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LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY.
Wednesday, 26th March, 1930.

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

THE COTTON TEXTILE INDUSTRY (PROTECTION) BILL.

Mr, President: Tle House will now resume further consiglerstion'ol
the following motion moved by the Honourable 8ir Geqrge Raifiy on the
18th March, 1930: -

. “That the Bill further to nmend the Tndian Tariff Aet, 1884, and to amend the
Indian Tariffi (Cotton Yarn Amendment) Act, 1927, be taken into consideration.”

Sir Purshotamdas Thakurdag (Indiari Merchants’ Chamber: Indian
Commerce) : Sir, speeches on this motion yesterday, especially from those
Benches which are opposed to this motion, clearly indicate that, of the
two principles underlying this Bill, on the first one of protection for this
industry, there is practical unanimity. Thw'only discordant note that was
struck was on the first day:of the discussion by my Honourable friend
Diwan Chaman Lall. If T disagree with my Honourable friend Diwan
Chaman Lall, T must at Jeast give him credit for consistency in his atti-
tude on all items of consideration of protection before the House. Whether
it is protection for the steel industry, or for the paper industry or for the
textile industry, ever since 1924, my Honourable friend from the Punjab
has bhecn consistent, opposing every motion for protection to the industry,
irrespeetive of the merits of that protection, on this one ground only that
there is n good deal left to be done yet by people engaged in industries in
India for the amelioration of labour in India. Bir, there will be none
amongst those who seck to support this Bill who will challenge Diwan
Chaman Lall's dictum that the condition of labour in factories in India is
nothing approaching the ideal. But even my friend Diwan Chaman ILall
will agree that labour can only prosper if industry exists, and the ruin
and closing down or even weakening of industries, he, I am sure, will
recognise, does mean a weakening of the chances of improvement in ths
standard of labour.

The other friend who opposed this Bill is fhy friend from Bengal,
Mr. Ghuznavi. Mr. Ghuznavi’s complaint however was that he was very np-
prehensive that this protection, including as it does what is called Imperial
Preference, is not adequate for the cotton textile industry. On the scors,
therefore, of protection being necessary I take it that my friend Mr. Ghug-
navi not only agrees with the principle of the Bill, but has some eriticism to
offer to Government that they have not offered in this Bill enough protection
for the cotton textile industry. Barring these two, I do not think I remember
having heard any other Honourable Member who has spoken in this House
till now say that he is opposed to the principle of more protection being
made available to this industry. - —_

( 2463 ) s
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Sir, Diwan Chaman Lall showed considerable attachment on his part
to the methods employed by factory owners in Japan, and incidentally, T -
infer, to the support given by the Government in Japan to the textile
industry. There is only one omission, which 1 think Diwan Chaman Lall
may himself like to be brought to his notice, and that is that he over-
looked informing the House that the Government in Japan gave protection
to all industries in Japan when the Japanese currenoy was brought back
to its pre-war parity, and an ad valorem protection of 10 per cent. was
gazetted by the Government in Japan for at least a period of one year from
the date on which the removal of the gold embargo was decided upon in
Japan. I have here a cutting which shows that this protection has been
offered not to a few industries which can be said to be national, but to all
ir;(histriea suffering from this appreciation of the Japanese currency. One
of these is: .

“ . .. industries which would sustain losses without such protection, by reason of
a sudden increase of impcrts on the recovery of the exchange to par.”

I wonder whether my Honourable friend, when he rises to speak on the
third reading of this Bill, will, on his behalf at least, rub this point into
my friends on the Treasury Benches, and point out to them that, if not
totally, a good deal of the trial, which is now being experiencel by the
textile industry, is due to the omission of Government to do this in India
in 1927, when they officially decided to accept the ratio of 1s. 8d., sn
appreciation of 12} per cent., and a deliberate and unmistakable bonus to
the same extent to all imports to this country.

Mr. President: The Honourable Member is inviting Diwan Chaman Tall
to speak again!

Sir Purshotamdas Thakurdas: If he wishes to, on the third reading,

8ir. I am sure he will gpeak.

Mr. President: That means that the Honourable Member is not auxious
to go back to Bombay soon! -_

Sir Purshotamdas Thakurdas: I do very much, Sir. I wonder if you
will prevent Members from speaking if they have something new to put
forward.

8ir, before 1 proceed further, I think I owe it to this House and to the
Japanese merchants in India that I inform this House, about two telegrams
received by me from two representative bodies in connection with what I
communicated to this House on the 7th instant. I then said that I had
a telegram in my possession that day, which indicated that there were
reports in Bombay that the Japanese Government may give a bounty of
5 per cent. to maKe up for the proposed preference to %ritish cotton goods
imported into India, and that large quantities of piece-goods were being
hurried to India in order to get entry into British Indian ports before this
Bill was passed into law. The telegrams in my hand say:

“‘Quotations in your speech March 7th incorrect as Japanese Government not promised
any boun:i; nor will tax Japanese nation for benefit of Indian consumers. Deny reports
heavy cloth sales with rebate to buyer if protective duty levied.”

An Honourable Member: Whom is it from?
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Sir Purshotamdas Thakurdas: One telegram is from the Japan Cotton
Shippers’ Association, Bombay, and another is signed by Mr. Kinoshita,
the Manager of the Japan Cotton Trading Co., Ltd., from Bombay.

‘Now, Sir, I do not wish to deal with the several arguments adduced by
Members who have been anxious to criticise Bombay mill industry and
‘Bombay mill management. But it was some relief to me to hear yesterday
from my Honourable friend Mr. Neogy that he, who had been opposed to
protection for the cotton textile industry till now, has now turned friendly to
Bombay and that he was prepared to offer his assistance to this House to
prevent Bombay from, what he called, commitling suicide. I am sure.
Sir, that assurances of such well-meaning watchfulness, on the part of
Honourable Members in this House, od those who are interested in tk_m
cotton textile industry of Bombay, are most welcome, and I look upon this,
Bir, us a very good sign of ‘the friendliness of this Assembly towards the
enterprises of Bombay, be it in the direction of cotton textiles or any-
thing else. But 1 cannot help feeling, Sir, that there is a very serious
misapprehension when Honourable Members in this House connect this
Bill mainly or mostly with the welfare of cotton mills in Bombay only.
It is true that Bombay mills are worst affected by foreign competition and
therefore it is natural that this protection, if given, may benefit them in
the first instance. But I submit, Sir, that it is incorrect to say that this
protection will benefit either mainly or, 1 dare say, even principally the
Bombay mills. If this protection is likely to do substantial good to mills
in any part of India, it is to mills which are outside Bombay. It may, in
the first instance, give Bombay a little more immediate relief than those
up-country, and for this purpose I cannot do better than quote from the
Statement of Objects and Reasons, where the Honourable the Commerce
Member himself has the following sentence:

“‘From the evidence in the possession of the Government, it appears that, during the
last three years, and particulary in the last six months, the pressure of external com-
petition has intenniﬁedp:nd that the cotton mill industry throughout India is depressed,
though the extent of the depression varies at different centres.'

I ask the House to mark the words, ‘‘The cotton mill industry throughout
India is depressed .

Now, regarding the extent of the depression, Bombay, as it is a port,
naturally does suffer most and suffers earliest from depression brought
about by competition from foreign imports. But it does not necessarily
follow that, should nothing be done, mills in Bombay alone will go down;
that mills in Bombay alone will suffer and mills elsewhere in India will not
be affected. What is, Sir, bad for Bombay today will be bad for Ahmeda-
bad, Bholapur, Delhi, Cawnpore, Calcutta and Madras within a few weeks
or months, and at the latest, within less than a year. It is necessary, there-
fore, Sir, that this House should clearly bear in mind that the protection
which they are considering today, even though Bombay may be made tho
bull’s eye at which people may go on marking and shooting, that protection is
also for mills up-country, side by side with Bombay. If this is borne in mind,
I have not the least doubt, Sir, that those, who are interested in this industry
out of Bombay, will feel at least this, that Bombay is bearing all the brunt
in connection with the criticism, but they are going to benefit equally with
Bombay if not more, If this protection enables the Bombay mills to avoid
losses, it will enable the mills up-country to pay & small dividend, if they
have not been paying that till now. I?V it will enable the Bombay mills
to pay a small dividend of 5 or 6 per cent., it will certainly enable the
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mills up-country to pay a larger dividend than they have been paying
without it. It is only natural that they should do so, and I do not grudge
the up-country mills their good luck. The up-country mills have the
advantage of their geographical situation, and it is only natural that they
should so benefit more. But I say this now in order to bring home unmistak-
ably——and which I consider is above challenge—that in dealing with this
question, it should not be overlooked that the Assembly will help not only
the mills in Bombay to escape the immediate catastrophe, but they will also
be helping the mills all over India to escape from that danger.

There has, Bir, been considerable criticism regarding the methods of
mill management in Bombay. I personally welcome all such eriticism,
especinlly for my City. Of course I fcel that ecriticism coming from
Honourable Members in this House is criticism whiech comes from
responsible well-wishers of the industry, ond ought to help to keep Bombay
up to the murk and to prevent them from avoidable slackness. I do not
take exception to any words, of warning or of advice given in friendly
spirit by the bitterest opponents of this Bill, because I cannot possibly
believe that there is a single Indian today who is inimieal to the textile
industry of India, whether it be in Bombay or elsewhere. (Hear, hear.) Tt
is this conviction of mine that makes me say, Sir, that as far as I am aware,
every one in Bombay will welcome all such criticism not only now but for
ever hereafter. But there is, Sir, considerable confusion in several of the
impressions which some of my Honourable friends who criticised Bombay
have. There has been a little too much stress laid on some catch-phrases
which, we know, become popular as soon as they have mentioned once or
twice over in some Government report or by some commercial association,
be it either in full knowledge of facts or in partial ignorance of same. Take,
for instance, Sir, one item which has been inentioned, rather profusely, in
the course of the discussion. I think it was my Honourable friend from
Orissa, Mr. B. Das, who started the criticism regarding the mill agents’
system, the system known as the commission agents’ system. Now, Sir,
I do not wish to defend that system through and through. But I wish to
point out to my Honourable friend, Mr. B. Das, that what is wrong with
that system is that there are not enough safeguards ensuring efficient mill-
management in case of hereditary management proving inefficient. There
is not sufficient watchfulness on the part of the shareholders and there may
not be enough safeguards provided in agreements with mill agents. But
if my Honourable friend says that that system ought to go, and the system
of management of joint-stock concerns, especially cotton mills, should be
the system of management through managing directors, I would like my
friend seriously to consider over it and to point out to me any part of India
where industrial or commercial enterprises have been managed success-
fully by managing directotrs?

Mr. B. Das (Orissa Divigion : Non-Muhammaden) : The Bombay Electric
Bupply and Tramway Co., Ltd.

Sir Purshotamdas Thakurdas: I wish my friend had named something
else. I happen to be connected with that Company, being the Chairman of
the Board of Directors, and I-do not like to say anything about it mysel,
But surely he can select something else outside Bombay. If Bombay is
doing the wrong thing, why not point out something which is being done in
the right way either in Bengal or in Bihar and Orissa or Madras?

L
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Mr. B. Das: May I point out, 8ir, that I did not mean to attack
the managing agency systewn; my criticism was to pomt out certain defects
in the managing agency system.

Mr. K. 0. Neogy (Dacca Division: Non-Muhammadan Rural) We have
quite a large number of tea garden companies which have been flourishing
all these years under Indian management, which are entirely under the
system of managing directors, and not managing agents.

8ir Purshotamdas Thakurdas: I am not conversant with the require-
ments of tea garden management, though I am prepared to accept my
Honoursble friend’s view, but with regard to what my Honourable friend
Mr. B. Das said, perhaps he will agree that it is nol necessary to eliminate
managing agents on a commission basis.

Mr. Ghanshyam Das Birla (Benares and Gorakhpur Divisions: Non-
Muhammadan Rural): I may say, in order that my Honoursble friend
8ir Purshotamdas Thakurdas might develop his argument, that the instance
cited by Mr. Neogy is not helpful to Mr. Neogy's argument because, so
far as 1 know, those tea garden companies which are managed by managing
directors have to borrow money from many Marwari business men at the
rate of 12 to 15 per cent.

Mr, K. 0. Neogy: But they flourish all the same.

Sir Purshotamdas Thakurdas: I um very glad, Sir, that my Honourable
friecnd Mr. Birla is able to help me with a few facts regarding Mr. Neogy's
instance, but with regard to my Honourable friend, Mr. B. Das, may 1
put it to him that it is not necessary to eliminate the managing agents?
All that is necessary is to improve the system.

Mr, B. Das: That is my point.

S.r Purshotamdas Thakurdas: I am glad that my Honourable friend Mr.
B. Das agrees that there are cortain directions in which the imanaging
ageney system can be uscfully improved. DBut 1 am afraid thet there may
be other Members in this House who think that it is desirable to elimi-
nate and to stamp out this system. 1 venture to assert, with due respect,
that the day they do that, cither by legislation or by any other method,
will be a bad day for industrial enterprise in India.

Mr. B. Dag: I never meant that.

8ir Purshotamdas Thakurdas: I agreed with Mr. Das as soon as Mr.
Das made his meaning clear. As a matter of fact, both Mr. Neogy and
Mr. Das will agree that, during the last few years, when there has been
& good deal of company promotion in connection with either Indian banks,
gmall or big. or insurance companies or anything else, if my Honourable
friends have scen some of the prospectuses, they will confirm me that
these have mostly been started with managing agents and not with a
managing directorate.

Mr, Vidya Sagar Pandya (Madras: Indian Commerce): I do not think
banking companies can be cited as an instance.

8ir Purshotamdas Thakurdas: I accept that my Honourable friend

Mr. Vidya Sagar Pandya’s latest flotation of a bank has been under the
system of managing directorship; I fully accept that.
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Mr. Vidya Sagar Pandya: There are no banks in the -country under
managing agents. Can the Honourable Member cite names of any banke
under managing agents?

8ir Purshotamdas Thakurdas: I thought I just agreed with Mr. Pandya
sbout his new bank. My point is that we should not be in a hurry to
come to the coneclusion that, because Bombay mills snd companies are
run by managing agents, therefore, they deserve no protection. As a
matter of fact, I feel, Sir, that those, who are intimately acquainted with
the saerifices made by managing agents till now in Bombay, ever since the
first mill was starled there in 1860, sacrifices made to get the mills to
stand during crises like the present one and others in the past, which
they have passed through in 1900 to 1907, would feel as I feel, Sir, that
1 would like to take my hat off every time to these managing agents
who have not spared their last pie in standing by their mills in the hope
that those mills would successfully pass through a crisis. By all means I
would welcome an inquiry by Government into the evils and the compara-
tive good of this system. It will clear up the issue unmistakably, but I
foel that, to rush to any conclusion as suggested by some of the remarks
made here would be misleading to this House.

My next point, Sir, is again in connection with what my Honourable
friend, Mr. B, Das, said. He complained that the mills in Bombay were
over-capitalised. I do not know what my Honourable friend, Mr. B. Das,
meant by over-capitalisation. What he meant perhaps was that
mills were either floated or were put up during the boom period
at prices  which, wunder present conditions, look very high.
Let me tell my Honourable friend Mr. B. Das that of the few mills which
changed hands in Bombay during the boom period at prices varving from
Rs. 60 and Rs. 70 lakhs to a crore and a half, most have up to now gone
under the auctioneer’s hammer; there are practically none of these left:
they showed their unsoundness for financial purposes within a few vears
after the boom period came to an end.

Mr. A. H, Ghuznavi (Dacca Division: Mubammadan Rural): May I
point out that, at page 207 of the Tariff Board’s Report, it is said ‘‘Over-
capitalisation has contribhuted to accentuate the depression in Bombay''?

8ir Purshotamdas Thakurdas: The Honourable Member is referring to
the summary of conclusions; I thought he was pointing to the relative
paragraph in the body of the Report. _

Mr. H. P. Mody (Bombay Millowners’ Association: Indian Com-
merce): It is three years old any way.

8ir Purshotamdas Thakurdas: I do not think I would be justified in
taking up the time of the House by reading extracts from the Report, but
I will talk this point over with my Honourable friend if he desires it, 8o
that he may speak later on this if he wants to. My point, Sir, is this.
I should have thought, and perhaps those who are connected with banking
in connection with mills in Bombay or in Ahmedabad will bear me eut.
that the complaint regarding the mills in Bombav and in Ahmedabad till
now has been, not that they have too much capital, but that they have
too little capital, that thev were under-capitalised, that they have not any
eapital with which to do the current day to day financing required by these
mills. Most of these mills continue to borrow on the credit of their
mnanaging agents in the open market from dav to dav, inviting a crisis as
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soon ag there is a flutter in the money market. 8ir, regarding the majo-
rity of the mills in Bombay and in the Bombay Presidency, I may say to
my Honourable friend, Mr. B. Das, that their weakness is not over-
cupitalisation, but under-capitalisation. Whether it is the right system
or not, I am not prepared today definitely to pronounce before this House.
I am pointing out that, if these mills had all been floated with the capital
necessary firstly for the purpose of putting up the factory and in addition
for the purpose of carrying on the day to day financing of the mill, per-
haps so many mills and so many enterprises in this direction would not
have been in existence at all. Sir, I will say only one word before I
proceed further, and that is that I am convinced from my connection with
the management of mills and my knowledge of the conditions under which
finanecing of mills is being done in the Bombay Presidency, that, but for
this system of managing agents, who stake their all on their mill com-
panies, at least four times the number of mills which have gone down
till now in the Bombay Presidency would have gone down. A more
acute crisis in these mills has been prevented by the spirit of self-sacri-
fice partly in personal interest if you so choose to call it, but still it
is there—which makes the managing agent stand by his mill up to the
lagt moment, in the hope that something new will turn up and will enable
his particular concern to turn the corner.

The next question, Sir, is the 4 per cent. increase in the revenue duty,
and the 3% annas minimum on greys. The question is, is this adequate?
Even the Government, Sir, feel that this is not adequate for the immediate
requirements of the mills. As pointed out by iny Honourable friend, 8ir
Cowasji Jehangir, yesterday, when an Honourable Member of the tempera-
ment of the Honourable the Commerce Member definitely comes to that
conclusion, he will be a bold man in this House who can say that the
Honourable Sir George Rainy has been extravagant in what he has offered
to the mill industry. If, Sir, there is any defect in the Honourable Sir
George Rainy in that connection, so far as this side of the House is con-
cerned it is that, he is too strict, and T have never seen, if I may say so,
any leniency on his part when he sits down to consider and decide what
measure of protection is necessary.

I will now come, Sir, to that part of the principle involved in this
Bill which has been the bone of contention. Having come to the con-
clusion that this 4 per cent. increase in the revenue duty and the 8§ annas
minimum on grey goods is not adequate, Government propose to give the
additional protection . . . . .

Mr., A. H. Ghusnavi: When did they propose to give this additional
protection ?

Sir Purshotamdas Thakurdas: I should have thought, 8ir, that the
questions and answers on the floor of the House when Mr. Jinnah was
spraking yesterday made it abundantly clear that the original proposal of
the Government of India was this, and Government subscquently put on
something more, which is the bone of contention today, I mean the protec-
tive 5 per cent. duty. Perhaps, my Honourable friend was not in the House
when this discussion took place vesterday on the floor of the House. Now,
Sir, Government propose to give this additional protection by what they
call “‘rpecial protective duties’’, which have been generally referred to all
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through this discussion as Imperial Preference; I suggest to my Homour
able friends who oppose this Bill on this particular ground, that this House
is incapable of giving Imperial Preference, and Government cannot pos-
sibly expect this House to give Imperial Preference. Indeed, the Hon-
ourable the Finance Member says this much in his speech in paragraph 59:
‘“We do not, and in fact, we could not, agk the Assembly to commit them-
selves at this stage to accept the principle of Imperial Preference’. I
ask the House to mark the words of the Finance Member, ‘‘We could
not”. Sir, I think the words are deliberately used. Imperial Preference
can only be given according to the Colonial Conference Resolution of
1902, after full protection is afforded to the indigenous industry. The
Fiscal Commission's Report, page 120, paragraph 216, has this—the head-
ing is, “The Principles of Imperial Preference’’: ‘‘The points of chief
importance which emerge from this Resolution’’—that is the Resolution of
the Colonial Conference of 1902—'‘are’’—I will read, Sir, the most import-
ant one—'‘that there was no question of the Dominions abating their
protectionist policy, and no idea of establishing free trade within the
Empire’”. It is admitted, Sir, that if the protection given by the Gov-
ernment of Indin with their proposal to the Cabinet was alone to be given,
it would not be adequate protection. It was 4 per cent. increase in
revenue duty and 84 annas minimum on grey goods, and Government
have come to the conclusion that this is not adequate. And Imperial
Preference can only come after adequate protection iy assured. Further
Sir, Condition No. 4 says that, ‘“Thc preference given should be wholly
voluntary, and should not go beyond what the circumstances of each unit
might reasonably permit’’. What I wish to point cut is that it should not
be protection given under a certain set of circumstances, which are either
created or which happen to come about. It should be something offered
voluntarily by the country offering preference. And the last condition
Sir, is that the United Kingdom should, if possible, grant certain preference
in return. None of these, I submit, exist today. But T was a little sur-
prised when my friend, Mr. Birla, emphasised the Imperial Preference
aspect. Mr. Birln, Sir, is one of the five Indian Members of that Commis-
sion who signed the Minority Report. At least two names out of these
five command great confidence in the Indian public today, and thev are
the names of my friend himself and of the distinguished Chairman of that
Commission, Sir Ibrahim Rahimtulla, whoge name is well known through-
out the length and breadth of this country. The Minority Report, Sir,
in Chapter TV, under the heading ‘‘Imperia] Preference’’,—my frien
himself is a signatory to it—says this:

*“The principle of Imperial Preference implies the uncontrolled power of initisting
granting, varying and withdrawing preference from time to {ime, consistently with each
country's interest and on lines which are not injurious to itzelf. India must therefore

ss the same supreme powers: as are' enjoyed by the Dominions before Imperial
reference can become for her a matter of practical politics. India has not yet reached
Dominion Btatus.”

Mr. Ghanshyam Das Birla: May I inquire if the Honourable Member
wishes to suggest that this is something worse than Imperial Preference?

Sir Purshotamdas Thakurdas: I am telling the House that what is
before the House is not Imperial Preference according to his Minority
Report. ' -

Mr. Ghanshyam Das Birla: It is something worse than that?
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Sir Purshotamdas Thakurdas: I will come to it presently if the Hon-
ourable Member will have a little patience.

Then, 8ir, a little later they say more in the same strain. But I must.
uct take very long in my speech, and I may take it for granted that this
part of the House knows what is in the Report. I think I have quoted
sufficiently to point out that, even according to the Minority Report of my
friend, what is being offered today and what is under discussion in the
House is not Imperial Preference as defined in the Report.

Now, Sir, the policy followed by the Government of India, 8o far, is
pot a policy of ‘‘protection’’, nor as my friend the Honourable the Com-
merce Member reminded me earlier thig Session, ir it full fledged protection.
Imperial Preference can only, as far as I am able to understand the Colo-
nial Conference Resolution, come in after full protection is assured to the
industry concerned. The policy of the Government of India is of protec-
tion with discrimination.

Now, I wish to ask my friends of the Nationalist Party whether it is
not wrong to apply the term Imperial Preference to this, for the simple
reason that India is not independent enough in her own house to enjoy
that privilege, and secondly, because there is nothing that we stand to
gAin today from the United Kingdom in return for this concession which
the Government of India are offering to the United Kingdom.

Mr. K. C. Neogy: Is it not the case of Government themselves that,
#o far as fisecal matters go, India does enjoy the position of a Dominion !

8ir Purshotamdas Thakurdas: I am not here to defend the policy of the
Government. T am only trying to put before the House the way I read the
position in this Bill. My friend's question perhaps is meant for the Trea-
sury Benches, and I wn sure the Honourable the Commerce Member will
give him a satisfactory reply if he can.

There is, Sir, further this question.  Many in this Housc feel, and indeed
they huve said so, that they do not wish the relations of India in any way
antagonised with either Japan or Italy or Holland, or indced with any
other country which exports piece-goods to India. Now, I ask Members
on this side of the House if thev have anv voice todav in connection with
India’s relations with any foreign powers? When Imperial Preference
can be given by this House, will not the House consider the question of the
existing commercial treaties and the developments, both international and
others, perhaps of a serious nature, which may result as a consequence of
their policy? Can the House today be said to be responsible for it? I
am sure every Honourable Member who is opposed to this will at once say
that we are not and we cannot be responsible for it, because we have no
voice in it. I am only mentioning this in order to bring home my point
that the idea of saying that what is being offered is Imperial Preference is
wronz. It may be, Sir, a very convenient method of expressing what
some have in mind. I wish to make it clear, Sir, that there is no Impe-
rial Preference which can be given by this House in the prosent condi-
tion of India’s fiscal policy, and in the present condition and position of
nry friends and the elected Members in this House.

 Mr, Vidya Sagar Pandya: By what other name will the Honourable
Member call this difference of 5 per cent. in favour of Lancashire, if it
was not preference? '
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8tr Purshotamdas Thakurdas: Sir, I therefore conclude that this is not
Imperial Preference as it should be understood. All the same it metes
out special treatment to U. K. goods. Government say that these U. K.
goods do net compete with Indian gouds. Those who are opposed to this
Bill say that they do compete. Government point out that this measure
is not intended by them to help the expansion of India's textile industry
but only tv enable it to live and escapc the crisis. It is devised, according
to the Government, as an emergent measure. At the worst, therefore, the
measure-that is before the House can be in force for only three years, and
it can be modified at the end of three years. Granting that
the burden on the Indian consumer is higher to the extent of the
protection conferred on the  United Kingdom, the proposition,
simply put, reduces itself to this—is it advisable for this House
to save the Indian textile industry in which—according to Mr. H. P.
Mody—anbout 100 crores of capital is invested, from further depreciation
for a limited period of three vears, with the extra burden which may be
thrown, or which will be thrown, if vou prefer it, on the Indian consumer
by this protection offered by the Government of India to the United
Kingdom? The worst charge against the Bill can be that it affords pro-
tection to U. K. industry, simultaneously with the Indian industry. This
Assembly must weigh the scales with this and decide which is the heavier
of the two scales. I hope that my Honourable friends who interrupted me
to ask what this was if not Imperial Preference will be satisfied that T have,
at least, put forward the issue in a clear and unmistakable manner.

Mr. Ghanshyam Das Birla: I have no dispute if the Honourable Mem-
ber wants to call it protection to U. K.

Sir Purshotamdas Thakurdas: You can call it that. I will not differ
about the wording. If my Honourable friend wanis to call it in the way
he hag called it, T will not take exception to it. I want to have the issue
as clearly put before the House as possible, and let us then understand
whether as practical business-men, those who wish well of the Indian
textile industrv can come $o some common conclusion.

Mr, Amar Nath Dutt (Burdwan Division: Non Muhammadan Rural):
There are idealists here.

Sir Purshotamdas Thakurdas: I beg your pardon. T had overlooked
you. In the peculiar circumstances in which the industry is placed at
present, my Chamber thinks that protection should be afforded tc the
Indian textile industry. This in short is the question and there is no
fear of & precedent in this connection being quoted later.

I agree that, if the industry were in a position to stand further trial,
it may be desirable for it, a8 my Honourable friend Mr. Birla recommended,
Lo oppose this form of protection in the hgpe that. if the Indian textile
industry refuses this protection now and waits for s few months longer,
they may get more. Now, Sir, I know that my Honourable friend is him-
self engaged and interested in this industry, but I also know that there
are representative bodies interested in this industrv direct, speaking in
the names of, shall I say, 75 per cent. of the mills interested in the textile
industry all over India. These bodies inform us. and indeed Mr. Mody
has definitely said so on the floor of this House, that it would be dangerous
to expose this industry to further onslaught and competition from abroad.
In short, the position therefore is this. Does the Assombly make the
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econoinic aspect of the problem subordinate to what may be the political
aspect of it? I understand, Sir, that socialism says, where we can progress
with the present order, it may be achieved; and I understand that com-
munism preaches—Bring about political revolution first and then or rather
thereafter try to secure the economic equality. TFor business men it would
oot be unpatriotic nor would be inexcusable if they decided that the prin-
eiple of socialism might be accepted, especially when, as in this case, it is
for a limited period of three years. I feel, S8ir, that I shall
at least be credited with having put the reasons why my Chamber have
decided to favour This Bill in a manner which is impartial and which is
not clouded by any other issue.

Mr. T. Prakasam (East Godavari and West Godavari cum Krisina:

Non-Muhammadan Rural): Is it impartia] ?

8ir Purshotmdas Thakurdas: That is for the House to judge. I do not
think I need repeat that it is 0. All T can say is, that I have honestly
tried to think over it, most seriously since the Budget was presented and
with great oppression on my mind, at times, and I have tried to put before
the House what striker me till now, according to my limited capacity, as a
fair presertation of the problem.

Sir, it must, I am sure, have struck the Honourable Members on the
Treasury Benches, **Why all this opposition to this Bill if the Bill is con-
ceived aceording to them in the best interests of the Indian industry and is
to be in force only for three short years?’' Let me tell them that the real
reason is the past history in connection with the textile imports from the
United Kingdom into India, which is dark and not such as to make Indians
not suspicious. I do not wish to give any instances in this connection. I
know it iz .not pleasant to manyv to hear them but I cannot help quoting
Sir W, Joynson Hicks (now Lord Brentford) who said, some time back,
and I am quoting from an extract which I came across in the Bombay
Chronicle. Sir W. Jovnson Hicks is reported w have said this:

_“We did not conquer India for the henetit of the Indians. T know it is said in
missionary meetings that we conguered India to raise the level of the Indians, That
is can't. We conquered India as the outlet for the goods of Great Britain. We
conquered India by the sword and by the sword we should hold it. I am not such

a hypocrite_as to say that we hold India for the Indians. We hold it as the finest
outlet for British goods in general and for Lancashire cotton goods in particular.’

Dr. A. S8uhrawardy (Burdwan and Presidency Divisions: Muhammadan
Rural): That is why we ought to give preference to Lancashire?

8ir Purshotamdas Thakurdas: I am leaving the decision to you.
Dr. A. S8uhrawardy: Thank you.

8ir Purshotamdas Thakurdas: With this mentality of British states-
men, with the history of Great Britain regarding the cotton textile in-
dustry till now, is it any wonder that we in this House, and in fact the
whole of the Indian public, should fight very shy of whatever may be devi-
sed, with whatever high motives and ever so innocently, by myv Honourable
friends on the Treasury Benches? There may be a good deal in my friend
Mr. Birla's apprehension that, once protection is allowed to the United
Kingdom in the Indian market, it may not be easily removable. The
course of this will depend upon the future relations of India and England.
Tf it is n contented India under the British Crown, I expect that there will
be room for plenty of deliberate Imperial Preforence for U. K. goods with
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the free vote and goodwill of representatives of the people of India in this
House hereafter. 1If it is a depressed India in bondage of England, then
all that 1 can say is, God help both England and India.

8ix, I have now put before the House my frank reasons for supporting
thig Bill. I wish to quote, in support of what I have said, from a tele-
gram which I received from my Chamber, and 1 will only quote one or
two sentences from it. The telegram says: .

““If there was any guarantee that adequate protection would be forthcomin
immediately without any element of what is called Imperial Preference, Committee
would have unhesitatingly accepted it in preference t¢ the proposals put forward (by
Government). Committes feel that they have been compelled, in absence of any alterna-
tive, reluctantly to accept Government proposals rather than see this national industry
in which all parts of India are interested, wiped out of existence which would be a
calamity not to Bombay city alone but to the whole country."”

i 1

1 think, Sir, after this, there should be no question of the motives
of those on thig side of the House who support this Bill. I have, for
purposes of my remarks today, taken for granted all the worst apprehensions
of my Honourable friends who oppose this Bill. S8imilarly, my support
to this Bill is under circumstances which are unavoidable.

Sir, the unenviable position of the Indian industry could not have been
better exemplified than by what has been clear on the floor of the House
during the last three days. It has been necessary for some representa-
tives of Indian commerce and industry to get up from their seats and
plend before their fellow Members here, whose solicitude for India’s
national industry cannot possibly be questioned. for support of this Bill.
I sugygest that the villain of the whole piece is not the Indinn millowner
but the existing transitory stage of the reforms and the unenviable position
in which we are from the constitutional point of view. Sir, the approval
of the Legislative Assembly, to this Bill, if secured, must be regarded
ag the inevitable result of the circumstances in which we are placed, and
must bhe regarded as one which left no option to those who support this
Bill. But there 15 a touch of morbid humour for some and humiliation
for others in the discussion before this House. When a part of the country
is actively pleading for indcpendence and for boyeott of foreign cloth, we
in the Legislature are being asked to give protection to a British industry
ns it has heen culled, and, indeed, is bound to be in the eyes of the publie
outside. What a moment to choose for such a gesture to Great Britain!
If this gesture of goodwill from the Government of India to the Govern-
ment of Great Britain, 8ir, is to be useful, to the Un'ted Kingdom, it is
not unlikely to foment agitation in this countrv for not only boycott of
foreign goods but, I am afraid, for boycott of British goods. I am sorry
for the psychological moment which has been selected for this measure.
1 very much wish, Sir, that it were possible for the Government of India
to avoid this unfortunate -moment for the expression of this friendly
gesture. A far as we are concerned, I can assure my Honourable friends
on my right that there is no pleasure to anyone of us to support the Bill
and to vote in a different lobby. It is there that we feel that we are the
victims of the circumstances in which the country and the constitution
of the country at the maoment is. If there is any feeling which is upper-
most in the minds of Indians who vote for this Bill, I should not l?e sur-
prised if it is o feeling of humiliation because they are the viotims of
the circumstances in which the country is placed today.
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Sir the measure is said tc be an emergency measure, designed to
give immediate relief, and an immediate stimulus to the industry. Will
it be effective? Who are the best customers of the productions of Indian
mills, and even of Lancashire mills? I have no doubt the reply can be
only one, namely, the magses. The Right Honoursble Mr. Snowden,
Chancellor of the Exchequer, a few months back, is reported to have
said somewhere that, if he could only increase the purchasing power of
the mass>s of India by something, however, tiny and small, he would get
all the custom which might be necessary in order to keep the mills in
Lancashire going. I propose to quote to the House from a speech delivered
by the Marquess of Linlithgow at Rangoon on 7th November, 1927, when
he was in India. The Noble Marquess said:

‘‘Raise the purchasing power of the ryot, and in one stroke you will give to the
industry, to manufactures, and to commerce in general an extended field for service.
The prosperity of the factory is linked indissolubly, and to their mutusl advantage,
with the productivity of the field. Indastry requires raw materials and markets for

finished products. The cultivator sees in a prosperous industrial population an ever
increasing market for the produce that he grows.

I wish to ask whether, with all the protection which is ensured either
for Indian manufactures or for Britich manufactures, Government have
made sure that there is, amongst the customers of these two, which at
present appear to be the object of solicitude of the Government of India,
that power which can really keep thes» two going. 1t strikes me that we
are, or rather the Government of India are, following a policy which I
cunnot put in more apt words than the words which you, Mr. President,
at least can fully understand :

“Agai dor, pceché chor.”

{(The crowd runs ahead, the thief is behind.) In ordinary course, 2
crowd follows a thief in order to catch him. but in this case the crqwd
runs ahead to eatch the thief, who is behind.

What about the purchnsing power of the mnasses, the royal class of
customers both of Lancashire and the Indian textile industries? I
close my remarks with this question which I particularly direct towards
“my Honourable fricnds on the Treasury Benches, Bir George Schuster and
Sir George Rainy.

Mr. 0. 8. Ranga Iyer (Rohilkund and Kumaon Divisions: Non-Muham-
madan Rural): Sir, the Honourable the Deputy Leader of the Independent
Party, with a great deal of hesitation, asked and answered the question:
“Who is the villain of the piece’’? He said that it was not the mill-
owner, and I agree with him. The millowner is the victor; he is not tha

villain, And even so the victimg are the masses for whom he

12 Nop. pleaded so apologetically. The villain of the piece, if I may say
8o without meaning much offence, without' meaning any offence, is the
Honourable the Commerce Member. He is the villain of the piece for this
particular reason. Whenever he wants to do something for a national in-
dustry—and T am willing to grant that it is a national industry—he puts
the nation on the horns of a dilemma. The capitalists are a part of the
ration, even as the followers of Diwan Chaman Lall!' But the Honour-
able the Commerce Member delights to put the entirz nation on the horns
“of & dilemma. He says, if you want protection—and we most certainly
want protection for the Bombay indnstries, —then you must at the samo
time be prepared to give the ‘‘special protection’” for Lancashire! That is
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‘the whole problem.  Protection for the millowners of Bombay and special
‘protection for Lancashire! I wonder whether the Honourable the Deputy
Leader of the Independent Party will accept that descriptive phrase
“‘spegial protection”.  Obviously the Honourable the Deputy Leader of
the Independent Party is not listening to what I am saying. Well, Sir,
after having made a speech, Parliamentary formality expects him to answer
& question from a subsequent speaker.

Sir Purshotamdag Thakurdas: I am sorry.

Mr, O. 8. Ranga Iyer: I am glad that the Honourable the Deputy
Leader of the Independent Party is willing to answer my question. I
wanted to ask him whether he is prepared to agree to that description of
what I may call ‘'special protection for Lancashire’’. He does not like the
word preference, but is he also prepared to call that ‘‘special protection’.

Sir Purshotamdas Thakurdas: It has been so-called by the Honourable
the Finance Member.

Mr. 0. 8. Ranga Iyer: I know that the Honourable the Finance Mem-
ber has called it ‘‘special protection’’, but I wanted to know if a repre-
sentative of the great commercial interests in India is also willing to call
it ‘‘special protection’’, because I attach equal importance to his deserip-
tion of the same thing.

Mr. M. A, Jinnah (Bombay City: Muhammadan Urban): BSurely the
Honourable Member can see that in the Bill itself. Surely the Bill itselt
is very clear and if the Honourable Member has read it, he would see
that it does impose a differential duty.

Mr. C. 5. Ranga Iyer: Therefore we have also the Honourable the
Lead«r of the Independent Party agreeing to this.

Mr. M, A. Jinnah: The Bill says so. It is not mry opinion.

8ir Purshotamdas Thakurdas: I am always willing to give any informa-
tion which I can to the Honourable Member, but I am afraid, Sir, that
I am not able to follow his question clearly. I have put, from the practi-
cal point of view of a mere merchant, my view of the case and I have
nothing further to add to what I have already said.

Mr. 0. 8. Ranga Iyer: I know the Honourable Member has nothing
further to add. I was only asking whether he agreed to the deseription
of the kind of protection given to England, as a special protection—pro-
tection on the one side and special protection on the other. I should like
to know why we should be asked to grant ‘‘special protection’’ to England.
I am quite willing to grant protection to the Bombay industries. That
is what the Leader of my Party wants. I cannot understand, however,
why either the Honourable the Finance Member or the Honourable Mem-
bers on the Independent Benches should ask us to grant special protection
to England.

Sir Purshotamdas Thakurdas: I am very sorry that my Honourable
friend thinks that I agree with or approve of what the Government are
offering. T have tried to put forward my view, and if it suits my Honour-
able friend, Mr. Ranga Iyer, to distort my view, I cannot help it. He can
go on repeating his own version, :
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Mr. 0.°S. Ranga Iyer: I beg the Honourable Member's pardon, if he
thinks I am repeating my own version. I am only stating a matter of
fact which the Honourable Member cannot deny, namely, that he:. is in
agreement with this Bill.

8ir Purshotamdas Thakurdas: I am not.
Mr. 0. S. Ranga Iyer: His vote will show.

8ir Purshotamdas Thakurdas: If I vote for this Bill, if I support this
Bill, I support it under circumstances which leave me no option.

Sardar Kartar Singh (East Punjab: Sikh): He is not a free agent.

Mr. O. S. Ranga Iyer: I must, in all fairness, admit that the Honourable
the Deputy Leader of the Independent Purty is supporting this Bill under
circumstances over which he has no control. But I should like to know
whether the special circumstances that prevail and which compel the
Leader and the Deputy Leader of the Independent Party to take a parti-
cular course of action—I should like to know whether the special circum-
stances that govern them will also be taken into consideration by those in
England who are carrying on a propaganda for special Imperial Preference.
The Honourable the Deputy Leader of the Independent Party quoted, by
way of justification of the Government measure, the opinion
of the Honourable the Finance Member, saying that it was
not Imperial Preference. Of course my Party has through
out maintained, and I do maintain, and I shall presently
prove, that it is Imperial Preference. But I am first willing to take my
stand on the ground which the great Leader of the Independent Party
enunciated yesterday, and which his principal lieutenant in this House
endorsed today. And, Sir, tho Deputy Leader of the Independent Party
said that it was not Imperial Preference -and by way of authority. . . . .

Mr. M. A. Jinnah: I think the Honourable Member is misrepresenting,
and I do appeal to him, to his sense of fairness, that he should not go
on repeatedly misrepresenting what I have said, and if he has not under-
stood what I said, I should like him to get a copy of that speech of mine
and carefully read it.

Mr. O. 8. Ranga Iyer: I accept the Honourable Member’s challenge.
I am not misrepresenting him. I shall read what he said.

Dr. A. Suhrawardy: Not misquote him either.

Mr. 0. 8. Ranga Iyer: T am not misquoting, nor misrepresenting. He
said that, ‘‘Imperial Preference can only be either a reciprocal arrangement
between twc free nations or a voluntary gift from one to another’ and
now his Deputy quoted the Honourable the Finance Member as having
said that it was not Imperial Preference and he. . . . .

Mr, M. A, Jinnah: Sir, that is not my speech. I do not know what
the Honourable Member is quoting from.

Mr. 0. B. Ranga Iyer: The quotation that I just read out is from the
Honourable Member’s speech.

Mr. M. A, Jinnah: Where did he get it from?
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Mr. O. 8. Ranga Iyer: I got it from the local newspaper raport (Cries
of ‘Oh! Oh!’ and Laughter.) pepes mat {

Mr. M. A. Jinnah: I appeal to the Honourable Member, who has got
«considerable experience as a journalist, how speeches are reported in the
newspapers.

Mr. O. 8. Ranga Iyer: It is the report of the Associated Press.

Mr. M. A. Jinnah: It is all the same.

Mr, 0. 8, Ranga Iyer: | am glad that the Honourable Member has
repudiated the report of his speech by the Associated Press, namely, his
interpretation of Imperial Preference. I thought, Sir, the Honoursble the
Leader of the Independent Party almost said yesterday that this was not
Imperial Preference. '

Mr. M. A. Jinnah: I never said that. Thig is deliberate misrepresenta-
tion now. I have said it over and over again that I never said that.

Mr. 0. 8. Ranga Iyer: Then, I am glad that the Honourable the Leader
-of the Independent Party concedes that this is Imperial Preference. Now
that he concedes that this is Imperial Preference, my difficulty has been
.minimised. - Are we or are we not to vote for Imperial Preference? So
far os my Party is concerned, it will not agree to it and so far as the
country is concerned, it will not agree to it either.

Now, I shall deal with what the Honourable Member's Deputy hag eaid.
He said, it was not Imperial Preference. The Honourable Leader of the
Independent Party (Mr. Jinneh) did not say so. Therefore he will have
to settle his dispute with his own lieutenant.

Sir Purshotamdas Thakurdas: Leave it to us, and proceed with your

speech.
. Mr. O. 8. Ranga Iyer: Mr. Jinnah docs think it is Imperial Preference,
while Sir Purshotamdas Thakurdas thinks it is not, I am now concerned
only with the latest speech on the subject and I say that this is Imperial
Preference, because, Sir, Imperial Preference is preference shown by one
part of the Empire to another of the Empire, against a country which does
not belong to the Empire. That is Imperial Preference pure and simple.
In this there are three countries involved, and all the three countries are
‘mentioned in the Statement of Objects and Reasons printed and presented
to us relating to this Bill. One is Japan, the other country is India, and
the third country is England. I would put it like this, first Kngland,
second India and thirdly Japan. Now, India is & part of the British
Empire, England is a part of the British Empire and Japan is not a part
of the British Empire. ' '

Indis gives, under this Bill, preference to England, India discriminates
against Japan. This is pure and simple Imperial Preference. The
Honourable representative. of the Bombay Mill industry interpreted, if I
nm not rnisrepresenting him, that Imperial Preference meant reciprocity
of obligations.

Mr. H. P. Mody: Reciprocity of benefits,

- M. 0. 8, Ranga Iyer: I.am willing to be corrected. There.is reciprocal
benefit accruing both to the millowners of Bombay and- the millowners of
England from this Bill. (Laughter.) Bombay gets protection. The mill-
owners in England, according to the official language, get special protection.
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Therefore there is reciprocity of benefits. Now then according to his own
definitién here is a case of Imperial Preference pure and simple. I do mot
know if Mr. Jinnah said yesterday, at least he is reported to have so said,
that Imperial Preference must be in the nature of a voluntary gift.

Mr M, A, Jinnah: Bir, may I instruct the Honourable Member? I
merely stated that, as I understand the principle of Imperial Preference,
it can be either as m reciprocity or as a voluntary gift. That was merely
my idea of what I understand to be Imperial Preference. I said nothing
more snd nothing less.

Mr. O. 8. Ranga Iyer: I am glad to know that. The Honourable
gentleman’s idea is quite correct. For the present case, it is crystalclear.
Imperial Preference is not a voluntary gift, but an involuntary surrender on
the part of those. . . . . (The rest of the sentence was drowned in
laughter.). And in spite of the very reasoned, the very appealing and the
very enthusiastic speech which he delivered, I do not think the Depuby
Leader of the Independent Party can make us agree with his dictum that
this is not Imperial Preference. Even though he has quoted his own
Chamber in regard to that,—and he has quoted it in the best interests
of the country, of which I have no doubt—even though he hag quoted the
Honourable the Finance Member to assure this House that this is not
Imperial Preference which he is anxious we should not be committed to, I
have one very great difficulty, and that is this, We are dealing with England.
\We had the assurance of the Honourable the Commerce Member vesterday
that thir action has been taken by Government on their own initiative and
without any inspiration from outside. 1 do not for n moment suggest that
he was inspired by the great propagsnda that was being carried on in
England by the megaphones of Impenalism, the Daily Mail, the Rothermere
and the Beaverbrook groups, all of which wanted Empire free-trade and all
of which have merged themselves finally in the party of Mr. Baldwin, the
principal plank on whose platform is nothing else and nothing more than
Imperial Preference. Sir, T am reading from the Morning Post, the official
organ of the Conservative Party in England:

“The official policy of the Conservative Party, as summed up by its leader Mr.

Stanley Baldwin, is, safeguarding, Imperial Preference, Imeprial rationalisation and
Imperial co-operation.” '

I do not know whether there is rationalisation or Imperial co-operation
here. It is not certainly co-operation between a dependency and a country
which is governing it at present. It is most certainly Imperial Preference.

Mr. M. A, Jinnah: It is ‘‘India, Peace or War?"'.

Mr, 0. 8. Ranga Tyer: Yes. This is certainly Imperial Preference.
(Laughter.)

Bir, I also find in the Morning Post the die-hard correspondent at Delhi
of that die-hard paper describing what the significance of the passing of
this Bill would be; and he says:

“If this Imperial Preference in this amended form is accepted by the Assembly, it
is not because the unofficial leaderr here respect the mandate of the present Socialist
Government, in whom they are beginning to lose confidence, but because they wish to
belp the Government of India by emdorsing the plea of the Right Honourable Btanley
Bdl:lwin in behalf of Empire preferance.'

B
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Well, Sir, I know the manner in which propaganda has been carried on
in England on behalf of Imperial Preference. 8ir Purshotamdas Thakur-
das, whom I do not find now in his seat, will not be quoted by the great
Conservative Party. . . ...

Mr. M, A, Jinnah: Sir, I may inform the Honourable Member that
he has deputed me here to look after his interests. (Laughter.)

Mr. 0. 8. Ranga Iyer: The Leader of the Independent Party, who is
acting us deputy for his Deputy Leader (Laughter.) will I hope correct me
if 1 am npot correctly representing Sir Purshotamdas Thakurdas. BSir
Purshotamdas Thakurdas denied on the floor of this House, and quoted in
gupport of his denial, the Honourable the Finance Member that this is
not Imperial Preference. But when the Conservative Party, from whose
official programme and policy I have just quoted, launch their campaign
in England, I do not think even the Leader of the Independent Party
will say that the speech of his Deputy will be quoted or even be recognised
during the great election campaign in England, or for that matter, when
the Conservative Government comes to power. I do not want that Con-
servative England should have an opportunity of saying, at the forthcoming
election to the great democracy of Britain, that India is committed to
Imperial Preference. The Conservative Party, I must frankly say, is nob
our friend at present. The Leader of the Conservative Party had most
‘certainly taken a friendly attitude, but the very fact that he has surren.
dered since to the Rothermere gang and the Beaverbrook gang only shows
that the real party, so far as India is concerned, is not the Conservative
Party but the Conservative die-hards. The die-hards are the salt of the
esrth (Laughter.) and they are certuinly the salt of the Conservative Party.
And what is their programme? Their policy is, ‘‘No more surrender to
India"”, ‘“‘Imperial Prefercnce’’ and so on and so forth. I am quoting
this from the Nation and Atheneum which has published an extract from
the party programme, ‘‘Imperial Preference and no_more surrender to
India.”” This is Lord Rothermerc’s manifesto on behalf of his party,
which has since merged itself in the Conservative Party after the explana-
tion that Mr. Baldwin gnve, when he explained Empire free-trade as the
goal of his policy and that for the time being he would take his stand on
.lg:nperial Preference,

Lieut.-Oolonel H. A. J. Gidney (Nominated: Anglo-Indians): Lord
Rothermere had not joined with the Baldwin or Conservative group when
he made the statement, ‘‘no further surrender to India . This he stated
months before he joined Mr. Baldwin and to attribute either to Mr.
Baldwin or the Conservative Party this statement is to mislead the House
and has a sinister motive.

Mr. 0. 8. Ranga Iyer: Mr. Baldwin issued thp following invitation to
Lord Rothermere, published in the Morning Post of February, 25. He
gnid ’

*'No political party in this conntry can at the present stage adopt Empire free-trada
“whith in no doubt the goal that we have in view. But t:g only business.like method
with which to start the journey towards the great ideal is that contaimed in the official
Conservative policy of safeguarding, Tmperial Preference.”” . . . etc.
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After this memorable appeal of Mr. Baldwin to the Rothermere and
other groups,”they merged themselves in the Baldwin group, and we have
to deal with the official policy of the Conservative Party and the goal of the
Rothermere group. Taking these fwo things together, I will not be a party
to the policy of making this Assembly play the part of a handmaid to
British Conservative Imperialism. And that will be the interpretation that
will be put, that is being put, that has already been put on it, because the
Tvmes, in an editorial, appealed to India to pass this measure of Imperial
I'reference with o view to get the sympathy of England. I do not propose
to nask for the sympathy of England by giving them & bribe, for this is
nothing more or nothing less than a bribe. (Hear, hear.) But at the same
time I fully grant the very difficult position in which the representatives
from Bombay ure placed. Sir, the very tactful, lucid, clever speech of the
Honourable the Leader of the Independent Party yesterday made it quite
clear to us that he was supporting this Bill, not because he liked the
cpportunity to diseriminate in favour of England, but because he was
afraid that this Bill would be wrecked if it was smended in the manner
in which the Leader of my Party sought to amend it. It is not because
he is in love with this Bill, but he feels that he is on the horns of a dilemma
and he feels that, somehow or other, he must help the Bombay industry.
I feel, Sir, that we, who are for a policy of protection, so far as the
mdustries of India are concerned, are in the same difficulty. There is no
gotting away from it. (Hear, hear.) Just as they have weighed the pros
and cong of the question and come to the conclusion that it is necessary to
sacrifice this bit of idealism for what is practical, even so we have come
to the conclusion that it is necegsary to sacrifice what seems a little
practical lest we should be interpreted as having committed ourselves to
o policy of Imperial Preference fraught with danger to the future of our
industries. The assurnnces of the Honourable the Finance Member may
be very good. But they are not binding on him, because his constituency
i8 not in India, but his constituency is, Sir, nothing more than the great
British Government. For these reasons, it would be impossible for us to
give our support to what is Imperial Preference. I say it is Imperial
Preference, even as the Deputy Leader of the Independent Party said it is
not Imperial Preference. I am sure, if it is interpreted as Imperial Pre-
ference, he will be the first man in India to stand up and emphatically
vrotest against it, and it is with a view to guard himeelf for the future,
that he himself has said it is not Imperial Preference. (Applause.) I quite
aprreciate the very diplomatie, very far-reaching effect of that protest
agninst the future interpretation of this policy as Imperial Preference. Now,
Sir, to the official denials.

Theyv said they are not asking this House to commit itself to Imperial
Preference. I do not attach much importance to what they ask and that
they do not ask. For instance, I do not accept their denials and confirma-
tions. They deny that we are the representatives of the people. They
denv that we are organised in and out of this House. They say we are a
very microscopic minority. We do not accept their denials. For my part,
T rofuse to sccept their denials that this is Imperial Preference, for the
simple reason that their denial is not binding on the British Government:
mere official. denials cannot liquify hard facts in regard to the Indian
policy.

Lastly, with regard to the tariff, we must be grateful to the Leader cf
the Independent Party to hawve quoted to this House the authority nf the
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Sucretary of State. We must also be grateful for the ruling that you Mr.
President gave on that point and again when you invited the Members of
the Executive Council to assimilate themselves to the position-of Ministers.
I they were Ministers, if they had a constituency, if they had an election
to face, I am sure they would not have been a party to a policy of Imperial
Preference. They would not have taken the position that this is not Im-
perial Preference. I do not for a moment say that their intentions are not
true. They may honestly feel and say this is not Imperial Preference, hut
they have no power over the forces that preside in their own country and
theyv have no power to interpret away the interpretations of their superior
authority. Sir, tariff autonomy has not been granted. It is just as well
that Mr. Wedgwood Benn knows that tariff autonomy has been denied on
the floor of this House by the Commerce Member when he repeated his
own view in the course of the exceedingly convincing speech of the Honour-
able the Leader of the Independent Party on the question of tariff auto-
nomy. What did the Honourable the Commerce Member say? He said,
‘1 have come to this House with my mind made up. I have come to this
Flouse either to endorse this Bill if it is passed in the manner in which I
want it to be passed, or.I have made up my mind to put it into the waste-
paper basket. If you amend it as the Leader of the Nationalist Party
wante it to be amended, we will have nothing to do whatever with the
Rill. If on the other hand you amend it as the very intelligent late Mem-
ber of the Swaraj Party has amended it, if it is amended in that subtle
manner without affecting the principle of the Bill, then I will accept the
Bill”’. 'That is not tariff autonomy. That is not consulting the House,
'T'hat is holding a pistol to the heads of the Members of this House and tell-
ing them, ‘‘Take this Bill or go without protection for your Bombay indus-
tries”’. (Interruption.) The Honourable gentleman who represents the
Anglo-Indian community in this House says it is ‘‘tariff monopoly’’.

Lieut.-Colonel H. A. J. Gidney: Tariff monotony.

Mr. 0. 8. Rangs Iyer: He is so monotonous that he says this is tariff
monopoly.  (An Honourable Member: ‘“‘Tariff monotony.'”) Call it
monopoly or call it autocracy or call it anything you like. Tarift autonomy
does not exist. It is much better that the sooialists, sitting on the Treasury
Benches in Westminster, should abstain from believing in things that are
not true. Tariff autonomy has not been granted to us, and it is good that
His Majesty's Government have been taught by the Honourable the Com-
merce Member, an important Member of the Viceroy's Executive Council,
thut His Majesty’s Secretary of State was talking through his hat. Bir,
it is a repudiation of the Secretary of the State by a Member of the Vicerov's.
Ixerutive Council. Nothing more and nothing less than a strong, clear,
forcible, emphatic repudiation of His Majesty’s Secretary of State who,
to see the Indian feelings, perhaps, said that, ‘‘Tariff autonomy has been
granted to India’’, ‘‘Dominion Status is in action’’. Well, nobody in this
House has said we are a Dominion, or that there is Dominion Status in
wction. It is good, it is necessary, that the Socialist Government should
know ‘that what they are trying to do in England is being undone in this
part of the world, and it is undone in letter and in spirit in this important
measure. They are giving us Imperial Preference and they are saying it
is not Imperial Preference. Soft words cannot liquify hard facts, and
whether the Bombay industries are going to be benefited 6r not, I ‘am =ot
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going to take my stand on the question of Imperial Preference to which
I am not going to be a party. Bir, yesterday a nominated Member from
Bengal in a very emergetic speech (An Honourable Member: ‘‘Madras’’)
s nominated Member, the Editor of the Bengalee of Calcutta (An Honour-
able Member: ‘‘He comes from your own province.”), in a very energetic
speech, took exception to the presence of distinguished representatives of
another friendly country in the neighbourhood of this House. B8ir, in the
House of Commons, when England had resumed diplomatic relations with
Russia, it was a pleasure to see distinguished representatives of that great
country in the Distinguished Visitors Gallery. We have not cut off diplo-
matic relations with Japan. That ought to be sufficient for a nominated
Member of Government. (Laughter.)

Sir, the Honourable the Deputy Leader of the Independent Party re-
ferred to the boycott of British goods. He feared, I think, that British
geods were going to be boyeotted by way of protest against the passing of
this measure—l hope I am representing him correctly—while the responsi-
bility for sowing the dragon's teeth will be on those who vote for this pro-
position. (Applause.)

Mr. K. B. L. Agnibotri (Central Provinces Hindi Divisions: Nob-
Muhammadan): Sir, I rise to oppose the Bill. My opposition is not based
on the ground that protection is being granted to the cotton mill industry;
on the contrary, T have been all my life a supporter of protection being
granted to the cotton mill industry in India. The cotton industry in this
country has been a great national industry in the past, is 8 national today,
in spite of what my Honourable friend, Mr. Chaman Lall, may say, and
it will continue to be a national industry in future. T do' not agree with the
view of my Honourable friend, Mr. Chaman Lall, who has got advancefl
ideas, that an industry is not o national industry unless it is nationalised.
That is not the argument that I am going to advance. I consider that
every industry, which employs millions of people, and which adds to the
national wealth of the country, is a national industry, and that to support
such a national industry should be our primary duty in this country. Now,
if I make any opposition today to this Bill. it is because it involves the
principle of Imperial Preference. Not only that, this Bill is a unique Bill,
in that it has been brought forward for protecting an industry not in exist-
ence in this country. For instance, the manufacture of white, coloured and
finer cotton goods is not an industry that exists in the country, according to
the note circulated by the Honourable the Commerce Member, and accord-
ing to the statement in the Report made by Mr. Hardy. So we need not
provide any protection for that. Protection should be given to an industry
that exists in this country, not that the protection should
be given for an industry which does not exist in this country;
and that is another reason wh I consider that this
Bill is objectionable. I am surprised to know that the millowners of
Bombay, shrewd as they are, intend to support it. I fail to understand
how they have agreed to support it. I find that the Bombay millowners
are anxious to get some support from Government in the form of a protec-
tive duty. T am afraid it is not going to bring them sny protection. I
would tell them that it would be better for them not to accept such a gift
88 this from the Treasury Benches, which might have the effect of ruining
their own Indian industry. I shall put before the House later what has
been the history of the cotton industry in this country in the past, and
what hag been the attitude of those who have ever been professing that the
taterests of this country have always been before them, that they are the
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trustees and that we ehould huve trust in them. I will also say a little later
how, even in spite of the 8} per cent. cotton excise duty, the Bombay
cotton industry survived, not only survived but gained in strength. That
will show to tﬁem that the depression which the industry is feeling at the
present moment will not be a long lived one, and they should not be despon-
dent. What is offered in this Bill is not a real protection; what we have
before us is an Imperial Preference with a loaded pistol from the Govern-
ment Benches, when they say, ‘‘Either have this protection with Imperial
Preference, or you go wit{lout protection at all’”’. Could we not do without
such protection? For many vears our industry has gone without such pro-
tection, and could we not wait until we are in a position to have real pro-
tection ourselves? BSupposing we accept, what would be the result? The
home industry will suffer, nay, will die out. I have no doubt they are fully
aware of Mahatma Gandhi’'s movement for the production and wuse of
khaddar, the improvement and development of the cottage homespun in-
dustry, and the movement of boycott of British cloth which is at present in
their favour; the Swadeshi movement has been helping the mill industry in
the past. The British cotton industry huas suffered not only because of the
import of Japanese goods into this country, but because of the develop-
ment of the Bwadeshi movement, that gave an impetus to the Indian mill
industry. Therefore my humble submission to my friends, the Bombay
millowners, would be that they should wait.

Mr. H. P. Mody: How long?

Mr. K. B. L. Agnihotri: It is a question of time. If they could wait
for about 70 years, from 1858, when the first cotton mill was erected in
Bombay, if they could brave the situation created in 1895, and in the
early periods inspite of the imposition of the cotton excise duty, if they
could recover from that position, and not only recover, but develop their
mill industry, it goes without saying that they could meet even this present
competition from Japan. No doubt the competition was due to Japanese
favourable labour conditions; Japanese industries have benefited by women
being employed and other favourable conditions. But what do we find
today? From the Honourable 8ir George Rainy’s speech we find that
labour conditions in Japan have changed; they have adopted the same
Washington hours Convention to which India has subseribed, and in their
mills the women are now working for shorter hours. My humble submis-
sion therefore would be that the period when full recovery is attained will
not be far off. Bir, it may be the convention that our tariff automomy
consists in the joint agreement of this Legislature and the Government.
But then part of this Legislature. about half of it, with ihe nominated
Members is the Government itself. Of the elected Members, n majority
of them do not want this Bill, which involves the principle of Imperial
Preference. Even the Government themselves, in their cable to the
Becretary of State, have said that it is solely for revenue purposes that they
are imposing this extra duty; in that cable they do not themselves show
any preference to England. How can they come forward and say that
they shall not agree to the views of the majority of elected Members of
this House for that tariff autonomy which has been granted to us and that
they shall keep to their views which are different from those of the so-
called elected representatives of the country? No Government which pro-
fesses to stand on the strength of public opinion can for a moment consider
this course desirable. Therefore I am of opinion that the millowners
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should have no apprehensions of losing protection and should not accept
this Bill. Were we to refer to the Bill itself and to the speech of the
Honourable Sir George Rainy, it would be amply clear to us that there
is nothing beyond the principle of Imperial Preference provided in this
Bill. It was quite & correct statement when my friend Mr. Jayakar said
the other day, that we might call it Protection or Imperial Preference or
give it any other name, but preference there was in the Bill. Simply
because the Honourable Sir George Schuster happened to say to this House
that it included only a principle of differentiation and he did not use the
words “‘Imperinl Preference’’, are we to conclude from that statement that
this does not include Imperial Preference? I may refer the House to his
speeeh in which he himself stated that, at this stage of the Bill, he was not
prepared to ask the House to accept the principle of preference. BSimilarly
the Honourable S8ir George Rainy also says that we should commit our-
selves to the principle of %mperiar Preference at this stage. He said, if I
were to ask the House to do that, I should be asking the House to rule
out of discussion important amendments that were proposed in this House,
and he meant thereby that unless and until the amendments are considered
by this House, we cannot say that we have committed ourselves to the
principle of Imperial Preference. From this it will be clear that this is
a measure which involved the principle of Imperial Preference, but though
they are not at present prepared to say that Imperial Preference has been
accepted by us for the simple reason that, if the Bill is taken to the
amendment stage when the amendments are considered, and if the
Imperial Preference question is thrown out, the Bill as it would emerge
thereafter would not contain the principle of Imperial Preference; other.
wige it would certainly contain the principle of Imperial Preference.

Now, looking to the Bill as it is, what do we find? It is clearly stated
therein that duty is to be imposed on the goods that are not of British
manufacture. It will thus be clear that it is not only a case of Imperial
Preference, as has been inferred by us, but it is a clear case of Tmperial
Preference, which has been embodied in the Bill itself. Therefore, Sir,
any argument to the effect that the Bill does not involve any principle of
Tmperial Preference is futile and cannot be borne out by facts. On the
other hand. Sir, T do not know whether the Government Benches have
deliberately avoided the use of the term Imperial Preference. They prob-
ably scented that there would be a strong opposition on this question of
Imperial Preference, and so perhaps they have been careful enough not
to use the words Imperial Preference in the body of the Bill. But I would
not ‘blame them for this. I would rather blame ourselves that we had
not properly attended to the Bill. T do not suspect ‘the Government
Benches nor do I acecuse them of having deliberately refrained from using
the term Imperial Preference in this connection, thinking that, if they
used that term, the House would have known from their own statement
that this measure would involve the principle of Imperial Preference, and
the House eould have gone a step further and would not have laboured fo
find whether or not this Bill involved any principle of Imperial Preference
or only laid down a new and novel principle of creating an enactment to
protect the industries of Englund, which England herself is strong enough
to protect by enacting her own laws. But the question is whether we,
as a mere dependency or as a Dominion in embryo or as a subordinate
branch of the British Government, should take this step of providing in
our laws an Act to protect the foreign industries that are not in existence
‘in this country or do not compete against ours in this country, as I have
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pointed out, and as will be amply bogne out from the Report of Mr. Hardy,
as also from the speech of the Government Member. Thir is a matter for
our serious consideration.

My bumble suggestion is that we should throw out this Bill, if for
nothing else, at least for this, that it involves a novel principle of creating
a new law to protact the English industries.

Then, Sir, the second point that I wish to deal with is this. Taking
it for granted—and it is a fact—that this Bill involves Imperial Preference,
the question is whether we should or should not support it- True, as &
dependent nation, we have no voice in the matter. It is true that the
Government would certify the Bill if we throw out this present Bill. But
if the Government want to have Imperial Preference introduced, let them
do so as they did by the imposition of cotton excise duties, and by arti-
ficiallv fixing the exchange ratio; they can oertainly protect the English
industries and give them the protectiou that is near to their heart, but
we should not be a party to it, not because persomally or individually we
are averse to it, but the country is against it. Also because we have taken
-upon ourselves the sacred duty of representing the constituencies which we
have the honour to represent. We have taken upon ourselves the
responsibility to put before the Government what our constituencies think
about the present measure: The Government have got the eyes to see,
but they will not see; the Government have the mind to think, but they
will not think; the Government have the heart to understand, but they will
not understand. Were anybody with his eves open to go into the country,
he would be able to gauge the true feeling in the country. The Govern-
ment do not seem to know it. Now, so far as England is concerned, what
is the feeling in the country? It is against her; I think there is hardly a
man who has not the spirit in him to feel that India should some day, if
possible, be ruled by Indians themselves, thet so far as possible, India
should not remain under the tutelage of any nation, be it howsoever
benevolent, as England claims to be, be it howsoever kindly watchful of
our interests as England professes to be; but there is no nation in the
world, there is no educated man in this country who has not the desire in
hin heart to have self-government, be it in Dominion form, or be it in
form of independence, but every one'of us wante self-government, in what-
ever form it may be. It may be expediency that makes us say what some
otmuy.bmkhmembeenthletommnylndlmwho has
once travelled across the seas or who has seen foreign countries, who has
no! brought with him the idea that Indis should also be on the same Jevel
as England or as any other self-governing countries in the world. Even
England has given out the ides that Indis should, in the fullness of time,
bave the same equality of status in the Empire se any other part of the
Empire hay; that is, England does realise that India should also be made
an equsl partoer of the Empire. That may be our ultimate goal, but it is
our goal. It may be that our masters or the persons who a8 our
trustees or who are managing our country for us may consider m for the
time being we are not fit or competent enough to carrv on the administra-
tion of our country, but they cannot deny our right to self-government.
They have admitted it times out of number that sell-government is our
goal. Therefore. my humble submission is, if this is the feeling which the
Government  find about the genersi position in the country, they should
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certainly be able to know what the feeling is about their policy in regard
to the industries in this country. Indiags from one end of the country to
the other know full well that in the 18th and 17th centuries India could
hold her own so far as cotton industries were concerned. It was Indian
silk and cotton industries that brought the foreigners to the shores of India,
which brought the English to our country for trade purposes. It was &
providential destiny that linked India and England together, and we have
to see how our interests have in the past been watched by the Englishmen
who are our trustees. If the preference to England is in the interests of
India, in that case alone it should be given. Only in that case the Bill
should be allowed to pass. Government Members have been very clever
in putting forward this proposal before us. B8ir George Rainy said, at the
concluding portion of his speech, that had it not been in the interest of
India, we would not have taken the responsibility, and no Member of the
QGovernment would have taken the responsibility to put this Bill before
this House. Now, how are we to know it? The only course open to ur
is to see from the past history how our interests have been watched in the
ast, and how they are watched at present. We have to see how our
industries flourished in the past, and in what condition they
are mnow. I shall not tire the House by reading long
extracts, but T will show in brief what the condition of the country was
in the 17th century. India was a cotton-producing country and its muslin
wns the envy of nations. Its calico or dved cloth was the envy of the
English nation, and England out of sheer envy, prohibited its use in
England itself. Coloured goods, fine musline and fine silk were not omly
produced Sn this eountry in sufficient quantity for the people of this
country but used also to be exported to foreign countries. In short, India
thrived at thut time on the earnings of its cotton and silk indusiry. How
have these things died out? In the ycar 1769, a letter was issued by the
Fast India Company to Bengal to the eflect thut, ‘“The Company desired
that the maaufacture of raw silk should be enco d in Bengal and that
the manufactured silk fabrics should ve dl&m“?:;:e and they also recom-
mended that the silk winders should be forced to work in the Company's
factories and prohibited from working in their own homes’. This letter
was written on the 17th March, 1789. This is how our interests were
watched in the vear 1760. I am quoting from *“The Economic History of
India” by R. C. Dutt. In the of the Select Committee of the
House of Commons in the year 1788, it was said that this letter
ocontained a perfect plan of policy both of compulsion and encouragement,
which must, in & very considerable degree, operate destructively to the
manutactures of Bengal. Its effects must be to change the whole face of
that industrial country in order to render it a field of the produce of crude
?o:rmom Inmd' in:ln:t::-s the mmmnn hgf Great Britain. This was
' our Indian indu were in the year 1760. Further, before
the Committee of the House of Commons, as yv;mll appear in the Minutes
and Nokes on the affairs of the East India Company in 1818, ages 488 and
467, one Mr. John Ranking, a merchant, was examined. was asked :

"

Lo, :;b,u is the ad valorem duty on piece goods sold in the East India House in

He said:

“The duty on the class called calicos was £368 t. importati d if
they aze ased for home consumpeion thers is a furtl::r de:xnyo.fp:ﬂ]é—a per-m;’n:"" '
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““There is another class called musling on which the duty on importation is 10 per
cent., and if they are used for homo consumption £27-6-8 per cent."”

_‘“‘There is a third class of coloured goods which are prohibited from being used in
this country,” (that is, England) ‘‘upon which there 18 a duty on importation of
£3 64. 8d. per cent., and if it is used for home consumption an additional duty of
£78 6s. 8d. The duty on muslins used for home consumption is £31 6s. 8d."

From this you will realise what was the condition of the industry
in India at that time, and what embargo was placed on Indian export
and import of Indian cotton goods in England and their sale therein.
From this we shall find out what was the interest that was taken in
our industries and affairs in the year 1769 and up to the year 1813. Even
now, in spite of the loud professions to the effect that we are on the
same basis as the Dominions, that Dominion Status is working in this
country, a8 Mr. Ranga Iyer pointed out from the speech of the Right
Honourable Wedgewood Benn, do we find that 1t is not a fact. The
-discusgions yesterddy between the Leader of the Independent Party and
the Government Benches must have shown that there is mo tariff auto-
nomy. Although Dominion Status has been eaid to be in action because
it was said India enjoyed tariff autonomy, Dominion Status is only
kept as our goal, we have not got it yet, and we may not get it for
thousands of years to come. He will be a bold prophet who can say
that we will get Dominion Status in our generation and in our time.
I am & pessimist in that way. I believe it is not coming in the near
future.

Now, let us dee what another higtorian, Mr. H. H. Wilson, says
about this. In the Parliamentary Debates of 1813, he said:

*“The real object of the Parlinmentary inquiry of 1813 was to promote the interest
of the manufacturers of England. Napolean Bonaparte had excluded British manu.
factures from the Continental ports; the merchants and manufacturers of England were
labouring under difficulties; the country wes menaced with distress unless rome new
method of sale for its industrial products was discovered.”

Then further on, five years after the date of the Parlinmentary inquiry
in 1882, another historian, Montgomery Martin, described and
condemned the commercial policy of the time. About the con-
ditions of our industries he said:

“Bince this official report (Dr. Buchanan's economic inquiries_in Northern India)
was made to Government, have any effe:tive steps been taken in England or in India
to benefit the sufferers by our rapacity ard selfishness? None! On the contrary, we
have done everything possible to impoverish still further the miserable beings subject
to the cruel selfishness of English commerce. The pages before the reader prove the
number of people in the surveyed districts dependent for their chief support on their
skill in weaving cotton, etc. Under ihe pretence of Free Trade, England has compelled
the Hindus to receive the products of the steam-looms of Lancashire, Yorkshire,
(lasgow, etc., at mere nominal duties; while the hand-wronght manufactures of
and Behar, beautiful in fabric and durable in wear, have had heavy and almost prohi-
bitive duties imposed on their importation to England.” . '

1rM

‘I'his was the way in which our interests in the 18th century and in
the early part of the 19th century were watched by our self-styled rulers
in India.

Further on, on page 800 he shows how our industries fared in this
oountry and why our industries were ruined at that time:

“Had thev sanctioned the free importation into England of Indian cotton and silk
goods, the English cotten and silk manufactories must, of necessity, soon come t0 &
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stand. India had not only the advantage of cheaper lahour and raw material, but
also the experience, the skill, and the practice of centuries. The effect of these ad-
ventages could not fail to tell under a system of free competilion. * * *

Accordingly, England prohibited the import of the goods dealt in by her own
fuctories, the Indian cotton and silk- fabrics. The prohibition was complete and
remptory. Not so much as a thrend of them would England permit to be used.
he would have none of these beautiful and cheap fabries, but preferred to oconsume
her own inferior and more costly siuffs. She was, however, quite willing to supply
the Continental nations with the far finer fabrics of India at lower prices, and willingly
yielded to them all the henefit of that cheapness; she herself would have none of it.”

This is the way how England protected her own industries, and
looked after the interest of India. This is the way, Sir, we wish India
should protect her own industries. I wish to tell my Honourable friends,
the Bombay millowners, that they should not be impatient. I can
assure them that every man who has ever cared to read the economic
history of this country shall be prepared; to help the Indian cotton
industry whatever may be the odds. T, for the matter of that, am prepared
even to raise the duty to a higher percentage than what is proposed by
the Honourable the Commerce Member, not because it may be hard om
the poor consumer, but because it will protect our industry and it will
protect the very cotton industry that has died out in the past. It will
not only give this country a breathing time but it will give us an oppor-
tunity which is badly needed for this country to develop her cotton
industry of the finer stuff. What does my Honourable friend the Com-
merce Member say about this? He says that we are imposing this duty
and we are giving protection to England not for the purpose of develop-
ment in India of cotton industries, in finer * stuff, but we are pro-
viding this duty for the purpose of protecting the industry which
is already in cxistence. I qute agree that, so far as that industry is
concerned there is such need at present. It has braved the storm of
the foreigners in the past, it has braved the lull of depression in the
past, and it has braved the storm of the high and exorbitant duties that
were levied against it. These duties were imposed at a time when this
oountry had been placed in a very low economic position, but the economie
history has been taught to ue by our learned masters and we have also
learnt it well at the feet of our Gurus on the other Benches. Would
we not, after having learnt this much, come to the help of our own Indian
industry when need would be? But, 8ir, what was the bone of conten-
tion between the English and Indian industries in the past? It was not
only the plain grey goods or those goods which were manufactured by
not only the weavers but nlso the women folk in their houses in the
villages, but it was the industry that produced finer silk yarn, that
produced finer stuff in cotton and that produced coloured goods in this
oountry. ‘These products were the competitors of the foreigners in the
trade at that time. It was to protect that industry that we fought in
the past, and it is for that industry that, even now. I am prepared to ask
the Government to impose even a higher duty if necessary. And T
propose to do this for the simple remson that, although it may be n
costlier thing to us today, in the future, as the wealth will remain
in our own country, it will be for our use and benefit. If we develop
the production of finer stuff, it would mean also the employment of
more labour. It will give employment to the millions of my unemployed
countrymen. It will give employment to those educated classes about
which even. the Government publication called, ‘‘Indis in 1927-28"' has
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snid that the unemployment question in the educated classes was geverely
felt in the coumtry. It is, believe me, very severe and something has
to be done to alleviate the distress. People who have received education
are not paid enough wages. In fact, their wages do not come up to the
fevel of the wages of the illiterate labourers in the mills of Bombay. Now,
if the finer yarn is produced, which requires more intelligence, more
educated youths, who are roaming about the country aimlessly and
without any work, could be given some labour. It iz not only for the
purpose of developing that Indian industry, but also for the purpose of
finding employment for the Indian youths that I urge on the Treasury
Benches to give protection to the Bombay industry. I will later on
show that the protection that they propose to give is not enough. S8ir,
it was that industry of finer stuff, to kill which, to murder which, the
English manufacturers in the past fought their utmost. I have so far
given to the House the English history up to the period before 1883
Let me show to the House the interest that was taken in our industries
from 1838 onwards, say, up to the vear 1895,

In 1877, Sir John Strachey, in presenting his financial statement before -
the Governor General in Council, repudiated the doctrine that it was the
duty of the Government of India to think of Indian intercst alone and
oonfessed the sentiment that there was no higher duty in his estimation
than the duty which he owed to his own country. The Commerce
Member said the Bill was in our interests. 'Sir, I dare not charge the
Executive Councillors of the Government of India, who are representing
the (Government in this House, that they are unpatriotic when they say
that. I would not charge them with this, but I would at least say that
they have as much the interest of England at heart as they have of this
country. It is in the interest of England that on a mere letter or a mere
reminder from the British Cabinet about the possible disaster to Lancashire
trade that the Executive Councillors of the Government of India thought
it proper to give a preferential duty to England. I thus submit, Bir,
that, even today, the interest that is evinced in the case of our owm
industry is apparent emough by this preferential duty that is raised in
this country. Now, Bir, T would just put before you what was done by
Lancashire to foreign industries about the year 1877. I am quoting from
the ‘‘Economic conditions in India’’ by one Mr. Pillai, from page 190:

“While the importe of twist and yarn remained almost stationary in the seventies,
the Indian e:grts went up from 2.01 million lb. (sannual average) in the quinquennium
1871-75 to 15.39 millions in the succeeding quinquennium; and though the imports of
manufactured cotton goods were steadily on the increase, the Indian exports of cotton

manufactures of all sorts rose from 12 million yards in the earlier half of the decade
to 18 millions in the latter half.”

My Bombay friends will please note that even at that time the mill
industry was developing and prospering:

“Lancashire which regarded the Indian market as its own close preserve, was
frankly alarmed by this tendency, though yet it was hardly affected hy the develop-
ment of the Indian industry. In 1877-78, therefore it bazan to exert itself in the
matter. The deficiencies in Indian revenue caused by the Mutiny and other military
activities in India bad forced the Government to levy heavy import duties amounting
at one .time to 20 per cent. ad »alorem and Lancashire attributed the prosperity
of the mills to their protective influence. It acoordingly got the House of Commons
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to pass a Resolution to the effect that ‘in the opinion of this House, the duties mow
levied on cotton manufactures imported inio India being protective in their nature,
ere contrary to sound commercial policy, and ought to be repealed without delay as
soon as the finuncial condition of India will mit’, As a matter of fact as we

see later on, the duties had no protective effect to speak of, as the Indian products
did net compete with those of ncashire; there can be no protection where there
is no competition, But Lancashire was persistent and the House of Commons re-
affirmed their Resulution of 1877, with the result that on Mareh 13th, 1878 the first
step in the ultimate repeal of the import duty on cotton goods was taken. It was
then confined to the coaisest class of Lancashire grey goods, which came nearest the
region of Indian competition, In 1882, all import duties were abolished, and India
became fully a free trade country.”

Now this wos the pressure which Lancashire brought to bear and this
was the result of the Resolution “which wag moved in the House of
(Commons, the Mother of Parliaments, which has ever been watchful of
our own interests. = My Honourable friends, representing the Bombay
millowners, will kindly uttend to the subsequent passage which occurs
in the same book. It runs:

*“The years .mmediately following the repeal of the import duties saw a rapid develop-
ment in the Indian cotton industry. It was stated by Bir Henry James in the House
of Commons debate of the 21st February 1885, that between 1682 and 1895, the number
of spindles had increased from 1,550,000 to 3,500,000 sud that while in the six years

- ending in 1882 the United Kingdom held two-thirds of the trade with Hong-Kong, China
%“gi l?a,pm in the four years ending in 1685, four-fifthe of this trade had pamsed to
n a-l)

This would show that, even in spite of the abolition of the import
duties of 20 per cent., which were levied against British goods at that
time, the Bombay mill industry could manage to recover, not only recover
but develop its growth. I may also remind Honourable Members that,
at this time, that is the year 1878, was the period of famine in the country,
and still, in spite of that, and immediately after famine, the Bombay mill
industry was able to develop. 1n this connection, I may also submit that.
the whole bone of contention just now, as 1 have said, was the position
of the finer counts of the cotton industry in this country. Where is the
protection to Bombay in that matter? Where is the protection for those
mills of finer cotton stuff the manufacture of which is being started:?
Only the other day, yesterday or the day before, 1 read in a newspaper
that Sir David Sassoon was contemplating the starting of five mills in
Madras for production of finer stuffe. . If such mills could be started at
present, what is then all this talk of depression in industry? Are we io
act on the telegraphic communieations of such intervsted persons from
Bombay to the effect that, if the grant is not made immediately, there
will hbe a closing down of all the mills in Bombay? This was the ory
raised before the whole country in 1987, three vears ago, when the Tariff
Board was appointed to imquire into this question. This was the ery
raised at the time when the Tariff Board presided over by Bir Frank Noyce
reported that the Bombay mill industry required protection. That wns the
time when protection should have been given to the Bombay industry.
1t was the time when labour conditions in Japan were favourable to themr
and were a handicap to us in this country, that the protection was needed.
If protection was not given at that time, in 1927, and when those condi-
tions have changed in the year of grace 1980, when during the ocourse
of these three yesrs the Bombay mill industry is carrying on, how can
we say that the Bombay mill industry will die and it will not tide over
the present crisis if protection is mot forthcoming. I am quite prepsred
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to give protection to the Bombay mill industry. I am agreed in giving
protection to the Bombay mill industry for this reason and for this reason
alone, that it is to develop the industry of the country in finer stuff,
to develop the industry which I consider to be national; and for the deve-
lopment of that industry alone, in which our salvation lies, I shall be
prepared to give protection. It is for that eole purpose that every ome
on thig side of the House would be prepared to give protection. But for
that, we are not prepared to sacrifice our principles. We are not prepared
to lay a precedent for the future. We are not prepared to endorse the
protection given to Lancashire in the past, for at that time the activities
of Government could not be said to have been with the approval of the
country. Knowing the public opinion in the country, which was grow-
ing stronger and stronger every day, the Government cannot now, by
their mere ukase, raise the duties so as to give preference to Lancashire.
At that time it could not be said that we approved their action or that
we supported them in principle, but today the position hag changed and
my humble submission is that, if for nothing else, at least as it creates
a precedent, it ought not to be supported. We should not say that we
are forced to accept this Imperial preference because it also gives pro
bection, or because the Honourable the Finance Member and the Honour-
able the Commerce Member are holding a loaded pistol to our heads and
saying that, unless we take this thing as it is, they are not going to give
us sny protection. We should in such a case be prepared to say, ‘'Take
away the whole thing’’. If we could survive after so much obstruction
in the past, if we could survive after a much stronger attack on our industry,
should we not be able to survive now when we have built up the industry,
when we have sunk crores and crores of capital and built up some reserves,
should we not be able to keep that industry going for two or three years
more! My humble submissién is that we cap do so, and if any support
from the country at large is needed, the country will be ready to give it.
I can give one instance and that is that in spite of Mahatma Gandhi's
non-co-operation movement, in spite of Mahatma Gandhi’s influential
leadership in the country—today he can take behind him the whole country
if he so pleases—in spite of a few people who may have submitted to him
in the days of the non-co-operation movement, in apite of all these things,
his exhortations for the use of khaddar alone were not accepted by us
against the uvse of mill-made goods. Why? At that time we believed,
rightly or wrongly, that the supply of khaddar could not be enough to
meet the demands of the people in the country. At that time we believed
that in view of the luxuries we had taken upon ourselves and to which
we were attached, we would not be able to spin the charka for an hour or
two every day in our own households, and we believed that, because of the
education we gave to our ladies, and because of their constitution or
rather the luxuries to which our womenfolk were accustomed, they could
not be able, or they could mot be strong enough, to go on spinning and
eould not be able to produce yarn enough for the production of cotton
goods sufficient to meet the ddmands of the whole country. In view of
all these things, we did not at that time support Mahatma Gandhi in his
campaign against mill-made goods, and in his cult of the exclusive use
of khaddar. We at the same time told Mahatma Gandhi that, ‘“We are
prepared to take up your banmer, we are prepared to follow your banner,
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provided you include the products of Indian mills, the yarn and cloth
manufactured by mills in India’’.

Mr. B, Das: I hope my Honourable friend Mr. Mody recognises it.
Mr. H. P. Mody: I hope I do.

|
Mr. B. Das: Deeds and not words are wanted.

Mr. K. B. L. Agnihotri: From this we may show to our friends of the
Bombay mill industry that it was because of this that we kept back at the
time, knowing full well, as we did, the economic history of this country,
knowing full well how it had fared at the hands of our well-wishers, rather
our masters, knowing all these things, how was it that we did not subscribe
te khaddar? It was because we thought that we should encourage the
mill industry of Bombay (Hear, hear.) that we sacrificed our national prin-
ciples for the sake of development of our national industry.

It was for this reason, and this reason alone, that the educated Indians
did not follow Mahatma Gandhi in such a large number as could be expected
in his propaganda for the khaddar movement. And that is the sacrifice
which we are prepared to make in favour of the Bombay industry. We can
promise them, we can assure them that we shall not only be content to use
Indian goods ourselves, but we shall also try our level best to encourage
and ask our fellow-countrymen outside to use Swadeshi cloth. That will
bring us our regeneration ; that will give us the bright future for our country.
Dominion Status may or may not come to us. If economically we are
strong enough, if our economic growth is perfect and complete, we are sure
that we shall have a millenium in no time. Therefore my humble submis-
sion is that, having this asset, having this promise from us, the Bombay
millowners should not be tempted to accept a bait which is nothing but a
gratification nand an illegal and immoral gratification. It is nothing short
of a gratification to them, a bait to them, a temptation to them. They
should not lower themselves and their self-respect by accepting a bribe.
I am not prepared to endorse the threat which some of my friends havo
made that, in case the Bombay millowners accept thiz bait from the Gov-
ernment Benches, it will alienate the sympathies of the people who will
reeort to boycott of their goods. That may or may not be the result.
Tt is for them to realise. Therefore my humble submission would be that
we should not accept it, and my request to the House will be that it
ehould not abet this act of the acceptance of an illegal gratification by the
Bombay millowners from Government and it should not support the Gov-
ernment in passing this Bill, as laid before us, as it involves the principle
of Imperial Preference, as it involves the principle of special protection to
Fngland. I am prepared to accept, for the sake of argument, my Honour-
‘able friend Sir George Rainy's remarks that it is only for the purpose of
protection of the existing industry that he is giving this protection to tlhie
cctton industry. But what has he to say about the coloured goods? Has
vot Mr. Hardy found that India also produces ocoloured goods and that too
in pretty large quantities? What protection is he giving to coloured goods?
He takes away all the coloured goods from the purview of grey goods,
That was a thing which required protection. England is perfectly willing
to acoept this 15 per cent. duty, or even a 20 per cent. duty on plain grey
goods so long as it does not affect its finer stuff, so long as it does not affect
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its thowy goods, so long as it does not affect its coloured goods. The other
day, Mr. Ainscough, the Trade Commissioner for India and Ceylon, shawed
how the British traders’ prospects could improve. I think I will be
tiring the House if I read the whole article, so I will read a portion of it.

He says:

*‘The Indian market may conveniently be divided into two separate and distinct
groups : Firstly, there are the bazear trades, which include all the imported articles
In general use by the vast Indian population, and which are sold to Indisn importers
and dealers in the bazaars at the ports and large disiribution centres throughonut the
oountry,

In this group price considerations are paramount, and low price and showy
appearance are greater desiderata than equality, durability or even value for money.
This group includes cotton and woollen piece-goods.”

What I wish to point out is that England, in the past, tried its level
berl. to see that the manufacture of the coloured goods should not be en-
cournged; the sale of coloured goods produced in India should not be
encouraged in England. England not only imposed heavy duties thereon,
but prohibited its sale throughout the country. There must be some
reason for this; and what is the reason? The reason is human nature. We
have to look to our tendencies towards luxuries. It is a part of our human
nature to show ourselves well off by use of fine dresses and clothes, to see
that our ladies appear in good dresses, to like the coloured ‘and showy
pords.  (Gaudiness is the rule of human nature. And in spite of civilisation,
it still continues and lingers on. It not only lingers on, but the votaries
of fashion have found to their cost that the coloured articles in their
various shades are much more popular today than what they have been im
the past. Ladies, as a rule, are very anxious to show themselves off by
putting on gaudy and coloured dresses. Similarly, as for ourselves, how
many of us here are putting on the coarse stuff which is produced in this
eommtry? How many of us are here to patronise Lancashire and British
trade in the market? We shall find, by looking at our own selves, that
ever: these millowners of Bombay, these champions of Indian mill indus-
tries, are the greatest defaulters and the greatest culprits, in the use of
finer stuffs. They manufacture cotton goods for the use of the poorer
clasres. They do not manufacture cotton goods for those rich people and
the middle-class people who are prepared to empty their pockets in the
purchase of finer stuff and gaudy things, which are showy and fine to look
at. Therefore what is the industry that we should encourage. What is
the thing that should be developed? It is not the coarse goods only but finer
cotton goods. What about the grey goods? What do we find from the
stutisticn that have been supplied to us by Government? We find that
in India there is steady growth of grey goods. There is not one year in
which the Indian cotton industry has not developed, in spite of 'these handi-
caps. Will any Honourable. Member of this House show, from the statistios
supplied to us by that Government, that in any vear, after 1917 up to date,
the produce of grey cloth has decreased? Whether we judge it on ‘the con-
sumption or production, whether we judge it on the amount of imported
goods from England or the imports that we receive from Japan or other
countries, there is no decrease in the production of our own factories 'in
India. Therefore my humble submiegion is that the cotton industries or
the mill industries in Bombay, which produce grey goods, can hold their
own even now, in spite of any handicaps, that may be existing against
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+them. What is needed is not the coarse cloth that may be used by the
poorer people, but the finer stuff that may be used by the educated people,
‘hy people who are votaries of fashion and are growing in luxury. It was
for this reason that England came to this country.” It was for this purpose
that other foreigners came to our country. If you will permit me, Sir, 1
will show, from page 257 of, ‘‘The Economic history of India'’ as to who
are to be looked to for consumption of cotton goods:

““Warren Hastings was asked : 'From Eour knowledge of the Indian character and
habits, are you able to speak to the probability of a demand for European commodities
by the population of India, for their own use?!’

‘The supplies of trade’, replied Warren. Hastings, ‘are for the wants and luxuries
of a people; the poor in India may be said io have no wants. Their wants are confined
1o their dwellings, to their food, and to a scanty portion of clothing, all of which they
«<an have from the soil that they tread upon’.”

From this you will find that it is not the poorer classes of this country
that are to be considered for the use of the produets of the Indian industries,
put it is the well-to-do classes which indulge in luxuries that are to be
catered for and considered. 8o, Sir, my submission to the House will be
that the millowners of Bombay be requested, the Government of India be
urged, not only to protect the cotton industries in respect of grey yam but .
to develop the produce of the finer stuffs, to protect the coloured goods, for
which no protection is provided by my Honourable friend on the other side.
T urge that it ought to be done. Otherwise, we will only. be giving protee-
tion to England and to other countries. Now take the case of dhotis, the
bordered dhoti. The dhoti is brought within the purview of grey yarns,
but the bordered dhoti has been carefully kept out. May I ask any person
with an intimate knowledge of the use of dhotis in this country whether, in
the whole of Bengal, the whole of the United Provinces, the whole of the
Central Provinces, the whole of Madras, the whole of the Bombay Presi-
dency, and the whole of Bihar and Orissa, i.e., practically four-fifths of the
continent, the male population use dhotis and the female population use
sarces? The dhoti or the saree is a piece of cloth with a border. Is there
any protection to that? Now the Ahmedabad mills, the Bombay mills and
mills in my own province, the Empress mills, produce large quantities of
these bordered dhotis. How does my Honourable friend, the Commerce
Member, protect them ? He does not say anything about that. Leaving aside
the finer goods, take the case of dhotis which are used by the ordinary middle-
class population. When s middle class man goes to the market, he asks
the cloth merchant to supply a pair of dhotis and the cloth merchant brings
out the mill product of my friends, the millowners of Bombay, or the mill
products of my friends, the millowners of Ahmedabad or those of my friend,
Mr. Birla, in Delhi, or the mill products of Tates in the Central pro-
vinces. Along with them, he also brings out, it may be a bleached stuff, or
of the finer yam, the dhoti produced by Lancashire or Manchester. When
the man sees both of them side by side, he sees that the foreign product is
finer than the Indian and also it is cheaper than the other. What does he
then care to purchase, this coarse cloth or the finer cloth from Manchester or
Lancashire, which is also cheaper at the same time? He would choose the
latter. May I ask my Bengal friends, or the nominated Members from
Bengal, for the matter of that, what cloth they would use in their houses?
They are the persons from the middle-classes, and unless they use the
Dacéa or Shantipur dhotis, they will suceumb or their ladies ‘will succumb
to the temptation of purchasing the finer material produced by Lancashire,

[+
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which is also cheaper. Does he care to know whether the thing that is.
being produced in this country is cheaper in the long run, or whether the
stuff that is cheaper at tlrerinoment is cheaper? He is concerned with what
is cheap at the time of the purchase.

In this connection I will support my friend, Mr. Ghuznavi, when he said
that, in 1905, when the Swadeshi movement came in, when the whole
country was throbbing with new enthusiasm to wuse Bwadeshi
goods, my friends from Bombay did well use their opportunities at that.
time. I would not say that they used them wrongly. Perhaps I would
have done the same thing in their place. They found that the whole country
was burning with enthusiasm for Swadeshi goods, and they thought, why
not tnke advantage of their sentiments, of their patriotism? And so they
raised the prices. 8ir, I am going to show that in those early days, working
under the inspiration that I received by my contact with the Leader of the-
Nationalist Party, during my college carcer at Allahabad, I thought that
the use of Swadeshi cloth by my countrymen would be beneficial to my
country, and 1 used to preach to my fellow countrymen, to my shopkeeper
friends in the mofussil towns in the Central Provinces, the backward tract
of the country, about the use and sale of Swadeshi cloths. But everywhere
I went I received only one reply. They said the foreign thing was cheaper
and the country-made goods were dearer. A man, who had to purchase, say,
six pairs of bordered dhotis for his large flourishing family, would not
buy the dearer stuff. He would ask. How could he pay for a pair Rs. &
or 6 for the product of Ahmedabad or Bombay, when he could get superior
gtufl from Manchester or Lancashire for Rs. 2 or 87 All my appeal for
patriotism or for the future benefit to the country would not have any effect
on him. Of course that is human nature. That was human nature, it ia
human nature and it will continue to be human nature in the future. Thers-
fore, my suggestion is that this protection which you give is not enough. If
vou have the interests of the country at heart, if you want to give protection
to the cotton industry of this country, this pious profession that we look
to vour interests and so on will not do. You should give protection to.
bordered dhotis also. .

My Honourable friend has snid that we have committed ourselves to dis-
criminating protection, and that it was the discriminating protection which
was advocated by & Commission presided over by an Indian himself, quite
right, but my humble submission is that there are circumstances and circum-
stances for a thing so also a question of expediency. There may have been
certain circumstances at that time which led the Commissioners to write a
report like that, and there may have been an expediency for it. It was s
time when there was a ban on protection, protection was taboo at that time,
and therefore in order to bring round the Government of India to their
views it may be, the Commission at that time thought, ‘‘Let us first accept
this slight little thing which will give some impetus to our industries’’.
But the millowners of Bombay do not care to look shead, they do not
carc to see what will be the future of this industry, but they sre watch-
ful and anxious to accept any little gift which might be of help to them
at the present moment. Discriminating protection does not mean that we
should not encourage an industry which can, jn course of time, hold its
own in the country and which can meet competition after some time in
future. Now in the case of the finer stuff, as I have pointed out, it had
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been in existence in this country before. The finer material, in spite of
their being no support from the Government, is carrying on today. What
I say is that, if proper and adequate support is given, the mill industry
will be able to hold its own and will kill all competition from outside.

Sir, I think I have said enough; and I will not take up the time of
the House any longer, but my final warning to the Government would be
that they have chosen a very wrong moment, as has been pointed out by
the Honourable Sir Purshotamdas Thakurdas. They know that a feeling
of Nationalism is growing in the country; they know that it is not only
growing but it is predominant; they know tlfat all eyes are watching
Mahatma Gandhi. Why are they watching? Do they believe that
Mahatma Gandhi, with his followers, will be able to produce as much salt
as would be enough te supply the needs of the country? Not in the least.
The whole object is to draw the attention of the Government, and through
this Government, to our masters in England to this, that the country at
present is uspiring to become a self-governing country, I will not go so
far und say of becoming independent. I will say that the earlier the Do-
minion Status is given to us, the better will it be for all. It will not only be
advantageous to us, but it will be advantageous to our rulers themselves.
What would be the advantage? At present anything that comes from the
Government Benches is taken with suspicion by this House; anything
which we receive from that side we always begin to scan and analyse
to find whether there was any motive behind it. Give us Dominion Status
and all suspicion will disappear. Leave it to our own judgment, leave it to
our own discretion, to give preference to England. You can then have
the grace to say something, and I can assure you that, with the traditions
of the past, the Hindus have never shown ingratitude. Hindus will al-
ways be grateful to their benefactors. Therefore vou need not hurry up
this Bill so far as Imperial Preference is concerned. It would not help
the Indian cotton industry very much. It may help Lancashire in regain-
ing its industry, but that regaining of the industry of Lancashire may be
the ruin of the future of our industry of the finer stuffs. 8o in order to
avoid the suspicion which is lurking in our mind—it may be unfounded,
but all the same it is there; we cannot cast our suspicion out for the
simple reason that history has taught us otherwise; let us belie that his-
tory—so my suggestion to Government is, do not press that portion of
the Bill which contains the threat which you have given, that if we do
not ‘agree, you will take back this gift. 8o to avoid suspicien, if for no-
thing else, do not use such threats, as, ‘‘Either take this, or you will not
get it again’’; such threats always work adversely. It is the elected por-
tion of the House who should be asked to vote on this Bill, and that alone
will ‘be the voice of the nation by which they ought to be guided.
I will be failing in my duty, Sir, if, in spite of the love that
I have- for the Government of India, I do not give this warn-
ing. I should be the last person to say a. word against the
English Government, if for nothing else, at least for t}.ua, that_ it has
enabled -us to know of our own rights, and that we are not in a position to
turn the foreigner from our land. If nothing has come to us from the
English connection, at least we have learnt this t.hmg, t!:nat now we should
be united. - We have begun to realise what our aspirations are, and what
should be our goal. Therefore I say that though it is gaid to b.e a blessing
in itgelf' that we have been able to voice our grievances, it will be &

c2
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greater und real blessing to us if we have a controlling voice in the manage-
ment of our country. But apart from all that, we have the country be-
fore us, and the interests of the country at present require that you
should not give Imperial Preference to England.

The Assembly then adjourned for Lunch till Three of the Clock.

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

Mr, K. 0. Roy (Bengal: Nominated Non-Official): 8ir, we have heard
already the exposition of the Bombay case from two very distinguished
Members of this House, Bir Cowasji Jehangir and * Bir Purshotamdas
Thakurdas. The very telling speech which Bir Cowasji Jehangir delivered
in this House ycsterday convinced me of three important points, first that
the Bombay mill industry is in a desperate condition, and that the Indian-
owned industry needs assistance from the Indian Legislature; second, that
the Bombay millowners with the home-grown cotton at their very door
have been unable to meet the competition of the foreigners, and third, that
the Bombay millowners have not been able to manage the Indian labour
properly due to external influences. With these points made by Sir
Cowasji Jehangir I am jin entire agreement, Bir, and if I vote for the
Bill, even at the risk of committing ourselves to Imperial Preference, it
will be done for the benefit of the Bombay mill industry and the industry
elsewhere. There was also a fourth point, which was made by 8ir Cowaasji
Jehangir, about which I am not yet convinced. He maintained that the Bill
does not commit us to Imperial Preference, and as he proceeded, I felt that
he was an adept in the art of self-deception. My Honourable friend said
yesterday that Mr. Chaman Lall had missed his vocation, but, he will find a
very formidable rival in Sir Cowasji for the stage. If it is not Imperial Pre-
ference, what else is it, I should like to know from the Honourable Mem-
ber when a country, constitutionally situated as India is, is giving protection
to Lancashire. Is there any parallel anywhere? Sir, I have been reading
the Report of the Indian Fiscal Commission, and I can find no parallel to
it in their Report. Then, Sir, what is it? It is nothing but Imperial
Preference, and like my friend, Mr. Chetty, I am not afraid of Imperial
Preference, but at the present moment it is Imperial Preference with-
out even n temporary reciprocal advantage. When we are placing
at the disposal of the British nation snd British industry the
only tangible asset that we possess, that is the Indian market, I do say
with full conviction that, as time comes, Britain will recognise what we
are doing for her. To me, Sir, preference is n purely political proposition,
and I beg to differ from my friend Mr. Chetty, when he says that Imperial
Preference is a pure economic proposition. To me, Bir, as if has been in
all the Dominions, it is a very important political proposition, and I should
look forward to the time when we shall be fully repaid for what we are
doing now, and it is in the spirit of give and take that I supportl this Bill,
fully understanding that T am voting for Imperial Preference.

Sir, I am surprised tHat Tmperial Preference has not been seriously con-
s'dered by Hir Majesty’s Government ns well as by the Government of
India carlier. WHat s the position of the Brifi¢E export frade to-day? I
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have before me, Sir, an analysis prepared by an eminent Australian econo-
mist, Mr. Macdougull, whose name is well known to many Members of
this House. Bince the war, what is the position of the British export trade
to this country? It is suffering from a shrinkage of contraction. And who
are the people who are competing? It is the United States of America.
In 1913, Sir, the total value of the export trade from the United States
of America to India was 22 millions, and in 1928 it was 11 millions.
Who were the other competitors in the field? Our friends, the Japanese.
In 1918 the total value of the export trade from Japasn to India was 29
millions, and in 1928 it was 14'6 millions. This should make the Govern-
ment of India think that they have a duty to perform. We are prepared
to give them preference, but where is the reciprocity? We have nv love
for the United States of America. In their country we are treated as un-
desirg} le aliens, but they are supplying us goods to the extent of 11 million
pounds.

Mr, B, Das: How is it exploitation?

Mr. K, C. Roy: I am very sorry for you, Mr. Das. Then, Bir,
take the Japanese. I have a great  respect for  the
Japanese. We are proud of their achievements in the East,
but what is the justification for the rapid expansion of their trade to the
detriment of British industries in this country? I do not feel, Sir, that
Japan has done half as much as Britain has done for us. Where was the
sense of Indian nationality before Britain came to this country? I will
love Britain any day (An Honourable Member: ‘‘Shame’’), because she
has done much for us, and if we have got to achieve political results we
must rely upon British support and British co-operation.

Now, Sir, an important point has been raised about the constitutional
position of this House vis-a-vig fiscal autonomy. We have before us three
very important expositions. First and foremost is the interpretation given
by Sir George Rainy. In the next place, I shall place the interpretation
of my friend, Mr. Jinnah, whose views, I may tell the House, are known
to every one, because he was one of the promoters of the Reform Scheme
in 1918, and a third interpretation has been put on it by our worthy Bec-
retary of State in a debating speech in the House of Commons only re-
cently. Sir, I was in a humble capacity connected with this movement
in 1916 in England. I was a witness before the Crewe Committee. I was
a witness before Mr. Montagu and Lord Chelmsford, and I also gave my
evidence before the Selbourne Committee. The essence of the Convention
cannot be understood fully until we refer to the Montagu-Chelmsford Re-
port. The late Mr. Montagu and Lord Chelmsford found themselves
unable to make any recommendation. I shall give their own words:

‘“The chanzes which we propose in the Government of India Act will still leave the
settlement of India’s Tariff in the hands of a Government amenable to Parliament and
the Secretary of State.'

But they proceeded to point out the Indian feeling on the subject.

. !"This real and keen desire for fiscal autonomy does not mean that educated opinion
in India is unmindful of Imperial obligations. On the contrary it feels proud of, and
assured by, India's connection with the Fmpire, and does not desire a severance that
would mean cutting the ties of loyalty to the Crown, the assumption of new and very
heavy responsibilities, and a loss of standing in the world’s affairs. Educated Indians
recognise that they are %reat gainers by the Tmperial connection, and they are willing to
accept its drawbacks hey recognise that the question of a tariff may be mainly, but
is not wholly, a matter of domestic politics.”



2500 LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY. [26T8 Mar. 1980,

[Mr. K. C. Roy.]

Tariff is not a matter of domestic politics. Then, Bir, the findings of the
Crewe Committee have been ably placed before you by my friend, Mr.
Neogy. The sum total of the Crewe Committee's Report, a copy of which
1 have not got before me, was more or less on the lines of greater reliance
for Tariff purposes on the views of the non-official Members of this House.
What was the position created by the Joint Committee over which Lord
Selbourne presided? The Resolution of the Joint Committee is this:

“In the opinion of the Committee therefore the Becretary of State should as far as

sible avoig interference on this subject when the Goverument of India and its

gislatare are in agreement, and they think that his intervention, when it does take
plece, should be limited to safeguarding the international obligations of the Empire
and any fiscal arrangements within the Empire to which His Majesty's Government is a
party."”’

In the present case we have no Imperial obliéations, and we are no
party to any transaction or any commitment in the matter of this textile
industry, but that is a matter beside the point. Then, 8ir, Lord Selbourne
wrote :

‘“Whatever be the right fiscal policy of India for the needs of her consamers as well
as for her manufacturers, it is quite clear that she should have the same liberty to
congi'deli h-:rf interest as the interest of Great Britain, Australia, New Zealand, Canada
or South Africa.”

But of course this parallel is not correct. They have got sovereign
Parliaments there, and in our present Parliament we have an irremovable
executive and a transitory Legislature. Then, Bir, the question is
whether by a Statute this fiscal autonomy,—the word autonomy is not used
in the Report; the word used is ‘‘convention’’,—could mnot have been
guaranteed to us. That was one of the considerationg which engaged the
attention of the Selbourne Committee, and this was the decision:

“It cannot be guaranteed by a Btatute without limiting the ultimate power of Parlia-
ment to control the administration of India and without limiting the powers of veto
which vest in the Crown and either of these limitations finds a place in any of the
Statutes of the British Empire."”

Technically, Sir, there are no statutory powers conferred upon the
Dominion Parliaments, but in actual practice the Dominion Parliaments
have absolute sovereign powers, and, Sir, whatever may be the views
expressed in this House, I claim that this House has no tariff autonomy
whatever. That, Sir, is a matter for constitutional lawyers and for
Parliamentarians to decide, but as one who has had something to do with
the development of this convention, I am clearly of opinion that, as a
e mvention, its working was based upon assumption of mutual co-opera-
tion, and it cannot work consistently and achieve results with strong
opposition from the opposition Benches,

Then, Sir, there is one point about which a good deal has been said,
and that is about the distribution of certain pamphlets in the lobby of this
House. This was a matter that was carefully considered by the Watch
and Ward Committee, and there was no more ardent exponent of the
sanctity of the lobby than my friend Mr., Ghuznavi. He would not have
a policeman or a visitor there. So was my friend Mr. K. C. Neogy. That
was the sense of the recommendation of the Watch and Ward Committee.
To the best of my knowledge that convention has not been violated by
anybody. You are aware, Bir, that it is not an uncommon practice to
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distribute pamphlets bearing upon the subjects of legislation in the pre-
cinets of the Parliamentary Houses. This was precisely what was done.
And why was it done? Because an important Bill of this sort was not
taken to the Belect Committee. If it had been taken to the Select Com-
mittee, we would have examined the representatives of commerce, the repre-
sentatives of the mill industry from Bombay, Ahmedabad, Cawnpore and
other centres.

Mr. 0. 8. Ranga Iyer: Does the Honourable Member seriously contead
that pamphlets are distributed in the lobby of the House of Commons?

Mr. K. 0. Roy: I was referring to the precincts, and not to the lobby,
Mr. Ranga Iyer.

Mr. 0. 8. Ranga Iyer: The sanctity of the lobby was violated by the
-distribution of certain pamphlets. I say that. I saw that, and I know it.

R Mr. K. 0. Roy: I accept that. I got my pamphlet from the Notice
oom. J

Mr. 0. 8. Ranga Iyer: That is no reason why you should dispute the
statement that it was so circulated and by ite circulation the sanctity of
the lobby was violated.

Mr. K. 0. Roy: Now, BSir, if a Belect Committee had been summoned
on a Bill of this sort, what would be the position? Even the Japanese
Cotton Spinners’ Association could have placed their case before the
‘Belect Committee, and we would have heard them gladly.

Mr, President: That stage has not yet passed. It is open to the Hon-
ourable Member to move for a Select’ Committee.

Mr. K. 0. Roy: We have spent several days on this Bill and it is time
that we finished it one way or other. The need of Bombay, as far as
T can see, is very urgent.

Mr. M. A. Jinnah: Divide, divide.

Mr. K. C. Roy: The fact remains that unjust aspersions have been cast,
not only upon the Members of this House, but upon some distinguished
foreigners who have come in as visitors. 1 have visited many foreign
Parliaments and we have been treated with nothing but courtesy and that
same courtesy is due to them. (Applause.) I feel that this Bill is dictated
by one of two considerations, consideration for Bombay and the considera-
tion for Lancashire. We are not going to barter away our markeb, but if we
pass this Bill, we shall be in a strong bargaining position and that is the
position which T have in view, and with that view I support the Bill as
moved by Bir George Rainy.

Mr. N. 0. Kelkar (Bombay Central Division: Non-Muhammadan
Rural): I rise to speak at a late stage of the debate and I naturally find
that I have been anticipated on many of the points. That is however
hardly a grievance. It is only a matter of relief because I will have to
touch only on a few of the points. Applying one’s mind to the oconsi-
deration of this question a# & whole, one comes up against a number of
definite issues, to use a legal phrase; and those issues will be—what
amount of protection is slready secured after the passing of the Finance
Bill to the mill industry? Is it enough. Does the mill industry deserve
additional protection? Is The additional protection given by this Bill



2502 LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY. [26TE Mar. 1930..

[Mr. N. C. Kelkar.]
adequate for its purpose? Is the form of this protection desirable?
Should the mill owners consent to it, and even if they consent
what should the Assembly itself do, and lastly what will be the most
desirable form of protection in order to satisfy the needs of the milt
industry as well as to satisfy the political conscience of this Assembly?
It would be tedious to go over the length of all these issues, bub I will
take up only two or three and express my views on this Bill. First of
all, I must say this that I want to make my opposition to this Bill as
precise and as clean as possible. I mean precise in this way. The pro-
tection to the mill industry comes in different forms. I have not opposed
the increase in the general revenue duty to 15. 1 am not going to oppose
the imposition of the 5 per cent. duty by itself. What I preciselv object
to is not making that duty general and 20 per cent. all round. That is
my precise opposition,

With regard to my opposition being clean, I want to say this, that I
want to remove from my mind and the mind of this Assembly all animus
about the millowners on the present occasion. In that way alone can my
opposition in this House be clean. First of all with regard to the pro-
tection. We have already secured to the millowners industry a protection
in the form of raising the duty from 11 to 15 per cent. That is of courge-
technically called the revenue duty, but we all know that a revenue duty
at a high level naturally gives some kind of protection to the industry
concerned. But what is the actual amount of protection that is secured
to this industry? It may be said by Government thabt, in the first
instance, there is the positive protection of 15 per cent. In the second
place, there is the negative protection in the form of the removal of the-
excise duty to the extent of 84 pér cent. That msakes it 18} per cent.
And then there is this additional 5 per cent. They will pile it up like-
that. But at one jump we must cut out all this to 12} per cent. owing'
to the change in the ratio. Now, much will depend upon the view we
take as to whether the prices in the country have adjusted themselves to
the new ratio or not. If the prices may be supposed to have adjusted
themselves, the protection may be perhaps more. If, on the other hand,
the prices may not be supposed to have adjusted themselves, the protection:
will be less. It is, of course, difficult to calculate what amount of pro-
tection will be actually secured under the present conditions to the mil}
industrv. But in any case I say that, even supposing that the protection
as now secured to the mill industry, stands at 183 per cent., or even at
20 per cent. or something like that, because of the incidence of 84 annas
per pound, it is not quite adequate for the purpose. The Government
should have been bold enough, at one jump, to go up as far as 80 per
cent. for a period of five years, 8o that ample time could have been given
to the millowners to put their house in order and to establish themselves:
on a firm footing.

Now, with regard to the animus asbhout the millowners, T will say this.
‘When my friend, Diwan Chaman Lall, gets up to speak about the better-
ment of labour conditions, I always agree with him, especially in regard to
the relations of the Bombay millowners and the labour industry in Bombay.
But I am going to put in some special pleading in this matter, and it is
this, that the impeachment of the mill industry is not relevant to the
present purpose. We may impeach them when there is another occasion:
for doing 8o, but impeachment of the millowners is hardly .relevant for
the present purpose. Even if it is relevant, it is not gracious. If we
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look at the pitiable condition in which the mill industry finds itself today,
no kind-hearted man would ever think of impeaching them on the present
occasion or rubbing this point in, but would actually sympathise with
them. By that I do not necessarily mean that I could advise them to
accept the Bill. That is another point. But that is something quite
different from impeaching them on the present occasion. We must in this
matter consider the question somewhat impersonally. The mill industry
is something definitely different from the millowners. We must try to look
at the wood rather than the trees in this matter. We should take a
collective view of the whole industry. When I say this, 1 am, of course,
fully aware of the shortcomings and weaknesses of the mill industry. I
am perfectly aware of that. For instance, I can definitely say that some-
millowners have not shown a necessary degree of enlightened self-interest.
Some have been working mills with a defective agency system. Some
have indulged in speculation in their own shares on the stock exchange.
Some have shown imprudence in extending their business in the boom time
without laying by sufficient reserves, and some have imprudently distribut-
ed their dividends at a time when they should not have done so. Some
have been too slow in reorganising the industry and many of them—I will
change the word ‘‘some’’ into ‘‘many’’—have not shown sufficient care and
attention for the betterment of the conditions of labour. I am aware of
all this, and yet I say that a regular impeachment of the mill industry
and the refusal to it of necessary protection on these particular grounds
is not relevant and is certainly not gracious.

Things have been said in this House about the difference between a
national industry and a nationalised industry. I entirely agree that this
is a national industry, though it cannot be called a nationalised industry.
If I can call myself a national of this country, why should not this big
industry call itself national? But leaving out the word ‘‘national’’ or
‘“‘nationalised’’ and avoiding this controversy, can we not legitimately say
that the mill industry is an Indian or an indigenous industry, and as such.
deserves protection? Certainly it does deserve proteetion. There are so
many other industries in the country which are even smaller than the pre-
gent industry which deserve protection. Take, for instance, workshops,
engineering shops, tanneries, tool factories, iron and steel works, mireral
oils and so many other industries. Are we not fighting for the protection
being given to those industries, though they are not big industries in
themselves? Certainly every Indian industry deserves protection on the-
part of this Government as against a foreign competing industry. Now,
I can admit that, if we give protection to the mill industry, some bad
millowners will share the benefits of that protection along with some good
millowners. But which country is there in the world where this does not
happen? Whenever you inaugurate a beneficial measure, there will be
some bad men who cannot be prevented from reaping the advantages of
that beneficial measure. The same may happen in this case. But that
is certainly no reason why we should refuse to them point blank the
adviantages of such a beneficial measure. We may blame the Bombay
mills, but what about the up-country mills? What offence have they
committed that they should not be allowed to reap the advantage of this
protection? There are mills in Abhmedabad, Delhi, Madras and other places:
in northern India which stand to gain additional protection and which they
must have though thev may not he in as bad a condition as the Bombay
mills. T hold therefore that on the whole the issue of the impeachment
of the mill industry is irrelevant and ungracious and therefore we must
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leave it there. Then, I will conclude this topic with giving a parallel
about the steel industry. What did you do about the steel industry?
We all know that when this question was taken up in this Assembly there
were many complaints, similar to this, that the Tata Steel Company did
not have sufficient provision by way of Indianisation and that the industry
-and the labour conditions there were certainly not good, and there were
strikes, and so on. In these matters the Bombay mill industry does not
differ from the Tata Iron and Steel Company to which protection was deli-
-berately given by this Assembly.

Now, 8ir, I claim the Bombay mill industry to be a national industry
for these reasons, first of all it is & key industry where crores and crores
of rupces of capital have been invested. That industry gives employment
to lakhs and lakhs of people, and secondly it serves the ordinary perma-
nent needs of the country in one particular department of life, namely,
~clothing. There is one thing more which I should like to say with refer-
-ence to my Honourable friend, Diwan Chaman Lall. I will give him a
hypothetical instance and would ask him whether he would like this.
‘Bupposing a trade union Bill was before this Assembly, and the object
-of the Bill was to strengthen the position of trade unions in this country,
snd supposing somebody were to get up on an occasion like that and say
"t this Assembly that, because some of the trade unions were misappro-
priating their money, and squandering the money, or because some of the
“trade unions funds were being wasted in things like communism, would
‘my Honourable friend Diwan Chaman Lall relish such a criticism at
‘that particular time?

Diwan Ohaman Lall (West Punjab: Non-Muhammadan): I would not
‘ask the Honourable Member to pay towards the support of such trades
‘unions, as I am being asked to pay for the support of this industry.

Mr, N, O, Kelkar: What about the strengthening of the trade unions
-as a whole, strengthening the powers and ‘position of the trade unions as
& whole? 8o I ask in this particular case whether it should be done.
‘We must take pity on the mill industry. Our wrath or ire or displeasure,
or whatever it may be, must be reserved for the villain of the piece and
‘not for these pitiable people. Our displeasure, if we show any, will be
‘spent on the millowners, but not directed against the Government which
is the villain of the piece in the matter. The Government are acting in
‘this matter like Mephistopheles, trying to capture the soul of the mill-
owners by immediately ministering to their cravings, and next putting
temptations in their way. Take only this case. The Government have
‘been seeing that the mill industry is hetween the devil and the deep ses,
it I may say so, the devil of foreign competition on the one hand, and
the deep sca of the intentions of Government on the other. And in order
‘to probe the depth of the intentions of Government, the depth which has
never been fathomed by anybody, in order to bring that point home to
the Government, I will say this. It is being said that Government are
‘very anxious to give protection to the mill industry. The Honourable
‘the Commerce Member has used this strong language about the situation
ag it exists today:

“T do not think there can be any doubt from al] the information that reaches Govern-

ment to the effect that emergent measures are necessary if very dangerous results are
‘4o he avoided.”



THE COTTON TEXTILE INDUSTRY (PROTECTION) BILL. 2605

You will see, Sir, no words are spared, no emphasis is spared. **Danger-
ous results’, ‘‘emergent measures’’ all these weighty words are used.

Then he continues:

. “Quite obviously the repercussions on the economic life of the City and the Preai-
dency of any collapse in the Bombay mill-industry would be exceedingly serious.’

That makes it clear that the Government are having in their minds
+the time when probably or possibly a collapse may occur in the case of
the mill industry. Then naturally the question arises, why did they wait
so long? Why did they not take up remedial measures in hand in 1027,
when the millowners went to their doors on their bended knees and nske;d
for protection? Why did Government hold their hands then and practi-
cully side-track the whole question of giving protection to the mill
industry? Why did they do it? Now the Honourable the Commerce
Member comes to this Assembly using this strong language, such as
“‘collapse’’, ‘‘dangerous results”’, and so on and so on. That reminds me
of a snving of a Sanskrit poet who says:

“Prodipte bhavaneta koop khananam pratyodyamale keedrizhah?"

which, when translated, menns, the house is on fire snd there is a con-
flagration, and the remedial measure then is to begin to dig a well for
quenching the flames. It looks exactly like that, Why did the Govern-
‘ment wait for three years, if they really wanted to benefit this industry
by giving adequate protection? Here is the mill industry on fire and are
they now beginning to dig a well and tell us that after digging a well they
will draw water and quench the flames of this industry. But then the
next question is that even though the measure of protection that is given to
the mill industry is adequate, whether it will be of practical and material
uge to the industry? I at once give my opinion, for what it is worth,
that the measure is not adequate, and secondly will the mill industry
1ealise all the boasted results of this measure? Look at it. The Govern-
ment themselves say that it is a temporary shelter intended' to be given
for three years. Now what will happen during these three years? The
first year will go away and no benefit will go to the millowners because
there has already been dumping and there will be more dumping so that
the first year will practically be useless on account of the dumping. That
is, 1981 will be wasted like that. We come to 1938, and then there is to
be a Tariff Board Inquiry, so the only year that is available for the mill-
owners to reap the benefit is 1932, and I am not inclined to believe thaf,
in one year, or within a vear and a half, the mill industry is going to realise
these benefits very much in a material measure. Could they in one year
organise their industry, could they put in new machinery in the business?
Could they train labour in one or two vears? Could they increase really
the wages of labour, or better the conditions of labour if they mean to
within a year or two?

Then the question arises whether Lancashire will not occupy the void
or vacuum that will be created by giving protection as against Japan?
The question will always remain one for speculation as to whether that
particular void, created by the reduction of the exports from Japan, will
be occupied by the Indian millowners or by Lancashire. Who can say
definitely what will be the condition? Many shrewd people tell me, who
know a good deal about these things, thab the result will be that, whereas
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Japanese competition will be out of the way, Lancashire will come in and
take its place and occupy the void. Then the question is, why should
the country or the millowners even antagonise Japan, Italy or Belgium?
Why should they antagonise the whole class of Swadeshi workers who are-
bent upon propaganda about Swadeshi and boycott in these days mnow
when we are face to face with the struggle for achieving Swaraj? Again,
if the millowners assent to this, the most important consideration in my
opinion will be that they will be simply confirming the suspicions that are
afloat in the air that the millowners themselves, at an earlier stage, have
agreed to the preferential treatment to Lancashire. Even before this Bill
was heard of or thought of, I can say confidently, so far as T am con-
cerned, I had read in the papers that one millowner, an influential leading
millowner of Bombay, had gone to England and made a bargain with-
Liancashire on the basis of this preference.

Mr. H. P. Mody: Sir, this statement was made by my Honourable-
friend Mr. Neogy yesterday and is repeated today by my Honourable
friend Mr. Kelkar. Permit me to say, Sir, that while I cannot pretend
tn say on behalf of every individual millowner what he may or may no%
have done, I can say that, so far as I know, the story has no foundation.
Any way, so far as my Associstion is concerned, no such demand has
been made either mow or in the past. I wish my Honourable {friends
would accept my denial as final,

‘Mr, President: The Honourable Member refers to some individuals,

Mr. N. 0. Kelkar: T did not accuse the Association.

The Honourable 8ir George Rainy (Member for Commerce and Rail
ways): There was no communication either from our side.

Mr. N. 0. Kelkar: The whole thing was stage-managed.
Mr. B. Das: Bir Ness Wadia did_it. -

Mr. H. P. Mody: May I ask my Honourale friend his authority for-
that statement?

Mr, B. Das: My authority is Reuter's telegram published three years
ago.

Mr, H. P. Mody: I should like to see that telegram and find out im
what connection it was made, and I should also like to see the authority
for that telegram.

Mr. K. 0. Neogy: I quoted what I consider to be a good authority,
namely, a reputed journal published from Bombay, the Servant of India.
I do not know whether the Honourable Member thought it worth his while
1o contradict that report when it appeared in a paper published in his own
Presidency.

Mr. H. P. Mody: When it comes to my turn to speak again, I shall
tell my Honourable friend what 1 think of the matter,

Mr. M. 8. Aney (Berar Representative): Was there any contradiction
of it? '
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Mr, H. P. Mody: Why should there be a contradiction of anything
and everything that appears in the Press?

Mr, K, O, Neogy: Certainly, if it affects your reputation,
Mr, President: Order, order. Mr. Kelkar. )

Mr, N. 0. Kelkar: I shall be ready to accept any well-founded con-
{radiction which my Honourable friend may be prepared to offer circum-
stantially. But that was the impression that was created in our minds
two years ago, when this Bill was not thought of or dreamt of. And ab
that time there was a distinct assertion in the Press that one millowner—
I am not accusing the Asgoociation at all—went to England and bargained
with Lancashire about this protective duty against Japanese goods.

Mr. H. P. Mody: That is not correct.

Mr. N. 0. Kelkar: It may be so, but that was the report, and I shall
be much obliged to my Honourable friend if he gives the correct version
at the proper time.

Sir, I have said all this in order to put before the House my view of
what the millowners should do. In the first place, 1 have said that I
have no snimus against them. In the second place, I have said that I
am prepared to give them all reasonable protectioni that may be needed
for them. Let them come up and support the proposal for 20 per cent.
all round, and I am prepared to support it. But I am not going to sup-
port them in the present arrangement of a preferential tariff against
Japan in favour of Lancashire. In my view, 15 per cent. general revenue
-duty does give them some sort of protection, and they should help us in
raiging this question about making it a general tariff of 20 per cent. all
round instead of an additional protective duly only against Japan to the
-extent of 5 per cent. Let them be bold like my Honourable friend, Mr.
Birla, whose observations were certainly conceived in a high and dignified
spirit; and I may say that his conduct as s millowner on the present
-occasion is certainly heroic. Every millowner in every part of India
should stand up to that example and support us in this House to have an
all round duty of 20 per cent. I have already said that, even 20 per cent.
will not be an adequate measure of protection. Let us go forward. Our
tariff schedule shows that, when we want protection to be given to inland
industries or manufactures, we go higher than that. In some cases, the
tariff schedule goes up to 80, 40, 50 and 100 per cent. Let them choose
Bny figure which they think adequate. We are out to support them. Let
us make common cause against Government and support the particular
tariff which they think will be adequate for the parficular purpose. But
my words may perhaps be wasted upon the millowners. I can realise
what particular position they are in, and as the Sanskrit poet says:

“Bubhukshitak kim na karoli papam?"
‘“What sin i there in this world which a hungry man will not commit" ?

The story is told, and we all know it, that a Brehman of Brahmans,
Vishwamitra. when there was famine in the land, was ready to eat even
the flesh of a dog. Therefore I shall not wonder if, in spite of the defects
of the present scheme of protection, the millowners will agree to receive
it. TIn that case we shall leave them to their conscience and to their
gains. That, however, does not solve the question as to what we of the
popular party or the opposition should do in regard to this Bill. Leaving
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them to their conscience and to their gains, we have to consider what
position the Nationalist Party or the other popular parties in the House
should take up, and I say that should be unhesitatingly an attitude of

opposition to the present Bill.

Now, the question bas been discussed as to whether this is Imperial
Preference or not. When once we go into the mystifying wood of words,
there is no coming out. It is like the bhukbhulia (labyrinth) of some ot
the Rajas. So leaving other words, I will take only the word ‘‘prefer-
ence’’, I will leave ‘‘Imperial’’ and I will leave British goods. But it
is some preference as against Japan and s discrimination. There is no.
doubt about that. My Honourable friend the Commerce Member has
been,—I may say to his credit,—perfectly frank about this. He says:

. ““Government frankly recognise that, as my Honourable colleague made plain in his
budget speech, the method adopted involves preference to British manufacturers.”
Though he himself says that his Honourable colleague the Finance
Member bas not said it in so many words. The Commerce Member has.
been candid enough to use the word ‘ Preference '’ for British manu-
factured goods. But what does the Finance Member say? He says:

“We warned His Majesty's Government that it would not be right for us to ask the
Assembly to commit themselves to Imperial Preferemce as a principle but merely to
adopt a particular course which in our judgment was consistent with India’s interesta

at a critical juncture.”
We have to mark these words. It is not Imperial Preference, but it
‘‘particular course of action at a critical juncture’’ whatever we may

is a
understand by it,
Then, he is himself conscious of the crooked nature of this deserip-
tion, for he says in paragraph 89 of his speech:
“'Action taken for the provision of revenue is a straightforward matter."

But this provision about protection is not straightforward, The
measure for protection that he has proposed is obviously and admittedlv
not a straightforward matter. The one was a straightforward matter; the
other I may characterise as sneaking, surreptitious and ocrooked. Cer-
tainly it is not straightforward, and therefore we see it in its present form..

Now, much has been said in different forms by way of mitigating the
evil of this particular principle of preference introduced here.  This, es
the Finance Member has said, is a particular course of action. Mr.
Sarma yesterday said that it was a small measure, a little measure. BSo
he wanted to belittle the importance of this measure of preference. 8ir,
this belittling reminds me of a small storv. The story is about a country
parson in England. In ome of his official visits, he came across an un-
married mother who had helped to bring into this world a piece of
humanity in a way not generally recognised, and the parson naturally re-
proached the woman witEehaviug done thjs. She held the little brat be-
fore the parson and said ‘‘what a wee bit it is"’. T do not know whether
she also used the words, ‘‘8ir, it is not a policy, but a particular course
of action at a critical juncture '’. (Loud Laughter.) The measure may
be small; but you try to belittle this evil, which is a particular course
of action at a critical juncture, and say it is a small measure, yet it is
illegitimate. Referring to that fiscal authority or convention, I would say .
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this. If it was a fiscal convention, real and true, then the Government
stand in the position of the mother, and the Legslature stands in the
position of the father. Therefore any measure brought into being, or
sought to be brought into be‘ng on that basis without reference to the
futher or the Assembly is illegitimate. It may be said that this measure
is put before the Assembly and who knows it may gain the assent of
the Assembly also. But we do know under what conditions it is going to be-
done. I therefore make a sporting offer to the Government. Let the Govern-
ment officers, the nominated Members, stand out. The Legislature means
the body of elected Members. (Hear, hear.) Let them take a decision.
If you win in a division like this, then it is legitimate.. Who can prevent
vou then from proclaiming that this was given assent to? But if you are
going to pass this Bill, after declaring your intention that you are going
to admit no amendment that may be passed, after having practically told
us 8o, what a great humiliation it is for us. You sav vou are not
going to admit any amendment, even iif the House passes it. That at
cnce shows what importance you attach to the vote of the Assembly.
Then why should you speak in a dignified manner about the glorification of
this non-existent fisecal autonomy? Fiscal autonomy, if it is real, will
be tested by three points, @ With regard to the Government and the
Assembly I have already stated what the position is.  That is unreal.
Then with regard to the Government of India and the Home Government,
no one knows what has happened. The Honourable Member has said thag
ha tried to take this House into confidence. I have never heard that
secrecy and confidence go hand in hand, and in reply to my Honourable
Leader, the Commerce Member has definitely stated that he is not going
to lay on the table the whole of the correspondence on this matter. How
does this Government therefore say that it has taken the Assembly into-
its confidence? Therefore, secrecy and confidence do not go hand in
hand, and I am not prepared to admit that Government have taken
this House into their confidence, and surely there is no real fiseal suto-
nomy in this matter. Then the only point of contact between Lanca-
shirc and India remaing. That of course is not possible, making Lancashire
and India come to any agreement without Government intervening. Bo,
therefore, tested on all these three points of contuet, from the point of
view of fiscal autonomy, we find that fiscal autonomy is & sham and the
Finance Member should have considered twice or thrice before referring
to that fisecal autonomy in this particular manner. Instances have
been given of the Colonies. in which fiscal autonomy has been realised
and Imperial Preference has been given. But does the Honourable
Member seriously mean that this House i8 on a par with the Parlia-
ments of these self-governing Colonies? There they can make a free vift
of anything. There they are at liberty to make any bargain they please,.
taking into consideration what political or what commercial or what aco-
romic advantages there will he. =~ My. Honourable friend, Mr, Jayakar,
the other day, said, ‘‘I am prepared to give you this measure, but give me
in return something very substantial’’. The Honourable Members oppo-
site did not take up that bait. ~They stuck to their seats. They made
no reply to him. Now, Mr. Shanmukham Chetty said the bargain should
be on the basis of economic return. What is the economic return?
That question was put to him yesterday by Mr. Neogy, and Mr. Shan-
mukham Chetty was not able to give any satisfactory reply.  Therefore,

there ig-neither political return nor economic return. Then for whabt

conslderadion shall we agree to this bargain with Lancaghire?
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Diwan Chaman Lall: Does not the Honourable lmember, before pro-
ceeding further, think that an authoritative interpretation of the meaning
of fiscal autonomy ought to be obtained? Is not that point of order to
‘be raisad ?

Mr. N. 0. Kelkar: My point is that the Finance Member himself knows
that this is not in the nature of the tariff autonomy or so called fiscal
autonomy. (He knows also that India does not like the present Bill nnd
yet he is supporting it and trying to put that before us as if on the basis
-of fiscal autonomy. I certainly do not want to challenge the veracity of
the Honourable Members opposite when they say that they did not re-
-ceive any mandate from the Secretary of State in this matter. I am
prepared to admit that. But that does not obviate the other fact,
‘that the mandate may have come from Lancashire. (Hear, hear.) And
‘mandates in these matters do not come directly. (Hear, hear.)

- The Honourable S8ir George Schuster (Finance Member): Is the
Honourable Member suggesting that there has been any direct communi-
reation between the Government of India and the Lancashire industries?

Mr. N. 0. Kelkar: I have said not directlv. The Government of India
lives and breathes in the atmosphere of British commerce (Hear, hear), and
I think that idea of a preference originating with Lancashire might have
.got over the atmosphere or the winds to the Government of India.

The Honourable Sir George Schuster: Will the Honourable Member
‘accept from me the most categorical assurance that no suggestion of any
‘kind of Imperial Preference or preference to Lancashire has ever come to
the Government of India, either from His Majesty’'s Government or from
.any representative of British industry,? The suggestion, as I have already
-explained, has been explained by my Honourable colleague as having ema-
‘nated from the Government of India. If any one is to blame for that
-suggestion if it is not a proper proposal, if it is a proposal which does
not commend itself to this House, it is we who are to blame for it. No
suggestion of any kind has come to us from any party in England on this
‘matter. -

Diwan Ohaman Lall: May I inquire whether the Government of India
are in a position to accept the vote of this House on the proposals they
‘have made?

The Honourable Sir George Schuster: What does my Honourable friend
mean by ‘‘the vote of the House''?

Diwan Ohaman Lall: If the amendment moved or going to be moved
by the Honourable Member, the Leader of the Nationalist Party, is put to
the vote of this House, will the Government of India accept the vote of
this House on that amendment?

The Honourable Bir George Bchuster: The Government of India are in
the position of heing responsible for a policy on this matter. The Govern-
ment of India have put before this House what thcy considered to be a
proper proposal, a proposal which, after due consideration and taking into
account all the considerations and all the intereste which bear upon this
matter, they counsidered to he best in the interests of the eountry. The
Government of India are responsible, and thev cannot put that responsi-
bility which rests on them on any other shoulders. That is the constitu-
‘tional position at the moment and it is for that reason that my Honourable
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colleague has announced the decision to which the questioner has
referred.

Mr. President: What I have not been able to understand so far is this
whether the Government of India in this matter are responsible to the
British House of Commons, or whether they are responsible to this House?
They cannot be irresponsible altogether. They must be responsible to
someone in every matter, and I want to know, to whom in this matter are
the Government of India responsible ?

Mr. N. 0. Kelkar: T am prepared to accept whatever may be put he-
fore us by way of his, sincere sentiments by the Honourable the }inance
epy. Member. I am prepared to accept whatever is put before the
FM:  House by the Finance Member; I am not going to question
that; but I am a little puzzled in this matter. I do not understand how
the Government of India came to propose special treatment for Lanca-
ghire. . Why do they not raise the duty to 20 per cent.? They would have
got five per cent. more of revenue; they stood to profit by it. Had they
really the interests of the consumer in their mind? Sir, the less said
about this matter the better. In how many caseg did they really think of
the consumer? Dr. Johnson once said that patriotism is the last resort
of the scoundrel. Here consumers are the last resort of the Bureaucracy
in this country. Whenever they want an excuse, they .place it on the
devoted head of the consumer; otherwise we know how much care they
have taken of the consumer. Is all this extravagance for the benefit of
the consumer? Ig all this new taxation for the benefit of the consumer?
Therefore the point is, the Secretary of State did not sugges'o, it ig the
Government of India alone who have thought of putting this discriminat-
ing tariff as against the interests of Lancashire and as against Japan.
The Finance Member has said in his speech that he knows the history of
this cotton tariff business, that this has a long and troubled history, but what
is the conclusion to be drawn from that troubled history? If he has read
that history, he will know Lancashire has been our principal enemy. I
do not want to go into that history here. If the Finance Member wants
it, perhaps I mny reserve it for the third reading, but I tell him and he
must remember that there is no other enemy of India with regard to her
cotton industry. so great as T.ancashire. . This troubled history extends
over two hundred years, and. India has suffered throughout at the hands
of Lancashire. In the days of the Company, the Government was for pro-
tection, but the protection was given for England against the Indian cotton
mdustrv Then when the industry was killed in India, about the year
1840, the Government thought of the blessings of free frade. In 1882 all
cotton duties were absolutely removed from the teriff schedule; .in 1894
excise duties were put upom the Indian cotton industry. Throughout, we
see that the Indian cotton industry has suffered. Indeed, if Government
wanted to raise more revenue by taxation, they rather put a duty on salt
than put a tax upon the cotton' imports from TLancashire. I have no
wish to go into this history further, but I really wonder how the Govern-
ment of India can find a soft corner in their hearts-for Lanocashire, which
‘has been thoroughly responsible throughout these fwo hundred. years for
the ruin of the Indian cotton industrv. What would Government have
ost it they puf a 20 per cent. duty all round? Certainly-they would have
: v
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geived, and the industry would have gained. But this is & cheese-paring
Government. At the same time the Government are great mathemati-
_cians; they have studied the differential calculae; I have not studied it
myself, but there ig such a thmg a8 differential calculas, and they have
investigated and arrived at the minimum which would do the least harm.

With regard to the cotton duties, when there was a munity, when Gov-
ernment were short of funds, or in 1804, when the value of the rupee
went down, and they found it difficult to impose taxation, or when war
came and they were faced with deficits, it was only on those occasions
that, in order to meet their own needs, they put on ecotton duties, and
even then they have not gone beyond 11 per cent:, and in some years it
has happened that a tax on salt has been imposed, even doubled, and
cotton duties were mnot increased. On two or three occasions
the Finance Member was obliged to give explanations to the Legislative
Council as to why an increase in cotton duties did not find place in the
Schedule, which would have brought to Government as much as 10 crores
of additional revenne to meet their deficits. I say all this because the
Finance Member said in his speech that he is acquainted with the long
and troubled history of these cotton duties. Tf he has read that history
impartially, let him say how the Government of India have a soft corner
for Lancashire, which has been the chief enemy of the cotton industry in
India. This industry is only just coming up. From 1894 to 1928 there
wny that excise duty. Whenever there wns a rmall rigse in the cotton im-
‘port duty, it was countervailed by an excise duty. 8o you practically
killed the Indian cotton industry; that has been the history of this cotton
tariff. T am therefore puzzled to know what can possibly have suggested
it, unless there has been a revelation from heaven, that they should give
this discriminating protective dutv against Japan and in favour of T.anca-
shire, The millowners sav thev did nnt suggest it; the Becretary of State
did not suggest it; certainly the Assemblv did not suggest it. T do not
know then who suggested it. I am prepared to accept their explanation
and not challenge their veracity, but full explanation ia due to us so long
a8 the correspondence has not been placed on the table. Therefore there
is some room for suspicion. T dn not wish fo rav anvthing more. Tf T
hawve got to sav anvthing more, T will sav that perhaps on the third reading.
Here I will content myself with anlv touching the main rapects of the
ense ar they appear to me, and T have tried to give my nnswers to some
of the imsues which T have mvaelf raised.

Mr. Fazal Tbrahim Rahimtulla (Bombay Central Division: Muham-
madan Rural):. Sir, I rise to congratulate my friend Mr. Kelkar oh the
very sble speech that he has made hefore thix House. He has told us
that he would put up a clean fight and he has done so very ably. He has

. not talked of the Bombav mill industry, of the protection to the Bombay
mill industry,.like my friend Mr. Ghuznavi who, in his enthusiasm, con-
"demned. the Bombay mill industry without even reading the Bill which

. in_before the House. Bir, my friend Mr. Ghuznavi traced the historv of
'the textile industry in Indja and his grievance dated from- 1905, and because
somathing wrong was done in 1905, without ennsidering erther the merits
“oc the present condition through which the textile industrv is paksing. ov
friend has advised this House to oppose even the consideration of this Bill.
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Sir, from the debate that has followed in- this House, 1 find that thers 'is
& good deal of confusion. The motion before the House is merely &
motion whether the House would agree to give protection to the textile
industry of India. That is the principle which this House is asked to
endorse. This is the First Reuding of the Bill, (An Honourable Member:
**Not the First.”) I mean this is the Second Reading of the Bill. What
are wa voting for? We are voting for the principle of protection to the
textile industry in British India. In this connection, 8ir, 1 should like to
congratulate my friend, Mr. Birla, for his very able speech and magrani-
mity of mind. He at least has recognised that protection is necessary,
but his grievance is against the preferential duty. May I tell him, Sir,
that us far as the consideration of the Bill js concerned, he at least, if
not his party, should support this Bill. Let us understand the issue betore
the House. The issue before the House is, I take it, to’ grant protection
to the textile industry. Later when the amendments come up, it is open
to this House, if it is convinced, to accept the amendment of my friend
the Leader of the Opposition or to accept the proposal of Governmment,
as embodied in the Bill, or with the amendment of my friend Mr. Chetty.
Therefore, as far as this House is concerned, I take it that, with the
exceptionh of one or two Members, there is complete unanimity of opinion
that the textile industry requires protection. Thege proposals, Bir, I take
it, are the outcome of the pegofiations which took place between the
leaders of the textile indwatry in India wnd the Member in charge just
before the Assembly Sessions began.

My, A. H. Ghuznavi: When was this?

Mr. Faszal Ibrahim:Rahimtulla: 1 said just before the Sessions began.
I bope my friend Mr. Ghuznavi reads newspapers, ‘I'herefore, the point
is, whether the proposals that are mow before the Government are accept-
able to the millowners in India, I won't sgy, and I hope my friend Mr.
Ghuznavi will admit that this measure is not confined to Bombay.

Mr. A. H. Ghuznavi: It is mostly confined to Bombay.

Mr. Fasal Ibrahim Rahimtulla: It may be mostly to Bombay, but the
depression is felt all over India,

Mr. Mukhtar Singh (Mecrut Division: Non-Muhammadan Rural): Was
it at the suggestion of the millowners that the preferential duty was pro-
posed ? o

Mr, Faszal Ibrahim Rahimiulla: I say the proposals emanated out of
the conference between the millowners of India and the (GGovernment of

Mr, M. 8. Aney: The proposals embodied in this Bill?

Mr. Fazal Ibrahim Rahimtulla: The millowners of India required pro-
tection, and the Government of India have brought forward a Bill ‘whose
principle is protection. (An Honourable Member: ‘‘Waa. it part of- the
negotiations?'’) That is for the millowners to answer.. I must say at
once that I am neither n millowner nor a mill agent, nor am I a Labour
Leader; I am one of those:who want to study this Bill on its own merits.
The Leader of my party has said that this party considers every measure
before the House on its own merits, irrespective of any other consideration,
oven, if 50 per cent. is to he handed over to the labour of the. Bombay



2514 LEGISLATIVE ASBEMBLY, (262 Mar. 1080.

[Mr, Fazal Ibrahim Rahimtulla.]

textile industry. 8ir, in paragraph 58 of the speech of the Honourable
the Finance Member, the question has been raised, and this is what he
8aYy8 :

‘“We felt, in fact, that this method of approach from the British Government had a
special significance. It affords striking evidence that the fiscal autonomy convention
has become an integral! part of the conmstitution, and that even when British interests
are most profoundly affected by tariff chunges in 1ndia, the intervention of the British
Governfhent is restricted to representation and appeal. Complete freedom was accorded

to the Government of India to take the final decision in ‘whatever manner they thought
right for India.’

8ir, the Finance Member has told this House that, as far as the Becre-
tary of State is concerned, he has not interfered with this. The reason
why the Government of India have introduced preferential duties is con-
tained in paragraph 58 of that very speech of the Honourable the ¥inance
Member. This is what is stated in that speech_,

“In the second place, I must, on behalf of the Government of India, make it clear
that we could not feel justified in imposing for revemue purposes a higher duty than
15 per cent. and that, so far as the protective measures are concerned, it is only if their
scope is limited, in the way that we propose, that we could agree to carry them so far.
As I pointed out at the outset, we cannot disregard the interests of the consumer, and
it is contrary to all sound principles to impuse a protective duty, putting a l’:eavy
burden on the consumer, if the benefit to the producer must be small or negligible.’

I say, [Sir, whether right or wrong, this is the consideration which has
led the Government to bring in the question of preferential duties. It is for
this House either to support or to rebut the argument that the Govern-
ment of India are wrong in assuming that the amendment of Pandit
Malaviya is not in the interests of the consumer. I would therefore like
to hear the Leader of the Opposition before this House makes up its mind
in tegard to the question, of preferential duties. I hope, Bir, my friends
will not fight shy of the preferential duties. My friends, in their haste to
denounce the Imperial Preference, have said that the Tuta Steel Industry
Bill was protection from the back door. The present protection is from
the front door, and if I repeat what Mr. Jayakar suggested that in future
he did not know the kind of protection thers will be, I may say it may be
from the chimney. I hope, Sir, that the people will understand that the
question of protection is to be debated on its own merits. The question
of protection ghould come first, and my friend Mr. Birla has pointed out
that the protection, as put forward by Government, is not adequate, but
1 do not know whether, on that score, he will oppose the Bill. He 18
opposing the Bill on the question of Imperial Preference. I may say &t
once, Sir, that I am not in favour of Imperial Preference. I do mnot think,
Bir, any Bombay man, either in this House or outside, is prepared to
admit that he is in favour of Imperial Preference. Therefore, Sir, I hope
my friends will not misjudge the Bombay millowners or the Bombay re-
presentatives here who ask you nothing more and nothing less than protec-
tion'to the textile industry,

"Mr, K. 0. Neogy: I dare say the Honourable Member has read the
Note which has been circulated over the signature of the Honourable Sir
George Rainy, and I will quote from it only two lines from the bottom of
page 1 and two lines from the top of page Ql This is what he says:

It seems impossible to argue that any protection in excess of the 15 per cent.

fevenue duty is needed so far as imports from the United Kingdom are concerned, for
it werp rieeded the millowners wovld certainly have asked for it.” '
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May 1 take ifi that the millowners did not, ask for the 15 per cent. reve-
nue duty as against Lancushire?

Mr. H. P. Mody: 1 have already stated to the House, on more than
one occasion, that when we appeared before the Government of lndia we
asked for 20 per cent. und 34 snnus duty all round. I hope my friend wil
take it as final, '

Mr. K. 0. Neogy: Will my Honourable friend explain this statement 1n
Sir George Hainy's note?

The Honourable Sir George Rainy: 1t was never present to my mind
that that sentence could bear the meaning that the propossl mentioned
by my Honoursble friend Mr. Mody had not been made. 1t was indeed
notorious to all the world that it had been made, What was in my mind,
wag that the competition from the United Kingdom had never been given
a8 & reason for the grant of higher protection.,

Mr. Fazal Ibrahim Rahimtulla: Two of the Members of this House
hayve given an adequate and cffective reply to my friend Mr. Neogy, and
thereforé 1 need not go into that question. My point is this, that as far as
this House is concerned, it should not mix up the issues. Let us at once
vote for the consideration, if we are satisfied that protection is necessary.
1 think the Leader of the Opposition has also said that he is for protee-
tion. Then the next stage will come when the Leader of the Opposition
will move his amendment us to what kind of preferential duties we should
give, or whether there should be no question of preferential duties. At
that stage, it would be our pleasure to hear the Leader of the Opposition
making out a case why preferential duties are not in the interests of this
country. My friend, Mr. Chetty, I think, hag done very well in his speech
on the Budget to lay down the three conditions on which, even if preferen-
tial dutics are granted, they can possibly be justified. He said :

“If it is possible to devise o scheme of tarifi hy which Indian industries will be
able to get all the protection they want, by which the Indian consumer will not be
affected and by which you will give some sort of preference to Empire goods, then, I
certainly for one will not object to it."

I think, iSir, Members of this House are carried away by too much talk
of Lancashire. I wish they should concentrate their attention more on
the Indian industry and the conditions of the industry in India. They
should talk less of Luncashire and more of Indian industries. If they were
to concentrate their attcntion on that, the solution of this difficult problem
will be very easy. ‘Several Members of this House have given an adequate
reply to my friend Diwan Chaman Lall, except the third generation incom-
petency. My friend Sir Purshotamdag Thakurdas did give him some reply,
but I may tell him that the greatest difficulty and the greatest hitch is the
banking system in India. The banks in India, and I think the Honourable
the Finance Member will bear in mind this question, do not advance money
unless the Managing Agents give their personal signature and their personsl
liability for it and if the Banking Inquiry Committee can see its way to
remedy this evil, I hope the question about managing systems may then
be a question debatable on a future occasion and not today.

Mr, Vidya Sagar Pandya: Is the Honourable Member quite sure that
the Imperial Bank does not lend money without the signature of the
Managing Agents?
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Mr. Fasal Ibrahim Rahimtulla: That is my information,
Mr, Vidya Sagar Pandya: I am afraid you are not quite correct,

- Mr, R. K. Shanmukham Ohetty: 1 may tell my friend that the state-
ment of Mr. Rahimtulla is perfectly correct.

Mr. Vidys Sagar Pandya: 1 have also information that there are cases
in-which the advance has been made.

Mr, President: Never mind. Both are right.

Mr, Fazal Torahim Rahimtulla: There may be an exception in the case
of Mr. Vidya Sagar Pandya, and I am glad that the Imperial Bank is
treating him so very favourably. One important point which my friend
Mr. Ghuznavi advanced without perhaps understanding is the quotation of
Mr. Kbaitan. He drew the attention particularly of Sir Purshotamdas
to it, because he is his colleague and co-worker both in the Banking
Inquiry Committee and in the Federation of the Chambers of Commerce.
My friend doecs not understand what finer counts are and what suitable
machinery is necessary, what amount of cotton is necessary to be imported
and whether the present condition will allow them to think of finer counts
before they get adequate profection. I hope my friend Mr. Ghuznavi will
realise seriously the present depression in the textile industry. The Gov-
ernment of India say that a moment's delay will be disastrous and there-
fore they have said that they are giving them protection for three years
a8 .8n emergency measure, and are not asking you to commit yourself
on the question of Imperial Preference. The whole question will be placed
before the Tariff Board, and the Government will then come forward with
the proposals that may emanate from that body. My friend Diwan
Chaman Lall was expressing great solicitude for the consumers. My friend
does not know that, whilst India is not in any way showing hostility to-
wurds Japun, their whole protest lies in the question of unfair competition,
and my friend, who hag read the Fiscal Commission’s Report, will bear me
out thut dumping was resorted to in order to kill the steel industry. And
then woe be to the consumers. I hope that my friend, Diwan Chaman Lall,
will reanlise thut Japan is not selling cheap in order to benefib Indians,
but ultimately to benefit Japan, and therefore the question has arisen
regarding protection to the textile industry.

- Diwan Ohaman Lall: May I ask the Honourable Member if he is
making this charge, that Japan is dumping goods into India?

My. Fazal Ibrahim Rahimtulla: I mentioned the steel industry.

_ Diwan Ohaman Lall: Ts the Honourable Member aware thab the Tariff
Board has definitely denied it?

Mr. Yagal Tbrahim Rahimtalla: It is in the Fiscal Commissian’s Report..
T will ‘ugk my friend to refer to it. In paragraph 188 on page 63 of the
Fiseal Commission’s Report it is stated:
. _““We have discussed the possibility of protection being noutralised owing to the
existence of unfair railway or shipping rates.”
. This ia a kind of method 1 hope the Government of India will adopt
towards Indian Industry. I want to say this. That the cotton mill
industry in India has got to fight two opponemts. The one is the un-
sympathetic attitude of the labour, and the second is-the Government
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of India. I hope, therefore, the Government of India will . not take ib
as an offence if I say .that they do not do the right thing at the right
moment. The Tariff Board’'s Report asked for protection in 1927, and
it is now that they have come forward with this proposal. Naturally,
therefore, the suspicion has risen in this House whether it is really for
the cotton textile industry in lndia or whether it is for the benefit of
Lancashire that this proposal- has been made. I hope the Honourable
the Commerce Member will make this point very clear when he gets up
to spesk and reply categorically to this House, that it is in the interests
of India and that it is entirely due to the present depression prevailing
in the country. Had it not been for that, they would not have come forward
here to penalise the consumer. I hope, Sir, that the real debate, if it is
to take place, will take place on the motion of my friend Pandit Madan
Mohan Malaviya, and at that stage we will be able to understand whetlier
it is. not in the interests of the consumer that we ought to have a pre-
ferential duty. -

Sir Darcy Lindsay and Several Honourable Members: The question
may be now put.

Mr. Jehangir K. Munshi (Burma: Non-European): Sir, I have no oon-
nection with the cotton industry and I do not claim to have any special
knowledge about it. Although I am neither an industrial magnate -por
an economic expert, I refuse to surrender my judgment either to my Hon.
ourable friends Sir Purshotamdas Thakurdas and Mr. Mody on the one
hand or to my Honourable friend Mr. Birla on the other hand. As a
-practical legislator, I consider it my duty to approach the question before
‘the House without racial prejudice and without any economic bias.

Sir, the starting point of the controversy over the principle of Imperial
Preference was the Honourable the Finance Member's budget speech. As
I have associated myself with a certain amendment under umfair- condi-
tions forced on this House by the Government of India, 1 wish tg make
my position quite clear on the question of Imperial DPreference. "I pro-
pose, Bir, with your permission, to deal with certain salient passages from
the speeches of the Honourable the Finance Member and the Honoursble
the Comunerce Member and to examine the attitude of the Government of
India towards the question of Imperial Preference on the one hand and
the question of Fiscal Autonomy on the other hand. The Honoursdble the
Finance Member, in paragraph 48 of his budget speech, made the follow-
ing statement :

“Let me make it clear at the outset that the fiscal autonomy convention is a reality
and that decisions on, matters of this kind are left to the Government of Tndia and it
is on this basis that our deliberations have proceeded throughout.”

Now, Sir, I would ordinarily accept a statement when it is made in all
earnestness by a Member of the Government on the floor of this House.
The position of the Government is that Fiscal Autonomy is a reality and
that fiscal decisions are really left to the Government of India. We have
obtained certain information from the Government Benches which shows
that, before His Majesty's Government addressed the Government of
India, the proposals of the Government of India were to raise the revenue
duty from 11 per cent. to 16 per cent., and to impose a protective duty
of 8% annas per pound on plain grey goods. The Government of India
have admitted that it was only after the communication was received
from His Majesty's Government that they changed their ground. Now,
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[Mr. Jehangir K. Munshi.} .
Bir, is Fiscal Autonomy a reality so far as this House is concerned?
Neither Sir George Schuster, nor Sir George Rainy has gone to the length
of suggesting that any kind of Fiscal Autonomy vests in this House; the
only claim made is that it rcsts with the Government of India. Then,
Bir, the Finance Member goes on to say in paragraph 50 of his budget
gpeech : '

““We explained to His Mnjosty's Government that in placing this proposal hefore
the Assembly we should point out that so far ns we are aware this ia the first occasion
on which the considered opinion of the Cabinet hag been conveyad in this form to the

Government of India and that we were impressed by the significance of the precedent
so established." :

In paragraph 51 he goes on to say:

“Finally, we made it clear that in a matter of this kind, after frankly starting our
conclutions, we should desire to put our carefully considered views before the Legisla-
tive Assembly with whom the final decision must rest.”

Now, Sir, I do not know if my Honourable friend Sir George Bchuster
meant these words when he uttered them in this House in the courge of
his budget speech. I take it that he did. I go further and take it that
8ir George Schuster means these words now and adheres to them. I will
repeat them: : '

“To put our carefully consdered views hefore the Legislative Assembly with whom
the final decision must rest.” .

But, Bir, the Honourable the Cémmerce Member takes up an entirely
different attitude, and this divergence of attitude has created doubts and
apprehensions in the minds of the Opposition.

Mr. President: If the Honourable Member is not prepared to oconoclude
his remarks within 10 minutes, I propose to adjourn the House.

Mr. Jehangir K. Munshi: No, Sir, I cannot conclude in 10 minutes.

The Assembly then adjourned till Eleven of the Clock on Thursday, the
27th March, 1930.
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