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PREFACE.

The author of this little book is one of
those who hold that Indians should co-operate
in the work of the Simon Commission only
on a basis of perfect equality. Until this
status of equality is accorded, which may be
done by constituting a committee of the In-
dian Central Legislature into a parallel Com-
mission with equal authority, Indians should °
maintain the boyeott, to the reality of which
Sir John Simon and his eolleagues cannot
shut their eyes.

‘Whatever the final decision of His Majes-
ty’s Government, it will be beneficial to discuss
and clarify some of the important issues, like
those of the fitness of democratic institu-
tions to the East and the place of India in
the Empire, which have been raised. Some
of the chapters were originally written as
newspaper articles.

BouBAY:
April, 18th 1928.
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THE ANNOUNCEMENT.

On November 8,1927, the Prime Minister,
Mr. Stanley Baldwin, announced in the House
of Commons the mames of the seven gentle-
men who would constitute the Royal Commis-
sion on Indian Reforms. ' As anticipated in
India and England, Sir John Simon was the
Chairman. His colleagues were Viscount
Burnham, Lord Strathcona, the Hon’ble
Edward Cadogan, the Rt. Hon’ble Stephen
‘Walsh, Colonel the Iit. Hon’ble George Lane
Fox and Major C. R. Attlee.

Born in 1873, Sir John Simon is now al-
most exactly fifty years of age. As ages go
in India, Sir John is an old man but he is
young in comparison with other prominent
figures in British public life. He was called
to the bar in 1899 and very early. established
the reputation on being one of the cleverest
lawyers in England. He ‘““took silk’’ in 1908.
Two years later he served on the Royal Com-
mission on Justices ‘of the Peace. Later on
he served on an even more important Royal
Commission, namely, that which considered
the reorganisation of the Universities of Ox-
ford and Cambridge. Sir John Simon was
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Qolicitor-General from 1910 to 1913 in the
Liberal Cabinet and Attorney General with a
seat in the Cabinet from 1913 to 1915.

The most notable achievement tothe credit
ofSir John Simon recentlywashisstand against
the General Strike in Englandin 1926. His
able”exposition of the law relating to strikes
convinced the publicof the illegality of the Ge-
neral Strilke. The brilliance of his past career
and the political principles which he holds,
entitles India to look for at least a fair hear-
ing at his hands. Indians would not have felt
the same confidence were the Chairman of the
Commission a Conservative. The Liberal
party in England has a magnificent record to
its credit so far as India is concerned and it
is only fair to entertain the hope that
Sir John will not betray the past traditions
of his party.

- Viscount Burnham, though a member of
the House of Commons for a number of years
and a member of the House of Lords since his
elevation to the Peerage in 1903, is not a very
important figure in British publie life. He is
better known as a newspaper owner than for
any notable political achievement.

Lord Strathcona, the Hon’ble E. G. C.
Cadogan, and Col. the Rt. Hon. George Lane
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Fox belong to some of the most aristocratic
families in England, and have occupied im-
portant political and eivic offices. There is.
nothing much more to be said about them
than that they are average specimens of the
British member of Parliament with less, rather
than more, than the usual information about
India, its peoples and its problems.

The Rt. Hon. Stephen Walsh, Secretary
of State for War in Mr. Ramsay Macdonald’s
Cabinet in 1924, belongs to a different type.
Essentially a self-made man, he rose from
the ranks to be Parliamentary Secretary to the
Ministry of National Services in 1917, to the
Local Government Board from 1917 to 1919,

~and Vice-Chairman of the Labour Party in
the House of Commons in 1921-22. Unlike his
leader in the House, Mr. Ramsay Macdonald,
or his colleague, Colonel Wedgwood, DMr.
Walsh has not been noted in the past for his
interest in India problems. With Mr. Walsh
is associated one of the newer type of Labour
Members of Parliament, Major C. R. Attlee,
who worked with him as Under Secretary for
War in 1924,

Except for Sir John Simon, who has, for a
number of years occupied a place in the front
rank of the British Liberal Party and whose
capacity for statesmanship has been recogni-
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sed by all parties alike, the Commission can
by no means be said to be the best choice
which England eould have made for a task of
the importance of that which confrontsitin
India. The Commissioners were described,
truly enough, as “men in the sccond flight,”
of Dritish politicians. The exclusion of
Indians from the Commission was anticipated
some time before the actual announcement was
made. Sir Tej Bahadur Sapru, who had re-
turned from England shortly before the an-
nouncement regarding the Commission, dec-
lared that he was unot at all surpriséd at the
action of His Majesty's Government. When
the names of the Commissioners was made
public he said in the course of an interview:--

Wlhoever clse among my countrymen may be sur-
prised at the decision of his Majesty’s Government,
I am not, for my vecent visit to Bngland has convin-
ced me of the faet that nothing substantial ean be
expeeted from the present Government or from the
India Office as it is constituted to-day. Opinion in
England has hardened itself against us and only
those Indians can realise it who have recently been
there or have talked to English politicians or have
been in touch with the English press.

—_— -

Frankly, in common with many other Indians
who have recently been to England, I have no con-
fidence in Lord Birkenhead or the India Ofice and I -
think it a misfortune that the Commission should
come to be appointed by the present Government. I
am under no delusion as to the attitude of Labour or
the Liberals, but I venture to think that a Labour
Government would not have defied Indian opinion,
and treated it with the contempt with which Mr. Bald-
win’s Governmentsand Lord Birkenhead have treated



it The exclusion of Indisns from the personnel of
the Commission ean- only be described ac arbitrary,

unjust and unfair to India.

Neither Mr. Baldwin in the House of Com-
mons nor Lord Birkenhead in the House of
Lords dilated at any length on the work of the
‘Commission on the day the announecement was
made: They left full discussion to take place
in the course of the debate that was promised
within a week. In reply to a question the
Prime Minister only remarked that a Commit-
tee of the Indian Legislature might be formed
to assist the Commission in its work and that
this Committee might remain permanently in
life until the work of reviewing the Reforins
was finished. Beyond this neither he nor the
Secretary of State said anything which would
interest those who were most immediately
concerned in the Cominission and its work.

It was left for His Excelleney Lord Irwin
to justify the appointment of the Commission
and describe its procedure and plans of work
in the long statement which he made on Novem-
ber 8. His Excellency began by pointing out
that the Government of India Act of 1919 did
not profess to embodyirrevocabledecisionsand
recognised that its wovk must be reviewed in
the light of fuller knowledge. Considerable
pressure had been exerted to get the Cownmis-
sion appointed before the period of ten years
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fixed by Parliament had expired. His Majes-
ty’s Government did not feel justified in ap-
pointing the Commission so long as the non-

co-operation movement was in existence in .
full strength in India.

So long, said His Excellency, as the unwise
counsels of political ~non-co-operation prevailed, it
-was evident that the eonditivns requisite for the calm
appraisement of a complicated constitutional problem
were lacking and an earlier enquiry would have been
likely only to ecrystallise in opposition the two
points ¢f view between which it ought to be the aim
and the duty of statesmanship to eflect reconcilation.
But there have been signs latterly that while those
whn have been foremost in advancing the claims of
India for [ull self-government have in no way abon-
doned the prineiples they have felt it their duty to
assert, yet there is in many quarters a greater disposi-
tion to deal with the actual fa~ts of the situation and
to appreciate, what I believe to be most indubitably.
true, namely that the differences which exist on
these matters are differences of method or pace and
not differences of principle or disagrecements as to the
goal which we all alike desire to reach.

Another reason which the Viceroy advanc-
ed for the appointment of the Commission at

this juncture was the communal tension pre-
vailing in the country.

It seems not impossible, His Excellency said,.
that the uncertainty of what constitutional changes
may be Imminent may have seemed to sharpen this
antagonism and that each side may have been cons-
ciously or unconsciously aetuated by the desire to
strengthen, as they supposed, their relative position in
anticipation of the Statutory Commission. Wherever
such activities might first begin, the result is to create
a vicious eirele in whieh all communities are likely to
feel themselves con:ztrained to extend their measures
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of self-defence. The fact that these fierce antagon-
isms are incompatible with the whole idea of Indian
nationalism has not been powerful enough to exer-

. cise its influence over great masses of people in all clas-
ses and I suspect that the communal issue is so closely
interwoven with the political that suspense and uncer-
tainty in regard tothe political react rapidly and
unfavourably upon the communal question. Fear is
frequently the parent of bad temper and when men
are afraid as they are today, of jthe effect unknown
political changes may have, they are abnormally ready
to seek relief from, and an outlet, for, their fears in
violent and hasty action.

. Asregards the terms of reference within
which the Commission would work, His Excel-
lency repeated the words of the Government
of India Act. In the words of the Statute, it
(the Commission) will be charged with enquir-
ing into the working of the system of Govern-
ment, the growth of education, and the deve-
lopment of representative institutions in Bri-
tish India and it should report as to whether
and to what extent it is desirable to establish
the principle of responsible governnent,
modify, or restrict the degree of responsible
government then existing in India, including
the question whether the establishment of
Second Chambers of the local legislatures is or
is not desirable.

The Viceroy justified the principle on
which the appointment of the Commission
was made by the plea, worn hollow by repeti-
tion in the press of Great Britain, that it was
of the utmost importance to get a unanimous



8

report from the Commission and that such a
unanimous report would be impossible if
Englishmen and Indians sat together as col-
leagues. The Viceroy did not adduce any
cogent reason for this belief. The feelings of
Indian nationalist members and British offi-
cials (why the latter should find a place on the
Commission was not explained) would, in the
opinion of the Viceroy, inevitably cloud their
judgment. “And even after such a Commis-
sion had written its report, Parliament would
inevitably approach consideration of it with
some element of mental reservation due to
an instinetive feeling that the advice in more
than one case represented views to which the
holders were previously committed. It would
move uncertainly among conelusions the exact
value of which, owing to unfamiliarity with
the minds of its framers, it would feel unable
to appraise”. DBut the Commission would by
no means ignore Indian opinion.

“ Indian Opinion,”” His Excellency said,
“has a clear title to ask that in the elaboration
of a mew instrumeni of government their
solution of the problein or their judgment on
other solutions which may be proposed should
be made an integral factor in the examination
of the question and be given due weight in
the ultimate decision.”” Indians were to join
in the deliberations of the Commission by a
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complicated system of committees appointed
by the central and provincial legislatures, the
former of which could even appear before the
Joint Parliamentary Committee on Indian
affairs which would consider the report of the
Royal Commission.

When the Commission has reported and its
rzport has been examined by the Government of
India, it will be the duty of the latter to present
proposals to Parliament. But it is not the intention
of His Majesty’s Government to adopt these pro-
posals without first giving a fu'l opportunity for
Indian opinion of different schools to contribute its
views upon them. And to this end it is intended to
invite Parliament to refer these proposals for consi-
deration by a Joint Committee of both Houses and
to facilitate the presentation to that Committce of the
views of the Indian Central Legislature by delegations
who will be invited to attend and confer with the
Joint Committee and also of the views of any otuer
bodies whom the Joint Parliamentary Committee may
desire to consult. In the opinjon of His Majesty's
Government the procedure fulfils to a very great
extent the requisites outlined above.

The Viceroy concluded his statement
with an appeal for tolerance, friendship and
mutual understanding between the people of
India and Great Britain which, in spite of
its moving eloquence was, mnaturally, ineffec-
tive in the case of the people of India. The
Viceroy did not minimise the possibility of
difference of opinion. “It is,’” said he,
“through difference of opinion and clash of
judgment that it is given to us ultimately to
approach the knowledge of the truth. It is
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also jnevitable that on issues so momentuous
difference of judgment will be founded on
deep and sincere conviction. But if difficult,
our general line of conduct is surely plain.
‘Where possible it is our duty to bring these
differences to agreement ; where this is at any
given moment not possible without surrender
of something fundomental to our position,
it is our duty to differ as friends, each res-
pecting the standpoint of the other and each
being careful to see that we say or do nothing
that will meedlessly aggravate differences
which we are unable immediately to solve.”’



THE RECEPTION,

The formal announcement of the cons-
titution of the Commission on November
8 was the signal for a widespread chorus of
disapproval, indignation and protestin
India. Dolitical, religious and communal
differences were forgotten in the general
opposition to the decision of his Majesty’s Go-
vernment to exclude Indians from the Commis-
sion. The Indian Press was practically unani-
mous in its opinion that the exclusion of Indian
representatives was the most serious blunder
that could have Leen committed. The argu-
ment that Indian opinion could not be adequa-
tely repvesented except by the appointment
of a dozen or a score of Commissioners Lo
represent the various political and religious
interests in the country was treated with
the contempt it deserved. It would not
have been wrong to infer from the state of
opinion prevailing inunediately before and
after the announcement was made that the
inclusion of two or three Indians of undoubt-
ed capacity, and in whose impartiality all
communities and interests would have confi-
dence, would have secured a warm welcome
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in India for the Commission. It can-
not be pleaded by Lord Birkenhead that there
are no Indian leaders who would not act in
the interests of the mation at large and not
alone in the interests of their particular
communities. The premature death of Lord
Sinha would have prevented him in any
case from working on the Commission though
his was the name that suggested itself to
everyone when the question of the inclu-
sion of Indians on the Commission was
talked of. DBuf his inclusion would at
least have demonstrated the willingness
of the Secretary of State and the British
Parliament to meet Indian opinion half
way.

Another name that suggested itself in
regard to the Commission was that of the
Aga Khan. His Highness would surely
not have refused if he had been approached
by His Majesty’s Government. Though not
a Ruling Prince himself, His Highness the
Aga Khan’s interests are closely bound up
with those of the Princely order in India.
His appointment on the Commission would
have enabled the Royal Commission to envi-
sage more correctly than they will now
be able to do, the difficulties that must be
faced in reconciling the autocratic govern-
ment of the States with the representative de-
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moceracy of British India. The terms of the
Government of India Act of 1919 do not lay
down arbitrarily that a purely Parliamentary
Commission must examine the working of the
reformed constitution. There was no bar to
the appointment of an outsider had the
Cabinet been inclined to make one.

. Impartiality 1is, no doubt, a desirable
quality in a Cominission entrusted with judg-
ment on momentuous issues. But ignorance is
not. It was pitiable to read the confession of
one of the members of the Commission after
he had visiteda number of places in India that
he was not able to make out what exactly was
the condition of the country. Ie' formed one
impression at one place and another at another
place. It is a matter for speculation whether
the members of the Royal Commission will
have mastered the rudiments of their edu-
cation in matters Indian by the time they are
expected to make their report.

The danger is serious that they will form
their conclusions from hazy ideas of the neces-
sities of this country gathered from such
prejudiced witnesses as Sir Michael O’Dywyer
and Sir Reginald Craddoek or from vague
notions that the Last is East and the West is
West and that never the twain would meet
and that, therefore, a constitution based Wes-
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tern democratic principles would not fit Eas~
tern conditions.

~ Prominent members of the Indian Liberal
party were as forward, if not more so, than
extreme Swarajists in condemning the con~
stitution of the Commission. Sir Tej Bahadur
Sapru was almost the first to express his
disaproval. In a short statement to the Press
on the morrow of the Commission’s appoint-
ment, he declared that so far as he was per-
sonally concerned, he would have nothing to
do with it.

Sir Tej Bahadur explained himself at
greater length in a statement a few days
after the Viceroy’s announcement. He was
very bitter at the lack of trust in Indians
that was shown by the Secretary of State and
the Viceroy, in keeping everything relating
to the Commission entirely secret from Indian
non-official leaders while officials in India and
politicians in England were taken into con-
fidence. Indians were only teo willing to
place the benefit of their experience and
advice at the disposal of the Secretary of
State. But he gave them the cold shoulder.
“Lord Birkenhead,” said Sir Tej Bahadar,
“had now stated that he had taken several
leaders and several politicians in England
into his confidence in discussing this matter,
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but how many leaders of Indian thought who
happened to be in England at the time had
the good fortune of seeing his Lordship?’’ In
this bitterness we see the germs of the boycott
movement. Lord Birkenhead has no one to
blame but himself and his secretive and
distrustful methods for the alienation of
Indian sympathies which led to the mon-co-
operation of Indian leaders with the Com-
mission.

Indian opinion, of course, cannot be said
to have been absolutely unanimous in regard
to the Commission. A section of the Maho-
medan community led by Sir Mahowmned Shafi
of Lahore expressed itself in favour of
co-operation. But the leaders who had really
led the Muslims for the past many years,
whose voice had long been accepted as the
voice of the community, men like Sir Abdur
Rahim of Caleutta and Mr. Mahomed Ali
Jinnah of Bombay, declared in favour of
boycott. There were also some representatives
of the Non-Brahmins and the Depressed
Classes who were in favour of co-operation.
Their object, however, was plain. They
thought that the non-cooperation of the
more advanced communities was a golden
opportunity for them to secure advantages
which had long been denied. The European
community in India was also, naturally enough,
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in favour of co-operation. But even among
them there were those who held that a mixed
Commission would have been preferable to a
purely European body.

Mr. Arthur Moore, one of the most thou-
ghtful among the Europeans in India, was of
opinion that a mixed Commission would have
been better. “I should have prefered a mixed
Commission,'” he said, “and my impression is,
that a majority of unofficial English would
also have done the same. Modern businessmen
dislike whatever accentuates racialism. but I

am chiefly concerned whith the possibilities of
the Joint Committee.”’

The following are brief extracts from the
statements made by some of the most prominent
Indian leaders on their attitude to the
Commission.

Sir Chimanlal Setalvad.

The reason and object of accellerating the appoint-
ment of the Commission is to respect the persmwtent
Indian demand in that behalf and thereby to secure
the goodwill and trust of India. If in so doing they
create a situation whereby, instead of seeuring good-
will they bring about a widespread dissatisfaction
and suspicion as lo the bona fides of the DBritish Go-
vernment, they not only throw away all the good
effects likely to be created by accelleration but create
positive distrust and antagonism. This action of the
British Government will surely bring strength
and give a new lease of life to the extreme ele-
ment in Indian politics. It would have been better
not to have accellerated the Commission if it was to

[ ] ’



be done in this way........ The value of the pro-
posal to associate a committee of the Indian Legisia-
ture with the work of the Commission andlater on
with the work of the Joint Parliamentary Committee
is attempted to be very much exaggerated. Any one
with experience of suech Commissions fully realises
what enormous difference it makes in the collection
of proper materials and gathering and sifting of evi-
dence if oneis a member of the Commission instead
of being merely being allowed to represent and put
our case before the Commission........ The idea
running throughout the entire scheme is that Indians
are to be given no authoritative voice in the conduet
of the enquiry and the decisions to be taken by way of
recommendations, however much they may be con-
ceded opportunities to represent and submit the
Indian view.

In moving a boycot resolution at a mrcat publie
meeting of the citizens of Bombay at Cowasji Jehan-
gir Hall on November 19. Sir Chimanlal put his
views in even more foreible language.

The exclusion of Indians from the Commission,
he said, raises an issue involving a fundamental
principle. We cannot possibly agrce to the principle
underlyirg the action of the British Government that
Indians are not to Lave equnl participation in the
task of Jdetermining the future conmstitution of the
country. The implication of the action of Govern-
ment is that there are no Indians available of safii-
cient integrity, ability and impartiality to sit on
the Commission. We repel this sugfestion as un-
worthy and untrue...... We are clear about this,
that no coneeivable reasons can justify the wholesale
exclusion of the Indian element from the Commision.

Sir Dinshaw Petit.

Sir Dinshaw Petit, Bart. one of the most respee-
ted of Bombay’s publie men, whose words earry all
the more weight because they come from one who
secits no personal end and one who hus retired from
the rough and tumble of politics, presiding over a
public demonstration expressed the same opinion.
lle said:i—
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We consider it to be derogatory to our sense of
self-respeet that we should not have any people of
our own country on the Commission that is'going to
decide our own and our country’s destiny. But the
principle involved is not merely a question of seif-
respect. We go further and say that we cannot have
any confidence in the findings of such a Commission,
for if we could have capable Indians on the same they
would not only examine witnesses and statements
from India’s point of view, but by persuasion and
argument they would be able to influcnce the conelu-
sions whieh the Commission would arrive at. There-
fore it would bhe futile on our part to associate our-
selves with the work of the Commission so long as its
constitution is not changed to the satisfaction of the
Indian publie. The fceling which I have depicted is
not that of any particular politieal party of India or
of any one section of the politiexily minded people of
the country but is general throughout all elasses and
amongst all sections, and Government could not have
any doubts whatsoever about this if they would just
see for themselves the representative nature of this
gathering, and of the signatories to the manifestoes
that have been issued by leading people in all parts
of the country.

Mr. M. A. Jinnah.

Mr. Jinnah, who also spoke at the meecting, ex-
pressed himself very strongly. He said:—

The decision is that this Commission should be
composed exclusively of Englishmen. It is not a
matter of sentiment. It is a matter of broad princi-
ple and therefore we cannot under any eircumstances
aceept the exclusion of Indians from the Commission.
It has been said that we are carried away by senti-
ment. DMay I ask this question, why are the Indians
excluded ? 1If that is merely a question of sentiment
and there is no practical difficulty about it or no
serious objection to it, why don’t you include
Indians ?

In a statement which he made immediately after
the announcement, by the Vieeroy. My. Jinnah said :—
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The suggestion to associate a eommittee of the
central and provincial legislatures with the Commis-
sion and later with the Joint Committee may be a
clever device. But constitutionally Indians are
powerless and their position will not enable them to
have any voice in the final decision and practically
their efforts at that stage, having regard to their posi-
tion, are not likely to bear any fruit.

Sir Pheroze Sethna.

The main reason advanced for having no others
than Englishmen on the Commission is that they
would be zbsolutely unbiassed. There is, of course,
an Indian in the House of Lords and another
in the House of Commons. But in the esti-
mation ©f Lord Birkenhead even Lord Sinha is
unfit to serve on the Commission because of his na-
tionality. Are the seven Englishmen appointed
absolutely unprejudiced men ¥ Could we for one
moment regard Lord Burnham as an unprejudiced
member of the Commission when day in day out the
newspaper which he controls neither spares India nor
sees any good in the best of Indians § Indians are
expected to appear before the Commission as witnes-
ses, 'Where is the necessity of going through such a
farce when there will be no Indians on the Commis-
sion itself to point out to their colleagues what is
right or wrong and what will or will not satisfy India
in the decisions that the Commission will arrive at ?
I think that the best witness before the Commission
will be Miss Mayo and if she is not there in person
we know that every member of the Commission, be-
cause he i3 & member of the one House of Parliament
or the other, has been provided with a free copy
her book,

Sir Devaprasad Sarvadhikari.

The findings of some of its own member. can
count in advance uwpon a favourable reception at the
hands of Parliament which will recognise them to
speak from a common platform of thought and to be
applying standards of judgment which Parliament will
teef instinctively to be its own. For myself I cannot
doubt that the quickest and surest path of those who
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desire Indian progress is by the persuasion of IParlia-
ment and that they ean do this more effectively
throuzh both houses of Parliament than in any other
way. The Indian nationalist has gained much if he
ean convinee members of Parliament upon the spot
and I would therefore go further and say that if those
who speak for India have confidence in the ease which
they advance on her bchalf they ought to welcome
such an opportunity being afforded to as many men-
bers of the British Legislature as may be, thus to

come into contact with the realities of Indian life
and polities.

Sir Abdur Rahim.

One of the most interesting of the innumerable
stalements made regarding the constilution of the
Commission was that of Sir Abdur Rahim of Cal-
cutta. As a member of the Public Services Commis-
sion Sir Abdur had put up a strenuous fight for
Indian interests. But when after a long spell ot
official life as a Judge of the Madras High Court and
a Member of the Kxecutive Council of the Governor
of Bengal, he again returned to public life, he did so
as a rank, and it was thought, an incurable, eommu-
nalist who was absclutely unable to take a national
view. It was gencrally expected that like Sir Mako-
med Shafi, Sir Abdur Rahim would welcome the
purely Parliamentary mature of the Commission as
an opportunity for the Muslim community. But Sir
Abdur showed when the occassion demanded it, that

his patriotism could rise ahbove narrow communal
sympathies. He said:—

_ The Statutory Commission announcement in the
Vieeroy's statement implies an abrupt, wholly unex-
pected and most momentous departure from the atti-
tude which the British Governments of various poli-
tical parties have been repeatedly defining towards
India and Indians. It amounts to this: India’s sons
are not to have any responsible part in co-operation
with men ol the British race in recommending a sui-
table constitution for their country, Th:s indeed, is
a violation, to start with, of the policy of the very (Go-

vernment of India Aect o 1919 uuder which the Com-
mission has been appointed,
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The proposed conference with a Select Committee
of the Central Legislature after the Commission has
prepared its report does not minimize the significance
of the fact that the recommendations will be
those of the Commission, and of none elsc. For
a long time past there has been no important Com-
mission dealing with the affairs of India without
Indian representation. The Islington Public Ser-
vices Commission, to which allusion has been made in
some newspapers (Sir Abdur Rahiin was a member
of this Commission) consisted of eleven members of
whom three were Indians and one an Anglo-Indian,
exelusive of those who were co-opted assessors in the
different provinces. such co-opted assessors or mem-
bers, whatever you may call them, contributed har-
dly anvthing to the deliberations or recommendation
of the Commission itself- No doubt on some of the
constitutional and political issues that will have to be
considered by the Statutory Commission, acute diffe-
rences of opinion do exist among Indian politiclans
but the proper course was to include in the Commis-
sion the leaders of different schools of political tho-
ught in India, say, five men. and to saddle them with
the responsibility of agreeing upon an adequate and
working scheme of responsible government in eolla-
boration with the English statesmen. If they failed to
do so and frittered away their opportunity in mutual
bickerings, the British Parliament could well have
held that India was not yet fit for any considerable
udvanece in self-government.

A serious blunder has been committed and it is
surprising that the three Indian members of the Vice-
roy’s Council should have been unable to save Lord
Irwin {rom the unenviable position in which he has
been placed. This is all the more remarkable as he
is a gentleman anxious to conciliate Indian publie
opinion.

Mr. K. C. Roy.

Mr. K. C. Roy, a non-party Member of the
Assembly, said :— .

The announeement has caused me no surprise, as
the appointment of the Statgtory Commission Is in
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keeping with the traditions of the Baldwin Ministry.
The decision is against the very principle underly-
ing the Government of India Act of 1919, which lays
down a poliey of increasing association of Indians
with the high functions of government.

What worries me most is the menacing chavacter
of the announcement, reopening the whole question of
the suitability or otherwise of Western institutions " to
India, as well as a postmortem examination of the
principles as well as details of the Reforms Scheme
of 1919. There may be even a serious attempt tuv go
back upon what was given to India by the AMontford
Reforms, It is therefore the duty of Indian leaders
of all shades of political thought carefully to eonsider
the whole scheme, and if they come to the decision of
boycotting the Commission which would be unfortu-
nate, to formulate an alternative scheme of their own
for the attainment of Swaraj. The desiructive policy
pursued by the Congress leaders in the past will not
help toattain what we may call Constitutional Swaraj.

Mr. N. C. Kelker.

The Government insist upon the fulfilling, or rather
exacting the fulfilment, of the conditions of progress
noted in the preamble of the Reforms Aet of 1919,
It is for Government, therefore, to come forward
wilh constructive proposals of their own if they have
got any and then it will be for the Indian leaders to
consider them and to offer views and ecriticism. But
on the other hand if the Committee is coming out to
put Indian leaders on their defence and to seck to
put them in the wrong by cross-examination then
there is only one course open to them, namely, seve-
rely to boycott the Commission.

Sir Sivswamy lyer.

The argument that a Commission composed of
members of Parliament alone, with a majority of
Tories, would be an unbiassed body free from precon-
ceived notions and that it would be the only body
whose report Parliament would be prepared to aceent
without mental reservation and that the conclusions
of a mixed commission with an Indian eclement even
after pussing throngh the filter of the Joint Select
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Committee of Parliament could not be appraised by
Parliament owing to its unfamiliarity with Indian
psychology are complimentary neither to Indians
nor to Parliament. The exclusion of Indians from the
Commission is a studied insult to the 1ndian publie
and very ill advised.

Mr. M. R. Jayakar.

The Parliamentary Commission as constituted ean
be said to have the merit of having no bad Indians on
it which ir itself is no small merey. Government
would be well advised even now to retrace their steps
and to meet Indian opinion evenly, as in politics
what *clls 13 not abstruse logie but the elements of
guodwill and understanding.

Mburs. Sarojini Naidu

Britain should not undervalue the far-reaching
significance of the unequivocal and unanimous refusal
on the part of responsible representatives of the most
diverse schools of Indian political thought and tems
perament to countenance the proposed court of in-
quisition with its arbitary constitution and its
mediocre personnel.

Sir M, Visveswarayya

The Commission will not be satisfactory unless
half the number of members are Indians. There
is no reference to Dominion status or the Federal
system of government or India’s existing handi-
caps and needs.

Dr. Annie Besant )
The impudent attempt ol a diseredited Government.
Sir P. Thakurdas and Sir M. Ramji

The aunouncement by his Excel'ency the Vieeroy
is not one on which any Indian can congratulate tlge
British Cabinet or the Government of India for ther
concurrence with the former........The ommission
(of lindians) is one which cannot but be regarded
as a humiliation to India and Indians. As _In_dl-
ans have been excluded from seats on the Commission
there is hardly any doubt that no assistance would be
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required from them in any other dirept_ion and we
feel, (speaking in our personal capacities), that it
would be difieult to find self-respecting Indians
willing to assist a Commission thus constituted,

Lala Lajpat Rai

It i1s a mere eve wash and the worst possible
scheme which could be formulated from the Indian
point of view. To all intents and purposes it is an
exparte trial and in camera. The Commission will
merely report what the Anglo-Indian statesmen have
already decided or will dietate. The personnel
of the Commission inspires no confidence,

Sir Mahomed Shafi

ilis Majesty’s Government have, in my judgment,
committed a grievous mistake in excloding Indian
represeniatives from the Royal Commission. The de-
cision thus taken by tirem is unprecedented not only

in the past history of British India but also of the
British Empire.

Mr. 5. Srinivasa Iyengar

The Commission as eonstiluted, was the most com-
prehensive and conspicvous insult to the Indian peo-
ple and to all political parties, leaders and workers.
No guarantee ol full Swaraj or Dominion status was
given and therefore the Congress had 1o decide in

favour of complete boyeott of the Commission in all
parts and aspect:.

Mr. Yakub Hassen

It would be uscless and futile to boycott the Com-
misston for the simple reason that the boyecott was

not likely to be an eftective boyeott and would only
betray our impotency.

Mr. B. C. Pal

A calculated attempt to deceive Indian politicans.
We need another baptism in the fire.
Mr. K. C. Neogy

I do not think that any true nationalist can fall in
with the scheme put forward by His Kxcellency.
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Sir H. 5. Gour

It is a great disappointment to find that the
Commission is eonstituted without any representative
of India on it. If it was intended that the Commis-
sion should be purely Parliamentary there was
nothing to prevent the appointment of Lord Sinha
as one of its members. The Commission will
at any rate do one good. - It will remind the people
ofl India of the value of concerted action.

Sir Ali Imam

The exclusion of Indians from the membership
of the Commission is an emphatie assertion of British
Tmperialism and a negation of India’s partnership in
the Empire. The only reply that Indians ean give is
a united and unwearying boyeott to be carried on till
the insult is wiped off.



DEBATE IN PARLIAMENT

No serious opposition was encountered in
Parliament to theappointment of the Statutory
Commission. All parties were practically
unanimous in the opinion that what Mr.
Baldwin and Lord Birkenhead had done was
the best under the circumstances. The few
opposition voices like those of Colonel Wedg-
wood and Mr. Sakiatwala were lost amidst the
general chorus of approval. And, indeed, the
Secretary of State for India and the I’remier
had lost no opportunity of explaining their
policy before the British public. Every one of
their public addresses in the weeks preceding
the announcement of the appointnent of the
Commission contained some reference to India.
This country became for some time a more
important issue in British polities than it had
been for a long time past.

As if to help Lord Birkenhead in his
propaganda came the timely publication of
Mother India. The book with its morbid appeal
to the worse side of human mature had an
enormous sale in England, probably greater
than any other book relating to India in recent
times. Though thinking people in England
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might have seen through the falsehoods
with which it bristles, it is certain that it
prejudiced large sections of the public against
‘India. The rumour, published in the Indian
press and widely believed, that Mother India
was published with official eountenance has
been authoritatively denied. But it is an
admitted fact that copies of the book were
freely distributed to members of the two
houses of Parliament and probably also to
others interested in Indian questions,

One of the most important speeches on
Indian policy made by Mr. Baldwin outside
Parliament was at the annual Lord Mayor’s
Banquet. The Prime Minister pointed out to
his audience, which, as he himself said, inclu-
ded not only his immediate hearers but also
the wider public served by the Indian and the
British press, that the issue before the Statu-
tory Commission was of vital importance mot
only to India but also to the British Empire.
Justifying the non=inclusion of Indians in the
Commission he said:—

“In ineluding in the Commission not merely no
Indians but no Englishmen who have been associated
bitherto with the Government or commerce of India,
our sole desire, paradoxical as it may seem, was to
give the real, responsible and instructed opinion
among Indians the best chance of playing an effective
and constructive part in devising a solution.”’
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“Cannot we have done’’ Mr. Baldwin asked,”” with
mutual suspieions and jealousies, with strife of caste
with caste, of religion with religion, of nation with
nation, of East with West? Cannot we have done with
the spinning of phrases which cannot sauare with the
hard facts of life because they ignore them? If we
cannot, the future is dark indeed. If we can approach
with the common determination to build for posterity
upon the best and sarest foundations, then whatever
the future may lave in store as the fruit of its
labours, the Statutory Commission will go down in
history as the instrument and symbol of a new era.”’

The Prime Minister’s words wereeloquent
enough, but his actions, and those of his
colleagues, by no means encourage the hope

among the people of this country that they
mean anything serious.

The attitude of the British Labour party
onthe Statutory Commission is very intereting.
Colonel Wedgwood, one of the few members
of I’arliament who take sincere interest in the
problems of India, was from the very first
against Labour members taking any part in
the Statutory Commission. He shared the
opinion of leaders in this country that the
exclusion of Indians was an unpardonable in-
sult and that Indians were perfectly justified
in refusing to have anything to do with the
Commission and its]investigations. Mr. George
Lansbury and some others who constitute the
left wing of the British LobourParty, however,
did not go so far as Colonel Wedgwood in
their condemnation of the decision of the
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Cabinet. They knew and admitted that the
exclusion of Indians from the Commission
was a very serious mistake. But in their
opinion it would be as bad a mistake if Indians
non-co-operated with the Commission.

Commander Xenworthy, another Labo-
urite who takes much interest in Indian
questions, took up almost the same attitude as
Mr. Lansbury. In an interview with a Press
representative immediately after the Commis-
sion was announced he said that it ought to.
have upon it not only representative Indians
but also representatives of the Native States
who were equally interested in the future and
prosperity of India. He considered that the
Labour nominations to the Commission were
the best that could be made. He regretted the
attitude of boycott that Indians were said to
be taking up in regard to the Commission. He
was of opinion .that such a move would be
playing into the hands of the reactionaries
and Imperialists in England and India. He
strongly appealed to leaders of Indian thought
to weigh this aspect of the question before
they took any decision as it would have far
reaching repercussions.

Sir John Simon, as President of the
Commission, could not, of course, be expected
to express any opinion on the working or the
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prospects of the Commission. But he wrote a
letter to his constituents in Spen Valley
which would certainly have had an important

influence in forming public opinion in
England.

“The Commission,”” declared Sir John,
“does not go to India with any idea of impos-
ing Western ideals or constitutional forms
from without. We go to listen, learn and
faithfully report our eonclusions with regard

to the actual conditions and varying propo-
sals made from within.”

The opinion of the British Press, both week-
ly and daily, was favourable to the Cominis-
sion. Some of the more progressive papers
showed a tendency to criticise the mnon-inelu-
sion of Indians. But all scetions were un-
animous in eriticising the movement for boy-

cott in India. Opinion in England as reflee-
ted in the debate on the Commission in the
two Houses of Parliament, was almost unani-
mous in favour of the Commission. Some of
the Nationalist leaders in India expected
much from the Labour party. But when it
came to an actual test, it was found that
Labour’s knowledge of, and desire to help,
India was confined, in the vast majority of
cases, to a few bhroad generalisations. In
1924 Labour took up office as the friends of
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India and it was left to them in their brief
tenure of power to inflict on India the most
grievous injustice it has been the fate of this
country to suffer in the past many years in
the shape of the Bengal Ordinance. The
Parliament debate showed the Parties in their
true colours, Labour ignorant, but with a
vague desire to help India, the Conservatives
with a full knowledge of indian problems,
but active in their object of suppressing this
country’s aspirations.

The Secretary of State being in the
House of Lords, it was mnatural that the
chief debate should take place in that House.
The formal motion which Lord Birkenhead
put before the House of Lords was that “This
House concurs in the submission to His Majes-
ty of the mames of the following persoms,
namely, Sir John Simon,Viscount Burnham,
Lord Strathcona and Mount Royal, Mr, Cado-
gan, Mr. Walsh, Major Attlee and Colonel
Lane Fox to act as a Commission for the pur-
pose of Section 84 A of the Government of
India Act of 1919.”’

Lord Birkenhead, as was expected, devo-
ted the major part of his speech to justifying
the appointment of a purely Parliamentary
Commission. “The dquestion,” He ’said,
“is, should this Commission be a Parliamen-
tary Commission consisting of members of
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Commons and the House of Lords, or
should it be a Commission on which Indian
members would have found a place? I have
given for four years, ever since I undertook
the responsibilities of this office, my deep and
constant attention to this topie, I have satis-
fied myself, and I am not without hope that
I shall satisfy your Lordships and the publie,
that the decision which I recommend is not
only right but is the only decision which is
reconeilable with the very purposes which all
of us have in view.”” The Secretary of States’s
first argument was that Parliament and IPar-
liament alone was responsible for the Govern-
ment and welfare of India, and that it would
not be true to itself and to the trusteeship of
Britain in India if it failed to appoint a
Commission of any but its own m