Masani (Hajkot) : Mr. Deputy Speaker, Sir, I hope that after these exciting
°8, We may now turn to some topics of less excitement, perliaps of more light. 1
e on the subject of light, in & free society it is important that the people R
11d know the truth and that no obstruction should be put in tie way of their know

- ing what is happening, whether in their country or elsewhere ani of *mowing of what
~ &oes on in the political life of our country. '

1 Now, Sir, there are two separate issues about which I would lilke to talk this
afternoon. But both relste to the right of the people to know the truth. The =

first subject, Sir, is about Shri Dange's letters in our National Archives which have
become a subject matter of controversy recently &WI Ui other 1s the bamning of a book
'Pelcing Va, Delhi' by Mr. George Fatterson. In regard to both these matters, I have
eriticism to make of our Home vinistry's handling of these affairs.

The Home Minister has, in respomse to a request made that the people of India
should Jmnow whether these letters alleged to be written by Shri Dange are or are not
./ euthentic, has taken the line that there is no occasion for Jovermm ut to examine
whether these letters are genuine or not. I say with all respect this appears to me
Y {0 be an evasion of duty on the Part of the Government to lsave the people in the
'bw dark as to whether these are authentic documents or not. This is something which
o concerns & leader of a political party which, in other countriss, is banned as subver-
sive or disruptive but to which our wovernment gives full liberties and all facili-
ties. This party hasdenounced these documents as a forgery attributed either to the
British Jovernment or the present Government of India. It is pecessary for the
Government to establish the veracity of these documents by proper handwritien or other
evidence and then to zuide the people about its veracity.

How the facts ere briefly these as is evidenced by the file. The story starts
before the launching of the Kanpur prosecution. Col. Kaye, the virector of the
Intelligence Bureau, commenting on the question whether Shri Dange should be pro-
secuted or not, writes on the 2Tth July, 1923 the following:

'i"ﬂll information about him (ir.Dange) resches the same conclusion J j)
that he is personally a mere worm; and this does support the belief
that he is not worth powder and shnt."/

- He then'refers to Dange's"“/can.feaainn of personal cowardice. I think & pevere official
-“1\-/ talking to by someone in euthority - not a police authority - will probebly frighten @
Dange very effective;y he is quite obviously very nervous already.”

On the same side, against prosecution, comes Mr. Montgomery, the Eome Secretary
of the Bombay Government, on the 3rd iugust, 1923, He says, he, that is Hr. Dange,
955 one of the most fruitful scurces of information as to Bolshevist activities." 8o,
both these officers aivised against sr. Dange's prosecution. mowever, the decision
wes to the contrary. The Xanpur prosecution case was launched and he was convicted.

fhen there are four chapters in this story. The first is of 25th Fay, 1924,
when ar. Dange wrote a letter to tie District Magistrate, Kanpur, from Sitanur jail.
Ee says tiat the climate is either too hot or too cold in these parts, the language
is not his, and he would 1like to be interviewed by his people. Could ke be trans{erred
to Bombay? Un the 25th July, 1924, the uvovernment's decision is made tkat there
shoudd be no transfer till after the appeal had been disposed of, That is the first
cliapter.

The second chapter is that ir. Jenge and lalini Ehushan Das Gupta, & fellow=-
prisoner, write to the uistrict usgistrate on the Tth July, 1924, expressing their
reediness to give en undertaking not to commit eny more offences and reguesting their
release, end they say they "are undergoing suffering we cannot sustain.” _raaaim e X
the application is forwarded to -elhi, and on the 11th jugust, 1924, the Covernment's .



i

-,‘*ﬂmlh, on the 16th iovenber, 1924, comes the fourth communication, enother letter
~ to the Governor-General, asking for a roumission of the sentence. This too is

"ir. Stewart said. 'Tou hold en exceptionally influent.al position
: here and sbroad. wovernment would bo glad if this position would
to them.' 1 think I still hold that position. ssther it has been
d by the prosecution. If your sxcellancy is pleased to think thet < should use
-tion for the good of Your sxcellency's sovernment and the cowntry, I should
to do so, if I am given the opportunity by your sxcellency granting my prayer
2288, B % T
7 .
oW, this letter is the one thot has been claimed a forgery by ifr. Dange and
who support his point of view. Then, that letter was forwarded. On that, on
th Septeuber, 1924, the Lome uicretary in Jelhi makes a noting: “This i3
sting end rather amusing.” <(n the st Cotober, 1924, Dange's letter to the

or-General=-in-Council -~ the appeal - is rejected and relief is not given. Then, 1:L-E*}
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Now, Iir. Dange's cleim regarding the last two letters is that the signature has
been spelt with a T and not a U, and that,therefore, those two last letters, where
there come the objectionable offer, which was rejected, are not authentic.

In the light of this, the question arises - either these papers are genuine x4
or they are fsbrications as iir. Denge claims, ]

411 the circumstantiesl evidence, the notes on them, the jeil stamp and the
bandwriting generally, seem to show that these letters are authentic. ©out I think we

‘have to be judicial and fair in this matter. We should not be left to making our own

i
L |
‘i
guesses. I think it is right, fair to »r. Dange and fair to the people of this
country, that the truth should be estabiished; whether these letters claimed to be 1]
& forgery were fabrications or authentic., Wby does the home rdnister, who was |
aoproached and hes given this reply in writing to me, evade this obligation? Can it '
be his desire to shelter kr. uange? Is it an apireciation of that bogus pationalism
which passed that pseudo-patriotic resclution of October-November, 1962, in the face
of opposition within his own party? .re we trying to placate iir Khruslichev by pro-
tecting his man? These are questions that do arise. i
4

A local journal in Delhi - Thought - says that iir. danda "cannot be bappy at any
harm being done to 'friepdly' kr. vange." .iis is uot the lind of suspicion that :
we, who want to have our public life sbove suspicion, should tolerate 1. we do not v
face the issue, if we evade our obligations in ascertaining the truth in this matter, 3
then these fears will be expressed. I do not mind eeying thet, for o yoir or two -
now, there are people in the IKTUC who have bzen complaining that kir. lianda, as ¥
Lebour &inister, was too frienmdly to ir. Dange and the Commnist Farty. This evasion
of responsibility would strengthen that suspicion and I therefore urge that the liome
linister and the Home winistry face their obligations and, by handuriting evidence
and other expertise, ascertain whether these signaturcs that fr. Dange sa/s ars not
his, these handwritten letters in his own hand, are gemuine or ore not genmine. We
should gll keap &n open mind on this question. This is a matter that concerns tha
country and not just oms political party.

I come to another issue, which is the issue of the bamning of & bock rucently
which is entitled Pcking vs, Delhi by ¥r OCoorse H. atterson.

An Hon.Member: How did you get it?

Mr. Masani: I will sxplain. It is @ pity that it is necessary to protiat ag



