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Topics of the AVerh,

The States Subjects.
IT will ba remembered that one of the objections

___ —fundamental ohjcotions—which the Princes take

e India Bill is that, in clause 6 (1b), it is
jded 'that federal laws will te made applicable,
[0 igore, to the subjects of the States,

JHie matier wag disooussed in Committee on 27th
Febrhary, when Mr., Donrner drew attention to the
faot that the Princes do nut accept the position that
“ ¢he central legistature nt¢ Delbi can come between
them and their subjects  and that * they ara unwill-

- ing to allow foders] laws to upply in any State ex-
oept at their own disoretion and even then with their
own machinery.”:

Sir Donald Somervell, the Sulisitor-General,
held out no hops to the Princes on this moore, He
Said :

It must be obrious t0 everyone that you do not make
lawa for a mere (ieos of territory. Toe bulk of lawa
applying to sgriculcure and land have a special relation
%o thesoil, bus I think It will b very difficult to find s
Iaw which does not avply to personn. Itis quite ubvious
that the Siate, by joining the federation and sgreeing that
it shall make laws as to cartain subjects, 18 to maks laws
for the S:ate aird the peaileinit. .., By acoeding to the
fadaration tho State ls saying: *“We agres that the
federal lqginlature shall muke laws which shall vua and

ba applicable th our 3tatea wish the aubjecta of our Siates. *
. » .

The Laurels,

% 1i is futile to minimige the implications of the
Apsembly vwote rejeoting Mr. Bhulabhai Desai's
motion virtually refusing the Executive Council
grant Ly 67 votes to 65. Victory by a majority of
two votes may bs u source of temporary relief but can~
not be regarded with any degres of complacency™, saya
the Pioncer. Wa cordially agree, although we can-
not quite subsoribe to its deductions therefrom, The
beavy cost of administration of India, the first point
made by Mr. Desai, has been the subject matter of
comment and criticism for decades and yet the Gov- .
ernment bave not only not moved itg little finger in
the matier but under the new constitution -would fur-
ther add heaviiy to the intolerable buarden,
The disparity between the paltry grant
of a crore of rupees for rural uplift—a matter long
pending and quite urgent—and that of 86 crores for
the services s 8o ludicrous that any other Governmenk
would be laughed to ridicule’ over such a Budget.

Scant courtesy for the Assembly’s rezolu-
tions was the gravemen of the second charge.
Strangely enough, 8ir Joseph Bhore ecould
only poivt to a new design for ¢third olass
compartments as one in which the Government
have moved to meet the Assembly’s oriticiam. ‘It
is howsver something that Sir Joseph Bhore pro-
mised that the Government would not be in the
way if next year in the light of the judicial
assessment of the operation of the Ottawa Pact the
House decided to give it notice of termination.
Although Sir Joseph Bhore will not be there, we trust
that a reminder will be unnecessary,

A difference without a distinotion between
suspension and absndonment was the defence of the
Home Member to Mr, Aney’s cut motion in the
Home Department grant, Fight against tervorism is s
thing to which no ohjection can be taken, but sesking
the all-embracing provisions of section 124-A of the
Penal Code, tecbnically avoiding thea Ordinances,
to imprison wen like Pandit Jawabarlal Nehru,
Dr. Satvapal and Mr. Abdul Gaffar Xhan, certainly
does not bear out the Goverument's plea that the hand
of repreasion has been withdrawn, Deservedly has the
Government beenrt censured over this policy.

The laurels in the two debates, the result in the
one notwithetanding, certainly are not with the
Government,

™ - .
Frank. o

CONSIDERING the plausible lines of argument
by waich the Secretary of Stute justifies every clause
in the hill and Sir Au-ten Chaxberlain seconds
bhim eaying that Parlisment must give: India
what she cousiders best for it irrespective of Indianm
wishes, fra1 Kness s we saw the otber day on the
floor of the Assembly is more welcome than sugare:i
diplomacy leading nowhere, In picturesque, inimi-

a
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table worda the Ariny Scorctary tells us that at the
present rate of Indianisation the Army will never
be completed. Costly Commissions and Committees,
composed of experts, military and ecivil, Europgan
and Indian, may examine the queption any number
of times and arrive at the invariable conolusion that
Indianisation of the Army is feasible in a genera~
tion. 'The Government however knows better. It knows
that the Indian Army will really never be Indian !
* * *

Thanks. A

*AB Seoretary of State for India, I hold very
strong views with regard to the justice of certain
Indian claims. Im view of past history it is neces-
sary to let the future Government of India negoti-
ate its own treaties with the Empire. If we deprive
India of the instrument of negotiations, she will be
.without a levor in dealing with questions euch as
emigration.” In these words Sir Samuel Hoare justi-
fied his opposition to Sir Donald Somervell's amend-
ment to extond to the Dominiona the benefit of the
diserimination and penal treatment clause in the
Bill. He bhowever justifies such a clause in favour

of Britain in view of the history of British trade in

Indias., “It was so extensive and has existed so long
aud conferred 80 many benefits on India that it un-
doubtedly had a claim for special treatment.” We
are afraid the logic of the argument strikes ue the
-other way. The first part is an irrefutable argument
-why commercial relations between the two countries
must beon a voluntary basis rather than appear
forced by statute. Mr, Butler argues that. Indian
trade would not atall be disoriminated agsinst in
Britain to need the reciproesl provisions suggested
'by Mr. Hall, although he consented to make suit-
able provisions in the Instrument of Instructions.
SBuch protection for British trade in India will, we be-

lieve, be quite adequate for British interests as well.
* * *

After Zanzibar.

KENYA, of course. The Morriy Carter Commis-
gion on Land in Kenya was requested to define the
uren gonerslly known es the Highlands within
which persona of Eupropean descent are to have a pri-
vileged position defined by Sir Philip Cunliffe-Lister
a8 meaning that *“no person other than a European
shall be entitled to acquire by grant or transfer
agricultural land in such srea or to ocoupy land
therein.” In its report in conformity with the defi-
nition of the Colonial Minister, the Commission
recommends the reservation of an additional area of
6355 square miles ir addition to the already existing
10,345 square miles by meaus of an Order-in-Council

.“so that the Burcpean community may have the
-game mesasure of security in regard to land as we
have recommended for the natives”

Superficinlly harmies as the report appearstobe, it
vitally outs into the at least thecretical right that
Indians have at present of acquring land therein with

 the manction of the Gevernor, and eorowds out some
39,000 Indians and 12,000 Arabs from the best landg in

. the country to make room for 16,000 Europeans. In

. defence of tbe proposed Order-in-Counocil the spacious
plca that it only legalises the present administrative
practice is trotted out. Asthe Manchester Quardian—
to which and to Mr. McGregor Ross our thanks are
due—points out, by the new Order “the door is

. slammed and bolied against the chance of Kenya's

- 89,000 Indians, whatever standard of living they wmay

. attainn to, ever obtaining & place in this enormous
European Reserve.” We believe that the Govern-
ment of India, and the Secretary of State as well,
bave nlready bestirred themselves on 'behalf of our
countrymen in Kenya.

The Manchesler Quardian has it that the Minlge

——————

tor's definition of the privileged position is not ware
ranted by the torms of reference ta the Qommittee
and has not been sanctionad by Parlianent after-
wards either. We wonder whether, in recoms-
mending tho additional reservation in the Highlands,
the Committee has not excesded its instrustions.

“NO FEDERATION RATHER THAN THIS.”
MR. GEORGE LANSBURY'S SPEECH,

Mr. Lansbury wound wup the debate on Mr,
Churchill's molion in a speech conlaining clear
declaration of the Labour Parly's attitude towards fede-
ration. He said :

UT there is another and » much more important
resson why I shaell vote for the Motion., The

time of this House and the propaganda of the
Government and of the Opposition within the
Government’s own camp is devoted exolusively io
the position which the Princes mre going to ocoupy
inthe Federation. We all desire that the Princes
should come in. on fair and equitable torms, but tha
masses of the people who are to live under this con-
stitutjon, reside in British India, and our complaint
is that they have never been consulted, The reason
that we want the Bill to be rejected is bgoause we
know that those people have far stronger objections
to the'proposals of ‘the Government than have the
Princes, but thosa paople are not listened to at all.

A statement was signed by all those representa~
tives of British India who ocame to be comsuited by
the Joint Select Committee, but almost every propo-
sition put forward by the Indians has been rejeoted,
There is not one organisation of any worth in British
India which has aocepted or said one word in sup-
port of these proposals. But the Government take
not the slightest notice, I will not say that they
treat them with contempt, but they treat them as
though they were of no consequence. We resent
that. We think that they have an equal right with
the Princes to be considered, I know it has been
sald in ajeering sort of way that they disagree
among themseives. Yes, but yoa do nit givethem the
chance, which you have given to the Princes, to
formuiate their demands and requests, You just
brush them on one sids, and say, asthe Secretary of
State ssid to-day in-relation to the Princes, that it is
forus in this House to lay down the terms and
oconditions, We disssnt from that sltogether,

We do not want there to be any misunderstand-
ing about our position, If there is going to bes this
kind of federation, we would rather have no federa-
tionat ali. This kind of faderation is tha worst Lthat
could have been proposed. I do not think that the
Attorney-General did my hon. Friend the Member
for Casrphitly ( Mr. Morgan Jonas) justice in his
reply to him, For these reasons, I have risan to tell
the Committee and everybody concerned that if we
had our way and had the power we should tarow out
the Bill snd consult British India in the samé
manner as the QGovernment are consulting the
Princes. We cannot understand the logic of the
Governmeant in taking so much trouble about the
Princes, waom we want to see in a federation, and
at the same time refuse to consider and coansult the
repregentatives of British India. However diffioult
it may be to arrive at & conclusion, we think that
any constitution imposed upon the people of India is
bound to fail, and that to go on with the Bill a¢ this

. time, when British India is' against it and without

knowing exaatly the attifude of the Princes, is &
sheer waste of publio time,
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PRINOCES VETO ON CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT,

N irnports.nt debate was raised in the Commlttae
of the House of Commons ou 27th February,
which shows clearly that, on account of the

mannper of the Princes’ acceseion o federation, a con-
~ dition would be created which, as Mr Horbert

Willams who initiated the debate put it, would be
“practioally unalterable for all times,”” We are not
ooncerned here, in considering this point, with the
denial by the Joint Belect Committee of even the
miserably small conetituent ‘powers that the White
Paper had proposed to confer upon the federal legis-
lature, Wo are concerned at present only with the
power which the Bill gives to the Princes in veloing
oven snch meagures of constitutional development as

Pearliament might sanction, The debate arcse on
Clause 6 (4), which says that the States’ acocession

to federation will not be affected by any changes in
the provisions of the Aot mentioned in Schedule 2.
This Schedule could not be debated in detail on Mr.
Willinms's amendment which was for the deletion
of the Clause, and the far-reaching oharacter of the
Princes’ veto power could not be brought out in its
full gravity in the debate that occurred, but the ad-
missions made by the Secretary of State and the
Solicitor-General are already such as o fill all
Indians with serfous alarm,

Clause 6 (4) ia itself designed with the very laud-
able object of giving some amount of flexibility to
the constitution and making it possible at least for
British India to move forward without giving the
Btates any cause for complaint that British India’s
gontract with them Is broken. And Mr. Williams
moved for the deletion of the Clause only with the
view of drawing the (Government’s attention to the
wide sweep of the exoceptions allowed in Sochedule 2
whioh would be regarded by the States as compromia-
ing and nullifying their Instruments of Aoccession,
These Instruments are supposed to be in the nature
of treaties, and no ohange can be introduced in the
terms and conditions menticned therein except with

the consent of the Princes. It becomes neocessary
therefors to lay down clearly what changes in

the constitution are to be considered as involving
changen in the Instruments of Accession and requir-
ing the consent of the Princes and what ochanges do
not fmpinge on the Instruments of Accession and do
not need the coneent of the Princes in order that they
should take effect. The broad prinoiple of demarca-
tion adopted by the Qoverument Is that Parliament
should be free to introduce such modifioations in the
oonstitution as affect execlusively Britisk India, and
Schedule 2 purports to do nothing more than to sort
out a1l mattera that concern British . India alone and
that do not concern the Statee.  Sir Samuel Hoers, in
giving an explanation of this Schedule, #aid : *“ If hon,
Members will lock through that very formidable
Schedule they will see that it oontains all the
provisions of the Act, or most of .them, that affsot

only British Indis. Questions of thak kind obvionsly
should be ameveble to future amendment without '
endangering the basis ‘on which the Princes have .
‘Btates can have no -

made their accession,” The

ground of complaint if the British India part of the
oonstitution is altered, provided that it is made clear,
ag is done in Clause 6 (4), that these alterations are
not made applicable to the States,

Clauss 6 (4), therefore, is ou right lines, 8o far

‘ag it goes; the renl trouble is that the savipgs in

Schedule 2 are drawn in such wide terms as to mske
it impossible even for British India to take any
significant step forward, Tske, for instance, the
question of the restoration of direct election fo the
Assembly. This question obviously affects British
Indis alone. It does not affect the States, for the
States’ ropresentatives in the Assembly are, under the
provisions of the Bill, to be nominated by their rulera.
If the mode of selection of the British Indian re~
presentatives is altered from indireot to direct
election, it should not be a matter of grievance to the
States,but it figures among tha exceptions in Schedule
2, affording a ground to the Siates fo say, after the
introduction of the system of direct eleotion in British
India,that their acoession will not stand, and that the
federation must be abrogated. = Among fhe savings
i{n the Sohedule occur the words, “the mumber of the
representatives of British India snd of the Indian
States in the Council of State and the Federal
Agsembly and the manner in which they are to be
chosen,” Mr. Isanc Foot drew attention to this, and
apparently the Liberal Party has no complant against
the Bill about anytbing else than the substitution of
indirect for direct elsction, The Party now finds that
not only is direct election not refained in the new
oonstitution, but that its re<introduction st any time
in future will be provented by the Schedule, asit will
give a legitimata ground for the States to say that
they will no longer ramain in the federation. Itis no
use arguing that no ruler of a State will aciually
think of secession because of direo} election in British
India; for,as was rightly observed by Sir Statford
Cripps, Schedule 2 will afford “an opportunity for
gomeone who has some other malter to complain
about to make a difficulty with the Government of
India and the federation. " A Prince wanting to come
out of the federation will make thisan exouse, and,
from the constitutional point of view, it will be & good
oxcuse.
‘When this point was put to Sir Samuel Hoare,
he replied as follows =—
I can reamsure my hon, Friend the Member fo: Bodmm
{ Mr. Tssan Foot ) at once. We must make the provision
in the Schedule olear on the point. It [s Dot ounr inten-
tion to exolode & gquestion like indireot wolestion from
Amendments on the Jine that we have been disoussing.
- What we are anxious t9 do and must do is to mafiguard
~ the position that is guaranteed to the Btates, When we
ecome to the Sohedule we oan make that position quite
olear.
The Secretary of State seems to think that this
particular exception in the Schedule has been uninten-
tionally couched in too wide terms aund that the
defect 0an ba cured later, If it does happen, iwell
and good. But, so far as one oan judge, the word-
ing has been intentionally adopted. For the very
pext exception mentioned Is “the disqualifications for
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membership of the Council of State and of the
Federal Agsembly in relation to the representatives
-of the State.” Hoere, it will be seen, the disqualifica-
tions for membership of the British India representa-
‘$ives are excluded from the exception, thus bringing
them within the Schedule and making them subject
to amendment by Parliament without reference to
the States. The exception as to direot election in
British India has thersfore been deliberately inserted.
If, however, as Sir Samuel has promised, this excep-
tion is ramoved, it would be to that extent a gain;
but it would still be a small gain, which will hardly
satisfy any other than the easily satisfied British
Liberal Party.

For, even 80, the savings in Schedule 2 remain
far too extensive. Everything connected with the
eonfoerment of larger powers upon the federation
-comes under the savings and will requirethe Princes’
-gongent for amendment. For instance, all the
-special powers vested in the Governor-General by
the Bill, which must be removed if the federation is
+to make any advance towards self-government, come
under the savings. Sir Stafford Cripps particularly
-asked the question whether these powers are exclu-
ded from the savings and the Solicitor-Genersl said
“no,” In fact there can be no doubt about it, for
these powers are specifically ineluded in the
-eavings, as "“fhe discharge of his ( Governor-Gene-
ral’s ) functions by or under the Act in his discretion
or in the exerciso of his individual judgment’ has
been expressly saved in the Schedule, which means
that any change therein will be held to aff:ct the
validity of the States’ Instruments of Accession,
-giving any or all of them the constitutional right to
terminate the federal union. Or take the question of
~transferring the subjacts, which are now reserved
-under the Bill, like defence, to the control of the
federal government. Sir Samuel Hosare gaid in the
.Joiat Select Committee, nnd ropeated in the Com-.
aittee of the House of Commons, that complete
popular control over questions like defence oan
take place “only by subsequent amendment of this
Act”, but “the functions of the Governor-General
-with respect to extornal affiirs and defencs” are
excepted from Schedule 2. Therefore, any amendment
in regard thereto will impinge upon the Instruments
of Acoassion, the Siates thus acquiring the right, if
they wish to exerciss it, of bringing the foderation
%0 an end.

The Bill is supposed not to contemplate secession
from the federation in any circumstances, This is
-drue in the case of British India, but certainly not in
the case of the Indian States. For what is to happen
-when an amendment is made in that part of the con-
-stitution which is not coversd Ly Schedule 2 ?
The question was asked of tha Government by seve-
ral members, but the Government is very shy of giv-
ing & plain answer. The Sulicitor-General said:
4 If the structure were to be altered in fundamentasl
.respects, of course the States would clearly have the
right to say, ‘ This is not the federation to which
wea noceded.'” The Sacretary of State said: “If-
“Parliament decides to make a change in the Bill -

whioch alters the conditiona under whioh the Princes
accede, then, obviously, the contract with the Prinoes
is broken.” But what else can be the result of a such
8 breach of contract than the States’ sesession from
federation? Clearly thus secession iz comtemplated
by the Bill—only for the States it is true, not for
British India as well—but it s contemplated all
the same, however carefully British authorities may
avoid the word ‘gecession’. The whole objaot of
Schedule 2 is, as Mr. Foot observed, to distinguish
betwesn the provisions of which an amendment
would justify secession and others of which an amend-
ment would not justify secession. When the Gov-
ernment members were arked whether secession from
federation on the part of the States would not
follow on certain amendments being made thoy comn-
tented themselves with saying that such amendments
would not be made. Bir Samuel Hoare replied to
Mr. Herbert Williams's question as followa: “ An
amendment will have to be made by this House, and
I cannot conceive of an amendment of the kind he
fears being made. ” The implication of this Houss
is clear. Itis that Parliament will never consent
hereafier to make an amendment in other than the
permissible field without previously obtaining the
consent the Princes—and all the Princes, The im-
portant thing to remember hera is that the consent of
all the federated States must be taken, whether they
be large or small, for any State that withholds its
consent will be afforded ample justification, under
the Bill for secession. And if secession is to be avoided
on the part of any State, it follows that all the States
must give their consent to any amendment in,
may we call it ?, the forbidden area. And since all
future growth of the constitution lies within this area,
it clearly means that even a gingle State, however
tiny it may be, has, under the provisions of the Bill,
the power of veto on the future growth of the whole
of British India,

This is such a tremendous consequence flowing
from the Bill that even some Conservative members
wore appalled by it, and they made suggestions
with a view to mitigating somewhat the evil result of
the Prinoces’ veto power. Mr. R.P. Croom-Johnson, for
instance, who, from the observations made about him,
appears to be somewhat of an suthority on constitu-
tional theory and practice, suggested that, instead of
the consent of all the Princes baing required for any
amendment in provisions excepted from Schedule 2,
the consent of only a certain specified majority be
required, as in fact is the case in all other federations.
He eaid :

But there is then this other point of view, whioh la per.
haps worth a little corsideration, as to whether we mighs
provide in the B.ll that if an Amendment is needed in the
constitution as affecting the native States, we peed nos
be obliged to get the assect of every one of the rulers of
the States. To pruvide for that in the Bill we might fix
a majority of these native States and say that if they
gssent to some fundamentsl ochange—we might make
‘the majority a high one-—all native rulers would be
bound by it, [ am only suggesting that as a8 way out of
the diffculty if che idea of the Qovernment is that the
diffioulty is a real one, But I canoot thiok that any
British Qoverament is going to make a fundamental



MARCH 14, 1933, ]

THE SERVANT OF INDIA

137

ohange without having taken steps beforshand :to asoer-
tain the opinian of the otber parties to the Treaty.

Mr. Annesioy Somerville : Doss my hon, and learned
Friend imply that Lf & majority of the Princes accept an
Amendment the minority must acoept? IR

+ . Mr, Oroom~Johnson: Yen.

. Mr. Somervilla: Would not such a provision in the Bill
Infringe the Instrumens. of Adcession of those Frinces
who have not accepted? ‘

"~ 8ir 8 Hoare: It ocannot be a quostion of majorities

" and minoritiss., Eaoh agreement has been sntered into
by a Prinoe on the one hand and the Crown on the other,
You oannot foroe any majority deoision on a minority.

8i¢ Samuel Hoare's reply shows clearly that the
difficulty to whioch Mr, Croom-Johnson referred isa

real one, and that the consent of all the States will be

NOCRBSATY. - ‘

Tt 13 no use saying that the oontingency of a
State's seosssion will naver arise and that we need
not consider it. It will definitely arise unless Par-
liament itself wants to stop all progress. The Soli-
oitor-General said :

Ona can alwaye contamplate posajble difficultion
‘especially In constliutional matters. We have.. baen
engaged—quite rightly and I make no complaint about
{t—in what my right hon, and learned Friend the
Attorney-Genera) the other eveunlng, quoting from Lord
Balfour, desoribed as oonsidering the grounde of dtvorge
befors entering upen the problems of matrimony, In regaed
o all thete oonstitutional questions one can alwaya
imagine difficult questiona arising, but asI think my
hon'ble and learned Friend the Member for Bridgwater
{ Mr. Croom~Johnson) said, it is difloult to imagine any
Parliament in this couniry making any fundamental
change without thoroughly exploring the matter with the
Staten Orst and arriving at a workable solution haviag
proper regard to the rights of the States uader the
Instrument of Acceaslcn. ’

No amount of exploration will enable the British
Government to arrive at a workable solution if proper
regard is to be paid to the sovereign rights of 600 or
700 States. In sany case why should Parliament place
itsclf at the mercy of the smallest of States in this
matter ? Why should it be possible, at least in theory,
for ong Prinos or Prinoeling to hold up the constitu-
tional advanoe of such a large country as India * If
Parliament itself desires to use the States as a sorsen
for its own denial of self-government, it is another
matter, But if this is not its objact, it must face up
boldly to the problem, and it oanonly do so by
requiring the Bfates, at the very tima of accession,
to surrender not only the power that is represented
by the foderal list, but also the further power of
which the surrender may in future be called for by
the federal legislature by a fixed majority, as Mr.
Croom-Johngon suggested. This is done, as we have
said sbove, in all other federations; then why not in
the Indian federation ? .Are the Indian States more
sovereign and more Independent than the countries
which united, for instance, to make the United States
of Amerion? The Labour Party refrained from
ohallenging an issue on the motion of Mr, Herbert
Williama, only because arn opportunity would arise
agaia for the dinoussion of this question on Schedule
2; but at the moment we must heartily oongrafu-
late the Party on the keen fight which it puk up on
this question, which is of the ybtmost importancs,
bub which unfortunately, i8 all but negleoted in

ourrent discussions, nof only in England, but {n
Indis as well. There are only two: alternstives for
India if the present notion about retaining Indian
States’ sovereignty in all its integrity is not to be-.
discarded : either block of all future advance or
digintegration of the fedexatfon,

GOLD EXPORT FALLACIES.

T has now become slmost a fashionable virtue
among our politicians and some of our soi-disans
economists to come out at regular intervals with

whole-hearted denunoiations of the Government’s
laissez-faire policy 88 regards the gold exports, It
would perhaps be not sltogether unpatriotio to ignore
the political sentiment and consider in the spirit of
cold logic whether all this soare fs justified and
whether the gold exports are really a proof of a
steadily deteriorating economic position of the

country.
THE THREE FALLACIES,

I propose in this article to undertake the per-
haps thankless task of analysing tha eauees and the
economic reperoussiona of these exports and of enun-
oiating what appear to be the right prinoiples of
policy. There seema 0 me to be three main fallacies
lurking in the minds of those who have made’a
griovance out of the gold exports. Ons, that a high
gterling ratio has beer wholly responsible for
tho exports. Two, that the gold exports have
helped the authorities to maintain an otherwise
untenable vatio, And three, that the exports
are detrimental to the ultimate economio
interests of the country. Myths and fallacies, oncs
startad and not checked early enough, have a faocile
tendency to pass into currency as accepted dootrines
and to oause much uhneocessary and confused
wrangling.. I believe in not putting any restrictions
on gold exports, Government are, whether conscious-
Iy or not, aoting wisely and in the best interests of
India and the world. Af the same time, I hope, this
justification of their gold polioy will not be mis-
construed as a goneral defenca of their undoubtedly
deflationary policy of the last ten years or so. Nor
does it follow that it would support the thesis that
the Is. 6d. ratio is tha best of all possible ratios or
that the Government are téo be congratulated on their
presont unjustifiable and unnecessary praoctice of
deflationary home remittances,

THE PRICE FACTOR.
. Tosall arguments regarding the balance of pay-
ments it is alwaya particularly risky to establish
causal sequences and draw coneclusions therefrom.
People who assert that the high ratio has been cauns-
ing the gold exporia neglect some very obvious facts.
In the first place, the ratic hag been there, in fact if
not de jurs, minge 1924 and although it might have
bean partly responsible for contraciing the channels
of India's export trade, it is noteworthy that right up
to our departure from gold we were substantial im-
porters of gold and that suddenly the tide turned in
1931-33 and gold to the extent of 60 crores began io
be annusally exported. Secondly, the normal theory
of gqld ss filling the gap caused by & less favourabls
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Jbalance of merchandise account failing to answer the
needs of home charges, capital account and invisible
Halance, does not provide any answer for these enor-
qmnous exports, The truth is simply that, owing to our
-departure from gold, the external price of gold rose
<out of all proportion relatively to the internal price
-and it became immsneely profitable to send out gold,
If this were not the case, both *' distress ™ gold as
well as commorcial gold would have remsined in
India. It may be interesting, perhaps to add that the
-consequences of s reduction of the ratio would be a
tremendous increase in the export of gold, gold be-
ing the most mobile commodity.

STIMULATED IMPORTS.

There is, of course, much truth in the contenfion
‘that India's merchandise balance has dwindled owing
to an adverse monetary policy. Bui = greater cause
‘has been the world depression which has reduced the
‘foreign balances of most debtor and agriculturist na-
tions to insignificant figures and in cases made them
.decidedly adverse. It should be a matter of grave
ooncern thet India's balance shsuld drop from 86
crores in 1928-29 to respectively 79, 62, 34 and 3
-orores in the following years, The last twa figures
-are partioularly important, as this country went off
gold in 1931, It is said that this low balance was
-caused by the high ratio and that gold helped to 611
the gap. This fallacicus balief is held by
many, but the truth will be realised on reflect-
ing for & momesant that a balance can be upset
in two ways: by diminution of exports or
‘{and) inc¢rease or maintenance of imports of goods.
I maintain that the gold exporta themselves were
regponsible for the increased merchandise imports in
1932-33 and for the sustained imports of the provious
year and for the consequent fall of the merchandise
balance toridioulous levels. The exporters of gold
did not part with their treasure for nothing; in
0 far as they were “distress™ sellers they
irmported necessaries and in so. far as they were
wcommerical sellers they imported othar types
of durable wealth like, e, g., motor .ocars. If
may be noted that these years weare highly satisfactory
from the viewpoint of customs revenue. The lie
diest to the fallacy, however, is given by the
appearance of s favourable balance of 35 crores
in 1933-34. If it was merely 8 guestion of
gold exports being required to keepup the ratio,
the Government would not havs been in a position to
repay, 88 il has done, substantial portions of its short-
term and long-term sterling debts and to strengthen
48 reserves after meeting its reourrent requirsments.

GAIN OR Losg?

The exports of gold have been compared to the
1oot of Mahmud of Ghazai and much political eapital
has besn made by popular speakers in want of suit-
nble war-cries out of their being a sign of India's
growing poverty and so on, This, to say the least, is
sheer nonsense, The export of gold is not
s signof India’s growing poverty
than an unfavourable balance would be such a sign,
It we bave reduced cur foreign -obligations, import-.
ed other durable forms of wealth, relieved distress

any more’

in one of the worst depressions that the world bas
experienced with the help of a dead msset like gold,
this isindeed & matter for congratulating oursalves
on our being so civilised, Again, for this dead asset
we have obtained unexpectedly high prices which
have enriched us internationally. Itis sheer igno-
rance born of the aurs sucra fames which makes us
regret the exports, Those who hold that Govern-
ment ought to have imposed duties on gold exports
or prohibited them are indeed begging the question of

. the desirability of such an action. Others, who be-

lieve that this exporied gold could bave been bought

i upfor the Reserve Bank to serve as its reserves,

have. not realised the true function of gold reserves.
Tha Government have, in my view, rightly invested
the funds made available by the exports in interest-
bearing securitics. If at any time any crank
would have it all in gold, tbese sterling
assets could be converted very easily into goid and

at a price which would be more in consonance with

normal conditions. For the moment, it is difficult to
improve upon the Government's present laissez-faire
policy. Moreovér, if we must bave an exchange
standard of some kind, I should rather have the sterl-

ing standard than the expensive luxury of a gold

excbange, gold bullion or gold currency standard.

But this would lead me into a disoussion of an in-

dependent standard for India, and I cannot go into
that question here.

THE FUTURE,

I firmly believe that the export of gold is only &
temporary tendency. When the infernal and exter-
nal prices of gold come into alignment, as they soon
must, gold exports must diminish in the near future.
It is a good thing that we are selling off gold when
its international price is so high and its reputation
is fast dwindling. The future of gold is dark, but if
at all there is & general return to gold, we ean rest
assured that there is such a plethora of monelary
gold (of. Keynes's views in the Kconomic Journal,
September 1934, p. 515 ), which is being still further
aggravated by increased production of gold, that the
world price of gold will fall considerably. When
that happens, this country will begin to import gold
and re-establish its doubtful reputation asthe*“ Eastern
sink for the yellow metal.” That must, at any rate,
satisfy our gold fetishisis,

B. P. ADARKAR.

S ——

FEDERALISE LABOUR LEGISLATION !

¢ LL-INDIA fedsration.is necessary; we cannot

therefora impose any conditionson the

Princes; we must admit them on their own

terms,” is virtually what the British Goverament

says whenever any proposal is made to improve the

faderal scheme. Precisely this was the answer to the

Labour Party's amendment, put forward on itsbehalf

in Committee by Mr. Rhye Davies, that acceptance

as foderal subjeots of matters like factories, welfare

of labour, trade unions eto. be made a condition of
the Princes’ accession to federation.

The case for tbe inclusion of &hese subjects in

the federal list is overwhelming. In competitive
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{ndustries labour legislation must obviously be uni-
‘form in the whole area; otherwise industries in areas
where such legislation is of an sdvanced charaoter
will obvisusly be st a serious disadvantage, This in
fact is already being experienced in Indis, Mr. Tom
Smith pointed out thatthe Labour Commission has
recorded {ts opinion that,* except inm rare cases, their
{ the States’ ) Iabour laws are substantially behind
those of British India”™, and, as a consequence of
this, Mr. Raikes pointed out, “ we see industries slip-
ping acrosa from British India to tha Indian States.”
And backward Jegislation in the States becomes a
good excuse for British Indian industrialists for
registing advanced legislation in British India, If
federation is of any advantage, it must preseribe
uniform lsbour conditions in the whole of Indis,

But the British Government does not listen to
these arguments, If a such a conditfon were laid down,
a federation wculd beoome impossible, and a federa-
tion we must have at all costs, however thin it may
be, it says in effect, It is not even prepared to negotiate
with the Princes. 1t is right in a sense. What
negotiastion ia possible when you have already de-
oided that some kind of federation is necassary ¥ The
British Government is prepared to negotiate—even
to the point of bringing pressure where its own in-

terests are involved. In such mnatters it is confident
that its negotiations wili be suocessful. Ia other
matters it will not even open negotiations,
‘ Bat, it says : Tais is not a matter worth troubl-
ing about very much, Industries have not grown up
in many States; and where they have, Princes are
enlightened enough to adopt progressive legislation
without control of a higher suthority. If so, asks the
Labour Party, why do their Highnesses offer so much
opposition to its proposal, and how is it that the
Government cannot use persuasion in this matter as
it oap in severnl others ? All these points were very
foroibly put in the Debate,
For instanse; Mr. Paling eaid :
The right hon. Gentleman the Member for Epping
(Mr. Churohil!) yesterday pointed out that st a ceriain
mesting {of the Princes in Bombay) certain fundamental
objeotions in his mind to the passiaz of the Bill had been
made manifest. The Seoretary of State replied that tha
objections might bs vary great, though they ‘were not
so greas but tbat they could be ncgotiased. " If we get

these people tovether, X do not believs there is a single

objection that could not be got over.” 1fha is olaver and
able encugh $o get over the objections that we disoussaed
yeaterday, I think hs will be olever snough to get over
the objsotionn thast might be raised by the Princes to
thess Amendments, If one lot of objeatjons can be got
over, why sannot others, partioularly in view of the faot
thas everyone agrees with the principle that is Jaid
down ¥

I bave henrd it nald time after time that some of the
Princes are very enlightened peraons, and that they give
bsttar condicions o their peop's shan exist ia the Provine
oes. If shas ve o, I imagine that it would not nesd muoh
argumeans to bring such Princes over to aooeps thase
Amendmenta. If they ara putting into operation the
principles swbodied in this, why sh-uld they object to
thewr beiug put into the Biil? The Undec-Seorstary says
the Amendmanc is not wide enough and it doas not
smbudy all that we want, bacause the largest part of
the B'atesis azrirultural, and presumably no provision
is made for shoas people, If shese parsicular Prinoes are

not going to be affected by the Amendments, they wilk
not bave much objactions to them. There are enlightened
Princes on the one hand who are already doing better-
than we are asking; thers are others who will not be
affected by it, and there ara the persuasive powers of
- the Beocrstary of State himself and,in. wview of all that,
~why on earth should we not sccept the Amendment ?

How unfair and partisan the supporters of the
Government are in debate was well shown by Lord
Eustace Percy, who, in putting the Government case,.
admitted that the Labour Party’s amendment was
right in theory bub created prejudice against it by
quoting the United States’ constitution. He said 3

While obvionsly ons would want to see that in any
foderation all these matters wers tha snbject of uniform
legislation, lat us oonsider what this amendment means
to the Princes in India. It meansthat this Houre is to
say to the Princes, *We will not acospt your aceession oz~
less you will agres that it shall bs a oloser federation
than that in the United States of Amerioa,” Is that a
reasonable proposition to- which to ask the assent of the
indepaadent Indian States? Any suoh proposal would be
unreasonable in itself, ahd would wreck the chances of
an all-India federation.

To this Col. Wedgwood, rising lmmedmtely after
Lord Eustace Peroy, madé s very effective reply.
He said :

Tho Mobla Lord (Lord Eustaca Peroy) has taken as ln
example the sole federation which doesa not ineclude thia
legislation. Let bim look auywhers witbin the British
Empire. We have aunion in Soutk Africa, we have s
union in Australia and we have Canada, and in sll the
federations this legislation is ocentral legislation. I
should have thcught the Noble Lord would have been the
last person to bring forward America as an example for
-us to follow in this matter, The variation of the laws
between the differeot Btates makes it impossible to get
prograss, One of the chief obstacles in the way of the
Presidant’a new deal has been the Btate legislation in
America.

The real dificulty here is not the injury to the inhabi-
tants of the native Btates left out of fastory legislation.
The real misfortune is that by leaviog out the native
Biates we give a lever to all the reaotionary foraes in
British India to say,  Wo will not do anything in
this matter beoause if we do the faotories will go
elsewhere.” Consequently, all the workers throughout

"India will suffer by reason of the fact that no such
legislation is possible in the native States.

One uniform reply from the Government benches
to all sach demands was: Is cannot be done. The
Prinoes are unwilling and they cannot be coerced. If
the demands ara unduly pressed on them, fedaration
itself will be smashed, and no constitutional advanos
is possible without federation, For instance Under-
Seoretary Butler said : “ The proposal of the amend-
ment is not & practioal possibility in the sort of fe-
deration which we are considering. If weare io
have a federation of the sort which we contemplate,
it will be impossible to lay down conditions such as
are suggested in the amendment....(The amendment)
would involve coeroion of the Statesto mccept what
they may not be willing o .have.” . Seoretary Hoare
said; * If wa pass the amendment we shall destroy

 foderation altogather. « « « It iz much better to leave ik

on that optional line rather tham to aitempt it by
coercion, the only result of which will be tommke
foderation impossible altogether,” .

. The ooercion argument. was very well nnsworod
by Mr. Churchill who said :
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The Becretary of BState talks about oocercing the
Princes. There is no question of anyone bsing coer-
d¢ed, If they wish to oome into federation, am we
are told they have offered to do, it will be a volun-
tary aot. My right hon, Friend has repeatedly
assured ue that in no oiroumstances is pregsure to be
put upon them to take this atep. But, if they take
the step, surely we are entitled to press upon them
the importance of this class of subject being included
in those to whioh they mubscribe. Burely we are en-
titled to do that. The Imperial power does interest
jtgelf in the fortunes of the masses of India auod in
thair well-being, and now Parliament is asked to leave
this on one side., The object is to get federation.
Burely if we are going to have federstion, if this great
design is to be carried to completeness, it should be
a federation which has ss one of its oentral points
‘a desire to raise and tounify labour eonditions through-
out India. In the present circumstauces the very great-
est diffioultien will arise. ’ o
1f the 1aying down of conditions which in them-

golves were reasonable would wreck federation it
could not be helped, remarked -some -Members, Mr.
‘Banfield, for instance, eaid : ' This House is more
ooncerned with satisfying the olaims -of the Princes
4han satisfying the aspirations of the miilions of our
follow-subjects in India,™ Mr. Churchill joined his
‘powerful voice to this and appealed to the Govern-
ment at any rate to start negotiations on the mafter
‘and not say : * We cannot possibly entertain such
‘'a proposal. The Princes will be scared thereby. "
He said : ‘

The proposal that is put forward is that an effort
should be made to clothe the centre also with 'these
funotions, and that the Princes who acdede to the
Central Legislature should place themselves in a great
area in which there will be an endeavour to establish
unifcrm labour conditions as far as possible, and it is
obvious that if thera is not that attempt, all progress
is arreated, Here is an opportunity for Parliament to
strike this note in favour of not negleoting our duties
to the great proletariat of India, and of placing before
the Princes the faot that, now that they are coming
into tbis aystem of federalism, which the Government
assurg us and them will be so greatly to their advan-
tage, the least the Government can do ia to endeavour
to negotiate with them and ask them whether they
oannot be induced to take on this burden. The most
effective way of influending the QGoverdment in that
respeot is for us to support our opinions by our votes,
In all these matters Great Britain i{s making enormous
sacrifices, and if the Princes wish to have this federal
gystem they should, in my opinion, share in those saori-
fiops too.

In negotiations one always meets at first with a
negative reply to any demand that is made, but ore
does not break off the negotiations there or take that
as the final answer. As one goes along, one finds that
reasonable demands are aocepted in the end, at least
partially, if not wholly. But the trouble with the
‘British Government is that it will not start negotia-
tions with the Prinoes in this spirit in matters in
whick its own interests are not concerned, but leta
the Princes have their own way. Mr, Davies said, on

this point:

I have often negotiated with employera of labour and
other psople, and I know that the firat thing the emplo-
yers say is,  We willl have none of it.” But, when we
negotiate and argue, as we can on this side of the Houne,
the employers are very often convinced that they are
wrong and come & little nearer to our point of view.
If the India Office would underiake to convey to the
Princes the feeling of the House of Qommons on
ths Amendment which we moved to-day, I should
not be surprised if some headway were made with the
Princes.

Federation is not worth while unless it enables
certain essentinl things to be done. This was the
universsal ory of Labour. 8Sir Stafford Cripps said:—

Whoere one finds vital matters of this sort, it is not, in
our submission, a satisfacory answer to say that this
mey defeat federation. We do not helieve in federation
for the sake of féderation, unless it Iy ‘going to produce
a desirable result in a faderated community. One oannot
just say that this or that is undesirable, becauss it may
meke it more diffioult to get the Princes to come in.
That is, in our view, a wholly -unsatisfactory way of
approaching the position. Oue has to say, What are We
‘'ont for as the gjebtive of this fedoration? Are we outfor
improving the conditions of the masses in India, or are
wo out merely for setting up a struoture and a constitu-
tion which will operate despite the masses, and perhaps
even adversely to the masses ? '

"Wo believe that the three matters whioch are mentioned
in the first Amendment are all absclutely vital as regards
the oconditions of the psople 'in the Indian States, and
that a federation wbioch i3 brought about upon the basis of
neglecting thess fundamental rights of the inbabitants
of those States cauvnot be a satisfactory form of federa-
tion. In fact one cau put it in ithis way, that a Prince
who is unwilling to submit these matiers to the ultimdte
decision of the Federal Logislature ia not suoh a person
a8 can be properly, within a federatiom, entrusted with
legislation aud supervision on these matters over his
subjects uncontrolled by the Federal Legislature. There-
fore, we feel that even if it were true~—which we do not
for a moment acoept—in the sense that it was acourate,
we do not accept that this would stop the Princes
from federating. We do not think that that is any
good answer 6o the argument if one accepss, as I under-
stand the right hon, Gentleman does, the basis of the
Amendment in this sense that thess are mattera whioh
are urgently necessary to be legislated for in India
whether federated or unfederated, and it should bs am
essential part of the basis of federation that matters of
this should have very early attention.

Mr. Tinker said:

Whatever may bo the fate of this Bill, unless it em-
bodies in it the welfare of the masses as a whole, this
House cught to #ay that we cannot have it for the time
being, Itis an impossible situation to say, * We will
get this Bill throngh because we must do it this
way in order to get the assent of she Princes.”
I do not put so much valne upon them. I really put mont
value oo the working olass opicion. of India—not on the
Princes. I bope that the Committes will recognise the
matter in that sense, and that the result of the vote will
‘gshow their troe feslings,

SPARKS FROM THE COMMONS' ANVIL.
26th, 27th and 28th -February.

FEDERATION NOT SO ESSENTIAL.
TYRITISH statesmen, speaking to the psople in
British India, say : * Central responsibility for
British India slone -is quite impossible, It will
become possible only under an all-India féderation,

8o quietly aceept' the:Princes’ tefma, ” -But, in order
to drive'the Prineés into :tha federation, thoy say :
* ¢ you dot'todmo in, -we shall Have to givé contral
responaibility to British 'India; we cantiot avoid it.
Then it will be 8o much the worse for you, " Which
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. of these positions is true? Undoubtedly the latter.

A federation of the proper kind is desirable; it
-certainly is not essemtial :to British Indian zelf-
. government: Bir ‘Austen Chamberlain eaid of Mr.
~Churehill’s adjournment motion :

I believe that to be entering on a fatal course, and
I beg both the Princes of India, .if my voloe can:reach
them, and Members of this Oommittes to oconsider
where that will lead, You will oreate 12 powerful crgans
of publio opinion and at the same moment disappoint
all the hopes which they oan legitimately hold afier
the past four years of Indian discussion and eonference
and passing of reaclutions. If you establish those hodies
and digcontent them and render them your eunemies “the
moment that you establish them, can yon find any
support for your Government from them f

What will be and what must be thelr purpose ¢ It must
be, of course, to uverthrow the .Oentral Governmént at
.prezeut -established amd ‘to wubstitnte & representative
~gysten of vosponsible government -at the Centre for
‘British Iudia alons. It is common ground, at dny rate.
Hoall of us in these days ihat ‘responsalbility at the
Qeontre oan only bes granted aa part of a federal system
‘inoludiog the Indian BStates, If, by your own =aot, you
tefuge ¥0 malke that federation podsible, if you refuse
‘the opportunity to'the Princes and Britieh India to join in
:such & federation, are yog 'oertain that sooner or ldter—

yom, sud as things move to-day wsooner rather than

later-—you -‘will not be driven to-establishing responsi-
ble goveroment at the Oentre for British India alone ;

and do you think you will have dome -a .good day's.

work for the British Empire or for the sonmesction of
lndia with tbis conntry if you have reached that result ¢
What will the Princes think ¥ They will have had vfferod
to them such terms as this House is ready :to mske for
them to-day, which gecnre them in the just retention of
their righte and sovereignty.

Mr. Isaac Foot spoke in the same strain, He
-gaid ¢

I would like the Princes to realise what the danger is,
1f the socheme broke down, and if the Rothermerss of thia
oountry were the paople of the country, what would hap-
penthen? The demand for Indian reform canmot be
goinsaid. No one oan suggest that bacause of a failure
of the Princes to oo operate the demands of the peopls
of India oan bo set back., They would be entitled to eay,
if this arraogement could not bs made, that their pro-
per rightas muat be consldered. Let the Princes consider

what their position would be if there were established, .
a8 thera would have to be established in order to .meet

Indian opinion, self-government in the great Provinoces
side by side with Prinoes who oould not take their share
in the development of their country ¥ We do not ask the
Princes to some into & federation for cur sake in parti-
oular, although we should walaome them, but as a steady-
ing and substantial factor in Indian life. Nevertheleas,
there are the people of British India toba oonsidered,
and if the Princes stood asida the paople of India would
be entitled to coms tothis House and ask that their pro-

Der olaims should be met. If that sourse had to be taken
under some Bill other than this Bill, the Prinses wmight |

look upen the day when they failed to saks rtheir .share,

-lollowing upon the deolarations they have mads, B9 the |

worat day in their. history.

ACOEPTABLE IN NO CIROUMSTANCES,

- MR, CRURCHILL quoked in the Committse of the
House of Commons on 27th February vertain-spesthss
which purport to have 'baen made at the Pilrrces’
{resting in Bombay the same day denouncing the Bill.
The xeport is not official, it istrue ; but no .oze +has

gaid that it is substantially incorrect. Sir Akbar
' Hydari is reported to have used dome very strong
words, If the news pnblished iin England be ftrma.
he said:

“We oannaot aoccspt ths entire Act ag ithas been -«unudt-
ed by Parlisment, We have slwaye protested against
auy mcoeptanos of that kind, We have always held that
wa will be parties to a federation with regard to spamﬁa
‘thinga and specifio’ provlsxons Here we are first- asked
‘th aooopt the entire Aot, and then :we are allowed ito
-make reservationa, not-with regard to seotions of it, but
with regard to one particnlar Scheduls of it, aud Jn
regard toall other matters we are asked .to aoccept the
Aot, Ithink we have all unapimously agreed that thia
'is & position which under no citoumatances whatever we
ghall be prqpared to-acoept,

S8ir €. P, Ramaswami Aiyar wes eveno :more
emphatic‘in denouncing ‘the 'Bxll a8 fhe fdllowmg
extracts dhow

I appea.l with all the foroe st my oommnd that Clause
[ isa dangeroul innovation. It.marks the oulmination of
a process which began in 1930, From thea down to
1934 it has'been a progressive inoline plane and we are
now at the bottom of the plano. Thia Clause is full of
dnnger. and I ask Your Highnesses with all the foma at
my command not only to diselaim Olause 6, but the spirit
underlying this Olause .. . It is fraught with the qtmout
mischief, I am delibarately .and firmly of the opinion that
those foatures to whioh the Committes of Mlnutau has
drawn attention are fundamental and vital, and unless
there is a change in the spirit with whioh the Aot ip go-
ing to be dealt with hereafter, it would be a thousand
pities if your Highnessass should join in a compaot of which
you know not the end. .

‘ OIRCUMSTANCES ALTER CASES,

THE proposed federation is admittedly 'only
voluntary for the Princes;but it is to be foroed upon
British India. Thestrangest patt of the whole thing
is that Liberal mambors of Parlisment agree to such
a discrimination against the British Indien people,
Mr. Foot eaid, on’ Mr. Churohill’s adjournmert
motion :

I oan imagine nothing worse from that standpoint thds
weo should suspend the procesdings of the High -Court
of Parliament because of a resolution that was adopted
yestorday at Bombay by the Prinoes, as the right Loa,
Gentleman would if he had his will, He said the other.
‘day that we should not proceed unless we asked ihe pre-
sent Legislative Assembly what they wanted to do, and
-that we should wot procesd until ‘we kuew what the pro-
vinolal assenmblies wanted, Where is the authqrity of the
High Court of Parliament ?
My, Churchill: 1 did not say anything of the .sors,
The amendment was that it ahould not come into opera-
tion until the Legialative Assembly had assented..

Mr. Foat ;: The right hon,' Geutleman makes it worse
now. After Parliament has gons .through all the qproce-
duts on this Bill.and the Bill.has received the assent of
-His Majesty, we ata:to.go (to the :present Legishative
Assembly aud say, “ Bsfore thie: Bill can pass into law
and.bafors the will .of Parlinment oan ba implemented,
will gon:tell us whether wo asn recaleeyoar assent ™

Mr. Churchill : That .is .exaoily the propesal whibh
the right hon, Gut!omnn the Member for West -Birming=
“ham (Bir A, Ohambarlain ) has just.made with regard o
the Princes—we are to oarry the whole Bill through nok=
withstanding what they say, and in the end they have to
23y nhoetherthey wany it.

~

" uemgiekiyiomhy
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INGENUOUS,

THE dishard Toriss proposed in Committee that it
should be made obligatory on a Minister in the federal
government either to have been previously elected or
to get himself elected within six months after his
appointment, as the Bill provides, To this Sir Samuel
replied that such a provision in black and white
would create surpicion in India and begged the
diebards not to press their motion as there were other
means open to the Governor-General to achieve the
same result, without increasing the unpopularity of
fhe Act, Our ingenuous Secretary of State!l

. Inthe Faderal Contre there is s Seocond Chamber. In
that Chamber there are a number of nominated members.
It is possible for the Governor-General, if need be, to use
one of his nominations for an appointment of this kind ;
T suggest that to the Committee a8 much the best way to
mest a ocase in which the Governor-General and Ministers
requirs the services of someone who is not aiready a mem-
ber of the Fedoral Assembly. By that method you will be
achisving the end which I believe ia in the minds of a
good many hou, Members this afterncon, and you will
not be raising an unneceysary issue that will set against
you, quite needlessly, large bodies of politioal opirvion in
India. For these reasons I suggest to the Committes that
this is not a great quesiion with issues of prinoiple at
stake. A Minister has a period of six months befors he
nesd become s member of one or other of the Chambars.
In thoe oase of the Faderal Legislaturae ifhe fails to obtain
a seatin the Asssmbly or if he doss not wish to stand for
the Assembly he can obtain a nomination for a nomina-
ted seat in the Second Chamber. That being 8o, it is bat-
ter to follow the advice, reached aftera long periecd of
investigation, of the Joint 8elect Committees and not to
adopt a proposal, however attractive it may be at first
sight, which certainly would not work but would on-
doubtedly raise up agianst it great bodies of Indian
politial opinion,

PoOR MR. FOOT !

THE poor Mr. Izzac Fool ! He always flits bet-
‘ween consent and coercion on the India question,
Generally he inolines to coercion, but sometimes he
does remember, as a Libersal, the need for consent. And
he happens always to be twitted by the Congervatives
when he allows himself to remember this, as witness
the following convarsation in Committee. Mr. Foot
‘said :

I attach graat importanoe to the cpinion of this House
and of this gountry, but the ultimate argument and the
ultimate decision surely rests with the people who have
to live uoder the OCunstitution that we are meeking
to set up,

Viscount Wolmer : Does the hon. Gentleman now sug-
gest that? He voted against uws when we proposed
that Federation should not come intn foree until the
Indian Legislature had approved is.

Mr. Foot : When I spoke before I olearly stated that
in the end, unless you have the consent of the pesople of
India and their will to work it, your schome can never
work, That is the final test. If you oan get a sufficient
number of people in that country to say that they will
work the scheme, that §s the final test. If you ocannot
get that, all your work will some to nothing in the end.

‘'Will not & constitution which does not provide
for direct election be worked ? It will. Then'why

‘introduce direct election ?

SIR SAM'UE.:L.TRIPPED UP,
WHEN the Labour Party propoged thatthe Indian

Army should not be sent out of India for purposes.
other than those of the defence of India except with.
the consent of the Ministers, Sir Samusl Hosare re-
plied that no hard and fast distinction could bs made-
between Indian defence and Imperial defence and yok
proceeded to say that in the former oase the Ministers
would be consulted. Mr. Seymour Cocka fastened
upon this, This meant then, he said, that a
discrimination ocould be made; then why not make
it as Labour wanted it? The Labour recommenda-
tion only was that the Ministers should not merely
be consulted, but their approval obtained, It wan a
neat reply that ho made. Hoe said :

I fanoy that the Secretary of State was slightily in
error just now. He said that the Joint Sclect Committes
found that they could not make a distinotion between the
cage in whioh troops wera sent out of India for purposes
of Indian defence in its widest sense, and the oase in
which they were sent ocut of India for purposes altogether
unconnacted with Indian defence, such as a petty war in
Shanghai, which would not involve the defence of India
even in itas very widest sense, The Committee did make a

. distinction, They said, in the first place, that they did
not recommend that the power of the Governor-Ganeral
should bs limited in this matter. In the second oase,
that of Indian troops being sent across the sea for some
purposo unconnected with tbhe dafence of Indin, we should
not agree to do that witout consultation with the Mipi--
ster,

Sir 8, Hoare: 1 8aid so.

Mr. Cocks : But of course they did say that the ques-
tion as to whether the troops were in the one category
or the other should be left to the discretion of the Gov-
ernor-Genera). We agree with that, beoause that is what
our Amendment states. The Joint Selest Comwittes
recommends that in the second case, when it is proposed
that [ndiau troops should be sent out of India for purposes
unconnected with the defence of India, the Ministor ought
to be consulted. Where is tbat power to be found in the-
Bill? Doas it coma within the Instrunents of Instruo-
tiona? I eannot find it in the Bill, I would like thae Minis-
tot to auswer that point. We say that in a cage where
the dafence of India is not involved, not merely shounld
the Minister be consulted but his consent should ba given
before Indian troops are sent oversea away from the
place where they have enlisted and the country which
they have enlisted to defend. If they are sent away from.
India for Imperial purposes rot connected, even in the
widest sense, with Indian defence it is only reason-
able that the oonsent ‘of Indian Ministers stould be-
gi-anted, und I ask the Government to consider that point
8130,

INDIANS WILL ASK NO LONGER!

ON the question of Indianisation of the Army,
Mr. Rhya Davies said frankly that if the Government
did not accede to the demand, now made by Indians
on their knees, it will no longer have an opportunity
to accede to the demand, because Indians will just
take what they want without asking. He said:

I know that that preposal will not commend itself to-
some hon, Members on the other side of the Commit-
tee: I will tsll them why they adopt that attitude, Itis
beoause of the spirit of imperialism that imbues them and
oauses them to think that they are of better clay than
anybody else, that they have been gifted by nature or
by somae supreme spirit with superior intelligence and.
powsr, and that they therefore should control the desti-
nies of the miilions of the peopte of India. I want to say
quite frankly, and I ami pow spsaking on my own behalf,.
that unless the proposal that we ars now making is adopt-
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od and the Indian people are given the right to produce
their own officers for their own Army, the day will come
‘when they will Dot ask $he British Government for that
righs, bus will taks it. That atage has been reached in
many counsries in the past, and I do not think that the
Indians are much differsnt from any other nation in that

respect,

POWER WITHOUT RESPONSIBILITY.
MAJOR MILNER made the point that the federal
“1ist has not been drawn up on any principle, the only
principle being that they appeared to be the subjects
in regard to whioh the Prinoces would surrender de
_fure the power that they had already surrenderad de
_facto, The list was unjust to British Indians in

another way. In speaking on this point he said:

The ficat 45 subjects mentioned by the right hon.
Qentleman { Sir Samuel Hoare) are not nacessarily tha
most imporiant. Iimagine that the subjects which one
would require the rulers to” acsede to are matters whioh
may be oconsidered of common concern to the whole
country on the one hand, and on the other hand matters
with respent to whioch oomplete uniformity is required.
Those oriteria apply equally to many subjects other shan
thonse included io the first 45. 1t ia a rather curioua thing
that she first 45 subjeots are merely subjeots in respect to
which expenditure will be required, but ths remaining

" subjectd inoluded in List I refer to are mattars of taxation.
One would have thought that it would have baen desirable
to havs insisted that rulera acoesded in respeot of matters
.of saxation, Obviously if some provision is not made
in the Bill with regard to the matter, rulera who acceds,
those whose accession is accepied and who sment their
nominees to the Federal Legislature, would have power
%o legislate in regard to thoss subjeots in British India,
and the Legislature would not have power to legislate in
she rolers’ Btates in regard to-subjects not included in the

. Instrument of Aocession., Therefore, it would in one sense
. be power without responsibility.

“ BRITISH INDIA WILL NOT ACCEPT.”
- MR. EMMOTT showed how unreasonable and
unjust to British India were thes financial arrange-
ments proposed in the Bill. He said:

It ia perfectly plaln that indirect taxation is the
only kind of taxation that the rulers of the States are
prepared to allow to operate within their States, Not
one rupee will the rulers of the States allow to be
levied by the Federal Loegislaturs upon thelr subjects
by way of direot taxation. Not one rupee will the
rulers of the Btates allow %0 be ocolleoted by agents
of the Fedoral Legislature from any of tbeir subjsots
by way of direot taxation. Indirect taxation, it is

| trus, rests on another footing. But ia this a situation whioh
British India will accept with equanimity ¥ I cannot
belleve it. Ciroumstanoes may very quiokly arise that
will neosssltate the raising of oconsiderable revenus
which will not be made available only by indirect

" tazation; yet hers we have this absolute refusal
on the part of rulers of the States to oonsider the appli-
oation of direct taxation to their subjeots,

“ SUBJEOTING BRITISH INDIA TO THE PRINCES. »

AS was to be expected, Col. Wedgwood made out
s formidable case against the federal scheme., He
declared himaelf to be “ against federation of every
sort”, but if federation was to ba brought about he
would favour a federation of British Indian provinces.
He eohoed the sentiment of Lord Soone who eaid:
*We have never yst had & proper explanation as to

why it was suddenly decided that one cculd not have
federation im Iadia without the adherence of the
Princes. That was & complete wvolte face, and one,
I eubmit,
explained.” A British India federation would be a
democratic federation, but that is precisely the
reason why such a federation is rejeoted and an
all-India federation is being formed. The ease— “'the
secret oase”™—in favour of such federation Is that
“that way lies safety"™.
“there is no safety in this method,” for aafety will
be seoured only if federation is the result of oonsent.
But the ali-India faderation of the type that is being
forged is a result of sheer coercion. Col. Wedgwood
therefore bluntly fold the Committee that this fede-
ration was an attempt at ‘‘preventing India from
going forward, subjecting British Indians to the rule
ofrthe native Princes and preventing any possibility
of any development in a demooratic direction for all
the inbabitants of the native States.”

Our London Fetter,
=

{ BY AIR MAIL.)

( From Our Correapondent. )
London, 1at Maroh.

F I were to be asked who are better as organisers
in the sphere of practioal life I should unhesita-

tingly award the superiority to women over
men. They have a natural gift for detail and & great
loyalty and enthusiasm in response to an appeal for
servioe, The British Commonwealth League showed,
by the aotivities of Miss Daisy Solomon and Miss
Helen Todhunter, its organising seoretaries, with the
help and collaboration of Mrs. Grace Lankester, the
liason officer between the British Assceiations inte-
reatipg themselves in Indian affaira and the Indian
women's organisations, how well British women can
manage their affairs. The Friends House was not
only packed to overflowing but large numbers of
late-comers were turned away from the meeting,
convened under the chairmanship of Lord Allen of
Hurtwood, to hear from Mra. Corbett Ashby and Dr.
Maude Reyden the burden of their impressions deriv-
ed from their necessarily brief flying visit to India.
Lord Allen himself is s sufficiently distinguished
figure to attract an audisnoe and, notwithstanding
delicate health, i3 constantly in demand as an expo-
sitor and defender ot good causes, He eriticised strong-
1y the apirit in which the India Bill had been framed
and tire manner in which concessions had besn made
to deal with its weaknesses both of technique and of
substanoce.
manner in which the subjsct of Dominion Status had
been handled by the Government,

—————

Mrs. Corbett Ashby and Miss Royden differ

widely in temperament, personality and method of
approach, but they expressed, in two very different
types of speeoh, & common measure of agreement up-
on all matters but one. They joined in emphsasising
the general unanimity with which, so far asthey
could judge, the preseut proposals had been denouno-
gd in India and in their appraisement of the force-
and vigour of growing national sentiment through-
out the country. But whereas, for a number of good
reasons, Mrs. Corbett Ashby, a political realist
with wide experience, felt that the only thing
to do was to get this Bill passed after making avery
endeavour to amend it satisfactorily and then to work

In particular, he made raference to the

which has never been satisfaotorily .

But this is & wvain hope, fof
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. it a8 vigorously and effectively as possible, in order
to justify an early appeal to Parliament for a new
constitution more acceptable to Indisn opinion and
applicable to Indian conditions and in whose framing
Indians themselves would have had a larger share.
Dr. Royden felt that on account of the very hostility
with which the Bill had been received, it would

be better, even at this stage, not fo go on with it but
to send out to India a representative: group of the
most distinguished public men who could gather from
Indians themselves on the spot the sort of constitu-
tion that Indians would desire. Whereas Mrs. Cor-
bett Ashby was of opinion that there was now noth-
ing for it but to proosed to make and wear a new
suit of olothes, since the growing adolescent had
entirely outgrown the old one which was now con-

stricting his movements in every direction. Dr. Roy-
den thought that it was muoh better to continue with
the old suit alittle longer, notwithstanding its limi-
tations, rather than be compelled to wear a foreign-
made suif instead of a home-made one. There was
thare all the difference betwesn the practioal experi-
ence of a public woman who had realised how diffi-
cult, if not imposseible, it weuld be for Parliament if
it failed to enact this constitution to enact any other
for years to come and the ardent enthusiast who
hoped that by & gesture of generosity, sympathy snd
understanding such as she now recommended, Brifain
and India might be kept together in bonds of mutual

respect and good-will. It was no wouder that Mrs.
Rama Rau, in moving a vote of thacks to the Chair.
man and to the two epeakers, paid a fina #ribute to
the high qualities of each of the speakers and that
Mrs, Lankester in seconding was able to read eloqu-
ent tribute to the services of these two distinguished
i]}?_:ritish women from the All-India Women's Federa-
jon.

LORD ZETLAND ON INDIA,

In a book entitled * Steps Towards Indisn Home
Rule™, Liord Zetland contributes to the public under-
standing of the development of Indian constitutional
events since 1930. In it he confesges that it is only
comparatively recently that he'has been able gradual-
1y to olear his mind and reach the conviction that
oentral responsibility must accompany provinoial
autonomy. Sir Frederick Whyte quotes Liord Zetland
on the reserve powers as follows: “ Thess reserve
powers are very real, bug I would. Iay stress on the
faot that they are inreserve. I do not pioture them
as heing ordinarily exercised at all, 'It isin exact
proportion, " to quote the Joint Commiltes Report, ‘as
Indians show themselves to be capable of taking and
exercising resp omsibility.... that both the need
fcr safeguards and their use will disappear.’” Sir
Frederick Whyte in conclusion says -that he would
have the Government print in heavy type lines 9, 10
snd 11 of paragraph viii and. lines 14,15, 16 aud 17
of paragraph ix of the Imstrument of Instructions,

LIBERALISATION OF STATES ADMINISTRATIONS.

Mr. SASTRI'S SPEECH AT NAGPUR.

The Rt. Hon'ble V. 8. Srinivasa Sastri, in kis speech, at the Nagpur T own Hall on 4th March, appealed to
the rulers of Indian States to do three things fo dispel the suspicions widely felt in British India that the Stafes
will only hamper British. India's advance in the federal consiitution : (1) they should declare that they would stand
by British India in its demand for dominion stafus; () that they should ask, along with British India, for the
comzlete withdrawal of the British troops from India and for the complete Indianisation of the afficer ranks
of the Indian Army within a specified period of time ; and () that they should modernise their administrations

and inlroduce representative institutions within their territories.

OW I want to make a third request to them.
Now, they are angry if you tell them, “You
are coming into this federal arrangement just

in order to check us, You come hers expressly for
the purpose of keeping us back. You talk continual-
1y of your internal sovereignty, of your old-faghion-
ed methods of governing for the good of the people
without consulting or caring for their wishes. That
is your one way of dealing with things, and you
want to be fortified and protected in this backward
administration method.,” If you tell them so, they
got very angry of course. And all thet I say is, if
this policy ie unjust to them, it is quite easy for them
to meet in their Chamber and say that, since their
people have not been educated politically half so
well as the people of British Indis, it will take them
a little time; we and they alike must be patient for
a little while, but that they are willing to look for-
ward in this matter of liberalising their administra-
tion.

Will they limif their expenditure within limits,
declars that they will have a privy purse? Will
they give representative institutions by slowly
advancing steps to their people? Will they placs
thelr judiciary on a swift and seoure basis, so that
they may really be bul-works of justice against the
proof of their authority ? Will they, I ask finally,
will they declare that their services will have their
salaries and their tenures and their privileges and their
leave arrangements, all secured by law, so that each
man taking office in a State may promise to him-

On the third point he said =—

self 20 or 25 years of undisturbed work and promo-
tion attending thak work step by step.
“COME OUT OF SECLUSION.”

Lot the Princes come out of seolusion. They
are no longer what they ware. They are goingto be
participators in the government of this buge counbry
they are making themselves. They are mnot the old
Princes. They ere making themselves responsible
for a future Government where there will be a d.e-
mooratic arrangement. How can they keep aloof in
their old way ?

Now ladies and gentlemen, although this is no
part of my argument, for the Princes will repudiate
every single syllable of it, and that this may not
commend itself to them, I add as & sort of supple-
ment, just for your and iny satisfaction. Now, our
friends of the princely Order aré always saying,
“We are internally autonorhous 'snd independent;
nobody shall say & word about "the "relations
of us and our subjects.” Theoretically, in
law, in oonstitutional procedure, this is_sound
dootrine. I accept it. Quite right that the_Prmoea
and their subjeote should adjust all their internal
differences amongst themselves, We outsiders have
no business in the matter. But, Iadies and gentle-
men, this dootrine, which in law is quite sound, and
which I am perfectly willing to respeot so far as
law is concerned, is not, however, in these daya ofa
wide-sproad press, perfeot: it is not constitutional
either. We will make ourselves certain that we
are not on false ground. Now, formerly if you res
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=member, why even now, in certain backward oom-
~munities, it is generally felt that a father has com-
plete oontrol over his children, e may or may not
-eduonte themn just as he pleased, He may put
them to sohool or he may not. He may be teaching
them bad ways and manners. He may have them
‘brought up as ruffians. And yet does the law allow
-this liberty to the father? In the civilized world
to-day the law comes in between a parent and his
-ghiid and says," ‘' The child shall be educated. You

dare not keep him ignorant, for although you haven

‘right within limits to keep him so, it is the
society, it is the cominunity, it is the general public
-that will suffer for the boy's being brought up
ignorant and useless. Thaerefore you shall put him
into school.” Woe do interfere batween a [ather and
his ebild, Strictly speaking there is no interference
between husband and wife (cheers). Who dare dothat ?
And yot while there are some women, I know,
brave and strong and capable of defending themselves
there are others, and these are the dumb millions,
others who cannot defend themselves, Where there
is oppression, where there is cruelty, ‘where there is
beating, provided, of course, it extendsbeyond certain
limits, the law does interfer even in thabt sacred
‘velationship. We do not allow that to go on.

And suppose in the midst of Europe, whera there
are so many mutually independant ocountries, sup-
pose in the midst of Europe, one ocountry develops
revolutionary tendengies and thera is blocdshed, The
other fellows always do not lock round merely ; they
try to bring a eort of pressure upon that country to get
iteclf withinlimits of order. Now these things travel
outside your political boundary, You ocanuot keep
them within, Therefore, ladies and gentlemen, it is
a medieval docirine that any community or any
‘Htate oan protect itself by means of a ring
fenos from outside influence of moral or
spiritual or, I would say, of politieal
charaoter. How oan the people in the States be deaf,
while we are orying out for dominion status ¥ . I ask

that, They are our brethren, they have received the—
same eduoation ss wo. Qur newspapers travel there.
Woe import into their families all articles of trade, of
literature, of science, every item of culture is sommon
to them and us, What folly, I ask, i3 it to demand
that, so far as political and administrative matters are -
ooncerned, there shall be maintained a disparity in
the year 1935 which existed in the year 1835 ?

How is It possible? Therefors, while I am
perfectly content that no regular pressuras of any kind -
should be put upon the Princes, I only appeal to
them most humbly that they out of -their own swoet

. will and accord, recognising the forces all around
. thetn and out of the simple desire to meet the inevi-

table half way, that they would voluntarily make a
declaration, each one in his own place, and for his

- own people, that his future policy would be directed
. towards making them more and mora politically—=

well, what shall 1 say, just say efficient, don's put in
sny other word, Now that it seems to me is necessary.
I there is an old medisval doctrine, it is one of
complets seclusion of 380 different States, each within
its own wall; this is an iden which is nolonger

. likely to prevail in the modern eonditions of India.

THREE REQUESTS,

Well then, I make of ocur friends, of the Princes,
these three requests =—

(i) That they should in those sourteous, thorou-
ghly loysl, diplomatic waye open to them support us
in our advocacy of continual progress towards domi~
nion status ;

(ii) thet they will support us as a corollary
from this, why as a distinct means to it, of this other
position, that the army in India must be completely
Indianiged within a definite perfod of time;and

(iii) that they would, without waiting for any
outside pressure, of their own sweet will and accord,
deciara a polioy of continuous liberaliztion of their.
administrative and political institutions,

“ PRINOES, PRINCES, PRINCES,”

MR. MORGAN JONES'S SPEECH ON FEDERATION.
Mr. Margan Jones, M, P., mads in the Committee of the House of Commons on 26th February the following

-speech on Clause § of the India Eill.

PROPOSE o say one or two words in relation to the
quastion of federation, I havo already ad-
dressed the Committea upon the matter on the

Motlon that the Chairman do report Progress, when
1 studiou-ly avoided spesking upon the partioular
proposal of federation itsslf, I think I made it olear
tothe Committee earlier that we on this side are

quite convinoed that a form of federation is the more |

desirable thing to aohieve if you can achieva it. It
im obvious that it is desirable to gat, in the course of
time and asspeedily as possible, & united India. It
has been sald over and over again in this Committes
that Inc}is 88 yet is not a nation, that it is a congerics
of all kinds of people who speak different languages
and have diffarent religions. So it is desirablo that
this great sub-continent should sooner or later, and
-sooner rather than later, bs abla to speak with a

united voics, The only way to secura that is by
some method of federation,

Wa have kapt steadily befors our minds, there-
fore, the desirability of achieving as far as possible
8 form of federation, I do dot think that I shall be
-controverted if I say that evan tliose Cunservatives
who are so coniistently opposing this idea ars not so
“¥Yery remote after all from the concept of a fedaration,

for they themselves moved last week in the direction
of establishing a Counocil of Greater India, on the
line of the recommendations of the Simon Commia-
sion. If hon. Members will lock at that eoncept,
which was advanced in some detail, they will find
there the termrs of a fedaration. I know that the
federation was not drafted precisely on the terms of
this one, nor on the terms whioh we dasire, but there
is a desire, even ia their Motion, for a federation. So
in point of fact I do not think there is a fundamental
difference between any of us in this Committee
regarding the desirability of a central organisation
whioh ean focns the activity of the States and of the
Provinces in one common centra.

Our diffarence with the Governmant on this
mattorarises from the nature of the Fedaration whioh
is here established, My friends snd I, who acknow-
ledge that we strive to retain the demooratio outlook
not only in ourown oountry but in relation to our
Dominions overseas, feel that it is incumbent upon
us to strive as far as possible o retain the demoeratio
elaments in this ocentral Assembly. No ond«- can
deny that thera sre two qnite incongruous elements
ta thia Fedaration. ‘There is the elemaent of nomina-
tion from tha Statas and the element of election from

' .

+
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British India, and it is extremely hard to reo_onoile
them in practice, I do not see how these two hitherfo
irreconcilable elements, autocracy on the one side
and democrey on the other side, are going to work
co-terminously or co-existently at the cenfre. It
might be worked, and I do not say that it is beyond
possibility, but my great objection is this : If you
fee] that you muet bring in this nominated slement
from the States, very good. I is bringing an incon-
gruous element into the struciure of the centre. But,
in order to do it, do not make the price of federation
s price that it is impossible to pay. I suggest thg.t
the price that is being paid in order to establish this
Faderation is & price which British India ought not
to be called upon to pay.

That is my simple proposition. What is the
pricein fact ? I challenge ocontradiction upon the
point that, once this Federation is established, Bri-
tish India hes & yoke thrust upon it that it cannot
shake off. If you are going to retain federation you
can do it only with the acquiescence of the Princes.
The moment you sacrifice the sequiescance of the
Prinoes the Wederation falls to pieces. Under
Schedule 2 of the Bill the Princes’ acquiescence can
be immediately removed if the Princes are able to
argue that you have so altered constitutional develop-
ment in British India as to prejudice thereby the
Instruments of Accession, To enable the Princes to
hold & pistol of that sort ai the hand of British India
is to give them too great a power. I repeat that if
you can work the Princes in with British India in
any common eundeavour to work for the whole of
India very well and good. I am not enthusiastic nor
optimistio about it. But if you can, please do not do
it at the expense of weighting down, not for a period,
not temporarily, but so far as this Bill is concerned
for all time—weighting down British India to such
a degree that it cannot march forward a single step.
That is a terrible price to pay., It is an impossible
price.

No one can be surprised if wo on this side take
the strongest objection to any proposal to prevent
utterly——that is not an exaggerated word—if the
Princes so desire, any single step forward in con-
stitutional progress, Not only that, hut let us look
at how the thing works in practice, I said earlier
this afternoon that we did not know yet on what
terms the Princes will join the KFederation. There
is no common factor to which all Princes must
agree. One Prince presumably may accept acquies-
cence in respect of 10 subjects and another in respect
of a different number., We on our side take the
strongest possible objection to the idea of federation
unless and until we know precisely on what terms
this Federation is to be get up. I would like fo show
that we are entitled to watch the operation of this
Clause, the setting up of this Federation, with a
oconsiderable amount of suspicion. I cite in support
of my case not a statsment made by a Labour man,
nor indeed by a representative of British India.
Hon. Members will have bad se¢nt to them copies
of a megazire osalled the Twentieth Cenfury. 1
believe it is an Indian publication. In the January
issue there is an article entitled " States and Federa-
tion,”’ by Colonel Sir Kailas Haksar, who in a little
moncgraph on the top is declared to be * the brain
behind the Princes in India,” If this is the braln we
understand the nature of the thoughts. This js what
the articlo says:

% It reemp an implicit ivony of the situation that certain
provisions of the Joint FParliamontary Committee's Rea-
port whioh have bssn most strong'y attaoked by British
Indian pollticiana and almost treated as a betrayal of
trust reposed in the elder 'statesman of ths United
Kingdom, actually provided more effective safeguards of

the rights and intereats of the States than any provisions
for the speocifio incorporation of whioh with the coming
Act thelr imaginative oaution or intuitive pradenocs had ..
led them to ask.”

In other words, we are told by this representative
spokesman that there is more presentsd to the
Princes as the price of their acquiesconce in this -
Foderation than the most cautious or the moat
circumspect amongat them had ever expected to
receive.

Let me carry this argument a little further.
Lot us see how this will work in pratice, ¥You have
your federal centre, and there iz a number of
nominees of the Princes in the lower House, and a
cortain number of nominees of the Princes in the
upper House, & very considerable body of them, a
fairly high proportion of the total membership of either
House., What sort of chance has any progressive
legislation got of being pasged even through such
Houses when there is a solid block of purely nomi-
nated people in both Houses? Lset me not be unfair,
however. There are undoubtedly Princes whosa
States in many respeots are in advanee, to our shame,
of Britsih Indis itself. There are, for instance, States
that have a better system of education than some
parts of British Indis. There are States that have better
health services than some parts of British India. So
I want to make it clear that there are some splendid
exceptions; but exoceptiona they are, and the excep-
tions prove the rule, '

There is this body of nominees of the Prinoces
who, on the whole, shall we say, are quite reaction-
ary in their outlook, What possible chance is there
for any kind of progressive legislation to be carried
through a Parliament of that sort ? None whatever.
8o hon, Members must not be surprised if we look
with the gravest possible suspicion upon these pro-
posals, That cannot possibly give us satisfaction.
We flatter ourselves, rightly or wrongly, that we are
for the time being the custodians of the intereats of
the gteat mass of working-class people in India.
They have no spokesman of their own here. There
is no one here who can directly express idess on
their behalf. If there is anything at all in having
s Labour party, surely the first function of such a
patty is to speak for those who are least able fo
speak for themselves, and we should be failing in
our duty if we did not direct attention to the fact
that the instrument which this Committee is in the
act of construoting is one which will make progress.
almost impossible in British India in the futu_re,
Hon. Members and right hon. Gentlemen opposite
need not be unduly alarmed about the Princes. The
Princea sre amply safeguarded. . .-

The whols burden of the speeches of hon. Gentle-
men opposite has been the Princes, the Princes, the
Prinoes, and how the interests of the Princes are be--
ing affeoted, adversely or otherwise. I do not pro-
pose to carry that argument any further because 1
know that others wish to speak. I do not, however,
want to be misundertood. I repeat thafz the con-
figuration of India justifies our anticipaling, even
if we cannot immediately realise it, & united
Indis. If the States of the Prinoces wore all
contiguous o each other it might be better af:
first to attompt some sort of federated Bn@mh India.
—though thers are several agruments against even
that proposal. For example, you might create there-
by some sott of mutual understanding or federation
of the States, and perhaps that might not be desir-
able either. But the situstion is not like that. _Thaue
States are dotted here and there all over India and.
problems of oustoms and inter-communioation make
it imperative that we should consider some sort t_)f
foderation. I am very sorry to have to say tbat it is.
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-impossible for us to give the Government our accord | But there is no comfort and no encouragement to ba

in this matter.
+would be glad if Y oould find it possible to co-operate

1 eay, honestly and candidly, that I | expected -from ‘the instrument whioch we are naw

forging. Kor that reason, my hoa. Friends and I

.with the Government in something which would will l'%ave to yote _a.gai_nst the Clause,

give comfort and enoouragement to the Indian people.

FEDERATION NEOESSARY ?

BALDERDASH !

SPEECH OF M-r. 'HERBERT WILLIAMS _ B
In speaking on Clause &5 of the India Bill in the Commities of the House of Commons én 26th Feb-uiry, Mr.
Herbert Williams, belonging tothe Churchillian group, exposed the untenability of the Government's position thai
federation i8 indispensable, not only for the in!roduct;'on of responsibility al tha centre, bul also for the :esrdblishmrl;

- of provincial aulonomy.

HE idea of the Princes coming into & responsible
' centre was nover mooted as a serious factor in

the situation until the early summer of 1931,
and every promise that was made to the inhabitants
'of British India was made irrespective of what part
the Princes might play. Now we are told that you
eannot have this advance uuless the Prinoes come
in. How do the Government propose fo redsem the
promises, which they say sare binding morally, if
tha Princes do not come in? There is no plan. It is
an amaging sifuation that the Bill is not s Bill in
fulfilment of those promises, but a Bill based on an
entirely new position, and if, for some perfeotly good
renson of self-interest, for example, which may
guide the Princes they do not come in, we are now to
be told that we have to break every promise we have
made. Tt showsthe complete bankruptoy of states-
‘manship, It shows that they have drifted oun until
"the Government are now in a totally impossibie
‘position in respect of this matter, beeause they have
no plan to deal with the situation which would arise
if the Princes did not come in. What then happens
to all those promises ?... We are construoting a con-
stitution to carry out promises, and we have now
oreated such a situation that if certair. other people,
who were not in contemplation when the promiges
were made, will not play their part, the promises
have got to be broken, That seems to me to bea
situstion =0 amaszing that I wonder how it s going
Yo be adjusted. _

We are told that if, on the other haad, you do
not have feduralion, you oannot have the davelop.
ment of self-governing institutions in the Provinoes,
beosuse someone suddenly discovered, only three
months ago, that the development of self-governing
institutions in the Provinces was impossible without
federation,. Who made that bright discovery, I do
notknow, Ithas not the slightest constitutional
significancs, and it is not a valid argument, though
it appears o have converted several right hon. Mem-
bers, but why, I do not know, Take the comparable
0sses that we have in the British Empire. The
Dominion of Canada was built up out of 8 number

~ of solf-governing ' Provinces, . They existed—solf-
government WAS & sucoess—for many years before,
in the year 1867, in a room adjoining the office where
- I worked, which was the old . Westminster Palaoce,
Hotel, the delegates of the Provinces met and drew
up the constitution of the Dominion of Canada, sub-
sequently inoorporated in the British North Awerioa
Aot; yet self-governing institutions had worked in
Canada,  homogsneous in population, without any
Toderal centre at all, o

Take Australia, I think Viotoria was the earliest

State to get full responsible government, though I
-8In speaking from memory, somawhere abont 1840,

Sir Charles Oman: It was Now Sonth Walas.

. Mr. Williamst I thank my hon. Friend. They g0

“hack neatly 100 years, Salf-gove::ning institutions

existed in the six States of Australia for varving
periods, all of them substantial, until, in the year
1900, we passed the Aot whioh created the Common-~
wealth of Australin. Thers waa no federal ocentre.
The only federal centre was the Sooretary of State
for the Colonies, as he' was then; in Downing

7 Street. '

Caplain Cazalet: Some of the difficulties which
Australia is facing to-day, partioularly with the
rallways, are due to the fact that there was not .a
federation prior to 1901. S )

My, Williams: We are being told that it eannot
work, The fact that in Australis they have differant
gauges did not arise out of the fact that thero waa
no federation, but because, when they started those
railways, they never contemplated thut they would
80 develop that it would ba neosssary to go beyond
thes boundaries of thelr own States. It was because
they failed to visualise the ultimate links that would
develop, just as the Great Western Railway was
built on s gauge wider than the rest of the railways
in this country. '

Now let us take South Africa, The history of
South Africa is rather diffarent, because we had two
morae or less indepsndent republics. ' I say “more or
less” because there was the famous word “‘suze-
rainty"”, which came into the great constitutional
struggle. We had Cape Colony #nd the Colony of
Natal, After the war Cape Colony and Natal oonti-
nued as self-governing bodies, the Transvaal gok ibs
constitution, and the Orange River Colony alss got
soif-governing institutions. Nobody suggested that
they ocould mnot funotion—ihey functioned quite
suooessfully as self-governing institutions—but it
wag. agen that thore were great merits in having a
faderal Government, and uitimately they built up 4
federal Government in Soauth Afrion, almost unitary,
because in the Union of South Afries, the federal
power is relatively much stronger than it is in
Australia aad Canada. But no one has .suggested
that self-government ia the Transvasl was imposs-
ible without a Union of South Africa. Thereforas, thie
analogy hag unnt the slightest validity from the
point of view of past constitutional experience and
experiment, :

Then, at this moment, in East Africa there are
Kenya Colony, a proteoaorate, the Ugands Proteos
torate, Tanganyika Territory and Zanzibar, all in
different stages of conatitutionsl davelopment, all of
them having certain common interests and quite a
good oase, as a matter of faot, for federation, chough
there are very grave difficulties in the way arisiog
out of treaty obligations; but noone suggesta thak
it is necessary to set up a federation in order that in
those Colonies thers may be graduslly .developed a
oonstitutional form of governmeni, a ‘g_raduqll
building-up of some form of self-governing instiu-~
tlonis, reprosentative in the first piace and responsi-
ble latér on, we hope. Who iz the fedaral ceatra

L T
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there? My right hon. Friend the Seoretary of S'talta
for the Colonies.

You can go to West Africa, whers you have a
scheme of colonies—Q3ambia, Sierra Leone, the Gold
Coast, British Togoland, British Cameroons, Nigeria—
six separate units of government without any federal
centre, It will probably take a long time to develop
self-governing institutione, but no one suggests that
these colonies cannot exist without a federal centre.
In the West Indies the problem of distance is a
serious one, for the colonies are a long way from one
another, but from time to time there have been
suggestions of a federation of the West Indisn colo-
nies, becsuse there is a community of economie

_Interests and from the point of view of defenee also,
No one suggests, however, that the very considerable
development in self-governing institutions which
bas taken place in the various colonies in the West
Indian islands eannot continue besause there ia mno
federal centre, Therefore, those who plead, as they
have pleaded, that they are supporting a federal
centre because there cannot be provincial develop-
ment without it are basing themselves on arguments
which seem to me thoroughly unsound. I have never

liked the idea of federal respomsibility until we -

have tried these people out and they have proved up
to the bilt their capability, Until that is decided I

.shall continue to oppose the conception of a federal

sentre.

BRITISH INDIANS PLACED
PERMANENTLY UNDER PRINCES'
CONTROL.
MR. MORGAN JONES'S SPEECH.
My. Morgan Jones made a powerful speech on Mr,

Churchill’'s adjournment motion, in the course of which

he said that if the proposed conslitution were Brought
snlo force, it would only resull tn placing the people in
Brilish India permanently under the aulocratic rule of
the Princes, An exlract of the speech is given below.

T ET me refer to another point. There has been an
elaborate effort on the part of the Government

‘to meet the wishes and the tender sueceptibi-
lities of the Princes. I understand, and have always
understood, that the case of the (overnment is that
in the lest resort the British Parliament would have
the final word in this matter, that we were the personsg
to Jay down the conditions upon whioh the future
Constitutiou of Indin wae to be founded, Do we ai-
ways ask Britich India with this elaborate care what
British India wants ? We are almost grovelling on
our knees this afternoon to find out what the Princes
want. By all means find out what their terms are,
but because they state their terms in ever increasing
intensity and with ever inocrea-ing difficulty for the
Government, that is no reason why we should how the
knee tothe Princes whenever they choose to raise
their terma. I rather suspect that the situation to-day
really prediostes a position where the Princas are ia
fact seizing tbe situation in order to alter the terms,
and to make seveorer bargain terms with the Govern.
ment than we originally suppo:ed to be the case,

Tn any cage I hope that during these discussions
we shall not lose sighe of the fact that there are two

the

| Gentleman (Sir Samuel Hoare )

| India as well.
| more and more impressed with the fact that we-

partners to this Federation, if federation means any«-
thing nat all—on the one side the Princes and on the:
other nide British India—and I assert that s demo-
cratic House of Commons has mno right to consider
merely the claims and the dictates of autooratio
States and Princes, while forgetting altogether
claims and tha righta of the more de-
mocratic part of India. We are mnot prepared
to accept the view that, as a price to be
paid for federation, British Indis should be subject-
od for all time to the demands, the opinions, the
point of view of mutccratioc Princes, Therefore, al-
though we do not approach the problem from the
same point of view as certain hon, and right hon,
Gentlemen opposite; although we do not entertain
the same feelings =8 they do towards the further
deve.iopment of self-government in India; although
we want & much larger measure of self-goverament
than they would be willing to concede; although
they obviously wish to arrest developrment at a cer-
tain point much short of that where ws would wish
to stop—~yet sll the same we ars at one with them in
demanding greater clacity in regard to the present.
gituation.

The Seoratary of State ought not to ask us this
afternoon toallow this development regarding the
Princes to procesd further without knowing exactly
where we are going to be in relation to it. I suppoase
that pegotiations wiil take place, The right hom,
was speaking
to the Princes, who are 6,000 miles away from
us, and was trying to remove misconceptions,
mg he called them, and miegivings which the
Princes entertained. We too have misgivings,
and they are very strong and increasing misgivings,
concerning the implications of this Bill, not
merely for the Princes but for the people of British
Every time I read this Bill I am

seem to be forging an instrument by which the people
of British India are uliimately going to be placed
permanently—because there i no provision in the
Bill for a change—under the control of the Princes
of India. For that reason, and in order that we may
have some further clarity introduced into this situa~-
tion, we support the motion to report Progress. °
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