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Topics of the Veek,

Indo-Burman Financial Adjustment.

THE Assembly . doubtless had good cause to
oensure Government in connection with the personnel
and procedure of tbe trlbunal to meke a financial
pettiement between Burma and Indis. At the first
R.T. C, there was unanimous agreement that the
task ghould ba remitted to what was expiicitly des-
oribed in the Burms Sub-Committee’s Report ag an
impartial tribunal, preferably to a committee of the
Privy Councii as sugygested by the Government of
India in their despatch on the Simon Report. Buf in
this as in countless other matters reactionaryiem has
sot in since Sir Samuel Hoare's advent at the Indim
office. After the preliminary expert analysis, he chose
to appoint a tribunal including Sir Sidney Rowlatt of
all people in the world to prepare an acoount of Indo-
Burman financial transactions. Looking to the faok
that the British Government itself is omne of the
intereated parties, the tribunal ‘ean by no stretoh of
-the Imagination be regarded as impartial,

» » »

BUT if the tribunal suffers from lack of imparti-
ality, there is not even a show of an atterupt to
assure public opinion that the settlement to result
from ita lIsbours will be fair and just to both
countries. As a meansio that end, the mssociation
of non-official Indians snd Burmans with the in-
quiry in the oapacity of members, ase. g. in the
case of the capitation tribunal, was greatly to ba
desired, At any raite the representstives of the
Standing Finance Committees of the Assambly and of
the Burma Legislature should have been oalled into
oonsultation as soon as the preliminary expert
analysis was ready, and their mssociation with the
tribunal throughout its procesdings should have been

maintained. This course bad in fact been suggested
by the Government of India themselves and had
found unanimous scceptance at the hands of the
Burma Sub-Committes, But in his anxiety not to.
encourage members of the Assembly fo play truants,
8ir Samuel Hoare decided to throw this unanimous
deoision of the first R, T. C. to the winds |

* 2 »

THE Government of India has thus been most
unfairly and unjustly overruled, We do not know
whether they took any steps to impresa upon the
Seoretary of State the storm of publio indignation
hae was raising against himself by his decision to
ignore both Indisn and Burmese public opinior.. But
perhaps we are still under the delusion that Indian
or Burmese public opinion at all influences his
actions. It will be noted that the consure involved
in the sucoess of theadjournment motion wes directed
more against the Ssoretary of State than the Govern~
ment of Indis. The tribunal having already finished
its Iabours, the debate a report of which is going to be
forwarded to Sir Samuel Hoare, can have interest
ouly for the historioal researcher of the future..

* * »

Mr. Foot's Devastating Logic.

THE London correspondent of the Hindu wwrites :.

That fine old Liberal, Mr. Issac Foot, whose logic oan
be devastating, found himself in a great quandary when.
he had to faos a practioal proposition, and he was restri-
oted in the end ta hia optimism and a sontradistion. Mr,
Foot wonid not be averss to submitting the Bill he
sndorses to the deoision of the Princes. If they reject it,

" that rejection must ba accepted. For British India,
howevar, it is good encugh if some’ number (unstated) of"
persons display enough publto apitit to come forth and
aay they will work the scheme. Seemingly, it wonld be
sufficient in his judgment for thrae or four hundred indivi~
duala to enter the political arena aa their own nominees,.
give the necessary undertakings to the end he desires,
and the whole acheme would bs oparative * with the
conzent of the governed.” His own words were, following:
the application of this idea which ha described as the
simple test, “That will be the measure of consent upon
which the Bill depends.” Nothing so remarkable, or 0
painful, has ever been heard from a devout adherent of the

dootrine that governmeut must have the oonsent of the-
governed,

* * »

It iy besause the Government has all along made s¢ muoh
of the importance of the Princes and has pictyred them
always as gtaonch supporiers of the schems that their
attitude bas perturhed opinion, There wight hava been,
but thers was not, realisation of the fatulty of passing so
lightly over the protests from British India. Aocutely
alert publio opinion, less impressad by Prinsely assuran-
oen than by deolarationstof reaponsible Indian politicians
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answerable to electors, might have Beeh thelnconsistency
of the Government in conceding attributes to the old
Logislative Assembly and denying them to the present
one. By this I mean that when the old Legislature
formally endorsed everything from Emergency Ordinao-
ces to Ottaws Agreement, the Imperial Goversment
pever hesitated to proclaim that the voice of India had
been beard, but to-day when the new Assembly votes
against Government the institution is declared to be
frresponsible and its deoisions negligible, British public
opinion has not, kowaver, noted these things, It has
been told in faot to ignore them, but to keep its eyes on
the Prinoces and watch them with confidence, Is it any
wonder, then, that thers is widespread feeling that all is
not well with the official plan, and that oonfidence begins

to coxe out 7
- > [

Take it as a Medicine,

AT 8 mecting of the Defence of India Leagus
Mr. Churchill said :

The whole polioy of the Government for Indian Home
Rule had broken down., Ifyou go outinto the strests of
London and search to-morrow and the day after, you will
not be able to find anyone or any organisation whioh
wants thia Bill, The Bill has been repudiated by repre-
sentatives of the whole gamut of Indian opinion. The
Goveroment have unsettled everything in India aod have
settled nothing. They say, “We must have the Federal
system because of the Prinoes’ offer”. “There is no
Princes’ offer,” we answer. “Very well,’” they say, “then
all the more must we have the Federal system.’ They
say, "We must meet the aspirations of Twentieth
Century India™, but the Indians do not want the Bill,
The Government reply, “Very well, then we will foreibly
feed it to you. If you don'tlike it, take it as a medicine "
and then tell their followers what great reformers and
philanthropists they are. The Bill i3 dead. Neverthe-
less, the Government assures us it must be placed on the
statute book. The corpse must be carried forward as a

trophy”.
» * -

Racialism in excelsis.

UNABASHED racialism continues to inform the
Kenya Government's land policy. Not content with
reserving the highlands for KEuropeans, it is
now sought to extend the area on the strength of
the recornmendations of the Land Commission,
The reservation used so far to be only admini-
stratively brought sbout. Hereafter it will have
legal sanction: in that an Order-in-Counoil authoris-
ing such reservation is said to be imminent.:

& * *

THE sacceptance by fthe British Government of
the Land Commission’s recommendation will pile up
further disabilities upon our countrymen in Kenya.
Whereas theoretically at least the Kenya Govern-
ment is now fros to grant land in the highlands to
Agiantics, even that theoretical possibility will here-
after be barred ! But this is not by any means the
worst feature of the Order. It is expected to prohibit
the transfer of any land to an Indian, onees it is sold
to a European. A bar against the re-transfer of land
by a Britisher to an Indian, however objsctionable
in itself, would at least have the apparent justification
of British self-interest ; but to try to enforce it in the
oase of all white people without regard o their coun-
try of origin hardly seems a justifiable proceeding.

* L J *

THE European concerned might conceivably be
an erstwhile enemy of the British Government and
might even suoceed in getting & fanoy price for the
land. Butthe proposed Order-in-Council will place
s ban on such a transaciion! It is doubtful if even

the people for whose apparent bensfit the ban ie in-
tended are united in thanking the British Govern-
ment for this boon of doubtful value. It was officially
stated in the course of the recont debate on the subject
in the Assembly that the British (overnment are pre-
pared to await Indian representations against the
proposed aotion. Past expsrience encourages the hope
that the representations to be made by the Govern-
ment of India will not lack in force or straugth of
oconviotion. But whether they will sucosed in oreat-
ing the desired effect on the powera that be is another
matter,
L 2 - »

IT goes without esaying that public opinion in
Kenya and India bitterly resents this new stigma of
inferiority proposed to be cast upon Indians. In
this connection it may be pointed out that the disori-
mination now gought ta be made o the disadvaniage
of our countrymen is at variance with the promise
in Queen Viotoria's proclamation of ensuring equality
of treatment to all British subjeats and the charter
granted to the British East Africa Company., It is
in oconsonance with this polioy of equalily that the
Governor's Instrument of' Instruotiona direots him
to withhold his assent to any legislation aiming
at the imposition of liabilities or restriotions to
which Euaropeans are not subject, upon non-Euro-
pean residents of the Colony. But what the Gover
nor is specifically debarred from doing,his master, the
British Governmen$ can obviously perpetrate with
impunity |

* * »
Third Class in Railways.

THE discussion of the Rail way budgel grants in
the Asserubly was as usual marked by a ventilation
of the grievances of third class passengers, in which
many non-officisl membera participated. But their
speeches were confined very largely to a general
statement of such grievances, Mr. N. M, Joshi alone
being able to prove, with the help of some very tell-
ing statistics, that the charge about overcrowding in
the lowest class was well founded. The correotness
of his figures not being officieily challenged, they
may be regarded as thoroughly reliable. According
o him, one firat class seat serves 12 passengers, one
second olass one 90 and one in the third ciass nearly
four times the pumber served by a seat in the two
higher clagses put together, 400 to be exact. It is easy
to believe that the distanoce run by a higher class
sent is greater than that run by a lowsr class one.
On this point too Mr, Joshi was not speaking without
the book. The average lead of a first class seat, he
said, is 180 miles, that of the second class one half as
much, while the average lead of a third class seat is
only 35 miles, Allowing for the longer leads in the
cagse of the higher classes sests, Mr. Joshi had no
difficulty in coming to the conclusion that the third
class was gix times as much overcrowded as the first
and twioe as much as the second.

* * *

HIS other set of figures was also equslly en.
lightening. He pointed out that a third olass
gseat costs the Railway Board Ra. 260, while
one first class seat and one and a half second
class one together cost Rs, 4,000. The Railway
Board makes Ra. 241 par third class eeat; while it
makes Rs. 550 on every first olasa and one and a half
gecond class seats together, It is true thase figures do
not represent the net gains of the Railways; but the
mora)] to be drawn from them is prefty obvious. It is
that it is more profitable to inorsasa third class ao-
commodation than that in the upper olasses. Instead
of following this oourse diotated by commonsense
and business congiderations, the Government go about
their business in the wrong way and fail to give
relief where it is most needed.
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THE OPPORTUNITY WILL NOT RECUR,

VER and over again it is said in Parlisment
and outside: * This is & unique opportunity for
forming an all-India federation. Once lost, it

will never recur.” This i3 gaid to the Princes, to
British India and to the British publie alike, but the
srgument used in every case is different.

To the Princes it is said : * You no doubt have
$o surrender sovereignty; and that is a loss, we admit,
But, after all, the loss is more nominal than real.
The subjeots which you are invited to cede to the
federation are mostly subjects over which wa as the
paramount power have ultimate control. In handing
them over to the federation, you will in fact only be
narrowing the range of authority of the paramount
power and extending that of your own. The real
loas will be ours, not yours.

* In polities it is often & question of chaosing the
lesser of two evils, Even if you regard the formsl
cession of power which you in fact have already
surrendered &s an evil, consider what a greater evil
you will have to face when British India will get
provinoial aufonomy and central responsibility,
British India will then grow powerful and you will
remain where you are. What a dangerous position
will itbe for you tobein atthe time, and what
opportunities will it give to British India to make
Inroads upon your powers which the paramount
power will not be able to prevent ?

* And don't you be under the delusion for ome
moment that if an all-India foderation does not mate-
ralige, British India’s progress will be permanently
held up. We shall have to oconfer regpongibility
upon’ it beth in the provinees and at the centre,
in spite of anything that we ocurselves may ba
tempted to say to the contrary. If wider powars of
self-government must be given to British Indin, will
it not be batter for you, upon whom tha grant of such
powers will react adversely to a large extent, to come
into an .all-India fedoration and take s share—
and we give you a larger share than is your due—
in there powers ! For you it isnot really a choica of
evils; but even if it be, bow infinitely greater would
be the risk you would run by standing outside the
foderation ¥ Think well and take your deoision.”

To British India a different story is told. “You
think the Princes will be a reactionary.element ¥ Of
course they will be, Only we don't use such a harsh
word. We call them a conservative and stabilising
force.” Wo can quite understand your jibbing at
the Introduction of the Princes. Your course ia Bet
on demooratio lines, and you would not like to have
your advanoce impeded by autoorats at every furn,_
But, frankly, we want to impose some interral check
upon any possible tendency towards frresponsibili.
ty which you mey show. The Princes constitute
the most effective safogurad one can imagine. Given
t bis eafeguard, we cen go s long way to loosen ex-
ternel restrictions which we would ctherwise be
com pelled to Jay upon your power,

“ I you dou't sgres to an all-India federation,
&hen there s no hope of your ever getting central

responsibility. Why, you can’t have provincial auts-
nemy either. . Lot there be no mistake about this:
no federation, no advance. This is not & question

merely of our being unwilling to grant power exocapk

under proper safeguards. It appesrs there is a

constitutional obsiacle in our way, which .is quite
insurmountable, Wa couldn't do it even if we

would, Auy grant of further power to you would

sndanger the Princes, and under the pledges which.
we have given to them—pledges which shall alwaya

remain as inviolute and.inviolable—it is our sacred
duty to protect them from all such danger,

“Would you rather remain then under outside
control for all time, or would you prefer to have the
control, here and mow, in your own hands—not
demooratic hands it is true, but Indian hands % Well,
we really need not ask you what you think about it
For your consent is not required for the formation
of an all-India federation. The Princes being willing
wae are going to form such a federation, and you will
bhave tosubmit to it willy nilly. But we wish to
eay in afriendly epirit that, even if yorr consent
was necessary, it skould be readily forthcoming. A
federation is as much to your sdvantage as to that of
the States, ™

To the British public yet another story is told,
“It has now become necessary to give some further
power to Indians. We take care in the Bill to give
as little as possible, At every point we have provided
eafeguards, and more than any other safeguard thera
are the Princes who will stem the on-rush of demo-
cracy even more effectively than we oan, and being
Indians, thelr intervention' will arouse liitle
comment. Do you fesr that the Princes themselves
will turn againstus? You must remember that they
are, and will ever be, subject to our paramountoy,
Wo hope you know all that it means,

“The proposed constitution ig therefore quits
safe. But even if you think that there is an element of
danger In it, consider how much more the danger will
be multiplied when, instead of us, the Labour Farty
will come to draft the constitution, Will there be any
of our safeguards in that constitution? Will there be
the Princes, the higgest safeguard ? Look sk the way
in which member after member of the Party—not
excluding even Major Attlee—goes at the Prinoes,
‘Where will you be then ? You think the Labour Party
will not be strong enough to carry such a measure ?
Possibly, that will be the situation for some time. But
one cannot be too confident about such things, The
Labour Party may obtain anything between 200 and
250 seats at the next election. They will not bs in
an absolute majority, it is true ; and we may be able
to defeat them if they put forward a much more
advanced measure, But how long can this go on ?
The hest plan is to devise and enmct now while
we ara top & constitution which, if it concedes
a little now will make it impossible for Liabour

afterwards to concede more. That is our plan. Will
you not accept it then P *

How niocait would be for the Governmert'a
supporters if their audionces were divided in water-

L)
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‘tight compartments, and if one audience did not
listen in to what they had to say to the others! But
runfortunately the Hansard publishes reports of their
-speeches for all to read indisoriminately, and it be-
-gomeg imposgible for them to sustain all the three
contradictory positions together, To take but one
{nstance, Mr, Fool said in the Commone Committee
«on 20th March:

“I think it will be & disastrous day for the Princes if
they fail to seize this opportunity ( of joining an all-India
Tederation), We would like them to kpoew that if this
proposal for Federation does break down, the claima' of
India will still have to be met, Then, I should like to
know what would bs the position of the States ... in days
to come, scattered as they are and representing in some
cases areas that are almost like an archipelago in India ;
what will be their position when, side by stde with: thesa
aunfederated States, there is growing up a sirong self-
governing community, with political ideas that no fron-
;ier; ocankeep back, that no State frontiers can keep

ack.”
Lord Eustace Percy, however, said just a litile
Jater on the same day :

“Jg it agreed that there can be no question of any
measure of responsible government, responsible to an
Indian electorate at the Centre, except on the conditions
laid down in Part II {i, e. all-India Federation)? Is it
agreed that those are the minimum and unalterable condi-
tions of the British Parliament? If go, let us lay down
those conditions finally and olearly, for the very reason
‘that my right hon. Friend the Member for Epping (Me.
Churchill } urged so foroefully, because thare are Lord
Lothians who want to start all over again, and because
if we leave the whols thing open bright gentlemen like
the Members of the Labour Party will inttoduce another
little Bill of 20 Clauses &nd slide further down the
slippery slope. For that very reason, if we ars convinced
that these are the minimum conditions and the only oon-
ditions on which we oan oreate a central goveroment
with apy measure of Indian responsibility, then lay them
down finally and irrevooably and let the people of the
Provinces of India know that so, and so alone, can they
advance along the road of self-government."

“Thusallthrough British statesmen have been speaking
-with different voices. But the burthen of the song is
the same in the case of all: “ Don’t oppose this all-
India federation; seize this opportunity; it will not
-pceur agaip, *

Supposing either the Prinoes or British India or
the British Pariiament—very foolishly of course
—rejected federation now, why do British states-
men say that such an opportunity will not reour ¥ If
the federation is to the good of all, all these parties
will come to realise its advantage if they do
not realize it mow, If British India makes an
offer of federation now, seesing far into the
future, but the Princes take a short-sighted view of
the matter, will British India withdraw the offer
when the Princes will feel inclined to acoept it ? Or if
thePrinces are keen on federation and British India is
cool towards it, will the Princes themseclves become
cool merely because British India becomen keen? If
in faot the fedoral scheme s likely to bencfit all the
parties concerned, nothing will be lost if some time
is required in convincing them of its advantages, It
is no use foroing the pace, But forcs will be required
now or later, if really the scheme iz such that either
one party or the other is certain to rejectit. And from
what British politicians have been saying we are
inclined to believe that they are conscicus of the fact
that the pocheme that they have drawn up will never
win the congent of all the parties concerned,

Now they can pretend, with some show of reason,
that the scheme, having been drawn up after consulta-~
tion with Britieh Indian leaders, Princes and Bri-
tish politicians, has behind it the support of all. This
of course is patently untrue. But when for one
reason or another the scheme is laid aside, it omn
never be revived in fubure in its present from
with even such a pretence of support. The schemse

is so full of anomalies of all kinds and of
injusticesall round that the more closely

it is oxamined the more unacceptable it will
appear to all. There is no doubt therefore that this
is the last chance for the scheme. Not to pass it now
is to rob it of the possibility of even so favourable
reception as it now gets, British statesmen are there-
fore quite right in saying ** Now or Never " both to
British India and to the States, and to stampede both
into it so as to block all future progress,

SIR SAMUEL HOARE AND INDIAN STATES.

HILE there is so much to exasperate the people

of the States both in the Government of India

Bill and in the policy of placating the Prinoces
followed in relation to that Bill by its promoters the
Committee debates of the Commons have something
to offer for which we may well be grateful. As anti-
cipated, the Members of the Labour Party have been
making good use of their opportunities to advance
the ideale of national freedom and demoocraoy : and
not less gratifying are the efforts of Independents
like Miss Rathbone to remind the Parliament of the
existence of such a Party as the S:ates’ people to be
distinguished from the Indian Princes, But what is
more noteworthy is that even the Conservative Sir
Austen Chamberlsin felt it necessary to fake publio
notice of the existence of that generally forgotten
Party, though in an oblique way, He made it
clear that he “* did not supposse that there was any one
in the House who thought the Princes were the only
-people to be considered ” and that he was “unwilling

to allow the House to be driven from what it thought
right to enter & Duteh auckion for the sport of the
Princes.”"” So we may now feel assured that the
British (Governmeni has after all sat a limit to the
concessions which it may be expected to mske to the
Prinees. This limit apparently was reached when
the Prinoes sought to use the invitation to federate
as an opportunity to bargain for s radioal revision of
the content and scope of Paramountey. It is satis-
factory to the people of the States that Sir Samuel
Hosare has spoken unambiguously and conclusively
on this matter which they regard as their final shield
sgainet tyranny and misrule. He placed three points
beyond ail doubt:

(1) That Paramountoy stands apart from the
Federal Constitution,

(2) That the exercise of Paramountoy musé
vest in the disoretion of the Viceroy as the
COrown's Representative, and
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(3) That, in certain spheres, it would be pos-
gible to exchange for Paramountey the eontrol
of the Federal Government if the Princes so
ohoose it.

Tt {s the second of these points that is of Imme-
diate interest to the people of & great many among
the -Indian States, By way of elaborating it, Sir
Samuel Hoare observed as follows:

. “Ultimately the Crown's relationship is not merely one
of contract. There must remain in the hands of the
Viceroy the elements of diseretion in his dealings with
the States. No suocessful attempt could be made at
defining exaotly the Crown's right of intervention.”

Possibilities of misrule in Indian Siates are
wnlimited, and $he formas of misrule are of infinite
varioty, That being a0, the Paramount Power would
olearly beabdioating a great part of its responsibility
if it agreed to confine its mervices only to certain
specified olasses of cases, Ho long as there are no
internal constitutional safeguards provided against
misrule in States the necessity for the sulutary piay
of an outeide hand there oannot be questioned ; and
if the Princes would remain unquestioned autoorats
over their subjects, they cannot rightfully hope to
escape the possibility of arbitrary intervention by
the external Suzerain,

This re-affirmation of & sound doctrine by the
Beaoretary of State cannot however ba taken to have
exhausted his duties towards the people of Indian
States, The troubles of the States’ people hava
arisen not by reason of the non-enunciation till now
of that dootrine, but by reason of the non<-implemsnt-
ing of it. The Paramount's right to intervene has
been there, declared and acknowledged, for half a
century and more ; but what has not been there is
its practical operation. Paramountoy has not worked.
On ninety-nine occapions out of & hundred when
intervention should have been its duty, the Para-
mount Power has seemed to slumber ; and on the one
occoasion when it bestirred itself, it oame into action
either too late or without a long-range policy. Judg-
ing from the numberiess instances of maladministra-
tion winked at, tolerated, uncensured and unreotified,

one would think that the Paramount Power is parti- ;

cular more about keeping than sahout using its right
in regard to the States. One has only to eall to mind
the long list of States that have become notorious
during recent yeara, to realize how Paramountcy
bas failed. Praotically not a half-year has passed
without some State or other coming into public dis-
repute during the last quarter of a century. Can
this be tnken as proof of the Paramount's efficiency
in the performance of his duty ? Sir Samuel Hoare
assured the Princes that ha was apxious to remove
any genuine apprehensions of theirs in respect of
Paramountoy ; and he added that this is a question
for consideration In India. It is devoutly to be
wighed that the question of implementing the Para-
- mount’s theoretioally admitted right and duty to
intervene for the regeneration of Ill-faring States will
‘be taken up side by side with the question of the
adjustments necessary to persuade the Princes into
the new Constitution. There must be some kind of a
conatitutional .agency set up, firstly to be on the
lock-out for ocases calling for intervention and to
advise the Viceroy in good time asto the necessary
action, and ‘gecondly to scrutinise and guide the
aotion adopted by the Viceroy's Political Department
from time to time, Such an agenoy, representative
in the main of the publio interests of the States and
working under the salutary vigilance of publio opi-
nion, is to-day the most urgent necessity of the States;
and that necessity will last so long as the: Princes
will remain unwilling to grant self-governing inati-
tutionsto their subjeots, Sir Samuel Hoare has algo
olinched & matter that needed to be oleared by re-

asserting the inviolability of the extra-treaty basis of
Paramountoy. He said : ' ' o

“The Crownu is bound by eogagements of great variety,
only some thirty of which are treaties. This contracted
relation embodied in the treaties and engagements has,
with the growth of the Crown's suthority throughout
India, been supplemented by the usage and the oourse of
eventa,”

Even if the letter of the treaties is to be meticulously
observed, the Iatest of them leaves no doubt whatever
as to the right of the Suzerain to intervene for pur-
poses of correction and reform ; and it is an accepsed
rule thal the latest treaty provision isthe one most
universally to be applied. Sir S8amuel Hoare has
indicated in his speech how, in a just way, the
Princes may lighten for themselves the burden of
Paramountoy. So far as intervention is concerned,
the way for them is to establish constitufional rule;
and so far as external matiers are concerned,
the way is to merge themselves morea and more in
the All-Indien polity. :

“These latter matters’, meaning Railways, Telegraphs
and other services of Imperial charaoter, said Sir Samuel
Huare, “will now come within the Federal putview; and
if the State acoedes to the Federation, Paramountcy will
not be applicable to that extent.”

In other worde, 8o far as the external affairs of a
State are concerned, they will be adjusted between
Federation and Paramountoy according to a sliding
arrangement. If the Princes would have the most
of DYederation, they will be under the least
pressure of Paramountcy. In other words, the fuller
the Federation of India, the greater the displacement;
of Paramountoey.

Thia takes us to the question of the incompatibi-
lity of Dominionhood and Paramountey. The only
justification for India’s adopting the federal plan is
her aspiration to grow to the stature of a Dominion:
and Dominion Status olearly means the withdrawal
of the outside hand. The accepted definition of a
Dominion is that it is & fully autonomous commu-
nity, equal in atatus and euthority to other similar
sutonomous units of the British Commonwealth,
Such autonomy does not tolerate the presence of a
foreign body within its body politic. Bub
g0 long as the Princes necessitate the
continuance of British Paramouatecy in India,
they ensure in that very oircumatance the presence
of an officious outsider., When our Federation
ig thus being pursued at its elbow by an external
Suzerain desiderated for their special protection by
& speoial olass of its own units, it cannot hope to
grow to the height of & Dominion, This is the piain
meaning of the antithesis pointed out by publicists
like the Rt. Hon. Srinivasa Sastri, as betweem the
type of Federation looked for by the Princes and the
Stafus of a Dominion looked for by tha rest of India.
‘Will the Princes help to eliminate the outside hand ?
Thet is the crucial question, That the elimination
will take time and will have to take place gradually
everybody admits, But do the Prinoces aocept it as
thegoal ? And if they do, why do they ask Ffor
measurea caloulated further to atrengthenm their
autooracy and thereby further to perpetuate the
inirusion of Paramountoy ?

Britigh statssmen have always realised the value
of Paramountoy as a hurdle to be placed on the road
that India intends to take. They saw clearly that the
choice for them lay, if imperislist strategy is avotded,
between declaring with brutal ontspokenness that
India must always remain a Dopendenoy on the one
side and on the other letting her evolve into the most
independent type of Dominion that there can be with~
in the British Commonwealth. Decency would not
let them do the first. Imperialism would not let them
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do the second. They therefore had, at one and the
same time, both to respect their promises and to pre-
veut their fulfilment, Henoce the necessity to put
India into a car of so-called Faderation deftly fitted
with a set of automatic brakes in the form of Para-
mountey-desiderating Princes. Engiland could then
be thanked for the gift of an imposing chariot and
India herself blamed for its ignominious break-down
on the way. This subtle strategy explains the un-
precadented degree of sovereign capacity nowadays
attributed to the Indian Princes. Never before in
history did the British Government make a pretence
of respecting the wishes of Indian Princes in regard
to the developments of their mutual relations. Now
that the Princes are so necessary to serve as obstaoles
to the progress of their motherland, their soversign
attributes are brought into unprecedented prominence
and they are being told that nothing could be done
to give India & good constitution unless they agree
and allow. Sir Samuel Hoare seems to hold that
Paramountoy is beyond the purview of the British
Parliament. Is that his considered view ? Is that the
deoided view of oconstitutional lawyers? DPara-
mountey is the spacial authority of the Britisk Crown
with respect to the Indian States; and the British
Crown can never act except through its Ministers;
and these Ministers fn their turn are respounsible to
Parliament. How then ¢an Paramountey be placed
beyond the juriediotion of Parliament? It is of

course open to Parlisment, out of prudential consi-
derations, to demist from setting its hands to the
affairs of Indian States ; but the legal competence
of Parliament in this respeot seems gsoarcely
open to doubt. Some twenty years ago, Prof. West-
1ake (I think ) warned British statesmen against the
danger of uging the language of hyperbole in speak-
ing about the rights and status of the Indian Princes
from a diplomatic consideration to flatter and keap
them in good humour. But the pclite phrase of today,
he said, may be made the basis for a seriously-urged
and formidable claim tomorrow. That warning has
ocome true in our day;and it therefore seems most
necessary now to take away any room that there may
be for doubt in anyone’s mind as to the supremaoy of
Parliament in all . those fields of remedial and help-
ful action that are open to the Paramount, if only

the Paramount has the will and the care to be active.
Sir Samuel Hoare queered the pitch for India when
in his White Paper he enunoiated the pathetic prin-
ciple that the British Government was helpless
unless the Princss came forward to help it.
He is reported to have quoted Lord Canning's
words of 1860 fo the effeot that the British
Crown stands forth as the wunquestioned Ruler
and Paramount Power in all India, Did Lord -
Canning consult the Princes before making this
first authoritative deolaration of Paramountcy * Did
the British Government comsult the Princes when,
by the Royal Titles Act of 1876, His Beittanio
Majesty was declared the Emperor of India? Were
the Princes again consulted when the Interpretation
Act of 1889 was passed providing a statutory basis
for suzerainty ? It is official declarations and Acte
of Parliament like these that have really formed and
exhibited the true nature of the relation of the British
Crown with the Indian Princes. A right and =
liberty that was not available to the Princes then ia
now being held out to them on account of the exigen-
oies of imperialistio policy. If the demands of justioce
are to be heaeded, one must ask whether the
paople of the States, apart from the Princes, are mot
interested in Paramountcy. This question heaa
been answered above, If nothing oan properly
be done to the BStutes without the conrsent
of the Princes, equally legitimate isit to ocon-
tend that nothing should be done without the appra-
val of their subjeots either, Has Sir Samuel Hoare
paused to enquire what the people of the Indian
States think about the form and the conditions of an
All-Indian Federation ? Why will he not think of
that part of Paramountoy whose raison d'efre is in the
fiduciary obligations of the Britiah Crowntowardsthe
people of the States ? But let us be thankful that
now at last we are enabled to realise ‘that even
this game of sovereignty-baiting before the Princes
may come to an end. May we hope that now at
least our Princes will see the realities of the situa-
tion in their bareness and their fulness, and think of
making themselves acceptable first of all to their own
fellow-countrymen ?

D. V., GUNDAPPA.

SPARKS FROM THE COMMONS' ANVIL,

20th March,

Two VOICES.

HE supporters of the India Bill speak withtwo voi-
ces. They say to Indians: “It is very stupid of you

to think that, if the Bill is now withdrawn or
defeated, the stage will be cleared for the Labour
Party, when it comes into office, to introduce a
wider measure of self-government, The Party will
not for a long time come into office; when it does it
will not introduce the kind of measure you want;
and ifit introduces such & mesasure it will not be
able to carry it. This is the best measure that you
can get for many a long day. Don't imperil its fu-
ture in the hope of securing a better.” To the Con-
gservative Oppoeition, however, they say: You
think thia Bill gives far too much power? Possibly,
but have you considered this, that when the Lsbour
Party comes into power, it will get passed a Bill
which will give still more power. Isn’t the part of
wisdom, while we hold the reins, to give a little now
g0 as to provent much more being given in future? So

the supporters of Government say both to Indian
progressives and British die-hards : * Accept this—
lest woree befall.”

Unfortunately for the Government, these two
voices, one meant for one set of people and the other
for the other, are heard by both, The result is that
the Indian progressives say to Government : “With-
draw your Bill, We may get a better one from the
Labour Party. This Party is not quite so helpless if
what you tell the British dichards be true, At any
rate we will take our chance, Even if the Labour
Party fails, as it may, we cannot stand your Bill.
We hate it.” And the die-hards say :" From what
you have been telling Indians there is no serious
danger of the Labour Party being sbie to gel away
with a larger measure. You have then no excase
whatever for going on with this Bill whioh wa
think is fraught with peril to the Empire and

which Indiang themselves loathe, Withdraw it &
onoe."”
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The die-hard point of vlew was foreibly put
weofore the Committee of the House of Commons by
&he Marquess of Hartington. He said:

Wea who shink it right to oppose this Blll have been told
over and over again what fools we are to jeopardiss this
Bill, whioch ija probably the last chance of securing a
permanent settlement of the Indian question :on sound
Oocnservative linss, when we know thai a Government of a
very differens somplexion would bring In a Measurs far
more radioal. I donot admit the validity of thas argn-
ment for p moment, The present Government, enjoying a
majority aueh a8 no (Goverament has ever had before, is
finding oonsiderable, and, I think, inoreasing diffioutty in
paseing this Measure.

Ido not think that another Government of a different

-oomyplexion eumbared up, as it would be, with pledges of

with its task of nationalising the railways, banks and all

the rest, They would be far ton busy with the first-olasa

financis! orisis whioh they have promised, to contemplate .

the introduotion of a Government of India Bill. I do not
believe shat any Government conld ‘parry through a Bill
of the kind with whioch we are threatensd if we donot
paas this Bill,

WHERE IS BRITISH INDIA'S AGREEMENT ¢

THE question at issue on Lord Hartington's
-motion was whether the Prinoces wera willing to
-come into the federation or mot. The Labour Party

was not very muoch concerned at the uncertainty in
regard to the Prinoces : its spoksmen took this oppor-
tunity, bowever, of emphasising the need of securing
the agreement of the British Indian people. Ra.
tber their point was that Government should draft a
foderal constitution on right lines and not distort it
in order to please the Princes, leaving the States
‘free either to join or not, as they please. Major Attlee
eaid :

We have taken the line thas responsibility in India

should not bs at the whim of the Indian Statds, We |

believe that you should form your Federation and let the

Indian States adhers or not, as they ploawe, I certainly |

agree with the right hon, Member for Epping in that, that
ws want a degree of eertaioty, and I thinkk that §f he
was not endeavouring so constantly to mobilins the Indian
States an elephantsin his bastle, hs would bave a greater
degres of definitensss, The whols quastion is whether
-tliers is to bs responsible goveramant or not at the Centre.
It always surprises me, considering how litile rasponsibi~
lity shere i under this Biil, that the right hon. Gentleman
{ Sir8amusl Hoare) takes such & lot of trouble about lt,
We shink that there shanld be no more yielding to the
States. If you want to get agresment, why Dot bring In
all the politioal parties in India? It iw not much good
going forward with a Bil! that is not golug to bs acoepted
evon by a peroentage of Btates if It ia not golng to be
aocepted by the bulk of politioal opinion in India. -

I would like to have more satisfaction shan we have
had from the Seoretary of Stats, a vagus aad pious hope
“that some psople may work this Bill. I see no sign of it
-nt all, sod for thess reatons [ am inolined so support the
Noble Lord { the Marquess of Harilagton ) in his Motion,
The Seorstary of State says in this White Papar that a
Fedaration ocan bs brought Into existence only ons way., I
-10 not agras, He gays that they have framod & aonstie
tution and have smbodied it in & Bill whioh they have
invived Patlisment to pass ints law: “The Government
of India Bill, if it bycomes an Aot, wlll be binding -apon
-Britieh India, basanas British Indla ia subject to the

suthority of Parliament. The Aot weuld not as :such be

binding upon the Indian States . . .” That is the diffsrence

snd we do not fes any reason why a Bill should beimposed

on the Indian people, wheread, on the other hand, at

every poseible point there 15 to bs conoedsion after

oonoession tothe Indian States, which ars, we think,

aleeady given far too prepondetating & placé in the
oonatitution. ‘

FREEDOM—CONTRARY TO LIBERAL
PRINCIPLES |
LoRD HUGH CECIL'S weighty plea for the mub-
mission of the Bill to the vote of the alectéd membera
of the Legislative Assembly was acceptable to

| Labourites and Conservatives, but to Liberals the

every kind, eould conteraplate the introducsion of & Bill | idea was hateful. My, Foot could not benr the thought

whioh would prevent 4¢ very serionsly from getting on |

of the British Parliament abdioating its function—
of passing legislation for the Empire in the tecth of
universal opposition. Latterly coercion seems to be
“The Liberal Way,” not freedom. In Gladstone’s
time it was slightly different. When he put forward
his Home Rule Bill—and a broad and generous mea-
sure it was—he did not propose it with the “ take it or
leave it” air of Mr, Foof, but put it forward oautious~
ly, thinking all the ¢ime.as to how Irishmen would
view it. Hesaid: " We have no right to say that
Ireland through her congtitutionally-choen represen-
tatives will adoept fhe plant I offsr. Whether it will
be 50 I do ot know—I have no title to assume it—
but if Ireland does not cheexfully accept it, itis
impossible for us to force upon her what is intended
to be & boon.” Mz, Foof, on ihe dontrary, says in
effect: *India’s oconstitutionally-chosen reptésen-
tatives go to blazes.” Visocount Wolmer’s saroa-
gtioc remark was literally frue if Mr. Foot repre.
pants the latest development in Liberals’ political
philosophy. “ We listened,” he said, “ to my hon.
Friend the Member for Bodmin explaining to us fna
very eloquent speach how it was contrary to all
Liberal principles to consult & democracy as' to

| whether & constitutfon should be given 1t or not, **

Liberals consult only autocrats, not the rabble.
s
PARAMOUNTCY MUST BE PRESERVED, ‘
MR. FOOT has developed a high regard for the
Indian Princes. One thing he cannot stand is cons
sulting the legislature in British India, and the cther
thing is traducing the Princes. Waell, yes,...there
is personal rule in the States. But don’t call it
autooraoy, despotism, It is just another form of
government, and perhaps equally good—for Indians,
Anyhow, the rule is benevoleni~—ia many States;
well, in most States—and what more can one want?
Perhaps there may be—possibly there are——some
black sheep among them ; no, mot black, a little
grey. But on the whols quite exemplary rulers, these
Indian Prinoes. . .
It is & merey that Mr. Foot does not advise the
surrender of -paramountoy to the Princes as baing

utterly superfluous. Ho says : ‘
Paramountoy means, in the eud, the praoteotion bf the
" gtates against misrule. That misrule may not atise, I
am happy to reaognise that in msay of the Siates of
Indla there is & very high standard ases, and wa

ahould be dolog grisvous injustion to those who have
1
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set a high stanard if we allowed this talk of tyranny,
autooraoy, hardship and wrongs to be indulged in asifit
applied generally to the States. In many of the States
the higheat possible standard has been fized. It may be
8aid that that is so in moat of the Btates, but 1 am not
qualified to speak fully on that. I have, however, read
that in some of the States women have been given the
right to vote on terms of equality with men, and thatin
fdome Statos eduoation is on a very much higher standard.

It is true that in some States thereis some backward- |
This House must pever surrender, whatever may
be the induacement, whatever may be the trouble with

whioch we are faced, the prinociple of paramountey which
in the end, gives the right to the people in the States of
India to look to this country or at least to look to
the Crown for proteotion against misrule and wrong-
doing. The suggestion that is made in this ocon~
troversy that paramountoy is now to be brought into
consideration will raise questions which, T think, the
Princes might just as well leave alone.

THE NEW LINE-UP,

PARAMOUNTCY may be kept cutside the federal
purview; but it will still affect the day-to-day admini-
stration in the federal government. Speaking on this
point Viscount Wolmer said :

The Secretary of Btate said that paramonntoy does
not come into the Bill. How can the Government contend
that for & mioute? Paramountoy will come into the
working of the Bill at very turn, You are transforming
the Viceroy frem an autooratic monarch into a Parlia-
mentary leader. Instead of being a ruler he will be de-
pendent on a Parlimentary majority, he will have to
square his Ministers and ocarry his Parliament with him,
Do you think that if these Ministers want something done
in one of the Btates of the Princes that they will hezitate
to go to the Vioeroy and say, * Use your powers of para-
mountey to get this or that done and we will support you
in what you wantin tbe Central Legisiature " Every"
one who bas thought abont the matiter must realise that
this is the firstthing which will happen; and it will
beppen every time,

But this is an entirely wrong reading of the

pituation, What will, on the contrary, happen is
*this : Whenever the Viceroy wants anything done the
Political Department will go to the Princes and say
—in fact the Department need not say it; the Princes
will understand jwithout & word being broached—
% While voting on this question you will of courss
remember that the Viceroy has the power of interven-
tion in your affairs, Whether he will nse the power
or not will depend upen how you vote.” Para-
mou ntoy may thus remain on paper as & safeguard
againgt misrule, But in fact it may wholly disappear.
Miss Eleanor Rathbone has been referring to this
aspect of the question in order to show how the fe-
deration will make the people in the .States worse
off than before.

A NATIONAL OPPOSITION,

“WHETHER we have a National Government or
not,” said Mr. Churchill, “is arguable, but evidently
there is 8 National Opposjtion " go far as the India
Bill is concerned. He opened his speech on Lord

Hartington's motion as follows :

This Debate han been remarkable for the unanimity of
the oriticiam and condemnation which have been direoted
at this stage upon this Government of India Bill as it now
presonts it seif tous. The speeches from every quarter og

the Committes have converged and ooncentrated their
fire upon the position now occupied by my right hon.
Friond -the Seoretary of State and thoze who have besn
assooiated with him in the long task of promoting this
Bill. We have had a notable spesch from the Noble Lord:
the Member for Oxford University (Lord Hugh Cesil)—a
very rare pleasure tous in thls House. He brings to us
the fruits of profound reflestion and of absolute disinter-
ested sincerity, Then we have had the spesch delivered
by the hon. Member for Caerphilly ( Mr. M. Jones ) repre-
senting His Majesty's Opposition, :who has given proofs
of his sincerity and is known to be a very strong supporter
of what is oalled advance in India. That speech certainly
requires an answer from the Treasury Bench, Oertain
faots which -he adduced and which have been brought
forward from every quarter ought to be anewered if we
are to continue to be a reasonable and reasoning
debating assembly.

NONSENSE AND HYPOCRISY.

LorD EUSTACE PERCY attempted an answer to
Lord Hugh Cecil’s proposal for submitting the re-
forms scheme to the vote of the elected members of
the Legislative Assembly. “This won't do at all,”
he seid in effect, “ The first result of their accept-
ing the scheme would be to abolish the Assembly
jteelf. Can any Assembly be expected to vote in favour
of a proposal which would have that result? Every
Assembly naturally tries to perpetuate itaelf.” Does
the noble Lord reslly think that if the scheme were
good the Assembly would have turned it down only
in order to keep itself in being? This would mesn
that no legislature would ever agree to & radical
amendment of the constitution. Why then did
Government submit the question of the separation of
Burma to the vote of the Burma Legislative Council ?
Did they not know that if the Council voted for sepa-
ration and & new oconstitution came into force, the
change would be signalised by the abolition of the
very Council on whose verdict they wera to act?

But another objection of Lord Eustace Percy to
Lord Hugh Cecil's proposal was that in the Legis-
iative Assembly “ a very large number of cur declar-
od enemies " had got thewsolves clected. If is very
unfortunate for Lord Eustace Percy, bui will he
consult the Assembly only when it is filled with the
friends and allies of the British Government? To
this Lord Hugh Cecil gave an effective answer. He
gaid : “You either believe in self-government or you
do not. If you do, you ask the elected representa-
tives of the people if they want this partioular plan.
If you do nof believe in self-government your plan is-
nonsense and hypoorisy.”

CONFESSION OF FAITH.

MR. MORGAN JONES made a confession of faith:
on Lord Hartington’s motion for the adjournment of
the Committee thus : “ The more I study this matter
( of all-India federation } the more unhappy do I get.
I started guite honestly in the belief that some sort
of federation was peesible in Indie, and I still enter-
tain that hope... ( But)I say,candidly, that I tend
more and moreto lose any desire for the form. of
federation. which we are called upon to discuss just.
now.”

———
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‘MR, BHULABHAI DESATI AND THE INDIAN STATES

ORKERS for democracy in Indian. States have
always had a distruat of the lawyer-politician
of British India ; for generally the lawyer in

- him has always superseded the politican and patriot
whenever the Prince of & State sought his advice.
" The more eminent the lawyer, the greater the temnp-
tation held oat to him by the Prince: and when the
Prince offers him a brief the patriot recedes and the
profespionalist takes pracedence. This is not a
-special characteristic of the Moderate either ; when
the opportunity ocours, the Congressite is seen to ba
not of a different breed, They are all alike,—the
Saprus and the Desais. They may have differences
so far as the goal and the policy for their compa-
-triota of British Indis are oconcerned; but where it is
s question of rendering service £o the Ruler of an
"Indian State, neither allows his democratic ardour
-to come In the way of his professional practice, '
But there is one difference in the publio signi-
-floance of what they d. 88 professional advisers to an
Indian Prince. When Sir Tej Bahadur Sapru or Sir
G, P, Ramaswami Ajyar provides legal argumenta to
-support the claims of a princely autocrat, the publie
does not experience any shock ; for are not the Made-
rates well known fortheir conservatism and occolness
‘towards demooracy and also for their love of the
material goods of this world? But when a
-ohief of the National Congress, flaming with zeal
for demooraoy and nationalism and sworn to
austere ideals of self-sacrifice, consents to serve
a8 a prop to the Princedom, the public is amaged
and puszled by this supersession of the nationa.
list by the professionalist, The cause of the
Princes, when supported by a Congress leader, can
pretend to possess greater moral sanction and com-
amand wider national approval, This is the mischief
-which the professionalism of 8 distinguished lawyer
dn public life oan do to the neglected causs of the
poople of the States ; and it therefore deserves sll
4he more to be unceromoniously exposed.

In this view it becomes our duty to examine
‘with some partioularity the advice tendered by Mr,
Bhulabhai Desai #o the Indian Princes on the ques-
tion of their mccession to Federation (see page 9
-of The Hindu, March 25). The tenor of this advice
1s to strengthen the hands of the Princes against
" +the juriadioction of; the Paramount, Power, to stiffen
up their attitude against the olaims of All-India
Federation and to- bolster up their trunoated sove-
reignty inoluding all their traditional “ pomp and
pageaniry, "

First of all he would give the name of Treaty to
the dooument now called an Instrument of Accession;
Sir Samuel Hoare has taken note of this sentimental
suggestion only to pass it by and prooeed to show
how the use of the term Treaty would be a misnomer
in the context. The British Parliament will pasaa
Constitution Aot of which the Indian Prince is free
to avail himself or not. If he enters the Federation,
that will be entirely of hia own accord and noi as
‘part of a contract which His Majesty is anxious to

enter into with him., As a matter of fact, even the
existing Treaties are. treaties .only so-called, The
documents are oalled treatiea for the same reasons of
diplomstio ocourtesy for which the principalities
themselves are coalled States, The soversignties of
Indian Princes are fractional and subordinate enti-
ties. Their States are accordingly semi-States in
atrict law : and therefore their existing Treaties with
the Sugerain can be regarded as mo more than
provisional memoranda of the conditions with which
the parties started, and only started, their mutual
relations, leaving further developments and modifi-
cations to take plaoe according to the exigenoies of -
time and circumstance. A Treaty properly so-called
is an international contract, enforeeable according to
the acoepted Law of Nations. It is well-known that
Indian States are beyond the pale of International
Law- and therefore any Treaty made by them is, in
practice, meaningless, It is therefore astonishing
that a Iawyer of the eminence of the ex-Advoocate-
General of Bombay should be insisting upon the
contracting of “Treaties” by the Indian Princea with
the British Crown. '

Next, Mr. Bhulabhai Desai advises the Princes
to insist on the deletion of the words * usage, suffer-
ance or otherwise™ wherever these words are used
to describe the origin of the authority of the British
Crown with reference to the Indian States, On this
point also, Sir Samue] Hoare has met him with better
knowledge and logic. “Aocording to the Butler Com-
mittee, there are only 40 States, and according to Sir
Samuel Hoare, there ars ¢nly 30 States which can
boast of having Treaties with the British Crown,
Even if we suppose that in the case of these 30 or 40
States the Treaty is the exhaustive source and evi-
dence of the rights and obligations of the two parties
where are we to derive rights and obligations from
with respect to the remaining 530 or 540 States ? In
point of fact, in the: relations of the Paramount
Power with the Indian States, usage, sufferance, con-
vention and force majeure have alwaya played a much
greator and more real part than the written Treaty or
Agreement. This is a well-known and well-establi-
shed faot of history. Now then can this stupendous
fact be asbolished or mesumed to have been abolished
for purposes of the Constitution Bill ¥ And if they
are abolished, the sufferers will be the psople of the
Indian States. Any shrinkaege of Paramountey must
clearly be to the detriment of their interests so long
as they are kept nobodies in their States. Being help-
less themeelves to securs their own well-being, they
must look for help to some one stronger outside their
Stata, The Treaties modified as fhey are by conven=
tions and usage oan at present be taken to provide
guarantees on only two points : (1) the territorial and
politioal integrity of the States and (2) the maximum
of internal - autonomy for them oconsistent with the
pugerain’s right snd duty of preventing misrule.
More than these, the Treaties do not guaranice and
they need not. On the contrary, anything granted in
addition to these two would be a boon tothe auftoorat
and an aggravation to his subjects,



190

Mr. Bhulabhai Desai is very anxious that the
referance to the subjects of the States should be
dropped in all eontexta throughout the Bill. He does
not like to see the Federal Govermment come into
direct relationship with the people in the States. He
would not allow any Federa! Law to be put into
operation in the States unless by previous proclama-
tion the Ruler has sanotioned its application to his
SBtate. The absurdity of this propogition has slso been
pointed out by Sir Samuel Hosre. From the very
beginning of the talk about Federation, constitutiona-
lists have pointed out that one of the essential condi-
tions of Federalism is that there ehould be direct
contact in the Federal field between the organs of
the Feders]l Government and the inhabitanfs of the
whole Federal aroa, whatever be the political pecu.
liarities of the several divisions of that ares. When
the representaftives of the States in the Federsl
Legislature have themselves had a hand in the
sheping of laws, what is the meaning of such laws
requiring yet another sanction before they are
put into force? If the previous participation of
his own acoredited representatives cannot commit a
Prince to the adoption of a law, why should he be
represented at all in the Legisiature? To allow a
Prince to share in the formulation of a law from
which he can himself walk away afterwards if he
will, is surely not being just to those on whom that
law would be binding; and it is snything but the
way of promoting the interests of Federation. If a
genuine Federstion is not desired, why not advise
the Princes frankly to say so?

Mr. Bhulabhai Desai is against that part of
Clause 2 which gives the Governor-General power
to prevent any menace to peace or tranquillity in the
Btates as perts of Indis, while he welcomes that part
of the very same Clause which gives protection to
the rights of the States. Similarly he is against Clause
45 which enables $he Governor-General to intervene
in cases of the breakdown of the government or its
serious failure in any respect. Hoe is slso opposed
to those parts of Clauses 123, 124 and 127 which
empower the Governor-General to interfere in cases
of failure or inefficiency in the edministration of
Federal Laws in any State. Mr. Bhulabhai Desai
thinks that there various powers of interfereance for the
Governor-General would constitute a serious attack
upon the authority and prestige of the Princes, They
may be g0; bukthey are safeguards for the welfare
and liberty of their subjects, The people of the States
are firmly convinced that the closer their contact
with the organs of the Federal :Government, and the
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more direct the operation and influence of the Fe-
deral authorities in their States, the greater would

be their well-being and the surer their chances of

coming into line with the rest of India. Sir Samuel

Hoare must have had this in mind when he pointed:.
out that a Fedoration is an organio whole and that

the purpose of the new Bill is to bring the wvarious.
communities as Ffully and as intimately together

into a common lifeas circumstance will make pos-

sible. As & matter of fact, af the birth of the Federal

idea at the first session of the Round Table Confer-

ence, the event announced to India was the ersation

of & “New States,” which should be a Skate whoge-
authority and influence could pervade directly and

freely throughout its territories, without the med--
dlesome intercession or mediation of any local

(Governor or Ohief,

Mr. Bhulabhai Dasai would like the Princes to-
obtain guarantees of military protection by means.
of a Troaty and not Ly means of a Clause in the
Constitution Act empowering the Governor-General
to direct the use of military force. But the latter
method is of indirect benefit to the people of the
States. The action of the Governor-General hasa
chanoe of being brought under serutiny in the Fe-
deral Legislature, whereas action taken by him as
Viceroy under Treaty obligations would be inacces-
sible to question or control. Military protection for-
a Prince can conceivably become necessary only
when there isfear of a popular rising in his State :
and such a condition would olearly be a symptom of
misgovernment. Since that is so, it would be ali to
the good that protection affurded to an ill-governing:
Prince agninet the oconsequences of that ill-govern-
ment should be known and discussed in the All-India
Legislature. Mr, Bhulabhai Degai’s suggestion
is here agsin anti-popular.

On the whole, Mr. Bhulabhai Desai has shown
himeelf s faithful friend of the Princes as against:
their subjeots. Of course this criticism does not take
into account those exceedingly few States in which
there is no cleavage of interests between the Princes
and the poople. The unfortunate part of the whole
matter is that there is a notorious divergence and even
opposition of interests between the people and the-
Princes in hundreds of our States; and ho who as.

nationalist leader should have been on the popular
gide has a8 law yer preferred to stand and speak for:
the other side. Mr. Bhulabhai Desai’s advice to his
clients may be lawyer-like; but it is hardly states--
mean-lite and emphatically .not democrat-like or
nationalist-like.

D. V. GUNDAPPA,

DON'T FEED INDIA FORCIBLY WITH FEDERATION.

LORD HUGH CECIL'S SUGGESTION.

The following s the text of the speech delivered by Lord Hugh Cecil in the Commiltee of the House of
Commons ¢n 20th March on the adjournment motion of the Marquess of Harlington.

Y position i not entirely the same even as
that of the Noble Lord the Member for West
Derbyshire { Marquess of Hartington ), nor the

poeition so admirably expounded tothe Committes
by the Secretary of State. I applaud the devotion of

the Scoretary of State to the virtue of patience, and I
can ensily understand that during the last fow years
he has had to mske great draughts upon his ethical
resources in order to maintain his exercise of that

virtue. But we have got a little beyond patience,.
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" heomuse we are engaged in trying to decide what is to
be done. Patience has all sorts of advantages, but it
does not enable you to come to s decision about

. aotion. Merely adhering perpetually to turning one
cheek after another tothe right hon, Gentleman the
Member for Epping { Mr. Churohill ), however . edi-
fying—

Sir 8 Hoare: 1 did not know that I had done :

that.

Lord H, Cecil: Even to endure all the diffi-
-culties of the lack of support in Indis which the Bill
""has enconnterad, you cannot settle the question like

that, when we have disagreement as to what the
Princes really do want, I am reminded of those ori-
“tloisms of ancient doouments in which various
readings are put forward by various eminent autho-
rities. The meeting of the Princes might be one
-of Bt Paul’s Epistles, Bub since we do really want
' 30 know—the Government want to know, the Labour
party want to krow, and my hon. Friends below
the Gangway want to know—what the Prinoes

really do mean, surely it would be better to clear |

+that up once and for all ?

Sir 8. Hoare: Thatis what we are domg now.
Lord H. Cecil : Why should not the Vieceroy
wonvoke the Chamber of Princes and propound to the
Prinoes in their Chamber the simple question—it
=ghould not be amended, but answerad yes or no—Do
you wigh the Government to withdraw their Bill ?
If they vote that the Government should withe
-draw their Bill, I think that the Government would
"be in a position of considerable advantage rather
:than if the Bili collapsed for any other reason.

My, Morgan Jones: Wounld the Noble Lord
propose the same prooedure for British India ?

Lord H, Cecil + Yes, I would, a8 s matter of
fact. I would not proceed with the Measura if the
eleoted membars of that  Assembly similarly voted

~that the Bill ought to be withdrawn, because if you
are going to apply to India the prinociple of aelf-
.government it is a poor way to begin by tranegress-
ing this principle altogether. You oannot foreibly
feed India with federation. It isno good your spay-
ing that it is good for India if India does not think
so. If particular bodies of opinion which you have
sot out to satisfy are not satisfied, what is the use
-of going on with it? It seems {0 me a matter o
mere oommon senss. I know that what one is told
is that you must not pay attention to the irrespon”
gible judgmants, but if the prooadurs which I recoms-
mend is followad, the judgmesnt would not bhe
irresponsible. You make it abundantly olear when
you ask the Chamber of Prinoces and the eleaoted
aembers that the Bill would astually be withdrawn
it theyeaid thab they wanied it to ba withdrawn, Thab
is a responsible decision,

Other people say :* They do not understand,
They ere not like Xnglish people, You oannog
caloulate on their doing what we can do.” I }isten
to such arguments with sympathy, becauss it is my
-own opinion that Indian people are entirely unsuited
to our methods of Parliamantary government. Bub I
listen also with surprise. It is strange to come to

tion unless the Indian Princes approve it.
‘they should carry their Bill forward, with all the

this House and say," We are going to set up gelf-
government in India ou English 1lines,” and, if the
condition which you would ocertainly expect from
England or any Western Earopean country bafore-
hagd, that is, their own consent, were not forthaom -
ing, you say, ** After all, they are orientals, and do
not understand.”

I am persuaded that the Government have acted
very honestly and very laboriously, and in a way
which deserves the applause of their supporters and
of the country. But I am sure fhat they want to do

. what would be best in the end both for this country
: and India, and there really is not the smallest hops,

for a system of self-government which has not got
the approbation of those wha are going o exercise it ;
nor ia there the slightest hope for-a achems of federa~
Thersfore

Amendments with which they ¢an smooth its path,
until they get to the Third Reading. They ought
then to hold up the Bill until they have got the
feeling—and at that time it must be perfectly olear-—

. of both the elected membera of the Assembly and the

Chamber of Prinees. They should ask them the one
question, “Do you . want the Biil, or do you want to
withdraw it ?" 1I1f they said they waoted +to
withdraw it, then you eould withdraw i,
and you ‘'would be in an immensaly stronger posi-
tion than you have ever been in past years in regard
to the Government of India. From the point of view
of those who dislika these measures you would be in
a stronger position, beoause the risk of not having to
disappoint hopes which existed and the like would
be at an end. It would not ba you who were refus
ing the Bill, but the mass of Indian opinion. On the
other hand, from the point of view of the Labour
party opposite who would like to see some measure
taken but who are not satisfied with this, they would
be in a much better position, because future disous-
gsions would not go back to the beginning or where
they were whea the Round Table Conferenoce first
asgembled, .

There would be this positive, very elaborate,
most carefully worked out Bill ready as a basis for
further amendment and disoussion. The subject oan
never go back, therefors, to where it waa before, To
those who want this Bill in rather a mors extendad
form, what sould be better than to have the Bill as
the basiy of further disoussion upon India? So
that from both points of view, we should be immense-
ly better off than we are now., I suggest to the Gov-
ernment that that is what they should do, aud that
that is what should be their answer to my Noble
Friend balow the Gangway (Marquess of Hartington)
that they recogaise that it must depend upon Indian

.oonsent, and that before the Bill is read the Third

time they wil] take means to ascertain, not by put-
ting » partioular forced meaning on this word and
disagresing with Members below the Gangway
about the intsrpretation of that word, but by a simple
vote taken by the Chamber of Prinoes and by'tire
olected membera of the Assembly, “yes,” or “no” to
the question as to whether they want the Bill. When
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my rigat hon. Friend (8ir Samuel Hoare) complains
that what we know of the Indian Princes’ judgment
bhas been indisoreetly vevealed after a confidential
meeting, I think it weakens and does not strengthen
his case by dwelling on the confidential character of
the meeting. If there is & dispute about what people
really think, and they say something different in
public from what they say in private, the usual con-
clusion is that what they say im private is the more
to be trusted. We are not concerned whethar we
ought to be told what took place at the meeting. We
have baen told, and what we oare about is-~is it the
truth ? If the Government say that It is mot the
truth, lot them put it to the test and have a meeting
of the Chamber of Princes called for the purpose.

“THE TROUBLE WILL NOT END HERE.”
MER. CHURCHILL'S ATTACK.

Mr, Churchill made a wviolent alfack on the India
Bill when speaking on the motion of the Marquess of
Hartington. A few passages from the speech are gquoled
below, It should be mentioned that Chelsea is Sir Samuel
Hoare's constituency.

AM glad to see the Prime Minister back. It gives

I me great satisfaction, and I hope he will not
mind my pointing out to him how different the
situation is now from what it was in 1931. Ir those
days he had the offer of the Princes ; there was an

offer then. In those days he had the assent and agree-.

ment of British-Indian politicians, Iu those days he
had a large amount of support among Indian Liberals
—aotive support from that great body of central opi-
nion of which wehave heard. In those days also he had
hopes of obtaining (the support of) the Congress party
and Mr. Gandhi—"My Dear Mahatma' we had then,
Ir those days he had the offioial support of the Conser-
vative party and Liberal support, and he was himself
the head of a Socialist Government. In those days
four or five years ago he had every expeotation, as it
seamed at the moment—aithough I did not share it—
of being able to make a great settlement for Indias
with an equally broad basia of public assent here.
Every one of those factors has been swept away ; not
one vestige of that structure remains. You may say
that you will continue with the Bill, but every man
who has studied the matter knows that the situation
has no resembianoce in any way to what oceurred at
that time.

What do the Government say should happen
now ? They say, “ It is quite ail right, it msakes no
difference,” The Indian Liberals will not have it.
Congress will not have it, the Princea will not have
it, and the Labour party will not have it. It is not
an agreed Measure here, it iz not & Measure
which oan besaid to be, as it were, high and dry
above the ebb and flow of party conflict, All that
has vanished. Still, the Government say, * It is all
right, wait until the Division bell rings, and we will
got them through the Lobbies, and it will be all
right”' Their newspapers—they still have some in

their support—their devoted newspapers will read to--

-morrow, *“The House of Commona decided by an

overwhelming majority that there wes no substance-
whatever in those ridiculous and obstructive tactios -
put forward against the Bill." All this, and a refer-
ence to the fine speech of the Seoretary of State, in
which he depicted himeelf in action on behalf of
a cause which has got into & somewhat ramshackle
condition, will be, no doubt, admirably portrayed.
»* L ] L 4

‘Why press this matter further ? Tt is not any
longer a great measure of Indian constitutional re-
form. The right hon. Gentleman has no doubt to -
introduce & great many Amendments $o meet the -
objections of the Princes. I suggest that at the same
time he should changethe titie of the Bill. He should.
no longercall it the Government of India Bill, but the
Chelsea Hospital (No, 2) Relief Bill, He should eall it
by the name which far more accurately delineates its
purpose, namely, to enable a number of officials and -
powerful people to escape from a difficult situation
without undue loss and countenance and face, This-
Bill has nothing whataver to do with India. India.
will have nothing whatever to do with the Bill. The -
whole position has now bacome one of will power,.
of olash of opinions and wills here at the cen-

. tre, Why oan we not relax this position ? The right-

hon, Gentleman spoke of the temptation of abandon--
ing this Bill in the face of the universal opposition
which it has exsited among those for whom it was:
designed. Why can he not yield to that temptation ?

Pemptation which is & natural instinct is nnt neces-

soarily wrong. You beg tho question when you say
that all that reason and all that convenience and all
that public interest urge is temptation., You ought
to yield to these things, and this is the time to-
vield, This is the tims when the Government ought
to lay sside every impediment, There is great.
need of simplifying our policy here and abroad.
There is great need of uniting forces which are har-
moniously blended and must act together. Surely
this is the time to take a reasonable stap.

It is little that we ask, and how every little it is
now that we have reached the point when, as far as-
arguments and facts are concerned, it is admitted by
all parties in the House that the case has been made-
out. Surely it is not mueh to ask thet the Federal
Olauses should be dropped, that they should not be-
placed on the Statute Book until or unless the Princes
have concurred in them,that they should, as my
Noble Friend has suggested, ba brought to the Third:

‘Reading sud then be left out with any othsr aneil-

iary parts as may be required. Then we could go-
forward. If that were dome, very useful legislation

would still rest in the hands of the Government, but, .
if they persist inthe coursa which they have adopted if

they simply go forward using the duil brute foroe that

they commmand... { Hon. Member: “Hear, hear.”) The

right hon. Gentleman the Member for West Bir--
mingham (Sir A. Chamberlain) has taken very groat

responsibility in this matter, and I hope he will not

be left high and dry when the subject is concluded, If

the Government go forwsrd, using their force, they

must not suppose the trouble will end with the-
passage of the Bill, That is not possible. While this

Bill remainson the Statuie Book it clsims from all

those who disapprove of such policies and principles -
a consistent and persistent effort to establish forces,

continuing and organised forces, which will resist

the repetition of suoh Measures in the future, and

wiil endeavour, as far as possible, to repair the mis-
chances of the past.
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