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APPENDIX A,

(Being a Reprint of an inlerciew published in the Tribune,
dated 4-5-6th N ovember 1924.)

SIR JOHN MAYNARD’S EVIDENCE.

LALA HARKISHEN LAL INTERVIEWED.
“WAS HE CONTRADICTED ”?

A representative of the Tribunecalled on Lala Harkishen Lal on
Saturday to ascertain his position regarding some of the state-
ments made by Sir John Maynard before the Reforms Inquiry
Committee who apEeared on behalf of the Punjab Goverament
“to remove the misappreheusions and misstatements made by
the witnesses from the Punjab.” The following 1s a report of
the conversation that took place—

~1Is it a fact, Lalaji, as we are informed by our Simla cor-
respondent, that you asked for permission to reappear before the
Muddiman Committee and that they have asked you to submit
a written memorandum instead ?

A—Yes, I sent the following telegram under date October
91 to the Secretary, Reforms Committee, Simle :— N

“ Qaen report of Sir John Maynard's statement before Com-
mittee this morring in Civil Military characterising my statement
in one instance as untrue and to others using milder terms of con-
demnation (stop). Kindly supply immediately copy of his authorised
statement and of his memorandum (stop). Ask Commitiee allow
me reappear with Punjab Government files and rules to give verse
and chapter to verify statements made by wme (stop). Am wiring
instead of writing to save time.”

I received a reply enclosing the memorandum of Sir John May-'
nard and saying that I could submit a written statement and omitt-
ing all reference to my request for files.

Q.—=8ir John Maynard is generally said to have  contradicted
some statements made by you.” Is that correct in fact ?

A.—His evidence hardly contradicts any statements made
by me, Of course his view point in some cases is different from
mine, but as regards facts, where he has not been misled by his
instructors, he is, curiously, not only in agreement in the general
version of facts but approximates to iy statements even in quali-

tions and Uimitations. All the fuss is due, in the first instance,
to the evident desire of Press reporters from Simla to create a sen-
sation ; secoudly, to the comments based on the Press reports ;
and thirdly, to a desire to create an impression that the Reforms
of 1919 are good, which, I maintain, are perfectly Aollow ; as also to
misquotations from my evidence by the members of the Enquiry
Committee in their questions to Su John.

Q.—Would you mind at this stage if I take you everthe first
report in the Press of Sir John’s evidence wired on the 20th October?

A.—T don’t mind at all how you proceed.

INTERFERENCE BY GOVERNMENT OF INDIA.

Q.—Sir Johu is reported to have said in reply to the President
that the Government of India had not interfered in respect of legis-
Jation in the transferred half, while your statements give a different
impression,

A.—-My answer to this is in the words of Sir John himself from
para. 3 of his memorandum, After deseribing certain Bills he says :

“ These three Bills have been the only instances since the in-
stitution of the reformed administration m which there has been
anything bke a difference between the Government of India and
the Punjab over the preliminary assent to the introduction of Bills.
In two of the cases those which affected the transferred department, the
local Government has ultimately had its way.”



o . ing questioned by Sir H. M.
gm?%}f lii: r@ﬁ%ﬁ‘ﬁﬁ f;'il;’;ﬁ ilf;:tteh%soﬂaﬁggr& contradictllybn. I em-
phesized in my evidence that my position w:s }:hIatdi therIe sa{f&as“ ‘i
conflict of tnterests between the Government ot .n ai} . ed
have said in paragraph 12 that some conflict of interest was not
in legislating about Tramways and Local Option. 1 did not say
we were unfairly treated or we were pub under pressure ; but 8s
things stand you did your best and we did our best. But we Wﬁﬁe
at different poles.” Hereﬁthe quotetion ends, You can see the
a ent rather than differences, ]

grmm({}.—Sm f}?his is the position aboub legislative matters, What
about the Government of India’s interference in financial matters ?

A ~FHere, agnin, you have to compere the two statements
ouly to find agreement rather than difference. Sir John Maynard,
on being examined by the President, stated as follows

“ Q—Then in paragraph 7, you tell us that no instance
has occirred in which the Local Government has
failed upon application to obtain advances from
the Government of India for capital developments
under these heads. Could you tell us if the Gov-
ernment of India have given an advance !—
Oh yes.

“ 0.—In no instance has it ever been refused #—~They
have not been given for specific objects but the
have been given for general capital purposes as well
as for financing the Government of the Punjab’s
deficits.

“ 0.—Qute s0. No money has been refused under these
heads 2—No. I understand there was an idea of &
development loan which would have covered
certain projects of this character but it never went
so far as to be put forward seriously.”

Para, 11 of my “notes ” i3 worded thus: “Jt was also
felt-——that the financial and legislative powers of the Local Govern-
ment being limited, progress in matters of Tramways, Electricz’ty,
Co-operation and Communications was much restricted.” And Sir
John does not show that much or any progress 4s recorded.

Further, so far as I am concerned, I put the matter of the
Development loan as sertously as I could before Sir John Maynard
as the Finance Member. If he did not treat it seriously then it
proves what powers the Finance Dept. possessed. And if he could
not carry in the Finance Members® meeting, as he told me at the
time that the Government of India would not countenance such
loans, then it was the Government of India that was responsible
for this, and both my complaints against the Government of India
and the Finance Departmert stand.

Tn fact, I treated financial and legislative powers of the
Govemment of India separately in separate paragraphs, but the
Committee and Sir Johu mixed them up. They tried to disprove
what I never stated. What applies to the financial difficulties
would not necessarily apply to Tegislative interference,

PRE-AUDIENCE BY SECRETARIES.

Q.—According to the Associated Press report Sir John is
reported to have stated that “ he did not think thet the complainta
against the Secretaries going to the Governor without first consults
ing the Minister were justified.” .

A.—As to pre-audience you and everybody Lnows already
that we had a fime table as to when each functionary was to see the
Governor and the Becretaries in the transferred departments were
timed to see the Governor before the Ministers on Wesdnesday,

To question that Sir John would require a great deal of topspe
turvying of the actualities, 1 Br of topsy



And as to the Governor’s im ressions abo

1 took them to him Sir John will Ewe to b: Emuglt?g wﬁlltel': t:)n‘;i;’ig?
eience to know what he did not could not and would not know. As
:. matter of fact, the procedure followed hy myself and the Secre-

aries in my departments could be known on y to me or from me
and my Secretaries. I should very much like to lnow if any
Secretary of my departments made any statement thet he consulted
me on any subject before hd went to the Governor.

RESIGNATIONS,

Q.—Lalaji, what have you to say about the long talk tha
was given 0 the committee about yoﬁr reisgnation ?g SirkJohJ:
Maynerd saye you had resigned only ouce while the impression
given by your evidence was that you had resigned more than once,

A.~Istated in my evidence :—* As a matter of fact, you know
that I resigned three fmes. So 1 applied that remedy (of resigna-
tion) several times, but it was unfortunately ineflective.” It was
Suggested that my resignation wes “Inoperative.” To this replied
that it was “not accepted.”

I have in my hand a letter, dated 14th March 1922, marked
“ Private ” from H, E. the Governor in which he says :—

“1 bave just received your letter of the 11th on my return
from Camp, and I need not say how sstonished I am to get issued
am} how grieved. Thad noidea that there was any resson for your
Tesigning,

This is one occasion while the incident of the Urban Rent Bill
that Sir John mentioned was in August 1922. So this makes two
occasions on which I resigned. The third was when the Jacob
incident on the export of wheat resolution took place, sud the
fourth, when I finally resigned and anticipated the sound advice
now given by Sir Jolm Maynard by insisting on itin  August 1923

Q. —What do you say to Sir John Maynard’s views about
resignation ¢

A :—~Curiously, Sir John gives away his own case by the lecture.
Under constitutional goversment an individual minister resigns
to his chief for difference of opinion but for defeat in parliament
it is the ministry that resign and not the individual minister, Sir
John says, we had cabinet government. Was he wlling to re-
sign with me alone with his Sikh colleagues and along with my
Mohammedan colleague following the parhamentary practice
which he has preached ?

JOINT CONSULTATIONS,

~—How do you compare your statements with those made

by Sir John in regard to joint copsultations?
A.—A reference to what I stated in my evidence as also to
the statements made by Sir John will serve to make things clear.

lv to the President’s question I steted as fol!ows.:
mepy ‘?Q.»—When you sgy that there is no Cabinet Government

you mean that the law mskes no provision for
joint consultation ¢ _

A.-—Theaaw, and to a very large extent, practice ; both.

(.- There s nothing in the law which prevents joint
consultation ? . b et

— i eat deal absent in the law. It make

A Thel:olspiogv;sion. Law is after all & restrictive
measure. Lots of things are however done over
and above law. But there is no Cabinet Gov-
ernment and the whole thing rests with the
Governor and unfortunately the Governors are
in this matter Jed by the letter of the law.



“ ),—My question was this, The Government of India
Act as it stands contains no provision prohibiting
joint consultation ?

A.w—Iﬁ does not; . . .

“(—What joint consultation actually followed in your
province ? ) )
A.~Sometimes' we did meet for a trifle, sometimes for
important matters, but ther¢e was no regular

policy of Cabinet joint consultation,

% @.—You consulted, of course, your brother Minister

A~No I did not. ) _

“ @.—Don’t you think it desirable ?

A,~1T was told that the reading of the law was that each
Minister stood on his own. Whenever I pro-
tested to the Governor that we ought to have
cabinet meetings and we ought fto have ab
any rate principles of policy and principles of
legislation  discussed, I received no encourage-
ment from him, but I was told on the contrary
that the Qovernor’s reading of the law'was that
each Minister had his own responsibility,

“ @.—You were in thorough sympathy with your brother
Minister ?

4.—1 had sympathy with his social life,

“ Q.—With his political views ?

A4.—No, to some of his political views I objected very
strongly.

“Q~—You would have found it rather difficult to have
had joint consultation with him ?

A.~Well, if the law provided or the Governor called us
together, we would have discussed. I don’t
think we would have cut each other’s throat or
fallen on each other’s necks. :

“ @ —1I am not suggesting that,

A4.~—~We would have discussed matters in a friendly way
and put our views before the Governor ; some-
times one would have won and sometimes the
other,

What Sir Joho said was :—

“ @—Now paragraph 12, on the question of joint con-
sultation. Apparently up to recently there
were no regular dates for these joint consulta-
tions ?—No. )

*Q.—1I understand it was held frequently 9—VYes,

“ Q.—qu 1t the practice in the Punjab for the Governor-
in-Council to have regular meetings and the
Governor with his Mimsters to have regular
meetings 2—No, I have only known one case
in which the Governor-in-Council as such has
beld a meeting apart from the Council sitting
with Ministers,

" @ —Then practically you have abolished the distinc-
tion between a meeting of the Governor-ire
Council and the Governor and his Ministers for
all’ practical purposes ?—Yes," for all practical

purposes,

" @—Tag the Govemor ever hada mesting of the

1nisters, a distinet meeting of the t
half P—No, T believe not, - 0 oo orred

“ Q.—I% has practically disappeared P~—Yes,

It would thus be clear that my statements about consultation
btoe i Minsers temselvs, e borme out s han con
radi a ver sta at the i
the Cahinet here were no meetings of
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Further, it will interest you to know what Is .

. . . fate
certals uestions by St Honry M. Smith, Hew it 1 zeply to

e quite remember whether you said there wag
very litt
co?;ninisieer (;onsultatmn between you and your colleagye, your

4—In the administration of e . .
met every day il} the houge, Weou;algegm“ctolg:?}ﬁ;, %?%:2?:
together, we Were invited together ; and we held together,,

“@. But if there was a difficalt matber fn which yatr
;glli%ague was particularly interested, did he ever talk it over with

4.—No, Of courss casual falk on some things is different.

The matter of the Minister’s individual responsibility I noted
on a file officially’ when in office, as follows :—

“ This is a very important constitutional matter. My reading
of the situation is that * Dyarchy’ has been set aside or found
unworkable g0 far ay mutual exchange of views by discussion
was concerned. Cabinet discussions have been retricted from the
start, reduced in numbersand snbjects as time went on, In
practice or in determination of policy of various departments,
even Dyarchy has been bissected ”

No ohjection was taken to this at the time. Nor was any
objection raised on another oceasion when, ﬁresidipg at a publie
meeting, 1 painted the same picture, for public exposition. Por
this you can refer for your own file.

Q-—Sir John says, excepting two questions all others were
discussed at joint mectings,

A.~1 don’t consider myself still at liberty to disclose all the
subjects that were discussed at joint meetings, but when analysed
the pumber of subjects discussed would be found very limited,
There were certainly more subjects than two thab were not
discussed if permitted the list would serve as an object lesson to
other cabinetshow to limit discussions. o

Q. Lalaji, would you mind explaining to me the significance
of 8ir John Maynard's statement that * the Hindu and the
Muslite Ministers were anxious that more drastic steps be taken ™
than those advocated by Sir John and his Sikh colleague with
regatd to the Akalig ? ‘ . .

4 .—Let me refer to the words used by Sir John himsell,
Explaining to Dr. Paranjpye the case in which, according to him,
the Ministers were agreed together_ i taking a more wncompromis-

_ing view of the obligaiion of maintaining low and order’ 8it Joha

tated: - .

’ w“ It was in connection with the 8ikh question, The Ministers
thought that we ought to be much more drastic in preventing
encroachments upon shrines, not merely punishing them when they
had actually taken place but preventing them, that is to say, send-
ing armed forces to prevent them. And owthat powt the Mnis-
ters held an opinion which was more favourable to drastic action
thap the Members did”. . .

It is wrong to state or to imagine that we advocated sending
armed forces. Nothing of the kind was advocated andnothing
of the kind was needed under the circumstances, OQur position
was, and mine would be agein, that the forcible ejection of people
from the property they hold by anybody was to exhibit weakness
-in Government and we rightly thought ithat measures may be

taken to prevent that. ]

It was before non-violent nos-coperation wes adopted by the
Rikhs. The real position would be clear by using the words of
Sir John himself again, On the 25th Fehmary he wrote to me
¢« You and H. M. K, (Hon'ble Minister for Education) argued so
strongly last October that I suggested leaving the dkalis to do as
they will ” and wanted me to do something which would ot be
in accordance with the view expressed above, Will mild Maynard
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and milder Majithia kindly explain to the world whether it was
the exhibition of this milduess that showed itself at Guruka-Bagh
and in the alleged treatment of Akalis in several jails managed
by these mild gentlemen? Were the Ministers consulted ?
Had the Ministers any voice ?

PATRONAGE.

Q.—XNow as to patronage, 18 there auything you would say
in regard to this ? )

A~No, nob much, Iwould only give you the words by
me it noting officially :—*Voting in" the Copneil : A distinction
has to be made in voting for the grants and discussions on bhe

ants, which is limited to & small number of members. Voting

as a tendency to support the Finance Member eutirely, then
come the Revenue Member and then the Education Minister ; and
the Agricultural Minister has had the worst luck, not on account
of  unpopularity * of the Minister for  Agriculture ; but the
¢ expectation of patronage * had something to do with this aspect of
the matter. It may be also that my frieuds amongst the M, L.C’s
carried false tales to me.

PUNJAB TINANCE,

Q.—What about the Punjab Finauce Department ?

A —~Refer to the following, but remember, my grievence
was against the Pinance Depariment. In reply to Sir Mohammed
Shafi Sir John Maynard stated : ¢ I think you want your Finauce
Department to be very powerful and I think the force of the
Financial Department would be diminished by the fact that it
was not represented by any one who actually took part id the
deliberations of the Couneil.” .

OFFICIAL BLOC.

Q—Will you kindly make your statement about the official
bloc mote clear ?

4.—Curiously, this is one of the matters ; which I briefly
generalised and which he has taken pains to prove by adducing
figures, No doubt, I said, * 1t was small, but a nuisance,’ implying
that responsible Government was not possible with its presence in
the Council, or,in other words, that it should disappear to establish
responsibility in the Council, Originally, I had said in para, IV
of my memorandum that no Minister could hold nffice without the
support of the official bloe, which amounts to g negation of respon-
sible Goverament,” Sir John stated as follows :—

“@Q-—In peragraph 39 you have given an analysis of the
results of the vofing on transferred subjects, I see that out of
the total nurber the official vote only determined the results in
5lx cases ? ,

“ 4.-—Nuwe, I think, out of 15.

“ Sir Mohamad Shafi—It is 8, Sir John ?

“ 4 ~Yes, it i3 8, quite correct,”

Thus you gee that in 8 cages out of 15 the Ministerial cart
would have been upset if driven only by elected teams : byt the
“fiigial bullock was there to keep it in its place, Thisis 1o doubt
an indication of great friendliness between the 4nsand the outs
but it is not responsible half or responsible dyarchy. !

Q.w-%\z nything more, Lalaji?

A.—Yes, ane poiut, to show how a misreading of i
led Sir John inadvrt)ertently to the misrepresentsﬁ,ionmgf eavzda:mf
stated thus in my examination . N

“ 0.—Did they get on very well with yo
tendency to rebel against you P yout Was thero any

“ 4.~Exceptingin case of one or two from one
{epartment there was~0 apparent tendency, and the same
L~



