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Chapter Twenty-Three
SWARAJIST REVOLT

HE divided counsels of the Civil Disobedience Inquiry

Committes sent the Congress workers into fwo camps at

once. The orthodox followers of Gandhiji could hardly
reconcile themselves to the policy of total obstruction from with-
in the Councils. Har Dayal Nag, for instance, said: "'Ours is a
purity movement and as such it is above diplomacy. To enter
the Council with the object of making it a failure is not only
diplomacy, but it is also diplomatic duplicity, which every non-
¢o-operator should disdain.”” On the other hand, the Mahratia
said: "‘Although there is a tie in respect of Council-eniry among
the members, the names of Pandit Motilalji and Hakim Saheb
on-the side of Mr. V. J. Patel constitute a considerably big
asset, People will be surprised to see Motilalji and Halim
Saheb standing in favour of Councils, but that is the only con-
clusion to which every right thinking, unbiased and sensible man
must come after serious deliberation.”” In between, came several
other important men and organs of public opinion. Abbas Tyabji
said: “At the end of two years of Nonco-operation we are
practically told by four (obviously he included Das among
them) of our great leaders that we have failed to understand
what real Non-co-operation means. 1 suppose some of us-are too
old, and some too young, to understand —mot what Non-co-
operation stands for, but the reasoning of the brilliant lawyers
who have set themselves to prove to an astonished world that
you can have both light and darkness in a room at an identical
moment. ... All that our great leader, Deshabandhu Das, says in
justification of Hakim Saheb, Pandit Motilal and our very astute
friend, Vithalbhai Patel's taking the bit between their teeth and
galloping through the fence of Non-co-operation is, in the opinion
of the majority in Gujarat, mere camouflage.” But he adds:
“The Congress is big enough to hold within its fold even such
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men as are hypnotized by the suggestion of the great possibili-
ties of what Deshabandhn calls ‘Non-co-operation from within
the Councils.’ Let such men gang their own way.” Rajendra
Prasad said: ‘It is clear that there is a- difference of opinion,
not only among the members of the Committee, but in the whole
country. An unanimity is difficalt, if not impossible’’; and adds:
“"No one should show intolerance. It is not a matter of personal
pique or difference. On both sides are great well-wishers and
self-sacrificing servants of the country. ... It appears that Hakim
Saheb and Panditji were in the beginning opposed to Council-
entry, but later on, after mature consideration, they have changed
their views. For this very reason their opinion deserves to be
eonsidered with greater respect.” K. Natrajan wrote as follows
in the Bombay Chronicle: '‘As between the two sections of opi-
nion in the Report of the Civil Disobedience Enquiry Committee
on the question of entry into the Legislative Councils, I un-
hesitatingly agree with Mr, Kasturi Ranga Iyengar, Dr. Ansari
and Mr. Rajagopalachariyar, in holding that it is both wrong
and impracticable to enter the Councils with no object but. to
obstruct and destroy. What is even more deplorable, to my
mind, is that by lending the weight of their names to this sugges-
tion, which lacks in political decency, Messrs. Das and Motilal,
and the Hakim Saheb, most of all, have gone far to destroy the
moral prestige which Mahatma Gandhi had secured for his move-
ment and which was its most valuable asset in the eyes of
thinking men all over the world. This sudden descent from
political idealism to crass Parnellism (Natrajan probably had a
talk with Vithalbhai), is a ternible shock to the movement."
Jayakar agreed with the pro-changers in their recommenda-
tion*that the boycott against the Councils should be removed,
but he did not accept their recommendation that the Nationalists
should enter the Councils for the sole and avowed purpose of
wrecking the Reforms. In an interview, which he gave to a
representative of the Bombay Chromicle, Jinnah said: "‘In order
to umderstand the Report, you have to go into the genesis of
the Non-co-operation movement. The people of India had suffi-
clent provocation, and they were undoubtedly driven to despe-
mation by the policy of the Government with regard to what is
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known as the Punjab-Khilafat-and-Swarajya question but
the programme of Non-co-operation adopted at the Calentta
Special Congress and confirmed at Nagpur was considered by
many as unwise, unsound and not practical. The authors of
the movement undoubtedly aimed at paralysing the administra-
tion of the Government. The movement in essence was planned
for direct political action by the masses.... The principle of Non-
co-operation is very much like the Sinn Fein movement in Ire-
land.'" Jinnah was opposed to the laying down of any hard and
fast programme for those who could enter the Councils. He
would have left it ‘to the wisdom and good sense of the men
who will be duly returned as representatives of the people to
adopt such course as they may think, under the circumstances,
necessary and proper.’ He was sure that the work of the legis-
lation could be made impossible if the wishes of the Councils
were totally distegarded. Prakasam thought that entry into the
Councils at that juncture was ‘pational suicide.” The Bombay
Chronicle believed that to enter the Councils weuld 'not be a
change of tactics, but a violation of principle.' The Bengalee
opined that the hope of non-co-operators coming in a large
majority inta the Councls was unfounded, and that it was
impossible to wreck the reforms in any circumstances. The
Leader held that the Report lacked frankness and eourage, and
abounded in self-deception and self-glorification and an utterly
one-sided presentation of facts. The Independent whole-heartedly
approved of the pro-change policy, as the second best — the
frst best — that of mass Civil Disobedience — being out of the
question. The Tribune held that a policy of wholesale obstruction
could be followed, if and when necessary, ‘only when the vast
majority of the conslitluencies are definitely with you, and when
the process of obstruction is likely to extend over a comparatively
short period’, and doubted whether that policy could succeed in
the circumstances that actually obtained,

The situation boiled down to this that there were actually
four camps — and not two only — among the Congressmen of
the day: (1] No-changers who were against total obstruction
from within the Councils, because such an obstruction would,

they thought, destroy the purity of Noo-co-operation as they
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coticeived it to be; (2) No-changers who thought that all talk

'al_inuttufa.lnbstmmjnnﬁmwﬁnﬂmﬂnnndismnmeﬁ

campnflage, audthatthepnﬁcyn[ﬂcmdkentrywasamﬂldhnh-
down: (3) Pro-changers who would enter the Councils to make
the best possible use of them — particularly for constructive
work; and (4) Pro-changers, like Vithalbhai, Das, Motilalji and
Hakim Saheb, who would support Council-eéntry, because, in the

"absence of the possibility of mass Civil Disobedience, total obs-
" fruction from within the Councils was the only feasible method

of Non-co-operation available to Congressmen at the time.
Parliamentary obstruction, such as Vithalbhai was keen on
trying in the Indian Councils, it may be frankly admitted, was
not indigenous to India, It was an exotic imported from Ire-
land. But this was not the only idea that flowed to India from
lieland, The term ‘Home Rule’ made so popular by Mrs.
Besant and Lokmanya Tilak, was actually invented by a Trinity
professor, and the first 'Home Rule Association’ of Ireland had
met in the spring of 1876 in Dublin to protest against legislative
union with Great Britain, Like the ideal of the Home Rule
Leaguers of India which appealed to different strata of the Indian
people for different reasons, the Irish ‘Home Ruole' had satisfied
the aspirations of the Whig gentry and Taory patriots, while at the
same time it held out hopes to the Fenians of a future lmsh
Republic, The word ‘boycoft’ also comes from Ireland, anid was
originally the name of a certain Captain Boycott, an agent of
one Lord Erne of Ireland. Captain Boycott was a hard task-
master, who often refusing to grant any reductions of rent,
threatened his tepants with eviction. It was in 1880 that Parnell,
speaking at one of the Land League meetings, had said: ““When
a man takes a farm from which another has been evicted, yon
must show him on the roadside when you meet him, you must
ghow him in the the streets of the town, you must show him in
the fair and the market-place and even in the hounse of worship,
by leaving him severely alone. By putting him into a moral
Coventry, by isolating him from his kind as if he were a leper
of old, you must show him your-detestation of the crime he has
committed, and you may depend upon it that there will be no
man so full of avarice, so lost to shame, as to dare the public
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SWARAJIST REVOLT

opinion of all right-thinking men and fo transgress your unwrit-
ten code of laws." Captain Boycott was the first victim of this
moral Coventry. His servants and farm labourers were terrorised
into leaving his service, the tradesmen were forbidden to sell him
ghuch.mdthu?myposhmuw:muﬁnncﬂummdeﬁvﬁrhiu
letters. Of course this word has travelled far beyond its original
meaning, but all this additional meaning also was originally given
to this word in Ireland. It is interesting to note that even the
word ‘Swaraj’, which in its purer and correct form — ‘Swarajya'—
is found frequently encugh in the Maratha Bakhars, and s un-
doubtedly an indigenous word, has an undeniable family likeness
to the words ‘Sinn Fein’ which mean ‘ourselves alone’. Tt i8
interesting to note that Sinn Fein emerged info the arena of Irish
Party politics in 1906, and it was the 1906 Congress, with Dada-
bhoy Nowrojee as the President, which adopted Swaraj as our
goal. Iiin their repressive policy; the British bureancracy model-
led their conduct on the experience England had in Ireland, the
Indian Nationalists also closely followed the lines of the Irish agi-
tators, Along with, and in the place of physical force, pure and
simple, Passive Resistance, Non-co-operation and Civil Disobedi-
ence had been practised in one form or another, not only in Ire-
land but elsewhere also. Perhaps non-violence, as Gandhiji con-
ceived it and to the extent to which he carried it, was India’s
contribotion to the political armoury. Even non-violence, how-
ever, not as a spiritual but as & political weapon, was not un-
known in Ireland. Sinn Fein itself had, in contrast with the
Irish National movements of "48 and '67, disdained the use of
physical force for the attainment of its ends. For while Sinn
Fein ‘held as a matter of abstract political ethics that a nation
subjugated against its will by another nation is justified in regain-
ing its independence, if it can do so, by any means at its disposal,
including force, yet as a matter of practical Irish pelitics, if re-
nounced the use of force uneguivocally.’ 1t is on account of this
policy of theirs that the old Fenians, who were a party of Irish
revolutionaries in America looked down on the whole of Sinn
Fein politics. The Fenians had their counterpart in onr so-callad
Anarchists of Bengal, Maharashtra and the Punjab, who were, in
foct, Revolutionaries or Terronsts of a type.
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While the boycott of Councils approximated to the policy of
the Sinn Fein Party which held, in opposition to the Irish Parlia-
mentarians, that ‘for Ireland to send representatives to West-
minster was to acknowledge the validity of the Act of Union and
virtually to deny the Irish caim to an independent legislature’,
the policy of total obstruction advocated by Vithalbhai and Das
was based on what is known in political parlance as Pamellism.
While it is undoubtedly true that it was Charles Stewart Parnell
who perfected this potent parliamentary political weapon. it has
at the same time to be admitted that it had a long and distin-
guished pedigree (who can ignore the Cromwellian obstruction in
the then House of Commons?), before Parnell began to flourish
it; to the delectation of his Irish followers and to the utter dis-
comfiture of the English enemies of Ireland. Such eminent
Parliamentarians as Burke, Sheridan, and Gladstone, as also
Joseph Chamberlain and Randolph Churchill had resorted to these
tactics, mot to say anything of the several lesser luminaries of the
British House of Commons. Parnell only made a regular science
of this method which has since been known as "Parliamentary
obstruction.’ He entered the House of Commons on the 22nd of
April, 1875. On that very day, Joseph Gilles Biggar, who later be-
came one of his party of seven and gave him ‘his first lessons in
parliamentary tactics’, tried his first experiment in obstruction. For
over a year Parnell had been content to remain a mere spectator
in the House of Commons. '“He would wander through the
passages and lobbies, stopping his colleagues to ask them some
simple question on parliamentary proceduore. He was never
ashamed to ask for information, though in later years he con-
fessed to a young member that ‘the only way to leamn the rules
of the House, is by breaking them.” '' Tssac Butt was then the
leader of the Irish Party in the House. He "was far too gentle-
manly and concliatory in his methods.’ ‘Joseph Biggar was the
only one who distingnished himself from his colleagues by his
total disregard for etiquette and rules.’ “He had entered the
Imperial Parliament merely to show how much mischief he conld
do there.” If English members refused to take an interest in Irish
affairs, Irish members should retaliate by holding up Government
bills. By interfering in British legislation they could show that,
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even if they were not strong enough to get their own bills passed,
they were still able to obstruct the business of the House. So
long before, as the fifties, John Henry Moore, a Mayo landlord and
a champion of Tenant Rights, had used obstruction as an effective
weapon, and it was Joseph Ronayne, a Young Ireland veteran
and witness of Moore's successful tactics, who taught Biggar how
to proceed on the same lines." On the day on which Pamell took
his seat in the Commons, Biggar had held yp Disraeli’s Coercion
Bill for hours, wading through statutes, blue-books and news-
papers, occasionally digressing on some totally irrelevant subject
and exasperating the House in every possible way. This was his
first experiment in obstruction. On another occasion he took
advantage of an almost obsolete privilege to have the galleries
cleared, because of his objection to the presence of strangers, He
chose to ‘espy strangers’ at the moment when the Prince of Wales
was listening to a debate. It was from this man that Parnell
took his first lessons in obstruction. The Mutiny Bill of 1877 gave
him his first big opportunity. His methods of obstruction, at the
beginming were what he called "Biggar's four gospels’: “To work
only in Government time, to aid anybody to spend Government
time. Whenever you see a bill, block it: whenever you see @
raw, rub it."" Issac Biitt disapproved of this palicy of obstruc-
tion as calculated ‘to alienate from us our truest and our best
English friends’. He added: "It must expose us to the taunts of
being unfit to administer even the forms of representative Gov-
emment, and even of discrediting and damaging EVELY move-s
ment we make. ... We have the duty of maintaining before the
civilised world the dignity of the Irish nation and the Irish canse.’”
Does not this sound like the view of a typical Liberal leader of
India? And here is Parnell's rejoinder to Butt: ““I cannot sympa-
thise with your conclusions as to my duty towards the House of
Commons. If Englishmen insist on the artificial maintenance of
an antiquated institution which can only perform a poartion. of its
functions by the ‘connivances’ of those interested within its work-
ing, in the imperfect and defective performance of much of even
that portion — if the continued working of this institution is consis-
tently attended (associated) with much wrong and hardship to my
country, as frequently it has been the source of gross cruelty and
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. :{wj.lmnmt_ consider it my duty to connive in the imperfect ect
~ performance of these functions, while I shonld certainly not think

© of obstructing any useful, solid or well-performed work.” This
 Jesac Butt and the moderate Home Rulers on the other. Par-
~ nell’s own following consisted of seven able and ing lieutenants,
. who delighted in incurring the displeasure of the . Par-
nell obstructed the passage of the Mutiny and the Prison Bills not
" cnly for the sake of blocking those Bills, but also because of a
; ) gmnina desire to mitigate their severity. Pamnell's obstruction to

j._;thp_'ﬁnuth Africa Bill was the most formidable. It was during

I - o B

- the debate on that Bill that he said: A= it was with Ireland,
" o it is with the South African Colonies; yet Irish members are

 asked to assist the Government in carrying out their selfish and
- inconsiderate policy. Therefore as an Irishman, coming from
' _siiz-iumtrythuhnsexpmienudtuitsfunmtexmntihamulmd
3_-wmdemhimaﬂnimandﬁemmqwmﬁuf&glhh
eruelty and tyranny, 1 feel a special satisfaction in preventing
" and thwarting the intentions of the Goverment in respect of this

‘Bill." In the confusion of the moment, ‘thwarting the intentions’
~ was misconsirued as ‘thwarting the busipess of the House', and
~ Parnell was declared out of order. The mistake was however soon
" discovered, and Parnell and Biggar, who had retired to the gallery
" returned to their places. Parpell and his small band of seven
"~ resolute men had set themselves out to prevent what they des-
cribed as an ‘act of rash legislation.” 'The House met at four
o'clock in the afternoon and remained in Committee unfil six
~ p'clock the following evening. For twenty-six hours, seven Irish-
* men held up the Bill until they were threatened with the penal
~ powers of Parliament. Feeling ran high as the night dragged on,

; ﬂ_hﬂn:mmhemfnmndinhnpjtentmgeattheunwﬁﬁmhwsu!
 custom and tradition which prevented them from suppressing an
insufferable minority. Sir Stafford Northcote and Sir William
Hareourt joined forces in an impassioned attack on the Irish
obstructionists: four successive chairmen were called in; Issac
~ Butt was prevailed npon to denounce his colleagues, and from
~ the Peers’ Gallery Lord Beaconsfield looked down upon the wreck
of his Parliament. Batches of members relieved each other at set
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iptervals, others snatched a few moments’ sleep in the library and
smoking-room, and crowds gathered round the refreshment bars,
keéeping up their strength with cups of strong coffee.”” Parnell
‘remained all night at his post, and it was only late on the follow-
ing morning that he retired for a few hours’ rest to the West-
minster Palace Hotel” It was during this period of Pamnell’s
absence from the House that Sir William Harcourt threatened the
obstructionists with the penal powers of the House. They suc-
cumbed, because they were not prepared at the time for expul-
sion. When Pamell returned, he was annoyed to find what had
happened, and turned to O'Connell, the most provocative and
challenging of his group of seven, and muttered: “"Why the devil
did you hand down the flag?" and 0'Connell replied: “My
dear Pamell, go to the devil and enquire."” Parnell disliked the
House of Commons and enjoyed upsetting the Tory squires, His
maxim was: ‘‘Punish and worry them, for an ounce of Parlia-
mentary fear is worth a ton of Parliamentary love.”

In the Session of 1878 the Government took up the question
of obstruetion, and appointed a Committee to inquire into the
subject of public business, Closure, which effectively paralyses
the liberties of the Honse had not yet been invented. Pammell
was placed on this Committee, but when he drafted his report
the other members refused to accept it. In the Parliamentary
clections of 1880, Pamnell came out triumphant with a solid block
of 30 personal followers behind him. There was no longer any
Issac Butt of the moderate Home Rule League to interfere with
him. Issac Butt wids dead, and the Irish Parliamentarians in
their meeting of the 17th of May elected him as their leader as
against Shaw by a majority of five votes, Before this election,
in the spring of 1879, he had manoenvred to get Chamberlain and
even Bright, the radical libera] who hated him and looked upon
him as one of ‘those rascally Irshmen’, to associate with him
over the Army Regulation Bill, and help in the abolition of flog-
ping in the army except in extreme cases where death was the only
alternative. Now after the clection, he, as head of the Irish
Mationalists, as distingnished from Shaw and the other deserters
who sat on the Liberal benches representing the moderate Home
Rulers, allied himself with members of the fourth party, which
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consisted of Randolph Churchill, Balfour, Henry Drummond Wolf
and Gorst. Pamell stood in need of this association, as with
h'ﬂfnﬂuwingofaonnl}r.hehndmtmﬂughmh:mthu
adjowrnment of the Houwse, which was by far the most effective
form of obstruction. 'The Pamnellites and the fourth party sup-
ported one another, and a cynical onlooker could have found a
certain amount of amusement in watching the son of a Tory
Viceroy conspiring with the notorious agitator.’

Parnellite obstruction over Forster's Coercion Bill — The
Protection for the Person and Property (Ireland) Bill of 1881
déserves a special mention, and may bear some repeti-
fion here. At the time, Parnell himself was undergoing
a trial ‘for conspiring against the Crown in preventing
the payment of rent and the taking of farms from which the
tenants had been evicted, for resisting the process of ejectment
and creating ill-will among Her Majesty’s subjects’. Of course
he was duly acquitted, because not a single jury in Ireland could
be brought to convict him, but obstruction had to begin and

_did begin before Parnell could himself attend the Parliament.

The Irish members were pledged to oppose coercion to the bitter
end. Due to their pumerons amendments, the debate on the
Queen’s speech was drawn out during a forinight. On the 25th
of January, the very day on which Parnell was acquitted, Glad-
stone moved that the Coercion Bill should have precedence of
all other business. “‘The Irish members offered such violent
opposition that they kept the House sitting all through the night
till two ‘o'clock the following afternoon. In the early hours of
the morning they were strengthened by the presence of their
leader. He had crossed over from Ireland in a raging gale, and
when the members on the Treasury Bench returned to their seats,
after snatching a few hours’ rest, they found the Hon'ble mem-
ber lor Cork (Parnell) sitting in his place, so elegant, bland and
solf-assured that it séemed hard to believe that only twenty-four
hours had passed since he had stood in the dock accused of
tremson against the Crown.”” The batte over the Bill was a long,
grim struggle. The Irish members were ordered to speak as often
and for as long as they could. Their business was to obstruct
and not merely to orate. On Monday, the 31st, the Government
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declared their determination to close the debate on the motion for
leave to introdoce the Bill, but that night Pamnell announced quite
calmly that he would not allow a division to be taken — that jt
was to be a fight to a finish. During forty-one hours a handful
of Irish members defied the united Liberal and Conservative
forces. Wild tempest sweeping over the Irish Sea had prevented
the sorely needed Nationalist members from rejoining their col-
leagues. It was at one o'cock on Tuesdsy moming,  when
Gladstone showed his determipation to resist the usual Trish
method of adjournment, that Pamell asked him, in the mildest
of tones, to prove whether there was any urgency ‘for this
cruel, wicked, wreiched and degrading measure.” Parnell was
a consummate tactician. There was nothing to be gained by los-
ing temper and he remained smiling but inexorable, cotirfeous
bat adamant, the general of a small bat highly disciplined army,
where not a single man dared to disobey hizs orders and where
every man had to speak even if he had nothing to say. By
evening the Conservatives protested that the Speaker shounld put
an end to this wilful obstruction. Then the Parnellites suddenly
changed their tactics, and, after spending the best part of twenty-
four hours in proposing motions for adjournment, they now pro-
ceeded to debate the main question with unflagging zeal, Then
it was that the Speaker told Gladstone that he would put the
guestion, in spite of obstruction on certain conditions, and thus
the ancient liberties and privileges of Westminster were finally
strangled by the iron hand of Cldfwre. But it was only at g
o'clock on Wednesday momning, after Parnell had been forced to
retite for a few hours’ sleep and after Sexton, one of his follow-
ers, had achieved a fowr de force by addressing a neatly empty
House for over three hours that the Speaker announced his deci-
sion to close the discussion. While the Irish members were being
forced to participate in the division, another of his followers,
the Deputy Chairman of his party — McCarthy mallied his force,
and all of them rose to their fest and shouted: ‘Privilegel
Privilege!" Then they marched out of the House in single file,
and the motion was adopted without a single dissenting vote.
Coming back after some time with Parnell at their head, they
challenged the Speaker’s right to assume arbitrary powers and
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wasted the whale of Wednesday in motions of adjournment. On
Thursday moming.theyhmrdthenﬂwsuifheaﬂﬁtdmui
their friends — Michael Davitt. Dillon interrupted Gladstone who
was proposing the new urgency resolutions about closure to ask
questions about Davitt's arrest when he was ‘mamed’. His
refusal io leave the House until the Serjeant-at-arms had som-
moned a retinue of men to help in a forcible ejectment was a
signal for Pamnell to commit a drastic action, As soon as Glad-
stone once more rose to proceed with the speech, he stood up
and proposed: ‘that the Right Hon'ble gentlemen be no longer
heard’. He was of course ‘named’, for wilful obstruction, and
when the division on his suspension was called, twenty-nine of
his followers protested and refused to leave their seats to have
their opinion tested in the lobbies. They were suspended en
Bloc. Adhering to his nsual formal courtesy, Pamell made an
elaborate bow to the Speaker before walking out of the House,
but several of his followers insisted on a formidable display af
force before they could be ousted from their seats. It was only
when fhere was not a single Irish Nationalist in the House that
Gladstone got his closure motion passed.

Parnell’s attitode to Gladstone’s Land Bill (so favourable
to Ireland on the whale) is worth some notice. He knew that
the Bill was safe, cven without the support of his party. Ha
{herefore asked his followers to remain non-voting on the second
reading of the Bill. A. M. Sullivan, one of his followers, but
one who had been the first to protest against this attitude which
he called a ‘high-handed act on the part of our leader’, after-
wards admitted; ‘Many of us are inclined to be carried away by
what we think a kindly and generous act. Parnell is never carried
away by anything. He never dreams of giving the English
credit for good intentions. He is always on the look-out far
the cloven foot, He distrusts the whole lot of them and is
always on the watch. They have got their match in him. It's
not poor Issac Butt they have to deal with, or even O’ Connell,
Parnell is their master as well as ours." How aptly does this
description suit Vithalbhai as much as it does Parnelll

The next time Pamnell practised obstruction — and this was
the last occasion on which he did so — was in 1882, when after
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~ a stormy all-night sitting, he and sixteen members of his party
were suspended for wilfully blocking the Crimes Bill, and they
withdrew from the contest, ‘casting upon the Government the
sole responsibility of the Bill which had been urged through the
House by a course of violence and subterfuge, and which when
pasesd into law would be devoid of moral force and would be
no constitutional Act of Parliament.”

Hereafter Parnell, with his following increased to 86, re-
sorted to another type of tactics — that of playing the Conser-
vatives against the Liberals, and the Liberals against the Con-
servatives — manoenvring with Chamberlain or Carnarvon  or
Gladstone — and almost succeeding in getting Home Rule, very
nearly of the type he wanted, in the hollow of his hands. That
he did not finally succeed was due to extraneous reasons, which
may not be discussed here.

The ‘total obstruction’ or ‘the continuous consistent and
persistent obstruction’ that Vithalbhai bad in mind and for
which he asked for the removal of the boycott of Councils was
this obstruction practised by Parnell and his followers in the
British House of Commons. It should also be remembered that,
just as Parnell's policy of Parliamentary obstruction went hand
in hand with an advanced agitation outside the Parliament,
Vithalbhai’s fight from within the Councils was expected to
derive its strength from a whirlwind agitation outside the Coun-
cils, Tt is unfortunate that Vithalbhai never had a real chance
to test his ideas to the fullest extent. That he could achieve
some success in this way wounld be clear to everybody who studies
the part he played during the debates on the Rowlatt Bills in
the Old Imperial Council, It has also to be noted that the
conditions in which Parnell and his followers worked in the
House of Commons were different from the conditions in which
Vithalbhai and his associates had to work in the Indian Coun-
cils. Parnell himself changed hizs tactics from time to time as
conditions changed. With a following of seven, he had been
content to obstruct the business of the Howose by 'blocking the
way to English Legislation until Ireland was accorded Self-
Government’, but when the number of his followers increased
and it lay in his power to be effective by siding with one or the
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other of the main parties, he saw to it that a death-blow was
to the ministry that offended. In the Indian Councils —

.whlhaervnmnIurCmtmi the number of obstructionists

conld pever be so small as when Pamell began his obstructionist

tactics, but on the other hand, the Indian Provincial Councils
m only subordinate Councils with a amrchimlmmﬁmuun,
'mﬁ therefore, l‘hatmmntedh:.rthe?armihtmmthn-
'Commans were hardly called for in the Indian Legislatures, but,
,guthemhzthand even with a fairly large number of obstruc-

tionists it was not casy to block legislation altogether. In the
‘Central Assembly, the Viceroy, even when the vote went against

the Government, could override the Legislature by his specdal
powers of ‘veto’ and ‘certification’. In the Provincial Councils
there were the ‘reserved’ departments over which the Ministers

‘had no eontrol whatever. Even with these limitations, however,

it was possible, and when the time came, the Swarjists did show

that it was possible to offer effective obstruction. In the Central
Provinces, the Swarajists obtained an absolute majority, and
there they threw out the entire budget., with the resolt that no
Ministers could be appointed. In Bengal, though the Swarajists
did not have an absolute majority, it became possible for them.
with the help of the National Party’, to turn down the

" alaries for the Ministers, and the Ministers had to lay down

their office. Thos by fighting within the Councils, the Swaraj-
ists were able to wreck the constitution at least in two provinces.
Even at the centre the Swarajists made their influence felt; there
too they threw out the Finance Bill and four demands of the
Budget and if they were not as successful there, as in the Pro-
vinciel Councils, that was because of the inherent diffienltes of
the situation augmented by the nonchalant attitude of {he No-
changers. It has to be noted that neither Gandhiji nor the No-
changers in general gave the obstructionists any chance, to put
their programme fully through. Not only were they lukewarm,
even dfter they ceased openly to oppose them, but they adopted
such a passive attitude outside the Councils that for all practical
purposes the Non-co-operation movement was dead except to the
extent to which it was alive in the Councils. Parliamentary
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obstruction presupposes an organised active revolutionary party
ontside, and here the No-changers outside had pracically turned
themselves into a Spinners’ Guild. In these Circumstances even
sich smccess as that which was achieved by the obstructionists
within the Councils must be held to be very remarkable indeed.
The Governments of Bihar and Orissa, Assam, Madras, Bombay
and the Punjab reported tales of their woes almost in the

« same sirain as the Governments of Bengal and the Central Pro-
vinces. The situation in the Punjab made Sir Michael O'Dwyer
exclaim in his India as I knew her: 'This sabotage is even miora
difficult to deal with than open rebellion.’ At the Centre, things
were made so hot and embarrassing that the Home Member
Hailey, who was appointed as the Governor of the United Pro-
vinces, said towards the end of the first Session almost with a
sighoireﬂafth&thewnsmiugtuaplamwham?anﬂitsmd
Patels would cease to trouble him,

The All-India Congress Committee which met in Calcutta,
soon after the Civil Disobedience Enquiry Committee’s Report
was out, between the 20th and the 24th of November,
1022, could hardly be expected to sanction the Council-eniry
programme. They left that decision to the ensuing Session of
the Congress at Gaya. At the end of a futile discussion extend-
ing over five days they resolved that the country was not ready
for mass disobedience, authorized the Provincial Congress
Committees to sanction such limited Disobedience as came with-
in the four corners of the set of conditions laid down in that
behalf, and postponed not only the question of Council-entry but
also such questions as the boycott of British goods, entry into
Local Bodies for facilitating the constructive programme, the
boyeott of educational institutions and Law Courts, and the right
of private defence within the limits of law, except when carrying
on Congress work.

In the meantime the wife of Das, in her Presidential address
at the Bengal Provincial Conference in May 1922, had suggested
that the Congress should consider a change in tactics and con-
sider Non-co-operation  within the Legislatures. Das himself
came out of jail in July, 1922, and in his reply to the many
public addresses he received on his release, he made it per-
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fectly clear to his audiences that he did intend to go into the
Council. In his Presidential address at the Gaya Congress in
December, 1922, he boldly made a bid for Council-entry. In
the course of that address he said: “‘Hitherto we have been
boycotting the Councils from outside. We have succeeded in doing
much — the prestige of the Councils is diminished, and the country
knows that the people who adorn these chambers are not the true
representatives of the people. But though we have succeeded in
doing much, these Councils are still there. It should be the
duty of the Congress to boyeott the Councils more effectively
from within. Reformed Councils are really a mask which the
bureaucracy has put on. I conceive it to be our clear duty to
tear this mask off their face. ... The only successful boycott
of these Councils is either to mend them in a manner suitable
to the attainment of Swaraj or to end them completely. That is
the way in which 1 advise the nation to boycott the Councils."
Das had influential support, not only from Bengal, Maharashtra
and the Central Provinces, but also from the U.P. and the Pun-
jab, and yet Rajaji succeeded in sabotaging the whole scheme
of Das. Despite the able advocacy not only of Vithalbhai and
Das, but of Motilal Nehru and Srinivasa Iyengar, the No-
changers carried the day. The position of Das, in particular,
became anomalous — not that he had no iden of what might
happen at Gaya. In fact he had two precious documents in his
pocket, when he presided over the Congress —one was the
presidential address and the other his resignation of the Presi-
dentship along with a constitution for the Swaraj Party. Before
the Congress Session was over, when the A-1.C.C. met for the
purpose of laying down the programme for the ensuing year,
Motilal Nehru announced the formation of the Swaraj Party,
and while winding up the deliberations of the Session, Das
submitted his resignation of the President's office and declared
his resolve to persuade the country to accept his plan of work.
When the plans matured, Das was to capture Bengal, Motilalji to
mount guard over Delhi and Simla, and Vithalbhai and Maha-
rashitra to look after Bombay and Nagpur. The No-changers left
Gava satisfied with their success, but not quite happy, because
they were conscious that the split that they had cansed had vast
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potentialities. On the other hand, the Swarajists parted with a
knowledge of defeat, but with a fim determination to see their
programme through. The Nationalist Press, on the whole was
anti-Swarajist, but Banglar Katha in Calcutts, Swadesamitram
in Madras, Kesari in Poona and Himdusthan in Bombay sup-
ported the newly formed Swaraj Party.

After some preliminary propaganda the Swarajists met in
conference at Allahabad at the house of Maotilalji in March 1923,
to finalise the constitution and the plan of campaign of the
Swaraj Party. The A.-1.C.C. which had met there in February
had adopted a compromise resolution, ‘under which Council prop-
aganda was to be suspended on both sides till the 3oth of April."
Soon after the A.-LC.C. meeting, Das received an adventitious
aid for his propaganda in the promise of Ashutosh Mookerjes,
the greatest Vice-Chancellor the Indian Universities have ever had,
to work with the Swaraj Party on his retirement from the Bench.
Lord Lytton had insulted Sir Ashutosh by offering him a fresh
term of Vice-Chancellorship on conditions which, to say the
least, were ontrageously indecent. In his letter to Sir Ashutosh,
dated the 24th of March, 1023, Lytton had said: “The continu-
ance of the course you have followed during the last few months
would entirely preclude my favouring your reappointment. Hither-
to you have given me no help! Yon have on the contrary used
every expedient to oppose us. ... I should not complain of this,
if you declared yourself an open antagonist and said to me
frankly: ‘In the interest of the University I am obliged to oppose
your policy and cannot co-operate with you.’ But in that case,
you conld not expect the Government to retain you as a colleague
and ask you to continue as Vice-Chancellor. ... If you can give
an assurance that you will not work against the Govemnment or
seck the aid of other agencies to defeat our Bill, then I am
prepared to seek the concurrence of my Minister to your re-
appointment as Vice-Chancellor, and if you cannot conscientiously
do this you must make yourself free to oppose me by ceasing
to be Vice-Chancellor.”

Sir Ashutosh, needless to say, spurned Lord Lytton's insult-
ing offer. In his reply he wrote among other things: ""You
complain that I have hitherto given you no help, 1 maintain I
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- have constantly offered you my help and advice which, for rea-

sons best known to you alone, you have not accepted. ... I
you charge me with having misrepresented your

motives. I most emphatically repudiate this un-
founded charge. ... Itmaynutbampnsﬁbleﬁxryuumm

The net result of the publication of this correspondence was
that a large volume of public opinion at once veered round ta
the Swaraj Party, as co-operation on Lord Lytton's terms was
obviously most insulting to their self-respect. Incidentally this
was & God-send to Das, and within six or seven months' time he

' The A.LLC.C. meeting in Bombay, between the 25!]1 and the
27th of May, 1923, resolved that no propaganda be carried on
against Council-entry. The Working Committee disapproved of

-this resolution and six members of that Committee, including

Vallabhbhai Patel, tendered their resignations, as a consequence.
After some hesitation, these resignations, as also the resignation
of Das, were accepted. The A.LC.C. met again at Nagpur
and felt it necessary to reiterate the Bombay resolution, and
called for 'a special Session of the Congress to consider the
question of the boycott of Councils." A spedal requisiion meet-

ing was called in August at Vizagapatam which voted for a Spe-

cial Session of the Congress in September. That Session was
ultimately held in Delhi in the third week of September (1923),

with Maulana Abul Kalam Azad as the President. Here tha

Prochangers got the Congress to pass a permissive resolution
to the effect that ‘such Congressmen as have no religious or
other conscientious objection against entering the legislatures are
at liberty to stand as candidates and to exercise their right of
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voting at the forthcoming elections. And this Congress, there
fore, suspends all propaganda against entering  the Councils.”
There was, of conrse, a taint in this resolution.  Council-entry
was only permissive. The high-brows looked down on it. Be
it noted also that the conditions on which Council-eniry was
expected to be successful by Vithalbhai and his group were not
fulfilled.

Those who favoured the capturing of the legislative citadels
had not vegetated in the period between Gaya and Delhi. Das
hﬂ.dpmpﬂﬁedncuustimﬁuuandamanifﬁtnfurﬂmﬁwmj
Party. The Party was born after a painful labour, and though
repudiated at its birth by its parent, the ermnt parent, within a
year, took the child fo its heart. Preparing the electorate had
now become a part of the Congress programme, howsoever averse
the No-changers may have been to it. They could not now
quite indulge in the pleasant pastime of election-baiting.

To Vithalbhai fell the double task of carrying on a propa-
ganda for elections and of devising ways and means of organiz-
ing ‘an effective campaign of Civil Disobedience’. He was
nominated on a Committee whose business was to go into the
problem of Khaddar and the boycott of foreign goods. With the
elections drawing near, he had obviously to give most of his
attention to the Council front.

The Swarajists had divided the work with an eye on the maxi-
mum of efficiency. Das wanted to give this undivided attention to
Bengal. Motilalji was to manage the return of the Swarajists, in
general, and Vithalbhai, the Bombay Swarajists in particular, to
the Central Assembly. Vithalbhai's task was not quite enviable.
Not only because Gujarat, the homeland of Gandhiji himself, was a
bulwark against any inroad on what were considered to be Gan-
dhiji’'s most cherished ideals, but because Gujarat was as much a
domain of Vallabhbhai’s influence as Vithalbhai's, Vithalbhai bad
there a more delicate obstacle to contend with. Vallabhbhai's re-
lations with Vithalbhai were as cordial as any relations could be.
He was however a pronounced No-changer, and Vithalbhai had to
tax his brains to the utmost in finding a tia media which could
enable him, at one and the same time, to carry on @ vigorous
propaganda for the Swaraj Party programme of Council-entry
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and to see that Vallabhbhai's susceptibilities were not unduly
wounded. The Congress Historian, in his account of how several
of the pronotinced No-changers did not throw their full weight
apainst Council-entry in the Cocanada Session at the end of the
year (1023), says that while Rajaji ‘cast his weight on the side
of the Delhi resolution’, Vallabhbhai's ‘assent to the Delhi Settle-
ment had been wrung owt of him at the Delhi Session.' So
Vallabhbhai, a pronounced No-changer, had accepted,— may be -
unwillingly, if the Congress Historian is right — the position of
allowing the Pro-changers to have their own way without let or
hindrance from him. How was this situation brought about? The
present writer is in a position to say that there was a perfect
understanding between the brothers, and it was not only a case
of no conflict between them on the public platform, but there
was even an agreement between them that, while Vithalbhai
would not go to the north of Nadind in the Province of Bombay,
Vallabhbhai was not to come south of Nadiad. Thuos the spheres
of their influence were clearly marked out, during Vithalbhai's
life time. This arrangement began to work, practically, with the
birth of the Swaraj Party. And thos it was that Vithalbhai
could storm Gujarat even in the hey-day of the anti-Council-
entry’ atmosphere. True, at this time, it was nothing short of
blasphemy to talk in Gujarat against the policy and principles
for which Gandhiji was supposed to have fought all his life and
for which he was presumed to have gone to jail. Vithalbhai's
position, however, was quite unique with the masses of Gujarat,
who recognised in him a patriot and a selfless public servant of
undisputed merit with a political insight which the masses in
Gujarat would not have credited any other leader with, It is
hardly an exaggeration to say that nobody but Vithalbhai could
have faced the Gandhiji-mad crowds of those days. In spite of
their sentimental and unquestioning acceptance of Gandhiji's
policy and programme, hundreds of people pathered round him
whenever he addressed any public meeting, and the response he
reeeived in Gujarat to his on-the-whole unpalatable programme
was indeed far more encouraging than could be expected by the
most sanguine of Swarajists, in the circumstances that obtained,

While Vithalbhai was busy, tackling a difficult and delicate
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task in Gujarat, his own position in the town and island of
Bombay was being torpedoed by an unexpected comwp de maiire.
All of a sudden, Jayakar took it in his head that Das expected
him to set up a Swaraj Party organization in Bombay and that
the whole burden of giving the party a local habitation; if not
also a name, had fallen on him. Without so much as a single
consultation either directly or indirectly with Vithalbhai, he called
a meeting of all such persons as were interested in the principles
and programme of the Swarajists, with the: explicit object of
clecting the Executive of the Bombay Swaraj Party in that
meeting.  Vithalbhai's position, not only in the Swaraj Party
but also in the public life of Bombay was such that founding a
Swaraj Party organisation in Bombay without any reference to
him of any sort was like enacting Hamlet without the Prince of
Denmark, Jamnadas Mehta, Jaisukhlal Mehta and several others
thought that this move on the part of Jayakar was hasty and
premature, if it did not actually, aim at the deliberate exclusion
of Vithalbhai from the Bombay Swaraj Party. At first they
tried to get the meeting postponed till Vithalbhai's retorn from
Gujarat. When they found Jayakar unwilling to meet their
wishes in this matter, they telegraphed to Vithalbhai to say that
his" presence in Bombay at that juncture was an absolute neces-
sity. Vithalbhai's friends were naturally perturbed at the tam
events were taking, even in the initial stages, in this matter of
the Swaraj Party organization in Bombay. On his retum from
Gujarat, Vithalbhai was apprised of the whole situation. Hea
too became a little uneasy, but steadily refused to allow the
balance of his mind being disturbed by any personal considera-
tions, His friends paturally wished him to take the reins in his
own hands and outwit those self-important men who had arrog-
ated to themselves the position of Sponsors of the Swaraj Party,
with the sole object of excluding him from his dues in the Bom-
bay Executive of the Party. Vithalbhai at the beginning dis-
countenanced any such idea, and advised his friends to desist
from raising any controversy or imparting any beat to the talks
that were going on, as such a move was not in the best interests
of the newly borm Swaraj Party which had the tremendons task,
before it, of weaning away the sentimental public from their ill-
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conceived ways to the vast potentialities of this new method of
attack against the strongly fortified bureaucratic foriress. On
one thing, however, Vithalbhai's friends were firm. They wonld
not accept Jayakar as the President of the Bombay Swaraj
Party. If Vithalbhai did not care to be placed in that position,
they must at least have one in that position who could be consid-
ered quite independent. By common consent, after a good
deal of private negotiations, the choice ultimately fell on Nat-
rajan, who, though he looked down on ‘crass Parnellism’, was
not giite a milk-and-water Responsivist.

Partly on account of inadequate notice and partly on account
of the limited time during which the enroclment of members had
tn take place, the attendance at the first meeting of the Swaraj
Party which had to elect the Execative of the Party, was very
meagre. Men under the influence of Jayakar were obviously in
great majority. Vithalbhai, Jamnadas Mehta and the present
writer found & place on the Execotive, but the large majority on
it consisted of men under the influence of Jayakar. Balasaheb
Kher, Hiralal Nanavati, Purushottamidas Trikamdas and Mul-
gaonkar were among the active members of the Party, associated
with the Jayvakar group.

The composition of the Bombay Swaraj Party at this time
was such that it was hoping against hope to expect its working
to be smooth. The outlook of several of the members was radi-
cally different from that of the original foonders of the Party.
To some of them, membership of the Party was but a stepping
stone to a seat in the Legislatures. They did not realise that
the Swaraj Party was a Revolutionary Party and that its cardinal
principle was downright opposition to the bureaucracy. They
did not realise that théy had to carry ount the whole programme
of Non-co-operation in an aggressive manner, though the fight-
ing could now be carried on from within the Coundils also. It
must be admitted that the eomposition of the first Executive of
the Bombay Swaraj Party positively fafled to evoke anything
Hke an adequate response from the public. In one of the public
meetings, held at the Marwari Vidyalaya, under the auspices of
the Party, Vithalbhai was actually constrained to confess to this
inherent defect in the Party organisation. He confessed that he
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was not surprised at the want of confidence of the general public
in the ideals of the Party when they saw on the platform some

members of the Party's Executive clad in foreign clothes. While-

the audicoce appreciated this part of his speech and were im-
pressed by Vithalbhai's sincerity of purpose, it naturally offended
the persons concerned. A heated discussion followed on this
fssue in the next meeting of the Executive, and it was realised
that there were irreconcilable differences among the members on
the ideology itself of the Party.
' Although, from the numerical point of view, Jayakar’s
position in the Party's Executive was strong enough, he realised
soon enough that it was impossible for him to gag the mouths
of the determined minority whose one aim was to keep the
Swarnjist flag flying in its frwe colowrs. These differences found
their way to the Press. The Hindusthan was probably the only
Daily of Bombay which took a really keen and active interest
in the propagation of Swarajist ideals. The controversy in the
Press took soch a violent turn that those who were interested in
the smooth working of the Bombay Swaraj Party sought the
intervention of Das himself in its affairs, Das came down to
Bombay, was apprised of the exact situation and was convinced,
though a personal frend of Jayakar, that there was nothing
wrong in the stand taken by the minority, Das realised that no
amoant of window-dressing could improve the situation and there-
fore left the matter to be dealt with by the local people themselves.
On account of these internal differences the working of the
Bombay Swata] Party was never quite a smooth affair. Matters
came to a head when the question of the selection of candidates
for the ensuing elections came on the fapis. The majority group
in the Executive held that it was the inherent right of the Exe-
entive to make the selecion. The minority contended that,
apart from the theoretical question abouat whether that should be
the right of the Executive or no, in this particular case, notice
had to be taken of the fact that when this Executive had been
formed, the nimber of the members of the Party was very small,
that a very large nomber of the Party had come to it after the
formation of the Executive and that it was inequitable to deny
these new members the chance of having their say in the matter.
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candidates vested in the general body, and that, if and when
{his task was entrusted to the Executive, the Executive per-
formed it on behalf of the general body, and as their agent.
An acrimonious debate followed. Natrajan gave a provisional
ruling in favour of the minority view, subject to its confirmation
by Motilalji. Motilalji confirmed Natrajan’s ruling, with the
result that now there was almost a scramble for the addition of
new members, particularly brought in by the majority group in
the Executive, On the day of the meeting of the general body there
was considerable excitement, Vithalbhai and his friends realized
that they would be in the minority. Vithalbhai, however, was
not & man who would lose heart on account of any panicky
reports. He had full faith in the people. He was sure that his
appeal to reason would have the desired effect, and that he would
be able to secure a proper machinery for the selection of such

‘candidates as would do honour and credit to the Party and the

Country. The general body met in a building in Bhatwadi.
There was a lot of confusion, but ultimately the proposals of Mr.
Naik of Bandra were accepted by a large majority. The names
for this Committee of selection included representatives
of different shades of opinion, but Jayakar was dissatisfied with
it, because he and his friends did not have a dominant voice in
it.” Soon after this meeting Jayakar and his friends left the
Bombay Swaraj Party, and the Party was organized afresh.
The resuscitated Swaraj Party of Bombay gave a good account
of itself in the elections. Vithalbhai was sclected as a Swarajist
candidate to contest the election for one of the two seats on the
Legislative Assembly reserved for Bombay. Sir Chimanlal Setal-
vad, Jamnadas Dwarkadas, and Naorosji Dumasia were the
other contestants, The contest evoked unprecedented  excite-
ment. Official attempts were made to reduce the chances of
Vithalbhai to & minimum. Public workers and public bodies espou-
sing the popular canse came forward in large numbers to ren-
der voluntary help in the election, particularly when they realized
that Vithalbhai had not the resources his rivals commanded in
respect of men, money and motors in addition to support from
official quarters. ;
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The election programme for Vithalbhai, who was now
the President of the Swaraj Party (Bombay branch) and the
President of the Bombay Nationalist Municipal Party, con-
sisted of several bulletine most of which put the case
succinctly for the Swarajists as against the Moderates. Balle-
tin 6, for instance, says: “‘Let the voters judge the Moderates
by their past achievements and decide for themselves whether
they could, in all conscience, give even a single wote for a
Moderate candidate. The Swarajisis are out to oust the Mode-
rates. Therefore, Voters! record your two votes for the Swaraj
Party candidate, Mr, Vithalbhai Patel.”” Bulletin No. 7 gives
the reasons ‘why Congressmen should capture Councils’, quotes
freely, from the Civil Disobedience Committee’s Report, the views
of Hakim Saheb, Motilalji and Vithalbhai, and says among other
things: ‘It lies entirely with the voters whether the Moderates
should be allowed to continne in their task of doing harm fto
the country or they should be compelled to retire from politics
altogether.” Of course, this is all election propaganda, and has
to be treated as such. In the end, Vithalbhai was returned with
a larpe majority to the Central Assembly. The results of the
election all over the country were, on the whole, fairly enconrag-
ing. In the Central Provinces the Swaraj Party was returned
with a clear majority in the Council, with the result that dyar-
chy ceased to function in that Province., In Bengal the Swamj
Party did not have an over-all majority, but it was returned as
the larpest single party (of 40 members) in the Council, and
with the co-operation of the ‘National Party’ which came mid-
way between the Liberals and the Swarajists, it could defeat the
Government on all crucial occasions. Bombay, Madras, Assam
and Lahore did not do quite so well. In the U.P. the party met
with slight reverses at the polls. In the Central Assembly the
Party could boast of a compact and well-disciplined force of 45
members with Motilalji as their leader. For the first time in the
history of the country, Government found themselves faced not
with an opposition of stragglers or unattached persons, but with
a solid unofficial opposition. No more backsliding now. Gov-
ernment had to recognize the power behind the Swarajist opposi-
tion. They had to suffer defeats on several important issues,
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If in the Central Provinces dyarchy had ceased to function,
in Bengal, Government did not do much beétter. As the constitu-
tional head of the Bengal Government, Lytton requested Das as
the leader of the largest single party to form the Ministry for
‘transferred” subjects. The reply of Das was characteristic.
Among other things he wrote: “The members of this Party are
pledged to do  everything in their power, by using the legal
right granted to them under the Reforms Act, to put an end to
the system of Dyarchy. This duty they cannot discharge if they
take office. The Party is aware that it is possible to offer obstruc-
tion from within, by accepting office, but they do not consider it
honest to accept office, which is under the existing system in
Your Excellency's gift, and then tum it into an instrument of
obstruction.”” Not only did Das not consent to form a Ministry
for the ‘transferred’ departments, but he got the Council to
vole against the Ministers' salaries, with the result that the
Governor was compelled to divide between himself and the mem-
bers of the Executive Council the administration of the ‘trans-
ferred’ departments.

At the Cocanada Session of the Congress (December '23),
the question of Council-entry came once more on the fapis. Not
only did this Session reaffirm the earlier decision of Delhi, but
it went further and decided not to offer any opposition to the
Swaraj Party or to put any obstruction in its way.

In the Central Assembly the only thing that the Swarajists
could do was to offer ‘continuous, consistent and persistent obs-
truction.” They could not unseat the Government. There were
no ‘transferred’ departments here which could be prevented
from coming into existence. The Swarajists, however, with
or without the co-operation of the other parties, could bring the
work of the Legislature, on several occasions, to a standstill.
They knew quite well that not much conld be gained by the
capturing of legislatures so long as the Executives remained
irresponsible.  But their tactical moves could save the country
from some misery. Thmrver;.rpmsennemthe Legislatures made
the official Benches tread warily. They could carry some benefi-
cent measures and ameliorate to some extent the lot of the
_ millions, Their intentions were noble; their purpose worthy; and
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they hoped, ere long, to receive the blessings of Gandhiji and
finalise their programme.

Among the wvictories of the Swarajists in the Central As-
sembly may be mentioned the passing of Motilalji's amendment
in favour of a Round Table Conference and the passing of the
resolutions calling, for the release of political prisoners, for the
repeal of Regulation 111 of 1818, for the imposition of a counter-
vailing duty on South African coal, and for the appointment of
a Committee of Inquiry into the Sikh situation. The defeats of
the Government on these issues could be secured, be it Temem-
bered, on account of the re-inforcement the Swarajists received
not only from the 'Independents’, but also from the Moderates
from time to time. The greatest achievement of the Swarajists
in 1924, however, was the throwing out of the first four heads
under the demand for grants, and of the Finance Bill, which, in
effect, was tantamount to the refusal of supplies. The question
now before the Swarajists was whether Gandhiji would give his
blessings to the course they were following.

On the rath of January 1924, Gandhiji was operated for
appendicitis in Poona. On the 5th of February, Government
released him unconditionally, when he had served”but a third
of his sentence, The Swarajists, who had, on the whale, good
reason to be satisfied with their achievements were anxious to
see how Gandhiji reacted to their policy, Vithalbhai's obstruction-
ist policy had not yet been given a real trial, because, if it did
not receive a benediction from Gandhiji, it had obviously not
much of a chance. Would Gandhiji, the Swarajists asked, treat
Council-entry as a breach of faith with him during his incarce-
ration? For his convalescence Gandhiji had come to Jub,
near Bombay. There Das and Motilalji contacted him, and dis-
cussed with him the policy which, along with Vithalbhai, they
had now adopted. Though the actual 'Juhu conversations' can
hardly be re-called now, an idea of what they were can be had
from the statements issued, in May 1924, by Gandhiji on the
one hand, and Das and Motilalji on the other. As these state-
ments clarify the whole position of the Swarajists, and the re-
action of Gandhiji to it, and as they indicate incidentally the
modification, submitted to by the Swarajists, in their original
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policy of total obstruction, in deference to Gandhiji's advice, we
make no apologies for quoting them in full:

GANDHIJI'S STATEMENT

“After having discussed with Swarajist friends, the vexed
question of entry into the Legislative Assembly and the Coun-
cils by Congressmen, 1'am sorry to have to say that I have not
been able to see eye to eye with the Swarajists. I assure the
public that there has been no lack of willingness or effort on my
part to accept the Swarajist position. My task would | be
much simpler, if I could identify myself with it. 1t can be no
pleasure to me to oppose, even in thought, the most valued and
respected leaders, some of whom have made great sacrifices in
the cause of the country and who yield to no one in their love of
frecdom for the motherland; but in spite of my effort and willing-
hess, T have failed to be convinced by their argument. Nor is
the difference between them and myself one of mere detail.
There is an honest and fundamental difference. I retain the
opinion’ that Council-entry is inconsistent with "Non-co-opera-
tion" as 1 conceive it. Nor is this difference a mere matter of
interpretation of the word ‘“Non-co-operation’ but relates to the
essential mental attifude resulting in different treatment of vital
problems. It is with reference to such mental attitude that the
success or faflure of the #riple(?) boycott i= to be judged, and
not merely by a reference to the actual results attained. It is
from that point of view that I say that to be out of the Legisla-
tive bodies is far more advantageous to the country than to be
in them. 1 have, however, failed to convince my Swara-
jist friends, but 1 recognize that, so long as they think otherwise,
their place is undoubtedly in the Councils. 1t is the best for ns all.

“Tt was hardly to be expected that the Swarajists could be
convinced by the arguments I advanced in the course of the
tonversations. There are many of them who are amongst the
ablest,” most experienced, and honest patriots, They have not
entered the legislative bodies, without full deliberation, and they
must not be expected to retire from the position until experience
has convinced them of the futility of their method.
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“The question, therefore, before the country is not an exami-
nation and distribution of the merits of the Swarajist view and
mine. The guestion is, what is to be done now regarding Goun-
cil-entry as a settled fact? Are the non-co-operators to keep up
their hostility against the Swarajist method, or are they to remain
neutral and evem help wherever it is possible or consistent with
their principles?

“The Delhi and Cocanada resolutions have permitted those
Congressmen who have no conscientions scruples to enter the
Councils and the Assembly if they wanted to. In my opinion,
the Swarajists are, therefore, justifiedl in entering the legislative
bodies and expecting perfect mewtrality on the part of the No-
changers.! They are also justified in resorting fo obsiruction,
becanse such was theéir policy, and the Congress laid down no
conditions as to their entry. If the work of the Swarajists pros-
pers and the country benefits, such an ocular demonstration,
cannot but convince honest sceptics like me of our error, and I
know the Swarajists to be patriotic enough to retrace their steps
when experience has disillusioned them. I wowld therefore be
no party to putting any obstacles in their way or {0 carrying on
any propaganda against the Swarafists’ entry into the Legisla-
tures, though I cannot actively help them in a project in which
i do not believe. The purpose of the Delhi and Cocapada reso-
lutions was to allow the Swarajist a chance of trying the method
of Council-entry and that purpose can be served only if the "No-
changers’, with scrupulous honesty, allow the Swarajists full
liberty to pursue their programme in the Councils, unfettered by
any obstruction from them.

“With regard to the method of work in the Counci's, I will
say that | would enter a legislative body, if only 1 found that I
could, at all, wse it fo advantage. If. therefore, 1 enter the
Councils, [ should, without following a general pobicy of obstrue-
tivn endeavour fo give stremgth o the comstructive programme
of the Congress. 1 should, therefore, move resclutions requiring
the Central and Provincial Governments, as the case may be,

(r) to make all their cloth purchases in hand-spun and

hand-woven Khaddar;
(2) to impose a prohibitive duty on foreign cloth;
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(3) to abolish drink and drug revenue, and at least corre-

spondingly reduce the Army expenditure.

"'If the Government refuse to enforce snuch resclutions when
carried in the Legislatures, 1 should invite them to dissolve them
and take the vote of the electors on the specific points. If the
Government would not dissolve, 1 should resign my seat and
prepare: the country for Civil Disobedience. When that stage
is reached, the Swarajists will find me ready to work with and
under them, My test of Atness for Civil Disobedience remains
the same as before,

“During the state of probation, I should advise the ‘No-
changers’ not to worry about what the Swarajists are doing or
saying, and to prove their own faith by prosecuting the construc-
tive programme with undivided energy and concentration. Kkad-
dar and National Schools are emowgh to occupy every available
worker who belicves in guiet, honest and wndemonstrative work.
The Hindu-Muslim problem too will tax the best energy and faith
of the workers. The ‘No-changers' can justify their opposition
to Councilentry, only by showing the results of their application
fo the consiructive programme, even as the 'Pro-changers’ must
. justify their entry by results. The ‘No-changers’ are in one
. respect in an advantageous position, for they can secure the
co-operation of the 'Pro-changers’. The latter have declared
their faith in the constructive programme, but their contention is
that, by itself, the constructive programme cannot enable the
country to reach the goal. In the prosecution, however, of the
constructive programme outside the Legislatures, all ‘No-
changers’, ‘Pro-changers' and others — can, if they will, work
in unison through their respective organisations, if necessary.

“The statement is incomplete without an examination of the
working of the Congress organisation. 1 hold drastic and definite
views in the matter, but I must reserve their expression for a
foture, though early, occasion.”

THE STATEMENT OF DAS AND MOTILALJI

"We are obliged to Mahatma Gandhi for the trouble he has
taken to discuss with us the various points involved in the quest-
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ion of Council-entry, and are indebted to his courtesy for the
opportunity we have had of seeing an advance copy of the state-
ment he has issued to the Press. The views expressed by him
in the course of the conversation, and those embodied in the
Press statement, have all been considered by us with the care and
attention due to his great personality, but with all the reverence
we entertain for him and his opinions, we remain unconvinced
by his reasoning.

~ ""We regret that we have not been able to convince Mahatma
Gandhi of the soundness of the Swarajist position regarding
Council-entry. We fail to understand how such entry can be
regarded as inconsistent with the Non-co-operation resolution of
the Nagpur Congress. But if Non-co-operation is more a matter
of mental aifitude than of the application of a living principle
to the existing facts of our national life, with special reference
to the varying attitude of the bureaucratic Government which
thiles that life, we comcerve if lo be our duty fo sacrifice even
Non-co-operation to serve the real interests of the country. In
our view, this principle includes self-reliance in all the activities
which make for the healthy growth of the Nation and resistance
to the bureaucracy as it impedes our progress towards Swaraj.
We are, however, anxions to end this fruitless verbal discussion,
making it clear that Council-entry is, and can be, thoroughly
consistent with the principle of Non-co-operation as we under-
stand that principle to be,

*“We desire further to make it clear that we have not used
in our progamme the word “obsiruction’ in the fechmical semse
of English Perliamentary history. (So Vithalbhai is practically
let down by Das and Nehrn.) Obstruction in that sense is
impossible in subordinate and limited legislative bodies, such as
the Legislative Assembly and Provincial Legislatures under the
Reforms Act undoubtedly are. Possibly another word shounld
have been found to convey our meaning. We may state, how-
ever, that our position is really mof so much that of obstroction
in the Parliamentary sense as that of resistauce fo the obsfruc-
tion placed in our path to Swaraj by the bureaucratic Govern-
ment. It is this resistance which we meant to imply when we
used the word ‘obstruction’. This was clearly indicated in the
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way we defined and described No-co-operation in the Preamble
to the Constitution of the Swaraj Party. It is the removal of
such bureaucratic obstruction which we feel we must emphasize.
This is the policy which we have hitherto followed in the Legis-
lative bodies, and it is this policy which must in future be maore
and more effectively directed to the varying needs and problems
of our national life.

“'Here again we are anxious to end all verbal discussion as
to whether this can be aptly described as a policy of 'uniform,
eontinuous and consistent obstruction.’ We are conient to detail
our policy and then leave it to our friends to give it a more
appropriate name, should they so desire.

“In the light of this principle and policy, we would here
state onr future programme of action within and ouotside the
Legislative bodies.

“Within the Legislative bodies we must continue:

{x) To throw out Budgets unless and until the system of -
Government is altered in recognition of our rights, or
as a matter of settlement between Parliament and the
people of this country. In justification of this step, all
that we need point out are a few salient facts con-
nected with the Budget in the Central Government,
which are more or less true of Provineial Budgets also.
Out of a total of 131 crores (excluding railways) only
1fh crores are votable. Further, oot of the non-votable
amount, as much as 67 crores, i.e., more than half the
amount of the Budget are for military expenditure. It
is thos clear that the people of this country have the
right to vote only less than 1/7th of the total amount
of the Budget, and even the exercise of this limited
right is subject to the power of restoration vested in
the Governor-General. It is, therefore, clear that
the people have neither any wvoice in the framing of
the Budget nor any control over those who frame it.
They have no power ecither over the raising of the
revenue or its expenditure. On what principle then
may we ask, is it our duty to pass such a Budget
and take the responsibility of being a party. to it?
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We have no doabt of the support of many self-respect-
ing men in the country, in holding as we do, that it is
our clear duty to throw out such Budgets in all Legis-
lative bodies unless and until this vicious system is
changed.

To throw out all proposals for legislative enactments
by which the bureancracy proposes o consolidate its
power. It is conceivable that some good may inci-
dentally result from a few of such measures; but weo
are clearly of opinion that in the larger interests of the
country it is better to sacrifice temporarily such little
benefits rather than add an jota to the powers of the
bureavcracy, which are already irresistible.

To introduce all resolutions, measures and bills which
are necessary for the healthy growth of our National
life and the consequent displacement of the bureau-
cracy. We heartily accept the suggestions made by
Mahatma Gandhi in his statement, and we think that
the resolutions mentioned by him in support of the
constructive programme of the Congress should cer-
tainly be accepted by the Swaraj Party. The principle
of self-reliance and resistance to bureaucratic obstruc-
tion, upon which we have hitherto acted, calls for their
adoption, and if the constructive work of the Congress
comes within the principles of Nop-co-operation, no
less do these resolutions, although they represent cons-
tructive activity within the Legislative bodies.

To follow a definite economic policy, based on the
same principles, so as to prevent the drain of public
wealth from India by checking all activities leading
to exploitation.

“To make this policy effective, we should take and occupy
every place which is open to the members of the Central and
Provincial Legislatures &y election. In our opinion, we should
not only fill elective posts, but serve on every Committee where
it is possible to do so. We invite the attention of the members
of our Party to this important question, and we call upon them
to decide this matter as soon as possible.
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“Our policy outside the Legislative bodies should be as
follows:

"In the first place, we should give our wholehearted support
to the constructive programme of Mahatma Gandhi and work
that programme unitedly through the Congress organizations. We
are decidedly of the opinion that our Council work must neces-
sarily lose much of its strength without the backing of the
constructive work outside, for i is nof inside but outside the
Legislature that we must look for that sanction without which
~ the effective carrying owt of our Cowncil policy is impossible.
“Indeed, in the matter of constructive work, the mutual support
of both inside and outside activity must, in our opinion, give
strength to the very sanction upon which we rely. In this con-
nection, we hesitatingly accept the sugpestion of Mahatma
Gandhi regarding Civil Disobedience. We can assure him that
the moment we find that it is impossible to meet the selfish
ohstinacy of the bureaucracy without Civil Disobedience, we will
retire from the Legislative Bodies and help him to prepare the
country for Civil Disobedience, if by that time the country has
not already become prepared, and we will then unreservedly
place ourselves under his guidance, and work throngh the Con-
gress organization under his banner, in order that we may
unitedly work out a substantial programme of Civil Disobedience.

In the second place, we must supplement the work of the
Congress by helping the labour and .peasant organizations
throughout the country., The problem of labour is always a
difficult problem to solve in every country, but in India the
difficulties are greater. On the one band, we must find ount a
way of organization by which we can prevent exploitation of
labour by capitalists or by landlords and on the other hand, we
must be on our guard to see that these very organizations may
not themselves be the source of oppression by nursing extrava-
gant and unreasonable demands. Labour undoubtedly requires
protection but so do industrial enterprises. Our organization
' must protect both from exploitation, and the Trade Union Con-
gress must be so organized as to be able to serve this useful
purpose. We hold that in the long run the real interests of both
and of the country at large are identical.
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““We feel happy that we have had this opportunity of put-
ting our views before the country side by side with Mahatma
Gandhi's opinion, for we feel certain that their perusal will make
it obvious that, wofwithstanding some differences of view, there
is an abiding and funmdamental wnity amongst both parties of the
Indian National Comgress. Both parties feel the necessity of
working thé constructive programme whether within or outside
the legislative bodies. In this direction, we feel confident lies
the germ of a fruitful alliance between Mahatma Gandhi and
the Swaraj Party. Our joint effort, in the same or different
directions, will furnish a fitting answer to the bureancracy, un-
willing to recognise the rights and liberties of the Indian people,
and we emphatically assert that, in our determination to work
with the same object in the same or different spheres, is ex-
pressed the determination of the Indian Nation to bring the
struggle for Swaraj to a successful issue.”

The Juhu conversations paved the way for the decisions of
the A.-I.C.C. Session at,Ahmedabad between the 27th and the
20th of June (1024). The Swarajists however did not secure, at that
meeting, what they subsequently secured at the A.-L.C.C. Session
in Bombay on the 23rd and the 24th of November. It was there
that Gandhiji completely surrendered to Das and Motilalji on
the question of Council-entry and lifted the boycott of Councils
altogether. They then issued a joint statement, the substance
of which was that, in order to secure the co-operation of all par-
ties, the programme of Non-co-operation should be suspended
for the time being, except in so far as it related to the refusal
to wear foreign cloth, and that, while different sections should
devote themselves to different fields of constructive work the
Swaraj Party should work in the Councils.

The victory of Swarajists was thus complete, though, it is
equally true that Vithalbhai's pelicy of Parnellite obstruction was
also practically given up at the same time.

a7



Chapter Twenty-Four

IN THE LEGISLATIVE ASSEMELY

ITHALBHAI entered the Legislative Assembly on the

joth of January, 1924. On that day, he took the cath in

the prescribed manner, along with 44 other Swarajists.
Frederick Whyte was the President and T. Rangachadar, the
Deputy President. The Viceroy addressed both the Houses on
the 31st January, and the regular Session of the Assembly
began on the 1st of February. The Swarajists had entered the
Assembly with the avowed object of offering ‘continuous, con-
sistent and persistent obstruction’ to Government, but it was
soon discovered that in actual practice, Vithalbhai was almost
in the minority of one to hold on to this policy. Motilalji was
the leader of the Party, and Vithalbhai, the Deputy leader. And
yet it was tacitly assumed by everybody in the Assembly that
the real protagonist of the obstruction part of the Swarajist pro-
gramme was Vithalbhai and not Panditji. Panditji's bonhomie,
in particular, made him more acceptable, at least less obnoxious
to the European members of the Assembly than Vithalbhai who
treated them with scant courtesy. To the other members of
the House, it was clear that Vithalbhai had more influence with
the rank and file of the Swarajists than Panditji himself. On
one occasion Bipin Chandra Pal made a mistake in calling
Vithalbhai 'Pandit Patel’ and Motilalji corrected him. 'He is not
a Pandit’, he said. Pal's answer to him was: "“"But he iz all in
all, Sir.”" And Jinnah interposed with the remark: “‘He is more
than a Pandit."" The Treasury benches pointed out, off and on,
that Vithalbhai, if none other of the Swarajists, was a pure
obstructionist and Vithalbhai never denied that he was, Sir Basil
" Plackett had said in the course of the debate on the resolutitn
on the grant of full Dominion Status to India that he was glad
that no one had questioned the boma fides of Government.
Vithalbhai told him point blank: ““Well, here I am to guestion
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the boma fides of Government.’" In the course of that same
debate, Sir Malcolm Hailey said: *‘I can quite understand that
the Hon'ble Pandit (Motilalji) appreciates the need for modera-
tion in statement; I can understand that a cautions thinker such
as he is, does not desire to go back and plough the barren fur-
rows of Bardoli. But, he does not stand alone; what of Me
Patel?”” There is ample evidence in the proceedings of this Ses-
sion of the Assembly to show that in spite of all the obstacles in
the way of his policy of obstruction, Vithalbhai continned to hold
fast to it, until he actually noticed that the game was up. At
the beginning the Swarajists modified their policy to adjust
themselves to the Independents with whom they constituted
themselves into the great National Party, and later, when the
Independents separated from them, they had already lost their
original vigotr, partly at least on account of the Juhn conver-
sations between Motilalji and Gandhiji.

In his speech of the 31st of January, 1924, among other
things, the Viceroy said: “There is now a spirit in India, which,
if 1 am to credit all I read, is bent upon destruction of the Re-
forms unless it immediately attains that which it is impossible
for any British Government to grant forthwith, that is, complete
Dominion Self-Government. ... No change in the constitution can
be effected by legitimate and peaceful methods save with the
assent of the British Parliament, that is, the British people. ...
1 gather that there is a disposition in some quarters to believe
that the hands of the British Parliament can be forced, and that
a situation may be created which may impair the Reforms and
this canse Parliament to act contrary to their desire and better
judgment. ... As a devoted friend of India, I am convinced that
action based on reason and justice will alone prevail with the
British people and will prove the only safe road to the ultimate
goal to be attained. ... I earnestly pray that calm judgment anl
a desire for mutual undemtanmng and goodwill may characterise
this Session of the Legislature and may thus carry India for-
ther forward to the fulfilment of her legit:imate aims and aspira-
ﬁﬂm #F

The wery first question that Vithalbhai asked (on the 1st
of February) in this session was: “Have the Govenment of
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India received any report from the Central Provinces Govern-
ment regarding the unworkability of the Reforms there?’ and
Hailey's shame-faced answer to it was: *‘No, Sir, I am astonished
to hear that the Reforms are unworkable in the Central Provin-
ces.’”” It is obvious that this reply of Hailey was a clear equivo-
cation. Vithalbhai's passion for asking questions waned as time
went on, and the number of his questions dwindled considerably
after the first sitting of this session which was adjourned on the
25th of May, but during this sitting, he asked no less than 68
questions, a good many of which embarrassed the Government not
a little. For instance, he repeated his question on the rrtth of
Febroary on the unworkability of Heforms in the Central Pro-
wvinces in another form. He then asked whether the attention of
Government had been drawn to the deadlock created by the ‘no-
confidence' motion in the Central Provinces, and asked Govern-
ment to place the relevant correspondence on the table. Hailey's
answer was that Government had seen in the papers some reports
about the no-confidence motion, but they were not aware of any
deadlock, that they were not prepared to publish any correspond-
ence between the Governor and the Viceroy and that they would
not necessarily be aware of the existence of any such correspond-
ence. One noticeable feature of Vithalbhai's questions in the As-
sembly was that they had now ceased to be of the parochial nature
~ which they some time assumed in the old Imperial Council.
The real business of this Session began on the sth of Feb-
ruary with T. Ranchariar's Resolution on the grant of Domin-
jon Status to India. The Resolution ran as follows: “This
Assembly recommends to the Governor-General in Council that
he be pleased to take at a wvery carly date the necessary steps
including if necessary (the) procuring (of) the appointment of
a Royal Commission for revising the Government of India Act
&0 as to secure for India full self-governing Dominion Status
within the British Empire and Provincial Aotonomy in the Pro-
vinces''. Hailey, however, on behalf of the Government, asked
for the postponement of the consideration of this matter till the
8th of February, and as a consequence, it came up on the 8ih.
~ There were several amendments to this Resolution, of which the
most important was Motilalji’s. Vithalbbai himself had sent in
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an amendment, part of which was declared by the President to
be ‘outside the scope of the Resolution, and part covered, in
substance, by Motilalji’s amendment.’

Rangachariar started in a very conciliatory tone. He said
that when he entered the first Assembly he had faith in the
consttution, but no faith in the gentlemen oo the Government
Benches. On better acquaintance with the Government Benches
his sullenness left him and he became an optimist. Then he
was suspicions of the Non-co-operators, but when he noted ‘the
Hon'ble Sir Maleolm Hailey hailing his old friend, Mr. Patel, and
speaking to him in whispers’, he thought that the atmosphere had
become hracing. The atmosphere had further improved by the
Government’s releasing Gandhiji. With this introduction he
went on to say that they had done well in the first Assembly
in spite of all the drawbacks of the Act, but that was like read-
ing the first chapter. They had now to go forward, and ne
steps were provided in the Act ‘for gradual realisation of Res-
ponsible Government. He pointed out that the Swarajists had
thrown in their lot with them ‘in improving legislation, in mak-
ing suggestions as to Bills before us." Now was the opportunity
for the Government to show that they were really responsive to
public demands. ‘I want Dominion Status abroad and Res-
ponsible Government within.’

Hailey was not much behind Rangachariar in politeness, bat
when he came to address himself to the main proposition that
India must have at once full self-governing Dominion Status, he
gaid: “We cannot afford to allow any one to be in doubt as to
the attitude of Government on that question. There are many
interests concerned. There are the Indian States. ... 1 do mot
say what their attitude is likely to be, but it is of vital interest
to them whether they will at an early date have to deal with an
Executive Government which is entirely responsible to an Indian
Legislature, or whether they will have to deal with a Governor-
General in Council, who, as now, is responsible to the British
Parliament. And, again, Eoropean Commerce will desire to
know — I say nothing of what its feelings are likely to be at the
contemplated change, but men who have put great sums of
money into India, and may be daily increasing the sphere of
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their operations, have a right to know if we contemplate an
early change of Government. The men entering our services will
desire to know — I predicate nothing as to their feelings. I
only say that all men entering our services, whether civil or
military, whether European or Indian, have a right to know if
we intend a radical change of Government at an early date.
There is another interest, a great and extensive interest, which
will desire to know our attitude: 1 mean the minority commiini-
ties."’
And then he proceeded to say: “'The proposition, as it
stands, is © to the ‘Government of India Act, and in two
important respects. The pronouncement of August 1917 spoke
of ‘gradual development of self-governing institutions with a view
to the progressive realisation of Responsible Government in
India.’ The term has its significance; we know that it was delibe-
rately chosen. ... The expression psed in the Act is a term of
precision, conveying that the Executive in India would be res-
pensible to the Indian Legislature instead of to the British Par-
Hament. If you analyse the term ‘full Dominion Self-Govern-
ment’, you will see that it is of somewhat wider extent,
conveying that not only will the Executive have to be responsible
to the Legislature, but the Legislature will in itself have the full
powers which are typical of the modern Dominion. 1 say there
is some difference of substance, becanse Responsible  Govern-
ment i not necessarily incompatible with a legislature with
limited or restricted powers. ... The second part is this, that the
Preamble of the Act specifically provides for the realisation of
its ideal by successive stages. ... We hold both to the objective
and to its realisation by stages. You. . . now object to the
imposition of stages.”” He then proceeded to show that till then
India had asked for the realisation of the objective by successive
stages; the Nineteen Memorandum of 1q16, the Congress of 1017,
also of 1918 and the Home Rule Leagues — all had been con-
tent with it. He added: ““There sits Mr. Patel, who represented
the Congress before the Joint Parliamentary Committee. He
stood by the Calcutta Resolution of 1017 that the realisation of
full Responsible Government should be guaranteed in India
within a period of 15 years. He accepted the 10 years Statutory
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Committee, but it was only to inquire whether the 1o years’
experience did not justify the immediate grant of full Respansible
Government or whether another period of 5 years should elapse.”
He then reiterated the many grave obstacles in the way of the
immediate grant of full Responsible Government, and went on
to define the position of the Government. He said: ““We main-
tain that the objective of the Government of India Act is as
defimed in that Act, namely, Responsible Government. We do
not deny that full Dominion Status may be the corollary of Res-
ponsible Government. For the present we must limit ourselves
to the objective of the Act. Secondly, we maintain the necessity,
as the Act maintains the necessity, of the realisation of that ideal
by stages; but we hold that the first stage of transiional Gov-
ernment has not yet been sufficiently tested. ... That is the defi-
mition of our position; now for the action we propose to take.
... We propose to make a serious attempt to investigate justifi-
able complaints against the working of the scheme in practice,
to assess the causes, and to examine the remedies necessary, We
claim that this must precede any general inquiry into the policy
and scheme of the Act, or general advance within the Act itself,
oo When we have our results, and those results are ready for
presentation to Parliament, then, before they are finally present-
ed to Parliament, we shall ask the Secretary of State to give
every opportunity for discussion in this country both in the
Legislature and elsewhere. That is as far as we can go at
present.”

After this exposition of the Government position by Hailey,
Motilalji formally moved his amendment which ran as follows:
“That the following be substituted for the original Resolution:
‘This Assembly recommends to the Governor-General in Coun-
cil to take steps to have the Government of India Act revised
with a view to establish (ing) full Responsible Government in
India, and for the said purpose:

(a) to summon at an early date a representative Round
Table Conference to recommend with due regard to the
protection of the rights and interests of important minor-
ities the scheme of a constituion for India; and

(b) after dissolving the Central Legislature, to place the
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- said scheme for approval before a newly elected Legis-
lature for its approval and submit the same to the
British Parliament to be embodied in a statute.” ™

Motilalji went straight at the Act. He said that the Preamble
was bad and the whole Government of India Act was bad, that
there was no particular sanctity in that Act and that what was
wanted was the modification of the Act or its repeal — whichever
might be necessary. He did not have any faith in conventions
growing in course of time. He wanted our rights not only formu-
Inted, recognised and clearly admitted, ‘and not only admitted
and recognized but actually conceded to us.' He submitted that
it would serve no useful purpose to cite what the Congress said
before torg. From that year we had demanded Responsible
Government and declared that the Government of India Act was
whally inadequate and thoroughly disappointing. He pointed out
that the real difference between the Government and themselyes
'was that while they were prepared to take a Round Table Confer-
ence or a Committee or whatever other name was given to that
body, they were not prepared to have the scope of that body
limited. Government wanted it to be clearly understood that this
body could not recommend full Responsible Government or Domin-
jon Status. Motilalji then went on to disclose the fact that his
amendment was not a cent. per cent. Swamajist amendment, that
it had been ‘considerably toned down to meet the wishes of
friends who are not Swarajists in this Assembly.’ He added:
“Sir, we have come here to offer our co-operation, nnn-m-npﬂ‘a-
tors as we are, if ypu will care to m—nper&tn with us. ... We are-
not here simply to wreck or destroy."

Jinoah thought that, HheundemmudthEHnmﬂMemher
correctly, the Government conceded the necessity of a step being
taken forthwith, but as he understood it, that step wounld be a
scheme ‘formulated by a departmental inquiry which will, ex-
hypothesi, be framed in the secret conclave and the secret cham-
bers of the Executive.’ He could not reconcile himself to that
step. He was in entire agreement with Motilalji's amendment.

Vithalbhai spoke after Abdul Quaiyum had made his speech
in which, as he had said that he had confined himself “to one or two
points’ that confronted him ‘as a Mussalman and as a resident
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of the North-West Frontier Province,” Vithalbhai naturally
tonched those points, at the beginning of his own speech. He
said: “Mr. President, the last speaker made two points. His
first complaint = that the Government of India Act has not been
applied to his province and that the people of his province are
treated as untouchables, and he wants to know the reason why.
Perhaps the Hon'ble the Home Member will explain why his
province has ben treated as untouchable. So far as I am con-
cerned, 1 would advise my friend to join the great Non-cos
operation movement and there will be an end of it. If he joins
the National movement, I promise him that there will be no
difficulty in seeing not only that the Government of India Act
is applied to his province, but full Responsible Government is
conceded to his province. Let him therefore join us. ... The
second point that my Hon'ble friend made was regarding com-

munal differences in which he deferentially followed the Home

Member and he pointedly drew attention to the speech of my
leader, Pandit Madan Mohan Malaviya (not Motilalfi. Vithal-
bhai also is speaking here not as a Swarajist but as a member of
the Nationalist Party — composed of the owarajists and Inde-
pendents coming together), if T understood him aright." He
asked the Panditji 'why are these communal differences not be-
ing settled although Pandit Malaviya has been trying to
av (so) for ever so long.' Vithalbhai's answer to that
question was: “Have Responsible Government, and the differ-
ences between the Hindus and the Mubammadans will be settled
in no time"” (was he right?). Then he asked Rangachariar
whether he would adopt Motilalji's amendment, and obtained
the reply that he (Rangachariar) was waiting to hear Vithalbhai,

to make up his mind. Did this mean that while Motilalji was

conciliatory, Vithalbhai might not be? Vithalbhai interpreted
Rangachariar’s reply to mean that he had an open mind. Then
he proceeded to say why a conference — a Round Table Confer-
ence was demanded. That was because the bowa fides of the
Government were  questioned. Actually there was very little
difference between the avowed intentions of the Government and
the National demand. Government insisted on stages and the
Indian people would rather dispense with them. The difference
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was so little that, if only the mistrust in the mind of the Gov-
ernment were removed, it could certainly be composed in a
Round Table Conference. He thought that the atmosphere had
become very favourable for an amicable settlement. The Labour
Government had come into office, if not in power. They had
now ample opportunity to put their professions into practice if
they wanted to. And he added: “'If they wanted to show their
bowa fides, here is the time. And, if the Government of India
want to show their boma fides to the people of India, if they
at all mean well by the people of India, 1 believe this is the
most opportune time for doing so. Let them stand by the peo-
ple of India. The non-co-operators have come into this Assem-
bly. The atmosphere has changed. The Labour Party has come
into office and, if the Government do not at this most opportune
juncture come to the help of the people and stand by the people

. of India, then there can be no other inference but this that they

do not mean well by the people of India. My suspicion about
their homa fides will be confirmed.” He made it clear that ‘all
that the Congress had accepted at Calcutta, at Bombay and at
Delhi in December I1g17, and in September and December 1918,
respectively, was the policy underlying that announcement (the
announcement of August 1917), namely, the establishment of
Responsible Government in India’, that the Congress had ‘pro-
tested and protested very strongly against the imposition of any
siages’, ‘against the suggestion that the measure and time of each
advance was to be determined by the Parliament or the British
Government’, and that they bad always looked upon the ‘cantious
and qualifying phrases’ of the announcement as ‘merely a com-
mentary on the main portion of the announcement.” Speaking
about Defence, Vithalbhai said: '‘Great stress has been laid by my
friend the Hon'ble the Home Member on the question of defence.
¥es, there is that question. Some of my friends do feel nervous
about it. Speaking for myself and speaking as representing the
Congress, I say here that we have fully considered the question
and we find no difficulty whatsoever. Let us have immediate
Self-Government. Let us have immediately Responsible Govern-
ment. What is there in the army? Who controls the army at
present? (and Belvi added: ‘and who pays for it?’) Does my
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friend the Hon'ble Sir Narsinha Sarma take no part in the deli-
beration of the Cabinet which controls the Indian Army at pres-
ent? Does not the Hon'ble Sir Muhammad Shafi take any part?
Does not my friend the Hon'ble Mr. Chatterjee take any part?
It is the Civilians forming the Cabinet that control the Indian
Army. No one else. His Excellency the Commander-in-Chief is
one of the Members of that Cabinet. But after all the general policy
i5 being dictated by the whole Cabinet and that Cabinet, instead of
being responsible to the Pariament, we say, should be responsible
t: the people of India. That is the only difference.” When
Vithalbhai said that in emergencies there was the existing army,
Hailey interposed and asked: “'Are the British troops there also?®*
Vithalbhai’s prompt reply was: I do not for the moment believe
that the British officers and the British troops are going to leave
India as soon as we assume the control of the army."" He wanted
them to stay, but he added: ""Those who are opposed to the legiti-
mate aspirations of the people of India and to their political free-
dom are not wanted. Let them go away. They are quite welcome 1o
leave us and join the army of the unemployed in England.” Hailey
tried to corner Vithalbhai by asking him once more: **And yon
want the army here?”” And when he replied: “Certainly, we want
the army™’, Hailey asked him whet