said ** Yes '’ if the fates had so ordained. (Laughter from the Congress
Party Benches.) Sir, I have come across a picture drawn by an English-
‘man of German rule in England, and if only they understood what foreign
rule meant, they would not have asked us why we devoted so little time
to deal with a document which contained nothing new, as I could prove
if T had the time. Read the speech of Mr. Ramsay MacDonald in the
House of Commons. Read the letter he wrote in the New York Nation,
read the speeches of the Labour Members of the House of Commons, read
also the speech of Mr. Baldwin, and you will find that there is nothing
new, not one single new idea, in Sir John Simon’s letter. On the other
hand, there is something less in that letter than what the Prime Minister
of England was prepared to grant. The Prime Minister said :

‘The Hon. Member for West Leicester (Mr. Pethwick-Lawrence) wished to know

‘“Is it possible under the Government scheme for persons not members of the
Indian Legislature to be included in the Committee to meet the Commission, by co-
operation or otherwise?’. The answer to that is that we have no intention of dictating
*to the Indian Assembly how they should do their own business. Whatever is within
their power, whatever they can do, or if they think fit,”

and so on.

The Prime Minister openly acknowledged the possibility of including on
the Joint Committee persons from outside the Legislature. But Sir John
Simon hag not condescended to grant even that,—not that the granting of
it will satisfy us. Our position is quite clear. If you are not prepared to
treat India as rou treated Ireland, if you are not prepared to treat India as
you treated South Africa, if you are not prepared to treat India as you treated
Canada, India will adopt the methods that Ireland adopted; ( An Honour-
able Member: ** Pencils.””) India will adopt the methods that Canads
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and South Africa adopted. It may be that that day we constitutionalists may
be destroyed, but I from my place must warn the Government that India.
will go the way that other nations struggling for freedom have gone. Do
not for a moment imagine that you are going to.be the sole monarch of
the situation. India, if she cannot preak the foreign manacles, will seek
foreign aid. She may seek the aid of Russia; she may seek the aid of
China. ( An Honourable Member : ** Like Prithivi Raj *’.) Yes, without
repeating historv but becoming wiser by it. But even supposing that the
British Raj is going to bé changed for some foreign Raj, why should it not
be done? (An Honourable Member : ‘‘ Change of fashion.’’) Supposing
I am serving under a master for a particular length of time. Supposing
I find that the master is not plaving the game. Am I not entitled to take
service under somebody else?

Mr. K. Ahmed: But that is not Swaraj. (Laughter).

Mr. C. 8, Ranga Iyer: I agree. Not much intelligence is required to say
that it is not Swaraj. (Laughter.) I know it is not Swaraj. It is foreign
Raj. But it is not British Raj either. What we want is certainly Swaraj,
but if Great Britain is not going to give us Swaraj we constitutionalists
will have to stand out. We will stand away if we cannot enter that move--
ment. But take it, human nature being what it is, that such a movement
will come into existence resulting, to begin with, in the suspension of the:
Legislature. Was not the Legislative Assembly of Russia, the Duma, sus-
pended? Do ycu think the boycott movement is to come to an end here:
after voting? Sir, to-day, ranged on our side are men who, incuwvéen
much political end public opprobrium, co-operated with you,—men li'would
Tej Bahadur Sapru, who was my leader in the Home Rule days,you are
for whom I had the highest reverence and still have. Did he not @ British
with you against the non-co-operation movement? Sir Chimanlaliave tried
and Sir Sivaswami Aiyar have grown grey in co-operation. D friend Mr.
stand by you? You have kicked them now; you have treatitude which
untouchables. Sir Basil Blackett comes to this House and:oblem was.
of ‘“the barrez policy of non-co-operation.”” Yes. Nondf procedure
became & barren policy because some of our own best and brilliadle attitude.
opposed to it. But you treated their co-operation with non-don for this
You excludéd them from a Commission that came to judge the : recognise
the Reforms in the working of which they had as great a shai ‘I want
I should say a greater share because you have had to face the oblogt I am
the country. You treated men who have been the powerful frieid not
Britain with non-co-operation.  The responsibility for starting nc.the
operation lies wholly with the Government. And now you talk of the comrzr-
trouble of non-cc-operation. This is only the beginning. What I want the
Englishmen to realise is what the position of England would have teen if
England were under German rule. I want the Englishmen to understand
the position in India, the position that oppresses us, the oppression that
we feel. This is what Mr, Nevinson wrote :

“England would be divided into four sections under German governor-generals and
there would be German governor-generals in Scotland, Wales and Ireland. Germans
would be appointed as district commissioners to collect revenue, try cases and control
the police. A Council of Germans, with a proportion of nominated British lords and
squires, would legislate for each province.

A German viceroy., surrounded by a council in which the majority was always
CGerman and the chief office of Chancellor of the Exchequer, Commander-in-Chief of
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-the army, and so forth, were always filled by Germans, wouald hold a Court at Windsor
.and Buckingham Palace. The English would have to undertake the support of
Lutheran churches for the spiritual consolation of their rulers. German would be
“the official language of the country, though interpreters might be allowed in the law
.courts. Public examinations would be cofiducted in German, and all candidates for
the highest civilian posts would have to go to Germany to be educated.

The leading newsp:_;lpers would be published in German and a strict censorship
.established over the ‘Times’ and other rebellious organs. Criticisms of the German
Government would be prosecuted as sedition, English papers would be confiscated,
‘English editors heavily Enad or imprisoned, English s ers deported to the Orkneys
“without trial or cause shown. Writers on liberty, such as Milton, Wordsworth, Shelley,
Burke, Mill and Lord Morley, would be forbidden. ”

Mr. President: The Honourable Member might put it on the table.

Mr. C. S, R&ngi Iyer: A German Commission comes. It appeals
‘to the British House of Lords and House of Commons -to : form
a Joint Committee and the Honourable the German Leader of
the House complains that the document has not been adequately
considered ! British honesty, British honour, British character,
British patriotism would have spurned that Commission, would have treated
that Commission as Britishers alone could treat it, and as Indians educated
in British ways are going to treat this Commission. For liberty will come
‘whether Britishers like it or not, not as a Christmas gift, but liberty will
Jecome from the people. 8ir, liberty is no flower which klooms from within
saig Plause.)

Party ..
man of nel J. D. Crawford (Bengsal: Europnan): Sir, many speakers before
rule mes: emphasised the fact of the momentous nature of the debate
to deal w'?{?use to-day, momentous not only to the peoples of India for
if I had thal advancement and their future happiness and contentment,
House of Ctous also to the constitutional advance of this House. ~What
read the spe?  According to the Resolution, it is that this House is dis-
also the sp¢h the present constitution and scheme of the Statutory Com-
new, not od therefore will have nothing to do with it. But you your-
hand, therrom the Chair ruled that a vote in favour of the Resolution
of Englara definite vote in favour of non-co-operation by this House with
stutory Commission. My Leader, Sir Darey Lindsay, in all
stness asked the various parties what it was that they wanted, and
~pose to examine, in so far as I have been able to understand, the
_sitlon of the various leaders who have made their pronouncement in
this House. I will turn, first of all, to the Congress Party.  The Con-

gress Party say: ‘“ No. We wanti no Commission. We are out for self-
determination.”” Now I could follow that policy of self-determination if
I could understand exactly what self-determination means. Who is to

have self-determination? Is it the Congress Party? Is it to be the
minority or is it to be any other individual? Tt is a grand ideal but it
is not to my mind practical politics. Suppose the Congress Party were
to follow out their policy to its logical conclusion.  There is but one
‘logical conclusion to that and that is the application of force. ~Mr. Ranga
Iver has said it very definitely and also other members of the Congress
Party. Possibly as a soldier I might prefer the method of the fisticuffs
‘to the method of wordy warfare which we sometimes have in this House
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but T am not, as some people suggest, one of . those who believe in martial
law, and be damned. I have been through the Great War: ' I have
known what human unhappiness it gave throughout the world and I -for
one as a soldier would tremble at the thought of any responsibility that
would lead India to that end so long as any other possible channel was
open. My friend Mr. Goswami who spoke for the Congress Party em-
phasised the complexity of the problem with which we are faced. 8o
did Lala Lajpat Rai and Sir Zulfigar Ali Khan. There is no denying the
complexity of the problem. My friends in the Congress Party know it
well because they have been examining this problem frying to get unity
with all earnestness. I will give them credit for that. They know that
the complexity of the problem has defeated them. (Honourable Members
on the Congress Party Benches: ‘“ Not at all *’.) The Round Table Con-
ference has failed to come to an agreement. (Mr. A. Rangaswami
. Iyengar: *“We are succeeding’’.) = You are entitled to your opinion and
I am entitled to mine. Therefore I feel that the policy which the
Congress Party would ask this (House to adopt is a wrong policy, a barren
policy and one that they cannot carry into force and one which as res-
ponsible statesmen they dare not carry into force so long as any ether
channel is open to them.

I would next analyse the reason given to this House by my friends
Lala Lajpat Rai and Mr. Jayakar. Lala Lajpat Rai challenges the
bona fideg of the British Government. I cannot help him out of that
difficulty. My own personal experience throughout the world has been
that if you are an honest man, your general attitude towards others would
be to treat them as honest men. (Mr. T. C. Goswami: “‘Until you are
disillusioned.””)  If they were honest, they will find that the British
public is equally honest and anxious. (Lala Lajpat Rai: ‘I have tried
it for the last forty vears and have entirely failed.”’) My friend Mr.
Javakar hag on the other hand throughout taken up an attitude which
has appeared to me to show a reasonable idea of what the problem was.
Mr. Jayakar said, ‘‘I will wait and see what is the method of procedure
which is to ke adopted.”” Now, that was a perfectly reasonable attitude.
We Europeans do not believe that you can make a constitution for this
country which excludes the Indian point of view. We quife recognise
that and on that point we are jn entire agreement when he says, ‘I want
to know how that Indian point of view is to be represented.”” But I am
a little shaken by him when he says ‘‘My difficulty is that you did not
make this announcement three months ago'’, as if three months in the
history of India was a matter of very great concern. He says, ‘‘Other-
wise I am concerned with the question of equality of status.” I will
come to.that point later. He objects to taking evidence in camera. - I
.do not think that I am strongly in favour of taking evidence in camera or
give very much attention to it myself. There is a point of view that
may desire to place its case in front of the British portion of the Com-
mission. Let me remind the House of what happened in the South-
borough Committee. The leader of the depressed classes sent in a letter
to that Committee which reads as follows:

“T take exception to the constitution of the Committee, especially to the non-official
Indian section thereof, and I am not anxious to be sat in judgment on hy my political
opponents.”’
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That is in a letter to the Madras Government. And then the Madras

Adi Dravida Jana Sal?ha said :

‘““We have already stated that Mr. Breenivasa Sastriar, as a champion and apologist
of Brahmin olignrch{ in preference to British buréaucracy, and Mr. Banerjee as one-
who advised our Sabha and the community which it resents ‘to enlist themselves

in the German Army ﬁﬁtjng against freedom and civilization,” because we said in
our address to Lord Chelmsford and the Right Hon’ble Mr. Montagu that ‘we would

fight to the last drop of our blood any attempt to transfer the seat of authority in
this country from British hands to the so-called high caste Hindus who had been
oppressing us in the past and would do so again but for the British Government’,.
are unfit to sit in judgmment over any representation we may make. *

BSo there is a class, a minority community, who may desire to state
their case in front of the British portion of the Commission. If you,
' gentlemen, are honest, why should you not say to any minority community
which wishes to adopt that procedure, “‘by all means go and state your
cage.”’ Sir John Simon said that the gist of such a case would be laid

before both sections of the inguiry.

And now, Sir; I conre to the question of equality of status. We find
it on these Benches very difficult to understand what it is that the Indian
Members of the opposite parties are seeking. I know Mr. Jinnah tells me
I am silly, that I cannot understand it. Possibiy the explanations offered
by a legal mind are not sufficiently lucid to make a commonplace man
understand what it is he wants. I anr really befogged because I cannot
understand what status an Indian would require more than to be elected
by his own people. (An Honourable Member: ““Has he a vote in this
‘Committee?’”) I do not mind whether he has a vote in the Committee.
He has the opportunity to state his case. (An Honourable Member:
““What is the meaning of opportunity?’’) What is a vote? You can state-
vour views as elected representatives of the people on any matter placed in
front of the Commission before Parliament, either via the channel of our:
own Legislature or direct as Sir John Simon has suggested.

Mr. M. A, Jinnah: Would the Honourable Member and the Members.
of his Party remain in this House to criticise and make speeches if they
were not allowed to take any part in the divisions and vote? Would they

agree to that position?

Oolonel J. D. Crawford: I do not see where a division comes in at all
in connection with the report stage. The object surely of this inquiry is
not to state that India want self-government. It is to examine the facts
and find out how far the constitution of the country as it has been settled
bes got any life in it and any real democratic feeling in it. That must
be a question of fact and not of opinion. (An Honourable Member: "“No,
Sir, opinions and conclusions. That is what the report says.’’) Well, as.
I have said, the question of equality of status is one which appears to me:
one of difficulty. Brought up as I have been in a democratic country T’
myself would prefer to be elected by the elected representatives of this
Chamber than to receive nomination to such a Commission through any
outside body, and in the view of the democratic world the status of men
so elected will be far higher for being so elected. We differ in our point of
view. (An Honourable Member: °‘ Fundamentally.”’) Well then there
must be some misunderstanding. Have any of fhese gentlemen who refuse
the procedure laid down by Sir John Simon taken the opportunity which
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he offered in his letter, namely, ‘‘to make himseli available for any con-
ferences about any matters of procedure which his statement does not
adequately cover?’”’ Now, Sir, if you honestly believe that the procedure
is wrong, that it is fundamentally wrong from India’s point of view, surely
then people who think so should see Sir John Simon and discuss the matter
with him. (An Honourable Member: ‘‘What about Sir Sankaran Nair?’)
(Sir Purshotamdas Thakurdas: ‘“What change did he get?”") I feel, Sir,
that. there is a large portion of this House which thinks that there has been
some misunderstanding over this question of procedure. There are many
here who do not want to vote either for the amendment or for the Resolu-
tion: and if T suggest, Sir, that that is the position, it might be that a
little more expianation between ourselves might lead us to find out what
this misunderstanding is, and with vour permission, Sir, and with the per-
mission of many Members of this House, I would move that this motion
stands adjourned sine dic. (Honourable Members: '‘No. no.”

Mr, President: Pandit Maden Mohan Malaviva,

Mr. Muhammad Yamin EKhan: On a point of order, Sir, Colonel
Crawford raised the point that this motion be . .

Mr, President: Order, crder. The Chair has heard it. Pandit Madan
Mohan Malaviya.

Pandit Madan Moha1 Malaviya (Allahabad and Jhansi Divisions: Non-
Muhammadan Rural): Sir, the motion before the House is that this
Assembly should have nothing to do with the Statutory Commission as it
is constituted at present. The fact that on this side we are all agreed to
support that Resolution is sufficient to tell every unbiassed man that there
is no desire in this Resolution to question the authortiy of Parliament,
as things stand, in having the final voice in passing the Statute which is
to be ¢nacted to change the Government of India Act. The situation ought
to be correctly appreciated by those who come forward to ecriticize us.
The proposal now before the House is the result of the attitude taken up
by the British Gcvernment. Before Lord Birkenhead had delivered his
final speech on the subject in the House of Lords and the Resolution for
the appointment of the Commission was moved in the House of Commons,
I published an appeal to my British fellow-subjects who hold power over
us at present not to exclude us, Indians, from the Commission which was
to deal with the most vital interests of India. but to give us equality of
status and power with them on the Commission, In concluding that

appeal I said:

““This decision to keep out Indians from the Btatutory Commission relating to
India marks a distinct set-back in the relations of Indians with Britishers, for I cannot
recall a single Royal Commission relating to India during the last several decades past
on which Indians did not find a seat. It will he a lasting shame for England that
Englishmen should so soon forget all the debt of gratitude they owe us for all the
help rendered to them in the war, and their own repeated acknowledgment of it, and
should treat us now in a momentous matter which so vitally affects us, not as equal
fellow-subjects but as dependents. This is unworthy of a great nation. It is un-

sportsmanlike ',

and I concluded with this appeal to my British fellow-subjects:

“I call upon my fellow-subjects of Great Britain to play the game by agreeing to
an equal number of Indians and Britishers being appomted as Members of g:he gom-
mission which is to consider and report on what Lord Birkenhead has aptly described
a8 ‘the greatest constitutional problem for many geverations’ with which Parliament,

D
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will have to deal on its Report and which most doepliy concern us Indians. If this
will be done and if the Government will be fair,—as I have every hM9y_w1ll be
once the principle is settled, in recommending for appointment on the ission only
those Indians who command the confidence of their countrymen or of large sections
of them,—Indians will fully co-operate with their British fellow-subjects under the
chairmanship of Sir John Simon, who I fully expect will be perfectly fair and will
uphold the high tradition of the Englishman’s love of liberty and justice, if the true
facts of the Indian situation will be brought home to him by the help of Indians as
his trusted colleagues—not as suitors. But if forgetting that England went to war
with Germany to ugho!d the principle that right is might, and acting upon the very
vicious principle to demolish which Indians shed their blood together with Englishmen,
namely, that might is ri%ht., they will refuse to listen to our reasonable demand, they
alone will be responsible for driving the best minds of India to non-co-operate with the
Government, for a sense of national honour and a regard for national interests will
compel every self-respecting Indian regretfully but firmly to decline every invitation

to co-operate with the Commission as it is constituted and in any of the ways that
have been suggested.’

Many most prominent Indians had given a similar warning before me.
Then came the news that disregarding the unanimous protests of us all
the British Parliament had made its decision, not to include Indians in

the Commission, I then published an appeal to my own countrymen in
which I said:

“The honour of the Motherland demands that we should organise and carry out a

complete boycott of the Commission throughout India. I trust that all sons of India
will unite in doing so.”

Now, Sir, it is clear from what I have said that this decision has been
forced upon us. I belong to that school which holds that it is the right
of a people to determine the constitution of the government of that pecple.
The government of the people, for the people, by the people is the correct
rule of government. I am therefore at one with my fellow Congressmen
in desiring that the framing of the constitution of India should be entrusted
to Indians and that the British Parliament should only lend us their
help in putting it through Parliament, because they at present emjoy power
over us. - But we recognise, that under the Government of India Act as"
it stands, a Statutory Commission had to be appointed. Recognising that
fact, many of us were willing that that Statutory Commission should
come to make the inquiry which the Act demanded, but we urged that -
we should be treated as equal fellow-subjects and not as dependents.
That has been refused to us. ILord Birkenhead, speaking like a big bully,
(Hear, hear), as he has done in his last speech, Lord Birkenhead has
hurled his thunders over our heads. Any little Dogberry clothed with
brief authority could speak in the impertinent manner in which he has
done. If he were placed in the position of Indians, he would understand
the situation better. I submit that that is not the way, the way in which
Lord Birkenhead, and, I regret to add, Mr. Ramsay Macdonald also,
have spoken and lectured to us, that is not the way of dealing with equal
fellow-subjects, that is not the way of securing co-operation; that is the
way of those who wish to drive Indians more and more apart from their
English fellow-subjects. Lord Birkenhead has hurled cheap ridicule on us,
educated Indians. He has said:

“If the organised political opinion—a very small fringe of the whole of India—
chooses to maintain itself in silent boycotting aloofness, nevertheless the work of thah
Commission will be performed under this Government or under any Government of
whatever political complexion that may succeed it.'
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Now, Sir, there was a much greater man than Lord Birkenhead, who was
once Secretary of State for India, and that was Lord Morley, and I wish
to make a present of a short extract from his speech to Lord Birkenhead.
‘Bpeaking on the debate on the Indian Budget of 1907, Mr. Morley said:

“You often hear men talk of the educated section of India as a mere handful and
infinitesimal fraction, so they are in numbers. But it is idle—totally idle—to say that
i&hig infinitesimal section does not count. This educated section makes all the

erence.’’

And I want to tell the Government that it is not the votes of a few Mem-
bers sitting on that side of the House that will help them through. So long
ag the most impcrtant political parties in this country stand aloof from
the Commission, we do not care how many men go to present petitions
to the Commission. The boycott of the Commissicn will be a reality and
it will be so felt by the Commission.

8Sir, I wish to deal now with the most important statement which Lord
Birkenhead made in his last speech. He said:

‘‘They (he and his colleagues) were satisfied that the only form of Commission tha:
corresponded with the historical and constitutional facts of the situation and the
practical modern necessities of the case was the one sent out. He made it plain that
this was and would remain a parliamentary responsibility of this country. He was
of opinion that no more impartial or more efficiently manned Commission than the
present had ever left Britain.”

Now, I impugn the ccrrectness of the assertion that the Commission
corresponds with historical and constitutional facts. I will
prove that it is in violent conflict with historical facts and a
violent departure from a practice which has long been followed. So far
back as 1833 an Act of Parliament practically laid it dewn that every
Indian shall be treated as an equal fellow-sypject of Euglishmen. In
1858, the Queen cf England in her great Proclamation published with the
approval of Parliament declared that Indians and Europeans would be
regarded as equal fellow-subjects. Later on in 1861, in a debate in the
House of Commons the grandfather of the present Viceroy, Sir Charles
Wood, who was then Secretary of State for India said that he did not
recognise there was any other position except that of perfect equality
of Britishers and Indians as fellow subjects. Coming to~more recent
times, during the war the fact was recognised that we were equal fellow-
subjects. Appeals were made to us to join the war, and to support cause
of liberty which the King had taken up because we were equal fellow-sub-
jects. When the war was declared, the Ruling Princes and the people of
India made what His Majesty deseribed as ‘‘prodigal offers of their lives
and treasure in the cause of the realm.” We were then welcomed as joint
and equal custodians of the common interests and fortunes of the Empire.
Mr. Asquith, the then Prime Minister of England, said:

“We welcome with appreciation and affection India’s proffered aid in the Empire
which knows no distinction of race or class, where all alike are subjects of the King
Emperor and are joint and equal custodians of her common interests and fortunes.
‘We hail with profound and heartfelt gratitude their association side by side and
shoulder to shoulder with the Home and Dominion troops under a flag which is a
symbol to all of the unity that the world in arms canmot dissever or dissolve.'

Mr. Bonar Law said:

“I do mot think that we fully realise how much these Indians who have fought
and died by the side of our soldiers have helped us during these long months,’ :

D 2
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Lord Haldane said:

“Indian soldiers are fighting for the liberty of humanity as much as ourselves.
India has freely given her lives and treasure in humanity’s grest cause; hence things-
cannot be left as they are.”

Mr. Lioyd George said:
““The contribution of the Dominions and of India has been splendid. The assistance

that they have given us in the most trying hours of this campaign has been incalculable
in its value.” g

Lord Curzon said that the Indian Expeditionary Force reached France
““in the nick of time and that it helped to save the cause both of the Allies
and of civilisation’’ and added that ‘‘the nature and value of that service
can never be forgotten.”” Mr. Lloyd George said on another occasion:

“And then there is India. How bravely, how loyally, she has supported the British
armies. The memory of the powerful aid which she willingly accorded in the hour
of our trouble will mot be forgotten after the war is over, and when the affairs of’
India come np for examination and for action.”

Speaking at the termination of the war, Mr. Lloyd George said:

“Youn are entitled to rejoice, geople of Britain, that the Allies, Dominions and Indis
have won a glorious victory. It is the most wonderful victory for liberty in the
history of the world.”

And, lastly, the same accredited spokesman of England said:

“These young nations (the Dominions) fought bravely and contributed greatly and
won their place at the Council Table. What is true of them is equally true of the
Great Empire of India, which helped us materially to win those brilliant victories
which were the beginning of the disintegration of our foes. India’s necessities must
not be forgotton when the Peafe Conference is reached. We have hgd four years of
great brotherhood. Let it not end there.”

This is what was said at the end of the war. And what happened next?
In the Royal Proclamation which was published on the passing of
the Statute of 1919 His Majesty the King Emperor was pleased to make
the following appeal to his officers and the people:

“Let a new™era begin with a common determination among my people and my
officers to work together for a common purpose and let me trust that both the authorities-
and the people will co-operate so to work the Reforms as to secure the early establish-
ment of full responsible government.'

A little later you know there was the League of Nations ccnstituted. At
the instance of England India was invited to be an original member of
the League of Nations. She was one of the signatories to the Treaty of
Sévres, and in the words of the covenant of the League ‘‘the High Con-
tracting Parties (including India) entered into the covenant in order to
promote international co-operation and to achieve international peace and
security by the acceptance of obligations not to resort to war, by the pres-
cription of open, just and honourable relations between nations, by the
firm establishment of the understandings of international law as the actual
rule of conduct among Governments, and a scrupulous respect for all
treaty obligations in the dealings of organised people with one another.’”
India is an equal member with England of the League of Nations. Mem-
bership of the League was open only to a fully self-governing State,
Dominions or Colony, but notwithstanding the fact that India did not
enjoy self-government, she was admitted, invited to become and did
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become an original member of the League of Nations. Since that time
Indian representatives, somé Ruling Princes and some prominent Indians,
have been invited to represent India, as an equal member of the League,
-at every meeting of the League of Nations and at the Imperial Conferences
which have been held. To all these indisputable historical facts, add the
fact that during the last sixty years, not a single Royal Commission was
appointed on which one or more Indians had not been appointed members.
The present Commission from which Indians have been deliberately
excluded does not therefore ccrrespond with historical and constitutional
facts of the situation, nor dces it fit in with the practical modern necessities
gf the case, and the assertion of Lord Birkenhead to the courtesy is entirely
aseless

Our critics tell us, Sir, that they are not able to understand the reason
of our objection to co-operate with the Commission. It is a pity if they
are not able to. It is not the procedure of the Commission that matters,
procedure by which evidence will be recorded or the inquiry conducted.
Our objection is to the principle, to the exclusion of us Indians from a
position of equality of status and powers as fellow-subjects, as members
of every Rcyal Commission relating to India which we had established
during more than half a century. We have been told that ours is a negative
Resolution, that it is barren of any constructive suggestion. Those who
say so show that they do not appreciste what the meaning of a negative
proposition is. It is a negative proposition when you cut out a cancer,
when you cut out a carbuncle, when you refuse to have anything to do
with what you consider to be poison, and the poison that i contained in the
constitution of the Commission is the considered denial of the position
of equality of Indians, as equal fellow-subjects, and their being reduced
to a definitely lower status as petitioners who will be given opportunities
‘to present their case to the Commission, but who will have no vote or voice
in directing the inquiry or in shaping the conclusions and recommendations
that will be based upon it. We refuse to accept that position. The whole
of the objection of Indians to the Commission lies in that cardinal fact,
not in the precedure which it may follow, because we have sense enough
to understand that if the procedure was faulty we could hope to amend
the process by representations. Our objection lies in the fact that while
you treated us as equal fellow-subjects during the war, you have acted
ungratefully, unjustly and not played the man in excluding us from the
Commission. You have no right to determine whether India is entitled
to full self-goverment or not, certainly you alone have not the right to
determine it as you claim. India can challenge any impartial man to say
why Englishmen should persist in saying that the British Parliament
alone has the right to determine the manner and extent of the most con-
stitutional reform in India when England has as a member of the League
of Nations consented to the proposition that every nation shculd have the
right of self-determinaticn. Remembering that it was at the instance of
England that India was invited to become a member of the League of
Nations and take part in deciding the affairs of other nations of Europe,
can anything be more selfish and unjust on the part of England than to
refuse to India the right of self-determination? Are we not emtitled to
ask for the same right of self-determination for which other nations fought,
and which has been given to them as the result of the bloodiest war known
to mankind? Is there any justification for England withholding that right
from us? But what is the self-determination we asked for in the present

1

position? We asked for a round table conference at which both our
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British fellow-subjects and we would sit together and discuss the future
constitution of our country. We know that you have the upper hand over
us at present. We want to do things constitutionally. I agree with one
of the speakers who preceded me that it would be a crime to go to war, and
incite the people to a war or hostile activities, so long as there is any
possibility of an honourable solution by negotiation. But the solution
must be honourable; it must be both just and honourable. Can any
reasonable man contend that the attitude which the British Parliament
has shcwn in appointing the Commission evinces a desire for a just
solution of the problem in the situation in which we are placed? What
is the situation? You came to this country to trade, you have acquired
power in it by chance and by a combination of eircumstances. You came
into a country the civilisation of which is older than your civilisation. In
introducing the Government of India Bill in Parliament, Lord Palmerston
truly said: ’

*“It is perhaps one of the most extraordinary facts in the history of mankind that
these British Isles should have acquired such an extensive dominion in & remote part
of the globe, as that which we exercise over the continent of India. It is indeed
remarkable that those regions, in which science and art may be said to have first
dawned upon mankind, should now be subject to the rule of a people inhabitin
islands, which, at a time when those eastern regions enjoyed as high a civilisation an
as great prosperity as that age could offer, were in a state of utter barbarism.”

When you came to this country Hindus and Mussalmans and Sikhs were
managing the government of this country not in a very bad way, not in
half so bad a way as some English historians have described, but in many
parts well and in some not well. Some of the Governments were weak. You
took advantage of the situation and estabiished your power in this country
by negotiations and your greater discipline and greater diplomacy. For a
long time your best representatives said your object was to keep Indians
to prepare to govern themselves again. You are now trying to remain in
power over us against the wishes of the people for your selfish national
ends, against all sense of fairness and justice. When it suited your purpose
you acknowledged us as equal fellow-subjects and agreed to treat us as
such. You have acted in a thoroughly opposite spirit now. Let us examine
the position. What is it that you have done? You have told us that a
Parlianrentary Commission was needed under the constitution. I am sorry
to say that I find it very difficult to persuade myself that that is an honest
belief- I do not think it is so, because when you read the words of the
section, the meaning of it is quite clear. There is no word in it to show
that the Commission must be a Parliamentary Commission. All that the
Sectiomn: says is that when a Commission is to be appointed at the expiration
of ten years after the passing of the Government of India Act, 1919:

"““The Secretary of State with the concurrence of both Houses of Parliament shall
s}:ﬂmﬂt— for the approval of His Majesty the names of persons to act as a Commis-
B107.

I challenge any fair-minded man to say what word there is in it to exclude
an Indian or a non-parliamentary person being appointed to such a Com-
mission. The plea will not hold water. It iz an argument adopted merely
to support the decision when it had been arrived at to exclude Indians from
the Commission. To prove that this was so, I will ask the Honourable
the Home Member to answer a few questions. Where did the proposal
that the Statutory Commission should be a Parliameniary Commission first
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emanate from? Is it a fact that this proposition went in the first instance
from India to England, from the Government of India to His Majesty’s
Government? I ask my Honourable friend to deny that that is a fact.
I ask another question. Is it a fact that the Government of India them-
selves did not think that the Statute shut out the appointment of non-
parliamentary persons gs Members of the Commission or that it demanded
that only Members of Pariiament should be appointed to the Com-
mission? I say, they did not, and I challenge the Home Member to deny
this fact. I ask a third question: is it a fact that the Government of India
themselves recommended five or six names of Indians—Hindus and
Muslims—to be appointed as Members of this Commission? I again
challenge the Home Member to deny that fact.

Now, Sir, if these are facts, then I say that this plea that the Statute
denranded a Parliamentary Commission is not fair, is not honest. Let us
further examine the matter, whether the proposal emanated from the Gov-
ernment of India or of England. How is it that in December 1926 the
Times of London discussed this proposal? How is it that the European
Kssociation of Calcutta discussed this proposal in 1927 long before it was
published? How is it that the Pioneer and the Englishman discussed this
proposal nearly five months before it was announced—that is in May and
June? All that, I submit, shows that Wuropeans had been taken into
confidence and Indians were not. It deeply pains me, Sir, to say that the
sorriest affair in this connection is that there were Indian Members on the
Executive Council of the Viceroy who lent their support to the proposal
for ‘a purely Parliamentary Commission which would exclude Indians from
it. (Cries of ‘‘Shame’’)) The common belief is that the Law Member
lent his full support to this proposal. At the same tinre I am glad to say
that the common belief also is that Sir Muhammad Habibullah opposed
the proposal and predicted that it would lead to a boyeott of the Com-
mission. I should like anybody to deny these facts if he can. I submit,
Sir, that it is nothing but a grave misfortune that there should be any
Indian who should so far forget the self-respect which he owes to himself
and to his country as to support a proposal that from a Commission which
is to incg[uire into the future constitution of this country Indians should be
excluded.

Let us proceed further. Let us note that shortly before the question
of the appointment of the Commission was taken up there was published
that wretched book, of which we have all heard, which disgracefully libelled
the people of this countryv, and that there was a clique in England working
to damage the reputation of India as much as it could, which helped in the
preparation and circulation of that wretched book. TLet us alsc note, Sir,
that it was at this psvchological time that the Times of L.ondon put forward
the proposal that the Commission should be a purely Parliamentary Com-
mission. I submit, Sir, T am driven to the conclusion that there was a
conspiracy against us Indians. and that that conspiracy succeeded in per-
suading the British public and the British press that Indians are such a
contemptible lot that thev should not be allowed to sit on a footing of
equality with Members of the British Parliament,

8ir. it is sad to think that people do not see the beam in their own eyes
when thev nre ready to point out the mote in other peoples’ eyes. TIf our
British eritics sav that Indians are condemnable, then that means the
greatest condemnation of the present system of British administration which
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has gone on in India for 150 years and more. (Hear, hear from the Congress
Party Benches.) If Indians are so unfit as they have been described to be
by some official Members and by those who have libelled us, I say it is the
severest condemnation of British rule in India, that a people possessing so
much intelligence, not lacking in intelligence or industry, not lacking in
enterprise or courage or in any other qualities of respectable manhood should
after 150 vears of British rule, have been reduced to the position of degrada-
tion which these critics would assign to us. DBut we are not reduced to
that position. I challenge any man to prove that man to man we ore
inferior to any of our feilow men c¢n the face of the earth. I claim that we
are as fit to govern ourselves to-day as any other people. It is only our
fellow-subjects who have got the upper hand over us who prevent us from
doing so, and wish to keep us under their feet. Now there are only two
ways in which we can get back our power,—either by war or by negotia-
tion. We are trying our best to get power by the latter mrethod, but if it
fails, T regret to say, that I agree with my friend Mr. Ranga Iyer, that
the people of this country will be driven to think of adopting other means,
of adopting every possible and legitimate method to get rid of the present
system of Government.

" Before I conclude, Sir, I should like to say a few words more about the
constitution of the Commission. Lord Birkenhead said that it was con-
stitutionally the best Commission. I think, Sir, I have shown that from
the constitutional point of view the Commission that should have been
appointed should have been a Commission in which Indians were appointed
Members. Mr. Jayakar has already drawn attention to the clause in the
Preamble which expected co-operation from Indians and FEuropeans in
making the inquiry that the Statute contemplated. He has shown, as so
many others as well have shown, that this co-operation was necessary to
make the inquiry fair and satisfactory. But as we have said the spirit in
which the Commission has been appointed is one opposed to admitting the
co-operation of Indians who could co-operate only if they were placed on a
footing of equality. It does not matter if vou offer me all the opportunity
.you can of examining witnesses, of reading documents, even of examining
witnesses in camera, but so long as Indians are not put in a position to
co-operate, which could only be by placing them on a footing of equality
with their English fellow subjects as members on the Commission, they
cannot co-operate. They can only serve the Commission, and I hope no
Indian with any self-respect will agree to do so. It is therefore that by
the Resolution before us we seek to declare that this Assembly will have
nothing to do with the Commission as it is constituted. That is a vital,
positive proposition. It is not a negative proposition. The
proposition is that we must be put on a footing of equality,
before we can think of co-operating with the Commission, and it is idle to
expect Sir John Simon to give us that equality. Sir, I wish {o say nothing
against him. But T sav it is idle to expect him to put us on a footing of
equalitv. If Sir John Simon thought that he could give us that equality,
he would be sadly mistaken. But I do not think his Jetter shows that he
is under any delusion. He knows that he cannot ereate for wus that
equalitv of status nor give us that equal power which we want. He cannot.
There is only one authontv in the world which can create the equality and
give the power which we demand, and that is the King Emperor of England.
Is it impossible” for the G‘rovernmenf. of this country to recommend to the
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Government in England that in view of the very great and practically
unanimous opposition which has been shown by Indians to the constitution
of this Commission, they should appoint 6 or 7 Indians recommended by
the elected Members of this Legislature and the other Legislature as
Members of the Royal Commission? Suppose a member had some business
necessity and he resigned his seat on the Commission, or suppose—far
from me to wish it, I hope T will not be misunderstood—suppose death
removed a member from the Commission, will another member or
members be appointed or not? If so, what is the difficulty in the way of the
British Government recommending to His Majesty the King Emperor
that seven Members recommended by this Legislature and the other Legis-
lature should be appointed as Members of the Commission? You want
our co-operation, We are willing to give it. Why won’t you give us
your co-operation on equal terms? By the Resolution before us we say
‘that we refuse to co-operate with the Commission as it stands, as it is con-
stituted. That phraseology itself indicates that we are willing to co-
operate if vou put us on a footing of equality of status and power. But
if you persist in refusing to do that, do not think that we are such children
that we shall be taken in by all the chaff that has been indulged in in
the speeches made against us. We are patient. We can bear a good deal.
We have borne a good deal and we shall bear further any other unjust
castigation which Members in this Assemrbly may think it fit to inflict upon
us. But I say, we have sense enough to understand that in the matter of
this Commission equalitv of Indians and Britishers can spring only from
Indians being nominated by His Majesty the King Emperor as members
of the Commission.

Tt has been said, Sir, that there were other difficulties in the way of
Lord Birkenhead. He himself said that if he decided to appoint any
Indian, he would have had to appoint 16 more members on the Com-
mission. Who ever said that we want 16 members? If you had appointed
7 Indian members, and if Indians had then quarrelled or clamoured, there
would have been reason in vour complaint. There is none in the plea put -
forward. TLord Birkenhead said further that if he apnointed men of some
parties, other parties would not have been satisfied. T.et him appoint any
seven respectable educated Indians who have independent views, and, I
venture to say, the whole country will be satisfied. You say that Hindu
and Mussalntan members will quarrel. Surely you do not mean it. Look
at this Assembly. What are we doing? Can vou dispute the fact that on
all national questions Hindus, Mussalmans, Christians and others are all
voting as one man? There mayv be some who do rot do so. T am sorry
for them. But do not the great bulk of us work together?

Another point urged by Tord Birkenhead was . . . .

Mr. President: I do not desire to interrupt the Honourable Member,
but I must ask him to close his observations within five minutes.

Pandit Madan Mohan Malaviya: Thank vou, Sir. TLord Birkenhead
has said that as there are various parties in the countrv, Indian members
might write separate reports. When Sir Abdur Rahim, Mr. Gokhale and
Mr. Chaubal were Members of the Publiz Services Commission did they
not agree on most points? When other Indian members have sat on
Commissions, have they taken a Hindu view or a Moslem view or have
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they discussed questions on national lines? And taking things at the
worst, suppose some Hindu and som@ Mussalman member thought it his
duty to put forward separate notes on the question of joint electorates or
separate electorates or any other question which has a communal aspect,
would the heavens have come to pieces? Would that not also be a means
of settlement by itself?

Lord Birkenhead also said that if he appointed Indians, he
would have had to appoint & member of the depressed
classes. Who ever said that he should not appoint a mem-
ber of the depressed classes? We should have welcomed a member of the
depressed classes. The Government have shown more disregard for the
welfare of the depressed classes than we have done. My Honourable
friend Mr. Rajah read one sentence from a speech of mine—a long speech
—in which I had said that:

*“so far as the elevation or depression of the status of the depressed classes rests upon
social or socio-religious considerations, the Government would rightly abstain from
making any attempt in that direction.”

But this is what was said also by Mr. Dadabhoy, now Sir Maneckji Dada-
bhoy when he moved that Resolution. But I went on to say, which un-
fortunately was not read by my friend . . ..

Rao Bahadur M. C. Rajah: I have read the whole speech and that very
carefully, Sir.

Pandit Madan Mohan Malaviya: You did not refer to it in your speech :

‘‘that there are other facts to be recognised and I submit that it (their status) depends
largely, almost wholly—nay, I say it depends wholly—upon education. That is the
one solvent which will solve this problem, and most certainly do I wish and pray
that the Government will do as much more as it ean towards the spread of education
among these classes.”

1 further said:

*‘All that we can reasonably ask—and I do join my friend in asking for it—is that
there should be absolutely no impediment placed in the way of the education of any
boy belonging to any class of the community. Be he a Chamar, be he a Chandal, be
he or she of whatever class or condition, if there is a child living and breathing in
India, the schools of the Government and the schools of the community ought to be
open to that child as much as to any other child. And if there are any difficulties
thrown in their way, if any difficulties are shown to exist anywhere in the case of
these children of the depressed classes, the matter should certainly be brought to the
notice of the Government for remedy at the earliest possible opportunity. 1 will go
further. I will say, let there be special facilities, special encou t given, in order
to induce them to come forward tg avail themselves of education.” :

Now, Sir, time will not permit of my reading a deal more which I should
have liked to read from that speech. But I must read what the Honour-
able the then Home Member said in response to the Resolution of Mr.

Dadabhoy. Speaking on behalf of the Government, the Honourable Sir
Reginald Craddock said:

““What I say is that, while extending our sympathy to the objects aimed at by the
Honourable Mr. Dadabhoy, we can go no further than promise to refer the question
to Local Governments, and ask them whether they can do more than they are doing.’”

That is all that the Government promised. During the time that elected
Members have been in charge of education even under the present faulty
constitution, the public schools of the Bombay Presidency have been
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thrown open to the children of the depressed classes as a result of a
measure introduced by an Indian, the Honourable Dr. Paranjpye. In the-
United Provinces under the direction of the Honourable Rai Rajeswar Bali,
schools have been thrown. open to the depressed classes and their educa-
tion is being encouraged. We non-officials also are working in numerous
different ways to give the depressed classes more facilities for education.
Before T leave this subject I wish to read a telegram which has been placed
in my hands. It is from the President of the Madras Dravida Mahajana:
Sabha to which my Honourable friend Colonel Crawford referred. The-
President says:

“The Madras Dravida Mahajana Sabha repudiates Rajah’s claim to speak for-
depressed classes . . . '

(At this stage Rao Bahadur M. C. Rajah rose in his place. There were
cries of ‘‘Order, order.)

Mr. President: Order, order.
Pandit Madan Mohan Malaviya:

““The Madras Dravida Mahajana Sabha repudiates Rajah’s claim to speak tor
depressed classes in South India. Supports boycott of Simon Commission.”

Members on the Oongress Party and Nationalist Party Benches:
‘“Hear, hear.’

Rao Bahadur M. C. Rajah: It is very misleading, a bogus one and T must
expose it. (At this stage there were cries of ‘‘Order, order’”” and Rao:
Bahadur M. C. Rajah resumed his seat.)

Pandit Madan Mohan Malaviya: There are just two other points.
Mr, President: Order, order. I cannot allow the Honourable Mem--

ber to refer to any new points. '
Diwan Chaman Lal: I move that the question be now put.
(At this stage Rao Bahadur M. C. Rajah again rose in his place.)
Mr. President: Order, order.

‘Pandit Madan Mohan Malaviya: I wish only to refer to two other:
points. The first one is this. Those Englishmen who dwell too much on
religious differences among us as being obstacles to self-government should
remember what the treatment of the Roman Catholics was until the year
1829 in England. They ought also to remember what was the state of
feeling between Roman Catholics and Protestants, between the British and”
the French in Canada when responsible government was established in that
country. ‘I am thankful that compared to all that our communal differ--
ences are very small

The last thing I wish to say to my countrymen, Sir, is this. Look at
the picture of the present. The present has been well indicated in the
extract which my Honourable friend, Mr. Ranga Iver, read in the hypo-
thetical case of the Germans ruling over England. That is the picture that
you find at present in India .

Mr. W. A. Cosgrave (Assam: Nominated Official): May I ask, Sir,
whether Mr. Rajah should not be allowed to make & personal explana--
tion . . . (At this stage there were cries of ‘‘Order, order.”)
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Mr. President: The Honourable Member ought to know the rules of the
House. Pandit Madan Mohan Malaviya.

Pandit Madan Mohan Malaviya: I will conclude. Though I deplore
their attitude I have nothing but respect for those of my countrymen
who honestly feel that they ought to support the Simon Commission. I only
wish them to remember that there has not been a single advance in con-
stitutional reform during the last 45 years in India except as a result of
the efforts of the Indian National Congress and other popular associations.
Secondly, 1 ask them to remember, that if they vote for co-operation with

the Commission, as it stands, they will be lowering the national honour.
Cries of “‘Yes'' and ‘“No.”")

Mr. President: I must ask the Honourable Member to conclude imme-
-diately.

Pandit Madan Mohan Malaviya: May I conclude, Sir? It is not for
my Honourable friends, Mr. Cocke and Sir Walter Willson, to say whe-
ther our national self-respect has been hurt or not. I ask every Indian
‘Member to remember that by voting for co-operation with this Commis-
‘gion they are exposing us to degradation in the eyes of all right-thinking
‘men. (Cries of ‘‘No, no'’ from the Government Benches), and also post-
poning the .day of our deliverance. We want freedom. We want a free
Government in this country under which all the important offices both in
‘the civil services and the army, will be filled by Indians, under which
‘like other self-governing nations, we Indians shall rise to the full height
«of our stature. The Resolution is a step in that direction, and I hope
‘that every Indian will bear this fact in mind in voting on it. (Cheers.)

.(Several Honcurable Members moved that the question be put.)

Mr. President: It was left to Mr. Cosgrave to take up the cudgels on
‘behalf of Rao Bahadur M. C. Rajah. He ought to know that no Member
is entitled to interrupt a speaker for the purpose of making a personal ex-
‘planation unless the speaker himself gives way. The Member desiring
to make a personal explanation must wait till the speaker resumes his seat.

Mr. W. A. Cosgrave: I apologise if I have violated the rules of the
‘House. 1 was under the impression that no speaker was to be allowed
more than 15 minutes and the Honourable Pandit Madan Mohan Malaviya
has spoken for 55 minutes . . . .

‘Mr, President: Order, order. The Honourable Member ought to know
that leaders of parties in the House are entitled to special consideration
on occasions at the discretion of the Chair.

Rao Bahadur M. O. Rajah: Before I explain I should like to know
‘whether the Adi Dravida Sabha was referred to or the Dravida Sabha.
(An Honourable Member: ‘‘The Adi Dravida Sabha.”’) Then the tele-
gram is o false one. It is & manufactured telegram, Sir. I am the Sec-
‘retary of the Adi Dravida Sabha, and the President of the All-India
-depressed classes Association.

Mr, President: The Honourable Member can make an explanation, but
‘he cannot make a speech.
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Rao Bahadur M. C. Rajah: Sir, I am the Secretary of the Adi Dravida
Mahajana Sabha and the telegram has not emanated from them. (4n.
Honourable Member: “‘It is the Dravida Sabha.’’) That is another
thing. Mr. Vasudeva Pillai is the President of that and he has clearly
stated in last week’s papers that he and his Sabha welcome the Com-
mission and want to co-operate with it. Their so-called patron is in the-
hands, and a creature, of Sriman S. Srinivasa Iyengar and this is one of the
common tactics of the South Indian Brahman politicians.

Mr. President: Order, order.
(Rao Bahadur M. C. Rajah then resumed his seat.)

The Revd. J. C. Chatterjee (Nominated: Indian Christians): Sir, T
have been long enough in this House to realise that in the eyes of the majority
of non-official Members the position of a nominated Member is something
like that of the members of the depressed classes in general society. Bub
1 do claim that though I am a nominated Member I feel that I have a
free vote, as free as that of any one else. When I was asked to accept
nomination, neither at that time nor at any other time has there been
any suggestion that I should not wield my vote in the way in which my
conscience dictated me to vote. Secondly I submit that I claim to speak-
in the name of more than five millions of citizens of this country.

Diwan Chaman Lal: When did they depute you to speak in their
name?

The Revd. J. C. Chatterjee: If they have not their elected Member,
it is not their fault. At the conference of the all-India organisation of
Indian Christians it was suggested that my name should be sent up to-
His Excellency the Viceroy asking him to nominate me as their repre-
sentative. It was on that recommendation that I was nominated.

Mr. Amar Nath Dutt (Burdwan Division: Non-Muhammadan Rural):
Did they not send up the name of Dr. Datta?

The Honourable Sir Basil Blackett: May I suggest that the Honour--
able Member who is making his maiden speech should be allowed to do so-
uninterrupted ?

Mr. President: I understand the Honourable Member is making his
maiden speech.

The Revd. J. C. Chatterjee: Sir, I stand here simply to put forward
what the expressed views of the community which I have to represent are.
That community at their all-India Congress held at Allahabad on the 30th
and 81st December considered the question of the Simon Commission most
carefully, and they passed a Resolution unanimously which clearly stated
in the first place that we were entirely at one with our countrymen in
deploring the non-inclusion of Indians on that Commission. We did not
for a moment say that the Commission was perfect. We also stated, and
we agreed with our countrymen, that we believed that self-determination
is the right of every nation. But, Sir, we are not blind to facts. We
realize that the Commission is here and is going to function, above all
that it has come out with good intentions. The people who have come
out on that Commission have made it amply clear to us that they have
come out with the very best intentions to do good to this country according -
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.to their lights. And knowing that, Sir, we most respectfully P,ppenl to the
_national leaders of our country to co-operate with the Commission and by
.co-operating throw on the Commission the onus of proving their bona fides
.and all their good intentions. We also appeal to the powers that be th‘at
as large powers as possible should be given to the Members of the Legis-
latures elected by these Houses. Now, Sir, those were the views clearly
-expressed by the one organization that our community possesses, and those
.are the views that I stand here to put before the House. Sir, there are
only three papers that are run by our community, one the Mahisi of
Lahore, the Guardian of Calcutta and the Indian Christian Messenger of
Allashabad. In all those papers these views are also clearly stated, if any-
body cares to read them, though I know that very few of our countrymen
ever pay any attention to our existence simply because we happen to be
small in numbers. I submit further that we are not petitioners. We are
.not asking for anything, reserved seats, etc. We have not sent any tele-
grams, about which so much play has been made by the other side. We
"have not sent a single telegram. We have not sent up any deputation;
we are not putting forward any charter of our rights. But we do say, that
.acocording to our lights, according to the best of our abilities, we have most
-carefully considered, as citizens loving our nation and our country as much
as anybody else, the position, and have come to the conclusion that, facing
-the facts as practical beings, in this imperfect world, we do feel that unless
we co-operate at this time with the Commission we shall be doing harm
to the cause of this country. And speaking personally, I may say, that
I came to this House with an absolutely open mind on the question. (41
iHomourable Member : ‘‘ No ”’.) Yes, Sir, I did. Till two days ago I did.
not know with what side I was going to vote. I did my utmost and was
prepared to learr;, and I did learn from the address that His Excellency the
Viceroy gave here and also from what I heard from the Chairman of the
Commission. I learnt one thing, and I take my stand upon that. They
have said quite clearly that they believe in the good intentions of those who
criticise them. They have asked, that those who ecriticise them should
also believe in the good intentions of the Commission. I take my stand on
that. I say that giving credit to people for good motives never has done
any one any harm. And then, Sir, I appealed to the greatleaders on the
other side. I begged them to teach me. I said, ‘“ Tell me what do we
"lose by co-operating.”” And I was told that it would do me no good to
co-operate. Granted. Suppose that it does us no good. But I asked what
"harm would it do. And nobody would give me a real answer to that ex-
cept that our dignity would be hurt. We are living in a world of many
imperfections, but when it comes to a matter of facing practical things,
1 ask, is that a reason why we should put ourselves in the wrong before
the judgment seat of history and of other nations and allow our case to go
by default simply because we believe that our dignity is likely to be hurt?
T have the utmost admiration for Lala Lajpat Rai to whose province I have
the honour to belong, but as T listened to his speech with rapt attention,
I felt that all great men must be inconsistent. He began by telling the
“House that he believed in the good intentions of the members of the Com-
mission, but his most elogquent speech showed that he did not believe in
'th.eu-' good intentions. T appeal to my friends opposite to just think of this,
will it do us really any harm in believing in the good intentions and motives
~of those who have come out on this Commission? We have been told that
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they have come to do their best according to their lights, Sir. They have
been described as being like gramophone records and it has been said that
they will repeat what the Government fill their minds with. I ask, Sir,
should we not also shout as loudly and fill the records, so that they may
take in everything, and might not Lala Lajpat Rai and -?ther Honourable
Members speak louder than Government, so that their voices should drown
the voices of the Government Members? I feel, Sir, and I have it from
the Chairman of the Commission, that they are here not as judges but as
interpreters. How are they going to interpret us if we do not want them
to interpret the country rightly? I submit, Sir, after all, is this going to
be the only and last Commission? Suppose they betray us, suppose they
do not give us everything we want, is this going to be the only Commission ?
If we ourselves do not take our chance now, if we do not do what we have
been invited to do, what will the next Commission do? And finally, Sir,
I say, are these things only settled here? Is there no such thing as &
Providence, that guides the destinies and affairs of men? Is not there a
Providence that judges between man and man and nation and nation? If
we at this time show our faith and show our co-operation, is there mot a
Providence that will take note of these things? And then, again, I say,
is there no such thing as the judgment seat of nations? If we to-day
keep away, if we say we are not going to have anything to do with the
Commission, simply because we do not believe in their good intentions . . .

Lala Lajpat Rai: I do not want to interrupt the Honourable Member,
but I did not say that I did not believe in their good intentions.

The Revd, J. O. Chatterjee: What I meant was that his speech implied
that.

Lala Lajpat Rai: No, never. I expressly said I gave them the best
credit and the best intentions.

The Revd. J. C. Chatterjee: Well, Sir, what I say is this. Is there
no power in public opinion? S8ir, if we have done our bit and if we are
again let down, what will the verdict of the civilized nations be? Then

and then again, Sir, we shall be justified in the eves of the world and
in the eves of our people.

Finally, Sir, T will only close with these words. I am not a politician.
I am not a lawyer, but I have spent 20 years in dealing with humanity.
It is my profession as a teacher and as a minister of religion to deal with
human beings, and not with files, not even with debates but with human
beings—people who open their hearts to me,—and I say, Sir, that if there
is any need in the world to-day, there is need of one thing. and that is
good-will ; and I feel, Sir, that because we have not got good-will, because
there is suspicion, because there is failure to give credit for good intentions
to people from whom we differ most, that the rancour, the poison of
hatred is looming large in our country. It is poisoning our entlire affairs
between us and the Government, between one man and another, between
one community and another. If therefore this FHouse is going to persist
in the attitude of non-co-operation, because we still think that the Com-
mission is not perfect, then we are further spresding that poison of ill will
and mistrust. Sir, no one has ever suffered for trusting men but many
have suffered for mistrusting people and I feel, Sir, that we should show
the spirit of trust which is being asked of us. After all, ten years is not
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an interminable pericd in the history of any nation. What is ten years?
And therefore that is what I desire.

Finally, Sir, I just want to say one word. It is open to us mow to
withdraw and therefore let our case go, as it were, by default. It is open
to us to withdraw now and not send & delegation. It is open to us mnot to-
sit with them. Then, shall we be able to say that our case went by default
and an ex parte decree was passed? If we co-operate now, what is there:
to prevent our withdrawing at any stage? We may withdraw at any stage.
There are these people, who come and say that they have come with good
intentions and that they want to do their best. They ask us to co-operate-
with them. They might write a report which would surprise some of the
most doubling among you. I know what I have said will put me to a
great deal of odium, but I do believe that I would be without the courage
of my convictions if I did not say what I felt. I think what the majority
of my community have said in their resolution, what they then felt and
also what I feel now is in the best interests of the country. I say this,
that those who refuse to co-operate this time, for whatever reasons, are
putting the hands of the clock of this country back a great many vears if
they do not co-operate. If they do co-operate, they will be putting forward
the cause of this country.

(Several Honourable Members moved that the question be put.)
Mr. President: The question is that the question be now put.
The motion was adopted.

Lala Lajpat Rai (Jullundur Division: Non-Muhammadan): Sir, I want
to make it clear at the Gutset of my reply that my Resolution does not
involve any general scheme of non-co-operation.  All the discussion
directed against it on that ground ds absolutely beside the point. I quite
understand the view which the Chair took that it simply confines itself to
non-co-operating with the Commission as it is constituted to-day, and
nothing else and nothing further. I do believe in the principles of non-
co-operation; I have always belicved in them. But unfortunately I also
believe that we cannot carry it to its logical consequences; and
therefore at the present moment I am not asking for any general scheme
of non-co-operation. We on this side of the House are all agreed that
the Commission as at present constituted is unacceptable to us and we
shall have nothing to do with it. = There we stand, nothing more and
nothing less for the present. Secondly, Sir, I want to make clear what
I said about the coming in of the United States into the war. I never
said that the TUnited States entered into the war after
the announcement was made. I gave the genesjs of the entry of the
United States into the war and I am very glad that I am supported in-
the statement by a very high authority which I will just quote before you.
My point was this, which I remind the Honourable the Home Member to
remember, that in 1916 the war was going against the Allies; the Allies
were very anxious to bring in the United States of America and the
United States of America would not come into the war unless they were
assured of the aims and objects of the war and unless they were sure of
the attibude of the British Government towards India. Sir, on this, the
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scheme of announcement about India was settled in 1916, though announc-
ed in August 1917. What I maintain is this, and I quote one of the
highest authorities in support of my proposition. = Lord Chelmsford, Sir,
in speaking from his place in the House of Lords on the 24th November,
1927 made the following statement:

“I came home from India in January, 1916, for six weeks before I went out again
as Viceroy, and when I got home I found that there was a Committes in existence at
the India Office, which was considering on what lines future constitutional develop-
ment might take place. ‘T'hat Committee, before my return in the middle of March,
gave me a pamphlet containing in broad outline the views which were held with
regard to future constitutional development. When I reached India I showed this
pamphlet to my Council and also to my noble friend Lord Meston, who was then
Lienténant-Governor of the United Provinces. It contained what is now known as
the diarchic principle.’” i

The scheme was practically settled in March 1916. though the announce-
ment wag made in August 1917. The United States entered into the war,
as my Honourable friend said in April, 1917. So, the position that I
© held was not at all incorrect.  Agan, in the same speech Lord Chelms-
¢ ford said:

! “It is true that Mr. Montagu was a mouthpiece of that announcement but it 1’

on knowledge that the announcement in its substance had been framed before
. Montagu assumed office.’

I suppose that that should be a complete answer, to the {Honourable
the Home Member’s reply to my statement. ' '

Then, Bir, some statements have been quoted by the Honourable the
Leader of the House and one of these statements which he quoted was
the statement made by Colonel Wedgwood at the time when the non-co-
operation campaign was going on in India. I think it will be better to
read his latest statement in which he makes His position clear not only
about the boycott of this Commission but also about the non-co-operation
movement.  This is what he said in the House of Commons on the 25th
November 1927:

“““There is one final word X should say. I have always opposed the non-co-operation
of Indian politicians. Nothing could be more futile. Non-co-operation in the working
of the machine for the control” of government in India injures nobody but the people
awho refuse to help in the working of it. But a refusal to petition foreigners for
favours is a very different thing. What are the Indians losing if they do not give
evidence before the Commission? Are they losing anything at all? The actual infor-
mation required by the Commission can be got voluminously from ths numerous reports
supplied by and to the Muddiman Commission. They can have reports from every
Province in India. Consequently, information will not be lacking.”

Whatever may be the value of Colonel Wedgwood’s epinion as to non-co-
operation, it is not fair to quote his former statement without bringing
his latest statement to the notice of the House in which he contrasted
his present opinion about the boycott with his past opinion about non-co-
operation. The two things stands on quite a different footing.

Now, I want to make another point clear. ~Much hag been said by
Members on the other side that the British Parliament wants to insist on
giving self-government to India. I never had any knowledge of any such
insistence- - After all what do we want? ~We want only self-govern.
ment and if the British Parliament wants to give it we shall be only too
willing to take it with great pleasure. In spite of all the diatribe that
has been hurled on me by my friend Dr. Suhrawardy, what does he say?
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Be says: “'We have had enough of these promises, we have had enough
of ‘these pledges, we have had enough of these declarations and we have
had ehough of this co-operation and they haye all brought us to this eon-
clusion that nothing that the British {nave promisaduqhas actually been
carried out. 8ir, that is a charge that we bning against the British and
that is the main reason why we do not want to co-operate with this Com-
misgign. As I said, we do not believe in the bona fides of those who
have appointed this Commission. I want to make it perfeetly clear that
I have absolutely nothing to say against the present Commission but what
I do say is that they can do us no good in their present constitution be-
cause they have no such power. I repeat it once more that it is mot én
their power to grant us equality of status. They are restricted in their
power and in their functions by the document which has appointed them
and .asoording to that decument they have absolutely no power to give
us an equality of status.  All this talk about their giving us equality of
status is, to my judgment, absolutely rubbish. There is no substance
in it; there is no logic in it; they cannot go beyond the termg of the docu-
ment by which they have been appointed. They oan anly acté up to'the
igefructions which have been given to themn in this matter. Therefore,
all that talk is perfectly irrelevant.

¢« Bie, I put to-the Government ene question: Do they not attach any
significance to the fact that all those peeple who had been hitherto co-
operating with the Governmept for all their lives are now uniied in hoy-
cotting this Commission? Does the Government really understand the
significange of this unity? It is not the Congress people slone but sll tha
]\%@mﬁés and all thoge who have held high offices under Governmment and
wha were patriots and trusted members of the Government of India al ome
timee or the other and who were then credited with the higher paolitisad

sggacity—they are all at the present moment against co-operation with

this "Commigsion. |

. They say the only honoyrable course is ta boycatt. iHas that ne signi-
figanoe for the Government of India or the Government of Pngland? Wa
are under no delusion that this Commission wil] not on, with itg worl
We da pot expect any change, nor da we want aay cﬁaae. But we nse
ungder ng delusion that the Commission will not go on with its werk, with
the .ep-operation of ‘'millions of Muhammadans’’, “‘the milliens of the de-
pressed classes’’, and with ‘‘millions of Anglo-Indians™. All we say is thak
we shall not willingly be a party to any document which does not give us
equal spatus and equel rights. 'We do not say that they cannot camey.
on the work withouh us. That is mot our point of view. Wae lmew
oug .position. We are net bolding out any threats, or imdulging in any
blyff. We think thaé our sense of self-respect does not allow us ¢o eo-
operate with tle Commission on the terms on which they want us ¢o oo~
operate.

. Mr. Chatterjee has beem very eloquemt. He says he sppreached &
legdez, probably alluding to me, and that T could not satisfy him. ¥ cen.
nak give ot the substance of the talk he had with me, becsuse it is agalinst
the etiguette of the House to refer to private eonversation—F thinlk it
wap wery unfair of him 4o guate part of that comversation: Otherwise B
could have shown f¢ yon the absolute rot that he has been talkimg. :
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Then I come to my friend, Sir Hari Singh Gour, . I cannot understand
Sir Hari Singh Gour’s point. He has explained it generally, and he has
been telling you that he objects to my Resolution as- it involves tion-so-
operation. The wording of his wire fo me was, ‘'Y am fn favour of boy-
cott, .if unanimously accepted by all parties”. The ground whick he
now takes ig different. He has changed his position. - Hé is entitled tq
\;IO' 1:]'13_{‘., but let him remember that that was the original position which he
0ok up. ' Cte

Sir Hari Singh Gour: I rise to a point of order. My Honourable friend
has perkbaps forgotten that I mever said anythimg of the kind.

Mr Presient: Order, order. T'hel_"e is no [IJbiﬂﬁ of order.
Sir Hari Singh Gour: If is » persoml explanation.

Lala Lajpat Rai: I shall be very happy o send him a copy of fhat
telegram, because I still possess if. ’

Now I do not want to prolong the debate. I wamt to say ome or two
words to my Muelim friends. 'Mr. Shah Nawaz has been talk'ng 66 mie
, Sbout the Hindu-Moslem question, and the same thing has been ssid by
. Dr. Bubrawardy. They hdve been hurping on the question of separate
. electorates. Let them take it frewn me that we on this side of the House
have sheolutely no imtention of thrusting joint éleetorates on them unless
we ean cerry with us the bultk of Muheimmaden Nationalists. We kave
po indention of go'ng doww en our knees to thess. Ome of them, Pr.
Subrawanrdy, says he does aot believe in the good fath of Hueglend,
perfidious Albion was how he referred o her, but he has lesy falth in the
Hinduk. ¥ appesl to him ag a trwe Mubammadsn, fo kave faith in mobody.
Lot him stand by himse¥ on ki own legs without having any faith either
In. Hindws ‘or Englishmen'  Why should ke hawe afly fuith m saybody?
Hiis Prophet says, ‘‘Have faith in nobedy bet Allsh”. It he has mo
faith i Hindus and e thinks he will ko better trented by Bnglishmen,
he is entircly mistalken. The English will not Tive inv this country for ever.
It is we and they who are goimg to live for dver hers. Fl¢ has no faith
in Hindws to-day, but he will bave to eulivate thut faith some dinse or
other. We have ample faith in them amd, God wilkitig, we will one day
prove’ odr faith in them. - , g
- A 'taunt was made about our failure to make a constitution. It is
very easy to say that. No. constitution made by amy party can be un-
animously agreed to. There are different interests, and there are inferests
put.up, which will never allow unanimous. agreement. So long as there
R g a third pasty it is almest impossible to draft a unanimous
PE® - ponstitution; and that is the reason why we have not attempted
it so far: but God willing we shall show them a united constitotion; let
them not harp on this. that we have not been able to shaw them a.constitu-
tion. The time has not wet some; we Rave just statted on it; cofistitu-
tions were net made in a. day or in a few days’ fime; no courtry in the
world ‘was able to do.o.. Look at the time the econstitution-making in
the United States fook; look af the time the comstitution-malking Has
taken in England itself; lqok sat,the_time constitution-meking has taken
¢ Bouth Agﬁa. Tt fs o }we 't‘gunﬁézz'_usé_ﬁhut_w; E‘iw gt % able to put.
P ¥ eonstiltion 80 far, I-cawr quife understand why Tord Birkerthend ré:
petbe is prrrt ory; they Fave endogh frfluehos fy the- cotintry and' cww pusé
) I
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agencies in motion which will not allow us to make a constitution and
that is the reason why he makes that offer so often. ~We understand the
value of it. There is not the least significance in it and we do not believe
that it is a bona fide offer at all. With all that, we are frying our very
best; Nationalists, Hindu and Muslim alike, will soon, God willing, come
to an agreement upon the main points of this constitution and we shall
draft a constitution, :

Sir, I do not want to detain this House further; I just want to say
one or two things more, Some Honourable Member spoke of the tyranny
of public cpinion, in reference to the position of my Honoursble friend
Mr. Jayakar. But, Bir, tyranny of public opinion is much inferior to the
tyranny of Governments. Governments have got plenty of money in the
treasury and they have plenty of offices in their gift; their tyranny is much
more potent and much more influential and much more effective than
the tyranny of public opinion, which is at best impotent. You talk of
tyranny of public opinion. Why do you not stand aside and give us a
fair chance? The easiest way to find out what is the opinion of theé Indian
community with regard to this Commission is' to let the officials stand
aside, and allow us to settle the question among ourse¢lves. Tet us see
what is the vote:of all non-officials—nominated and elected alike. Let
us sée what -they stand for.. But with these twenty-six machines drawing
heavy .salaries from that great battéery of Indian finances in their hands,
using all our money for their purposes, for them to ask us to bting about
a united India, I submit, is not fair. That is not how Englishmen, before
coming - east of Suez, behave in their country. It is absolutely hitting
below the belt, I again mrake this offer that.on any proposition on which
the Opposition and the Government differ let the officials stand aside' and
see what the non-official community declares and let them take that as
the opitiion of ‘the country. (An Honourable Member : ** Let: us take
a plebiscite in the ‘country.’”) (Mr. Jamnadas M. Mehta: ‘‘We are
prepared.”’) It has been said, ‘“Oh, we never intended any insult.””. Yes.
perhaps; no mere insult or affront was intended; we say your action in
quéstion is not an insult—it is ‘an outrage; it is an outrage on all sense
of justice. There is no question of :nsult; insult is & very weak term;
it. does not cover all that we feel; we feel that your action in entirely
ignoring us, in setting us saside although the matter affects us most, is
not a mere insult, but something much more than an insult.

. Then, Bir, there was a talk of democracy. I really cannot contain
myself when those gentlemen on the opposite benches should talk: : of
democracy. Is not this Government the. very mnegation of democracy?
Are we not seeing every day and from day to day how.they over-rule the
elected Members of this House, the elected representatives of.the.people?
An sutocracy, in the words of the author of the ** Lost Dominion ', talking
of democracy is a farce which is worthy.of the stage rather than the
Assembly. Well, Sir, I would not say anything further. P

s+..,A reference was made to Miss Mayo’s. book.. I do not want to refer
to-it; ‘1 leave that dirty book—that- dirty .thing—aside. Mr. Ramsay.
Macdonald has: been quoted so often to the effect: that all the English

€ g
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parties have combined together. Yes. We know all the robbers have
combined. In our eyes they are all robbers. What do they expect us to
do? Suppose a dacoit comes and wants to take my things at the bayonet.
Am I to say to him, ‘““Yes; I will co-operate with you in taking away my
property’”’? We are not going to do it; we have done it long ¢cnough for
the past 150 years and that is my reply to Mr. Chatterjee. He says, “Why
not give a trial?’’, as if we have not given them a trial for all these
years—for the past 150 years. There is no question of trial at all. There
s a limit to all patience and trial, and I say we have reached that limit.
It now behoves us like men to take a united stand, all parties combining
together. And I declare, Sir, on the floor of this House, to all the Indian
Members of this House, that every vote against my proposition is a vote
against Swaraj, every wote against my proposition ig a vote for the conti-
nuance of bondage, and every vote in favour of my propos.tion is a vote
for freedom. The choice lies between Swaraj and bondage, and therefore
I ask every Indian Member to vote for my proposition.

The Honourable Mr. J. Orerar (Home Member): Sir, the hour is late
and this debate has been prolonged. It is not, therefore, my intention to
detain the House which has already listened to me with much courtesy
and indulgence, at any great length. I do think, however, that the course
of the debate has indicated that in the speeches made and the arguments
used, Honourable Members opposite are under one or two serious mis-
apprehensions. Mr. Rahimtulla intimated that he and hig friends would
take a different; view if Government changed what he called their erroneous
decision. Pandit Motital Nehru referred to an ind:cation on the part of
Lord Birkenhead of.a desire to enforce his autocratic will. He was re-
ferring to the appointment of a Statutory Commission.

Now, Sir, the fact that censures of that kind—I am not now concerned
with the question whether those censures are ‘just or not,—I think myself
they are unjust—but the fact that they should have been directed against
the Government of India indicates a total misapprehension of the true
constitutional position. I would beg, therefore, the indulgence of the
House for a few moments while I recall what are indeed a very few ele-
mentary facts in the matter. The Statutory Commission was appointed
with the concurrence of both Houses of Parliament by submission of the
Secretary of State to the Crown. The Crown issued to the Commission
a4 Warrant under the Royal Sign Manual which gave them a commission
to eonduct a certain inquiry. That act of State having been completed,
the Royal Statutory Commission, within the terms of their Warrant, are
complete masters of their procedure. Therefore, 1 say that criticisms of
the character which I have adverted to are not only misdirected—and T must
repel ‘them not merely as being directed against the Government of
India—but they do themselves indicate a complete misapprehension of the
true facts. Now, what are the true facts? _Armed with this authority,
the Commission are an independent and impartial tr’bumal for the purposes
of their inq{lirv. “They are, as I have said, masters of their procedure.
.Their procedure preliminary at any rate hag been indicated .in & document
with which we sre all familiar,
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“° Y will deal in passing with the point which has been raised in regard
‘to that document. It has been alleged that that document was drawn up
and determined before the Commission arrived in India. I do net myself
see that that particular peint compared to the substance of the document
5 of any great significance except that significance wasg attached to it
by my friend Sir Purshotamdas Thakurdas, and in courtesy to him I should
‘venture' to make a reply on the point. €ir John Simon has, T understand,
‘stated that that documient was not determined, that it was net writtem,
till. after the Commission had arrived in Bombay. A question was asked
Why Sir. John Simon should-be believed on that point. Apart from other
‘reasons which I think .will appeal to the vast majority of the Members
of this House, there is one very definite reason, and it ig this, that Sir
Fobn Simon was alone competent to speak on this point: sesponsibly and
authoritatively, and that any one else who spoke en that poxnt and differed
from him spoke irresponsibly and without authority. Well, 8ir, . . . . .

. Sir Purshotamdas Thalkurdas: Will the Honourable Member sgree _tl;ga.t
the contents of Sir Johm Simon's letter were settled in London wherever
the letter might have been written? That was the point.

The Honourable Mr. J. Oreraz: That was not. the statement Hh&. was
made snd I have dealt with the point. )

_ 8ir Pumshotamdas Thakurdas: I topeat that is the point, Bir.

- - Phe Homoursble Mr. F. Orarar: No, I do not believe that that is the
case. That is a mattef on which Sir John Simon and his colleagues are
the competent authority and I do not for an instant believe that he made
8 statement which is in any way misleading on that point,

Sir Putshotamias Thakurdas: T am quite prepared to believe, Sir, that
8ir Johr' Bimoh drafted the 'letter himself, but the question is of the
ocontents. ' ' ’ - PR

. M President: Order, order. Mr. Crerar.

. ‘The Bonousabla Mr. J. Crerar: The Comumission have, very great inde-
pendence. and authority. X do. not.believe that in the whole. histery of a
Royal or Stalutory, Commission there has ever been one appointed: which:
had committed to them so great and so impartant an inquiry. ‘The powem
of a Statutory Commission, are very greabindeed. - Their powers. for ' geod
are engrmous and exereising those powers with the authorify and the preror
gative of Parliament, they can, if- this: Assembly and: ether bodies
chnose to -co-operate with them, effect ome of the grestest and. most beme:
ficial tasks that has ever been performed. But. as the Commission. hawe
themselves. -already .inkimated, the $ask is so great: thai. they csmnot nde-
finitelv postpone their direct contacts with it. They have indeed gpne
heyond ai_nosi.tion of independence and impantiality and, as has been inth
mated in this document, they have so far deferred the receipt of :materinl
bearing upon their inquiry in the hope that they may be able fo enter

-



LT e §EATUTORY COMMIBSTON. 508"
upon its examination in collaboration with the Committéé of this Houte.

But obviously that position canmot continue indefinitely, and I think that -
this House ‘will be very well mdvised to reflect for their part on the enor:-
mous ground to be covered and the great dangers, the great mcon‘venience'
that must necessarily be incurred by delay.

Well, Sir, ] pass on to take another point which was made by the-
Honourable Lala Lajpat Rai in his opening speech and whigh was adverted
tQ. by 'Pandik Matilal. I regret that in the briéf space at my disposal 1
cgnpot follow in detgil the clouds of surmises and gspumptions which un-
dgrlay the gyestions which Papdit Madan Mohan Malaviys. .addressed fo
mg. .1 shall deal with one particular point which arose. - Lals Lajpst Rai.
made 3p appesl to thg Moslems and to the depressed classes to. abstain .
from any contaat, with the Commissian. Well, the Mosiems, Dave pade.
an; qffective reply on thejr own.

-lll!. ll';. A. Jinnak: Boma Moslems, not Mosléms.
St Waﬂhr wmson- Plenty of them.

The. munbh Ma, 3. Creraz: I repeat, Sir, that the Moslama ham
made a very effeptive reply. .

Wr. M, A. Jinnah: No; some Moslems.

The Honourahie Mt. J. Crerar: And reganding the depressed elasses— -
I am not pesticularly emamoured of the phrase, but as it is used in com-
mon parlanse, it is therefore eonvemient—it has been employed by Lale
Lajpat Rai—there is one paint which I think it is necessary to put with
mere precision. Lals Lajpat Rai claimed, and it is in no way my com- °
cesn to dispute the claim—indeed I am prepsred to admit it and henour
it—that he had himaslf made great exertions in the esuse of the depressed -
classes. I am willing to acknowledge also that many of his Hesecidtes
agres with him in that point of view. But I must point out that white
Lala Lejpat Rai indicated that the depressed olasses have great grievances: '
against Government, that is precisely thé peint of view thet the depressed :
classes hava themselves not put forward. Their most insistent and their
meost vehement complaints and grievances deal with Brs.hmimcai taboos

and paste. prehibitions.
Lala Yajpat !di Were they 'browu Brahmins or white Brahmins?

The Eonounble Mr. J. Orera.r I am perfectly prepared to adlmﬁ fm‘-
ther that many members of those pastes take an enlighfened view jmrfire
mqﬁier, J.t is mot so frequently our experience that vety -active '
meagures in pursuance of thet enlightenment have been taken. 1 would
veptpre from that point of view to reeotomend to Lala Lajpat Rai thab
he ahgulcl discuss these matters or discuss them farther with quite a con
sidergb of his politieal friends and associates, I hope with ulti-
mafe bgn it to the ¢ epressed classes. In the meantime, if the depressed
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classes prefer another and s more expeditious means of airing and obfam-
ing remedy for their grievances by piacing them before the Simon Com-
mussion, 1 do not think that we should justly accuse them of undue im-
patience or of any unwisdom.

Now, Sir, I have only two submissions more to make. I come to two
Honourable and learned gentlemen who come from my own Presidency.
Mr. Jayakar spoke in his speech of a broad point of view—‘a broad point -
of wview’, as 1 subsequently discovered, appears to be a
polite phrase for what Mr. Jayakar in another situation  would
have called irrelevancy. But as regards what he did effectively say I
must compliment him on his very able and dexterous discharge of what
I recognice was a very difficult and delicate task. It is notorious that in
military operations one of the most hazardous and difficult is a rapid re-
tirement under pressure. Mr. Jayakar performed that evolution with
extreme skill. The only point which I wish to put to him is this, was
there any real necessity for performing that evolution at all? I will not
ask him whether jt would not be better for him, because he is disinter-
ested, but would it not have been better for his Party and for his country
if he had maintained his original position, and better still, if he had ‘con-
tinued his advance? The other Honourable and learned gentleman from
Bombay, Mr. Jinush, approachéd the problem, as one might expect fromr
his ingenious and original mind, from a somewhat different point of view.
Speaking as a constitutional lawyer, he had the prudence and the candour,
which I acknowledge, to refrain from disputing as a constitutional and
legal fact the legal and constitutional sovereignty of Parliament. If I may
say so without presumption, I sometimes think that when Mr, Jinnah
applies his legal mind rather than his polifical. mind to & pro- .
blem he comes to his soundest and his best conclusions.
On this 'occasion I merely ask him to continue his logical
faculty and to carry his realism a little further. I might be charged with
being presumptuous and perhaps even slightly impertinent if I surmised
that Mr. Jinnah attained that eminent position at the Bar which he
occupies .and adorns, not by standing on points of legal punectilio, but by
obtaining the best possible results for his clients. I see no particular
reason why a course of conduct to which Mr. Jinnsh has devoted his emi-
nent talents with such success should not be similarly applied on the
present occasion. I would only like to bring more prominently to his notice
that it would be a8 mistake to regard the present controversy or the pre-
sent inquiry as amatter which concerns only three considerable parties—
the Commission, the Government and the leaders of the principal politi-
cal parties in the country. I venture to recall to him a ground on which
I trust he will act, namely, that by far the . most impertant party to
that discussion is the country, the whole country and the whole population

of India. I trust that this debate will be concluded in the interests of that
party in the case. ' o

Mr. President: Thé House has discussed and debated at very great
length the two altérnative proposals. It is now time for the House to
come to a decision.: THe procedure T propose to adopt for the purpose of
ascertaining the decision of the House is this. I propose to put the
proposal of Lala Lajpat Rai to the vote first. If i is carried, the other pro-
po::l' drops. If it is not carried, then I will put the other proposal to the
votg. e R o ' :
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The question is:

“That the following Resolution bp adopted

‘This Assembly recommends to the Governor General in Council to inform His
Majesty’s Government that the present constitution and scheme of the
Statutory Commission are wholly unacceptable to this House and that this
House will therefore have nothing to do with the Commission at any stage

and in any form'.”

The Assembly divided:

Mr. President (While the division was in progress): It is a very bad
precedent that the Honourable Haji Abdoola Harcon is setting up in this

House.

He is not in order in lighting a cigarette in the Chamber.,

Order, order. Mr. K. Ahmed will have all the protection from the Chair.
Will he come and sit down here and tell me to which Lobby he wants to
go? Will he come in? The Honourable gentleman will have all the pro-

tection from the Chair.

~ Mr. K. Ahmed: I have not yet made up my mind to vote in any lobby,

Sir,

AYES—e68.

Abdoola Haroon, Haji.

Abdul Matin Chaudhary, Maulvi.

Acharya, Mr. M. K.

Aney, Mr. M. 8.

Ayyangar, Mr. K. V. Rangaswami.

Ayyangar, Mr. M. 8. Besha.

Badi-uz-Zaman, Maulvi.

Belvi, Mr. D, V.

Bhargava, Pandit Thakur Das.

Birla, Mr, Ghanshyam Das.

Chaman Lall, Diwan.

Chetty, Mr. R. K. Shanmukham.

Chunder, Mr. Nirmal Chunder,

Das, Mr. B.

Das, Pandit N'lakantha.

Dutt, Mr. Amar Nath,

Dutta, Mr. Srish Chandra.

Ghazanfar Ali Khan, Raja.

Goswam!, Mr. T. C.

Gulab Singh, Sardar.

Haji, Mr. Sarabhai Nemchand.

Ismail Khan, Mr.

Iswar Saran, Munshi,

Iyengar, Mr, A, Rangaswam'.

Is;angn.r, Mr. 8. Srinivasa.

Jamnadass, Seth.

Jayakar, Mr. M. R

Jinnsh, Mr. M. A,

Jogiah, Mr. Varahagiri Venkata.

Joshi, Mr. N. M,

Kartar Singh, Sardar.

Kelkar, Mr. N. C.

Kidwai, Mr, Rafi Ahmad.

Kunzru, Pandit Hirday Nath.

Lghiri Chaudhury, Mr.
Kanta.

Lajpat Rai. Lala.

Dhirendra

Malaviys, Pandit Madsn Mohan,
Mehta, Mr. Jamnadas M,
Misra, Mr. Dwarka Prasad.
Mitra, Mr. Batyendra Chandra,
Moonje, Dr. B, 8.
Mukhtar Bingh, Mr.
Murtuza Sabeb Bahadur,
Bayyid,
Nehru, Pandit Motilal.
Neogy, Mr. K. O.
Pandya, Mr, Vidya Sagar.
Phookun, Srijut Tarun Ram,
Prakasam, . T,
Purshotamdas Thakurdas, Sir.
Rahimtulla, Mr. Fazal Ibrahim.
Rang Behari Lal, Lala.
Ranga Iyer, Mr. C, &
Rao, Mr. G. Sarvotham.
Roy, Mr. Bhabendra Chandra,
Sarda, Rai Sahib Harbilas.
Sarfaraz = Hussain  Khan,
Bahadur.
Shafee, Maulvi Mohammad.
Shervani, Mr, T. A. K.
Siddigi, Mr. Abdul Qadir.
Singh, Kumar Rananjaya.
Singh, Mr. Gaya Prasad.
Singh, Mr. Narayan Prasad.
Singh, Mr. Ram Narayan.
Sinha, Kumar Ganganand.
S'nha, Mr. R. P.
Sinha, Mr. Siddheswar.
Tok Kyi, U.
Yusuf Imam, Mr.

Maulvi

Khan
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Abdul Aziz, Khan Bahadur Mian.

Abdul Qa.lyum Nawab Sir Sahibzada. ]

Abmad, Khan Bahadur Nasir-ud-din.

Alexmder Mr. William.

Allison, Mr F. w.

Anwa.r»ulAm.m Mr.

Ashiafuddin Ahmsd Khan Bahadur
Nawabzada Snyld

Ayangar, Mr. V. K. Aravamudha.

Bajpai, Mr, G. S.

Bhuto, Mr. W. W. Illahibakhsh.

Bln.ckett The Honourable S:r Basil. |

Bray, 8ir Dengys.

Chalmers, Mr. T. A,

Chatterjee, The Revd, J. C.

Chatterji, Rai Bahadur B, M.

Coatman, Mr. J.

Cocke, Mr. H. G.

Cosgrave, Mr, W. A,

Couper, Mr, T.

Courtenay, Mr. R. H.

Crawford, Colonel J, D. !

The Honourahlo Mr. !

Crerar,
Dakhan, Mr. W. M. Ghnlam Knthr.
Khan.

Dalal, Sardar Sir Bomanji.
Gavin-Jones, Mr. T.
Ghuznavi, Mr, A H. |
@Gidney, Lieut.-Colonsl H. A, J.
Gour, Sir Hari Singh. !
Graham, Mr. L. !
Hussain Shah, Sayyed.
Hyder, Dr. L. K‘
Irwin, Mr. C. J |
Jowshir Singh, " Sardar  Bahadur |
Sardar, i

Kabul Singh Bahadur, Captain,
Keane, Mr, M.

Kikabhai Premchand, Mr,

Lamb, Mr. W. S,

Llrtdsay, Sr Darcy.

Mitra, The Honourable Sir Bhupendra

Nath,
Mohammad -Ismail Khan, Haji
Chaudhary.

Moore, Mr, Arthur.
Muhammad Nawaz Khan, Lieat.-
Sardar.
Mukherjee, Mr. S. C.
Parsons, Mr. A A. L.
Rainy, The Honourable Sir George.
Rajah, Rao Bahadur M. C..
Rajan Bakhsh Shah, Khan Bahadur
Makhdum Syed.
Rao, Mr, V.- Pandurang
Roy, Mr. K. C.
Roy, Mr. 8. N.
, Mr. H. A, .
Shah Nawaz’,‘ Mian Mohammad,
Shamaldhari Lall, Mr,
Shillidy, Mr. J. A.
Singh, Raja Raghunandan Prasad.
Suhrawardy, Dr, A.

Sykes, Mr. E. F. ‘o
Taylor, Mr. E, Gawan,
Willson, Sir Walter. -

Yamin Khnn Mr. Muham'mnd
Young, Mrl G, M.

Zulfigar Ali Khan, Nawab Sir.

The motion was adopted. (Cries of ‘“Bandé Mataram.’’)

(At this stage the Honourable Sir Basil Blackett was seen te fall down

President and several Homourable Members made

The Honourable Sir Basil Blackett: I am quite all right, Sir.
The Assembly then adjourned till Eleven of the Clock on Monday, the

20th February, 1928.
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