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might en.%afe while on furlough within the limits
g those likely to cause engagements extending
which lead to new relations with Government
, the relations hetween Government and its paid
' to us to be sound, to the case under con-
~bo held to be a “lawful and respectable
oyment which might not improbably “ cause
furlough,” and might lead to “new relations
to be inconsistent with, the relations between
_We consider that an officer taking furlough is not
18 and responsibilities under which he rests while
inclined to the opinion that it is undesirable that
the management of a Company. We desire,
ons on the subject, as similar cases have doubtless
otice, owing to the fact that most officers while on
ble thatin this matter there should be no divergence
d that of the Government of India.
Btate for India, to the Government of India, dated
sptember 1882, No. 99.
h of your Excellency in Couneil, No. 41, dated the
etier an officer who is on ﬁulo:gh is at

~and whether there is any distinction as regards
ioetween officers belonging to the Covenanted and

: stz)inion' that the principle of Sir Charles Wood’s
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ether they be Covenanted or Uncovenanted, are alike
Lnt‘ of Companies. <
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Rrap—the following paper :—

From A. MACKENZIE, Esq., OBy
Department (Public), to the Se
Simla, 20th October 1882, No. 46~

to the Government of India, Home
the Government of Madras, dated

on, No. 3421, dated 28th August
, T am directed to forward a copy of
orrespondence marginally noted re-
to the questions (1) whether an |
who is on furlough is at liberty to e
lertake the management of a Company, ‘

s taking part in the management of b

Despateh to Secretary of State, No. 41, dated

8th July 1882.
Despatch from Secretary of State, No. 99, dated

7th September 1882.
and (2) whether there is any distinction as re :
Companies hetween officers belonging to the Coven anted and the Uncovenanted Services.

9. T am to request that the rules laid down by Her Majesty’s Secretary of State
on these questions may be carefully observed by all public officers under your
Government. ‘ e

. EN(:l.oanmf
Despatch from the Government of India, o Her ﬁeat s Secretary of State for India, dated
' Sinla, 8th July 1862, No. 41.

In his despatch, No. 46 (Public), dated 31st Mﬂﬁ&, Sir Charles Wood, in replying to a
reference made to him by the Government of India on the subject of Govenunentservants,holdin%

lands and engaging in speculations in India, observed that he saw no objection to servants Q' by ..'Aj"
in mining or other companies having for their object the develop- =~

Grovernment holding shares n
ment of the resources of the country, and the only réstriction which he thought it necessary T
impose was that public servants should take no partin the management of such institutions and w
should not be employed in the distriots where the operations of the Company might be cartied on.
The orders contained in that despatch were ulgated for general informa ion in January
1868, and were subsequently (August 1872) republished with the remark that the Governor- =
General in Council would be prepared to enforce the ple therein laid down in regard to all i
public servants, of whatever efa.ss or position. ) s SRR
2. A question has now been raised whether an officer who is on furlough is at liberty to S
undertake the management of & Company, and WHEH there is any distinetion in this respect
between officers belonging to the Covenanted-wdkﬂljiﬂiﬂnmvenanbed Services. We think thatno
such distinetion can be drawn so far as the osin QU nmmmd' The notification issued -
by the Government of India on the 28th August 1 distinetly m’ﬁh‘tﬂ’" principle of the F o
despatch cited above of 3lst May 1862 applies ! all public servants, of whatever oass or
ants are to take no part in the management of

osition,” and the principle is that public servants g . : e (et
ompanies. We are, thgrefore, of opinion  this shot ﬁ:; made clear by declaring that the .
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rules apply to the Uncovenanted as well as to the ﬂq ' " e, i

3. Regarding the question whether an officer may be allowed while on furlough to assume

the management o%a Co?npany, we would ohsefﬁw‘ﬂﬂ ecific or authoritative mhw shan, < hee

point appears to have been given. In dww*‘h% tary of Sta.ta,.N.'o..B, ated 8th

:&ugust 1894' the Government of Bombay 9“5&327‘"&9” ﬁgm caatof A Sh flinte sl e
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8 of that despatch they expressed the opinion that there was no sufficient reason for excluding
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of lawful and respectable employments, ¢
beyond the duration of the furlough
independent of, and liable to be incons
officers. Applying these princifplés-, wh
cideration, the management of a Comy
employment.” On the other hand, it
engagements extending beyond the duraf
with Government independent of, and
Government and its paid officers.” :
entitled to divest himself entirely of ¢

on duty. For these reasons, therefore, w
an officer who is on furlough shotld
however, to receive your Lordsh%);s 1
already been brought to your dsh
furlough reside in England, and itis
betweeen the practice of the Secretary

8th of July last, relating to the ques
to undertake the management of a Com

taking part in the management of Compa
to the Uncovenanted Services.

- 2. T agree with your Excellency in
despateh (No. 46, Public), dated 3lst M

and position, and that all publie serva.n W

prohibited from taking part in the ms

3. T am also of opinion that this prok

because he happens to be on furlough, f
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sht engage while on furlough within the limits
those likely to cause engagements extending
‘which lead to new relations with Goyernment
i, the relations between Government and its paid
to us to be sound, to the case under con-

be held to be a “lawful and respectable
loyment which might not improbably ¢ cause
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-consider that an officer takin
jons and responsibilities under which he rests while
,inclined to the opinion that it is undesirable that
o the management of a Company. We desire,
fons on the subject, as similar cases have doubtless
otice, owing to the fact that most officers while on
able thatin this matter there should be no divergence
to and that of the Government of India.

furlough is not

State for India, to the Government of India, dated
sptember 1882, No. 99.
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hether an officer who is on furlough is at liberty

ny, and whether there is any distinction as regards

s between officers belonging to the Covenanted and

e
4

opinion that the principle of Sir Charles Wood’s

62, applies to all public servants of whatever class

eth:ar they be Covenanted or Uncovenanted, are alike
nt of Companies.

1o is none the less applicable to a public servant
‘;f;mfla.:; Itl)(’)f an officer’s being on furlough does not

appear to me substantially to diminish the serious objections which exist to his engaging in the

management of a Company.

To the Departments of the Secretariat.

Exd. J, W, Fischer.
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