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3ep DicEMBER 1883,

s
GOVERNMENT ‘bMADRAS.

PUBLIC‘DEP}ARTMENT.

Reap—the following paper : —
From G. 8. FORBES, Esq., Offciating Under Secretary to the Government

India, 1:Iome Depe’trtmen’t (Public), to the ChieftaSchretary to GoVexr'!:::::(n::;g

dated Simla, 13th November 1883, No. 560-1631. g

T am directed to forward, for the information of His Fxcellency the Governor in
uncil, the accompanying copy of a reso-

YN 0. 7170, dated 'lﬁth 0°t"’b°r. 1883. Intion recorded by the Government of
Bombay on the subject of dismissals of native subordinates for misconduct,
/ 3 -
Escmsv; E.

Esiract from Uhe Proceedings of the Gavernment of Bombay, Judicial Department, No. 717
Bombay Custle, 16th October 1583, § 0, dated

!

Read the following :— e
Resolution of Government on the subjeot of the procedure that should be adopte
native subordinates in the Civil departments are dismissed from ponsion:blgpserdvi;hf?:

misconduet.

Resorurion.—The Court of Directors by despateh, No. 42, of 6th August 1851, enunciated
of offices and departments of inconsiderately

their views on the habit imputed to European heads
en cggorted to the Court of Directors as deeply

dismissin%ttllative subordinates. This habit had b
: of Kevenue as observiug that since Lo

rooted. e Court quoted a member of the Agra(B
e much to temper the arbitiary severity with

had entered the service *the Government have doxe
which their native officers are treated by their Euopean fellow-servants, and they have in conse-
i s of that deserving class of men, but

quence materially increased the honesty and faithfulness
ins to be done, and he doubts not will bedone by .”" The purport of the instruce

more remai
tions then laid down was that native subordinates were not to be dismissed merely in eonsequence
of unfavourable opinions entertained towards thera by their superiors, or for slight reasons, but
othproof only of tangible delinquency in such mstters as *fraud and dishonesty, continued and
wilful negligence, and all offences involving moral disgrace,” and a suburdinate once dismissed,
upon just grounds, was to be “ permanently excluied from Government employ.” A5
2. After twenty-eight years, s.e., in July 187}, the habit adverted to was found to be still
existent in sufficient, force to induce the Governmemt of India to republish these instructions of
the Court of Directors with an expression of tleir own concurrence, and to add to them as

follows : — : A

In all eases of the “ dismissal of public servimts, the charge against public servant should

be reduced to writing, his defence should be eifier taken in, or reduced to writing, and the

docision on such defence should also be in writing” Asa reservation it was stated : *“ In the case

of public servants who are dismissed in consequeice of facts or inferonces elicited at a judicial

ial, or in the case of persons who abscond with un aceusation over their heads, this procedure
may be unnecessary or impossible,” "

3. In May last by resolution 1549 of the
addea the orders that « the dismissing aut
handwriting a statement showing briefly, but cleatl
evidence supporting those charges, the motives wi
ismissing authority on each ¢

the opinion of the
4. Cases that have lately come before Gﬂvafmt suggest

precision should be given to the orders of Govern: |
5. The Governor in Council would first obsrve that the stato of things now calling for
correction is not quite the same as that which atiracted the notice of the Court of Directors in
1851. 'I'he Court had in view the_habit of dis g nativo officials in consequence merely of
- ; ™~

.

nosal department, this Government furthot
; oul&always record i:tEngliah tzlxlnd:é his own

, the chargoes brought against the official, the
_sf’emppmd to have influenced him, and

that even additional fulness and
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f de ene sha l be gl‘ N 1n Or re i i
: f l Vi ‘(h |.'(".d to WTl l‘g an that the d on s W
e € bl ecision ha]l be n l'it
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/ | was argued lately in a petiticn that if one fault is take i
/ | ment of a small fine expands into diemissal by a soﬂ:.l :fs g;’t‘?;zﬁg of atx;fthelr, the
rowth. It is
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the unfavourable opinion of their superiors, or fdr slight reasons, but as a rule subordinat
2 subordinates agre

~

now dismissed only on ve is

R very precise charges of deli : SteRE

g?&m;,nzg the }I{u'{ of Kuropean superiors which in x;g:rzﬂi{iaytsm]l:d 8? me} disposition of mind,
i es on sliglt chirges now too ofter leads to the hast by T S
ishing serious charges. 481) acceptance of evidence as estab-

that the defence of a native subordin
wordinate shall be patient]
¥ heard before his dismissal ;
18 Tecom-

mended A v 1 . i
ed or ordered. The rules require that the c¢harge shall be reduced to writing, that th
; riting, that the

comprise certain details. But all this is eqmpatible with the disposal of th ing, and
P © case in a ve

off-hand way. It would seem indeed as if the r
f X ules wer i ;

zg:;%inagmisﬁe::: nzgusgd‘mlgl}t be communicated to hlzls::lde tll?i]: Z;al;:ll: :s i s
inquiring officer inS nre 41 1{] rm.clp!es. T e thit b shoullc)l b: ll?n b6kt befoe e
to meet; he should p}, sotn.“ .'gam, 1t 18 not gnough that he should be told of I‘fiught g
o is recuired to efend homelp gt Lo, idénce and & guments in support Bt ey
e s b end himself. Tt is very unfair that he should not ]Iip il charge ickfi

16 Inquiring officer hus actually committed himself to g deciggn e din i

7. The necessary orders so far are that ah inqui

° Lets ah inquiry in judici

:;s:fc(;gllln{r’](};tuin for dismissal. It is not' me{?nt {h:tl Eglﬁﬁlfgm ain .
g4 e; A d) et aw of judicial evidence, All evidence which oy 1on of evidence should be
b matod andl seplninen e nction should b admissible, but in whatever form received 3
ud : erson chargell. Much evi eceived it should
ﬁgrl:l é)f lgueﬁtlo}ns to which the person charged should b?;(ggzic:egmild be recorded simply in the
0 allowed besides to place on record a full written statement (:)fg ix‘ir: :lp§elﬁc e

efence,

d precede an order

8. In the next place some principle shoull be laid :
f(;lfxe(r}t; :se :gggftt;usgcmn rmhe_r thm;. a('t}m.l proof Bg&ingtmme f;; 8%111]1(}191-11101‘? in dihose cases where
D 0; ma;te sno sery ant of theirs shquld be dismissed exeept onp l:g(t)? b The intention
probabilities ynml t'h' o ?(,n n 8 court of fjustice, means no more fhs{)n wms groct in the
tomperament of the ejlfgg:innl;teu{?ii(: ha%l N e ought to be 'mg g’fﬁ‘;inde“?l}ee .
0 of th cr.  Exee i ] » RS
thscfargo the judicial function, but do not al 3;: ]‘::)I::E:: 11;119 tl.led.m‘a ther of dismissals h:‘}eﬂég
therofore, to lay down as a general rule that ng subordinate shnullg écxal. s
capable of being stated. There is a distindion between judici ¢ dismisse
inquiries as regards the admissibility of evidehee, but tiler Juhlcml b
the decision being based solely on the evidencp admitfed. o Aol be'so 4

9. 1t may, indeed, be thought that in shme s e
sufficient reason for removing asxfbordinnte frqm tl;as::wigg?&?vgzng :Uspioiqn is in itself g
be hone:tly stated, and there should be no prefence of proof when th:aI ient, but, if so, this should
E}bordlnate sbou]_d not be dlsm'lss?d with disgrace, but allowed to re:'e 3 Onl)f suspicion. The
sh: 1‘1)1?;01?9 Anf(lil"m such n;usvs. 1t is more necessary than ever that th:sgz;.::t simply relioved of
earefully recorded, in order that he muy, if possible, satisf case against him
has the means of livelihood in his gift. » SUsly any other employer who

10. The possibility of men being removed fiom ; .
the diffieult gnestion of the moral liaﬁ)ility of oventx};?eg:bg;: seg,'“’ On mere suspicion suggest
allowances. 1 It Lias been decided, and the Goyernor in Couucilst‘i e i Ut gy ionate
of suoh rability weuld work mischief to the |public service in "l:mks rightly, that
has earned, or nearly earned, his pension, his Would not be a pml 8 general effect,
He would necessarily be an old servant of Gofernment, who haﬁefe“‘f :‘lor Temoval
would be most improbable that he could turp to any other Occup!:ﬁoe f& time of life when, it
sudden beggary of a man whose working dayslare drawing to 4 cloge i;l or a livelihood. 1 pe
power as the I]:enal sentence of a court of jugtice, and sﬁonld not be Psﬂﬁ-e”ou“ an exercise of
gnnelples. The Pension rules, moreover, proYide that a portion of niticted on hap.hazorq
om those whose service has not been entirely}approved, © Pension may he withlfeld

11. The Governor in Council considers that in proport; :
proof, consideration should be given to the privious Ehagzgf;;no?stltge e;')ldelj-ee falls short of full
egpecml]y to any s;reenﬁc inetances of go.od or ¥ad service that mga h subordinate concerned, anq
his case. / It would seem sometimes as if presious good con duoti ave been officially noteq %
of a man’s offence as showing concealment of (1i8 true character f: regarded as ap 4 EBavats
Governor in Council, apat from the questigh of evidence, we X would in the opinion of ttl;n
public, if subordinate were able to jeel that 1 good Ohamct’e Old well for the service of the
stand them in real stead wken their conduet i8 exposed to ne:t?n acts of good service w Ie

'l he admission, however, of evidence of previous bndqcharl:cnt;r g

ter re

It is necessary,
d except on grounds
s and departmental]
istinetion as régards

on suspicion,

quires great. caution, It
first punish.

Yy reference to certainly not

nncommon for dismissing cfficers to support a veak case |
) PTevious punishments fop

| puisconduct, too slight for confidence that it received close attention
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12. Controlling officers, as for instance Comiaissioners, to whom orders of dismissal are
gubmitted for confirmation, or on appeal, should be reminded that they have an individual respon-
sibility of their own. They must of course on certsin points, like all appellate authorities, place
confidence on the judgment of the officer who has personally conducted the inquiry, but they should
withhold this confidence unless it is clear from the proceedings that the inquiring officer has

acted with care and fairness. No defects, in the record of inquiry, should be passed over with
robably knows a

such reflections as that the inquiring officer is a ygr{ . that he
good deal more about the case than he has been able to say. If there are suc]ll) defects; the case
shonld be remanded for further inquiry, and the controlling officer should commit himself to no
opinion of his own till the case is as complete as it can be made.

18. Lastly, the Governor in Council observes that the reservation of the Government of
Tndia quoted in paragraph 2 of this resolution to the effect that the preseribed procedure might
be unnecessary “in the case of public servants who are dismissed in consequence of facts o
inferences elicited at a judicial trial,” has been, in some cases, misunderstood. Doubtless trials
may oceur in which the conduct of some %ublin servant is s0 mixed up with the matter under
y the head of his department would be superfluous,

adjudication that any after inquiry into it ;
but what oftener happens is that some censure is passed on a public servant in a side remark

from the bench, which he has no opportunity of answering, or which the presiding officer may
not have thought of sufficient importance to require verification. It wounld ke extremely hazardous
and unfair to accept such a remark as a deliberate judgment, and there seems no safe general
rule except that & public servant, unless himself convieted st a judicial trial, has a right to
defend himself departmentally against any imputation that he may have therein incurred.

14. The system enjoined might result oecasionally in undesirable individuals being retained
in the service who would otherwise be got rid of, but the Governor in Council is satisfied that
its general tendency would be to raise the tone of the mative rubordinate service. Any disposi-
tion on the part of superiors to seek opportunities of making examples, and to act on general
impressions in disposing of specific charges, is calculated to encourage the prevailing habit of
iﬁir?gué and false accusations amorg their native subordtqatcs. So far as dismisrals are
examples rather of the precariousness of the Government service than of a strictly just disei-

pline, their effect must o demoralising. Such examples, instead of baving a deterrent effect,
must rather suggest the use of opportunities for laging by provision for the future, in case the

Government pension should never be attained.

15. The Governor in Conneil has purposely confined these remarks to dismissals for miscon-
duct. Dismiseals for inefficiency, though equally falling within the scope of the observations
a different set of principles, and His Excellency in

of the Court of Directors in 1851, depend on r : : .
Council has not observed any need for correction in the practice of dealing with this class of

cases.
16. The case of peons differs in some respects from that of Government servants of a
superior clags, Thou ph their service is pensio:g]*., they belong to the class of cultivators and
the lower rank of domestic servants; their parents have put themse_lves to no sacrifices to educate
them for the public service, and they require to be kept ;very strictly in hand. But Lowever
unwilling the Government may be in such cases to interfere with the discretion of Departmental

ities, it will be gathered from wha ; : )
;r‘;gogge;si)o:;ibleeog&wrthe exercise of a fair a!'l(; imparht_xl cone'lderatloq of the case even
of the humblest servants of Government. Locse decisions and inconsiderate dismissals are stains

upon the administration.

Orprr—dated 3rd December 1883, No. 2290, Public.
4 In communicating the foregoing letter and its enclosure to heads of departments,

the Governor in Council observes that the prinoipl‘es,succinetly eqnncinte@ by the
G:verfmen(t, of Bombay are identical with those which have from time to time been
nce to this important subject. .

enunciated at Madras, in refere
(True Extract.)

C. G. MASTER,
Clief Secretary.

-

Secretariat Departments. i
T? tﬁﬁm o!t?:;:rt::enta including Collectors and District Judges.
>

Exd P. Seetharnm. —

¢ has been said that the Governor in Council expects -
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Dismissals for misconduct.

nicatinz to heads of departments, with
caie gy from Government of India for-

ks, letter
mﬁg o:py of a resolution x:eoorded. by: the
Bombay Government on the, subject of dismissals
of native subordinates for misconduct.
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ngs of the Government ¢° Bombay, Judirial bepaﬂw, Ny. 7170,

Lxtract from the Proceedi
: dated Bombay Castle, Lith Oclober 1883.

ReAD the following :— .
Resolution of Government on the subject of the procedure that should be adopted v;'b-en

¥

Native subordinates in the Civil Departmints ave dismissed from pensionable service’ -

for misconduct,

.

‘
p 4

Resor.vtioN.—The Court of Directors by Despatch No. 42 of 6th August
1851 enunciated their views on the habit imputed to European Heads of O“i%ces
and Departments of inconsiderately dismissing Native subordinates.  This habit
had been repotted to the Court of Directorsas deeply rooted. The Court quoted
a member of the Agra Board of Revenue a: observing that since he had entered
the service * the Government have dcae much to temper, the arbitrary
# severity with which their Native officers wre treated by their European fellow-
s¢ sarvants, and they have in consequence naterially increased the honesty and
« faithfulness of that deserving class of men, but more remains to be done, and
% he doubts not will be done by degrees.” The purport of the instenctions then
laid down was that Native subordinates wer2 not to be dismissed merely in con-
ce of unfavorable opinions entertainal towards them by their Superiors,

sequen:
light reasons, but on proof only of tingible delinquency in such matters

or for s
as ¢ fraud and dishonesty, continued and wilful negligence, and all offences

% involving moral disgrace,” and a subordina’e once dismissed, upon just grounds,
was to be © permenently excluded from Gorernment employ.”

9. After 28 years, i.e., in July 187J,the habit adverted to was found to
be still existent in sufficient force to induc the Government of India to re-pub-
lish these instructions of the Court of Dirc ors with an expression of their own
concurrence, and to add to them as follov :— ;

Tn all cases of the  dismissal of ablic servants, the charge against a

“ public servant should be reduced te vriting, his defence should be either

« taken in, or reduced to writing, and the decision on such defence: should

« also be in writing.” Asa reservatiorit was stated: < In the case

“ public “servants who are dismissed in consequence of facts or iaferen

~  glicited at a judicial  trial, or in the @se of persons who abscond wat!

“ accusation over their heads, this jrocedure may be unnecessary @

“ impossible.” . A ' S

3. In May last by Resolution 15

ment further added the orders that“the dsmissing authority should always
 record in Englishunder his own handwritiag a statement showing briefly, but
« clearly, the charges brought against the oﬁxial, the evidénce supporting those
« charges, the motives which are supposd to have inflgenced him, and the
« opinion of the dismissing authority on eash charge.” = . s Ll
4. Oasesthat have lately come before Covernment sug
tional fulness and precision should be givento the orders of Government.

5. The Governor in Council would fisst observe that the state of thing
now calling for corregtion is not quite the same as that which attracted ¢
notice of the Court of Diredtors in 1851. The Court had in view the ha bit of
dismissing Native officials in. uence nerely of the unfavorable opinion of
their superiors, or for slight reasons, but & a rule subordinates are now d
missed only on, very precise eharg of ddinquency. The same disposition
of mind, however, on the part of Buropean uperiors which in former days led
subordinates or

to the hasty acceptance of

6. The Governor in Council wi?’ nﬂ&ﬁﬁfe why the late Raules do not

" defence of a Mtiave subordinate shall be patiently
eard before his dismiss: is recommended or ordered. The Rules require that
the charge shall be reduced to writing, thet the defence shall be given in or
reduced fo writing, and that the decision shall be in. writing," and comprise

»
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‘to the dismissal of native on_slight charges now too often leads
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certain details. But all thisis1 cémna.t' i
e oAy nnatible with the di
a(:?; gaffl il:,aughgél{i It would seem i leed as if the Rules Sﬁgf«ilsﬁf ﬂ;f.’ case in a
- Je hg 16 charge agains! ‘he accused micht he mekimes taken
of"uz?' is explanation taken by co..espondence, whereas Jth(erorfxilmumcf‘tefl ¥
L justice require that he shonld be brought before the B niciptd
.-,Pzr:to_n_.h A]%an]lrllt‘ls not enough that he should be told of 3::;1(11}1‘1 ng officer in
(?lllar = efs ouh .,!fe told p]so of the evidence and al‘o-uments ic arge he has to
g fn e to}fe eis required to defend himself. Ttisye unf; i Erore of Hhe
now the case against him unti) the enquiring offy eid awr that he should
ted himself to a decision, g officer has actually commit-

7. The necessary orders so far are th

3 ‘ I at an enquiry in judicis
Eden(ﬁi(ios;lno E):(;c}:ia(:i;:ceror{oxn;nendatzm' for dismissa(%. r},tlimxlx((i)lf ]nileiozntl; it i
e o o tlic (s) 1ul d be restricted .hgy the law of judicial és:i?len h?t o
tion should be- adlﬁi: "ﬂIlnm]On O.f the enquiring officer conduces to mo f < 411
s Ll i oub in whatever form received it sho 11’ia convic-
gyt 1 A (eu ‘]?:_raz)x‘x c’h‘\‘rged. Much evidence could be l;(* )?I Py
81?(: specifie ahsx\'elg = IIE(I'-ub .to 4 K n Charged D g e‘d dio

ie s. He should be allowed besides to 1 o
written statement of his defence. 218 fo place on record a full

8. In the next place so inei '
. o ¢ ome ‘1nct ]e l . d
it thokiiehtam where thass. & principle should be 1a f
$he lO::ggIl:egl W ligxe there IS strong suspicion rather thal[?li gown for gmidance
their? ;hou]dn]n‘p llpatt;(l. The intertion of Government ic tl;la,l proof against
cases, even in ;(é;mtm?]‘] (‘Xt(}vpt o1 proof, but proof in t;xe o?: ]tlo el e
jien : rt of Justice, mean great majority of
a,bllltl - I X ot 3 ‘SIS No more than a 3
variese \:'igl?dtht}mfe?;gfggtse lj)tl F’l:;b t}m Pl'(‘pondemn(-(la) rg}:f;a(tlu;ucie o Pgol?.
the matter of dism; e judging officer. Exoputiv s, )%
i B e ﬂ() :n;ng:alsl hi:‘we to  ‘charge the judicial fu‘fcutt{l‘c 1;)ﬁicers in
ol Judicial acult{. it is necessary, theref 10m, but do not
ag ey ©{ 1t no sub_ordmate sh: 4 be dismissed’c etore, to lay down as a
eing stated.  There is a distine! . between sodi xcept on grounds capable
mengdt.GDerles as regirds the ad jucicial enquiries anddepart-
no distinetion as reeards th oesi :
admitted. S e deesion being

9. It may indeed be thought that in so » cases
. . . . " . s ] me nisin 4 i

glf'm(l; ;s; ;xf'nnilf:ﬁi a ]s)tlxiﬁc.xfent reason 'fdr -Temoying a subofd?nggl?x:?;lll?l?g éFving
Aty ey #5 lf, 11_] so, this shsuld be honestly stated, and ther tlalsery be
e preieie v%itho ;.r 0:m there is uly suspicion, ‘Lhe subbrdinat: ls‘mﬂ(1 ;
- S g I'( isgrace, but ¢ilowed to resign, or simply relj 's i
it e shoul(!lmhl oase; glt IS m@re necessary than ever that thclwed i
paalbet : e carefully receeded, in order that he may. if fils, e

y other employer who has the m ans of livelihood in his gﬁ]t e sy

10. The possibility of men beng removed : :

. e » od £ : .
it szt ity Qs o s ot s
Governor in Couneil'ei;'lcf) ‘apas;?mnme allowances. It has been decid dv e
A S < ninks rxgl;tlyy, tf.hab the admission of such Ji ) ted, and the
Work maischiel tothe publioserviosin ts gencral effegt Bat if » man fas s
oy gousnieqr ¥ eaIrIn » his pension, his would not he a proper o han e
iy I(i clon. He would necessarily be an old servant of Gov. case for removal
ched a time of life when it woald be most. improbabl, vernment, who has
to any other occupation for a'liveliiood. The éud(Il)en ]z: ¢ thavhe could turn
workmg days are drawing to a close is as_serious an e‘igga?y of a man whose
.p(?.nal‘ senteufz? of a Court of Justics, and sheuld not be § ‘;lr}’lse of poweras the
_':11)101'[)]98.. I'he Pension Rules, moredver, provide that an licted onhap-hazarq
- may be withheld from those whose service has not heen enli?;;:t;;" of the pension

1y approved.

11. The Governor in Couneil cons;
_ considers that in i
) : L : ] ropor g .
ﬁ;llslféloézggrﬁﬁggﬂ?f’ (»lonmgel'atfﬂn should he {;’iVenptopthltfm);l v o Eilerioe
or bad service that u;;’niefgﬁbseem}d'e_sl_)e@,ia“y to any 5‘1"‘0iﬁ(‘1i1(13 "'tlous B
sometimes as §f s meod o g ally noted in his case "Ia"CCS g Sood
man’s offence aspsrlf:z1 ous good canduct was regarded as am t would seem
- : wing econcealm s am ageravati
: 6 1.1 et of his true character. 1 fEon of »

based solely on the evidence

ssibility of evidence, but there should hs -

It would in the

1

'».“-

weﬁ for the service of the public, if sul rdinates were able to feel that a good

P (49

sminion of the Governor in Council, apa ; from the question of evidence, work
character and acts of good service woulr startd them in real stead when their
conduct is exposed to question. ¥

The admission, however, of evide:ce of previous bad character requires / ..

great caution. It was argued lately in apetition that if one fault is taken ag
evidence of another, the first punishmentof a small fine expands into dimissal b
a sort of natural growth. . It iscertainly a0t uncommon for dismissing officers
support a weak case by reference to prévious punishments for misconduet, t
slight for confidence that it received clos attention.

12. Controlling officers, as for instnee Commissioners, to whom orders of
dismissal are submitted for.confirmation,or on appeal, should be reminded that
they have an individual responsibility oftheir own. They must of course on
certain points, like all appellate authorites, place confidence on the judgment of
the officer who has personally conductedthe enquiry, but they should withhold
this confidence unlass it is clear from ths proceedings that the énquiring officer

has acted with care and fairness. No defects, in the record of enquiry should

be d over with such reflections as tiat the enquiring officer is a very care-

ful man, and that he probably knows a zood deal more about the case than
he has been able to say. If there are such defects, the case should be remanded

for further enquiry, and the controlling officer should commit himself to no
opinion of his own till the case is as coniplete as it can be mad; " )

13. Lastly, the Governor in Council observes that the reservation of
the Government of India quoted in paragraph 2 of this Resolution to the elfect
that the prescribed procedure might be unzec “in the cose of public servants
s who are dismissed in consequence of faets or inferences clicited at a judicial
¢ trial, ”” has been, in some cases, misunderstood. Doubtless trials may occur in

~which the conduct of some public servan; is so mixed up with the matter under

|

at any after enquiry intoi; by the Head of his Department would

be superfluous, but what oftener happen: is that some censure ic passed on a
public servant in a side remark from the Bench, which he has no opportunity of
answering, or which the presiding officer may not have thought of sufficient im-
- ortance to require verification. It woud be extremely hazardous and unfair
to accept such a remark as a deliberate judgment, and there seems no safe
general rule except that a public servant, unless himself convicted at a judicial
trial, has a right to defend himself depar'mentally against amy imputation that

he may have therein incurred. . _ -~ .~ & B0 Tl

14. The system enjoined might result oceasionally in undesirable individu-
he service who would otherwise be got rid of, but the Gov-

als being retained in t _
ernor in Council is satisfied that its geneml tendency would be to raise the tone
of the Native subordinate service. Any disposition on the paxt of superiors to seek
opportunities of making examples, and toact on general impressions in disposing

the prevailing habit of intrigue and

of specifie charges is calculated to encoumge intr
ve subordinates. So far as dismissals are

false accusations among their Natiy : -
examples rather of the precariousness of the Government service than of a strictly
just discipline, their effect must be demoralising. Such examples, instead of
having a deterrent effect, must rather suzgest the use of opportunities for laying

by provision for the future, in case the Government pensionshould never be

attained. d i

15. The Governor in Council has purposely confined these remarks to
dismissals for miscondugt. Dismissals for inefliciency, though equally falhng
within the scopé of the observations of tle Court of Directors in 1851, depen
on a different set of principles, and His Excellency in Council has not observed
any need for correction in the practice of dealing with this class of cases.

16. The case of peons differs
Thoug

adjudication th

the class of cultivators an ‘ ‘ j
rents have put themsclves to no sacrfices to educate them for the public
service, and they require to' be kept very strictly in hand. But however

in some respects from that of Government
- gervants of a saperior class.. I their service is pensionable, they belong to-
d the lower rank of domestic servants; their

i



(&)

unwilling the Government may be in fuch cases to interfere with the diserefios
of Depurtmental authorities, it will be zathered from what has been said that the
Governor in Council expects from the responsibie officers the exercise of a fair
and impartial consideration of the casc even of the humblest servants of Govern-
ment. Loose decisions and inconsider te dismissals are stuing upon. the Admi.

- instration.
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