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| S 13 NOV. 1895 &
Lis Excellency The Right Honorable %’“’”.//5 \\\:ﬁ?
3 : e N OF 3
The Viceroy and Governor General :

of India 1n-Council,
| Calcutta.

The humble Memorial of THODDIAMMAL and
THAVUNA GOUNDAN, in respect of the sen-
tence passed upon one RAMASAMI GOUNDAN,
late Village Munsif of Vannivelampatti, in Tiru-
mangalam Taluk, in the District of Madura, but

now Prisoner, No. 6508
‘ I

Most RESPECTFULLY SHEWETH,

1. The Memorialists now approach Your Kxcellency
with a prayer that Your Excellency may be pleased to
consider the sentence of transportation for life passed upon
one Ramasami Goundan.

9. The Memorialists have memorialised His Excel-
Jeney the Governor of Fort St. George in Council and as
the circumstances on which their prayer is based were set
out fully in that Memorial they would respectfully refer
Your Rxcellency to the document attached which, except
for a few verbal corrections, is a copy of that Memorial.

3. The main points on which the Memorialists rely
may be briefly summarised as follows :

() Ramasami Goundan was not the actual perpe- = _
trator of the murder : what is alleged against ? =1
him is that the riot in which the deceased ]

met his death sprang from words used by him.

(h) The Judges of the High Court in appeal ex-
‘ pressed the opinion that transportation for)
life was too severe a penalty. ‘

(¢) 'The Sessions Judge who originally convicted

Ramasami Goundan and the Judges of the

High Court on appeal have fallen into an error

in supposing that he took part in warding off
assistance from the deceased.

(d) The sentences on the other accused including
= i = the actual perpetrators have been commuted.

4. The riot is szid to have oceurred in the course of =~ &
o Jellicut which is thus deseribed by the Sessions Judge:

« From the evidence in this case it appears that a
< Jellicut’ is a species of bull baiting held in honor of some
deity so that cattle may be protected from disease, and Zied
bulls, with cloths tied on them, are let loose and are pur- %
sued by men. Tf a bull escapes or stands at bay and re- il
pulses its pursuers, the cloths are given to the owner, R
But if it is captured and brought to a stand-still, the cloths v
are taken by the captor as his prize.
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s Excellency The Right Honorable

The Governov-in-Council,

FORT SAINT GEORGE.

The Memorialists arve the wife and brother (res-
pectively) of Ramasami Goundan (hereinafter briefly referred
to as the convict) who was on the 25th February 1895 trans-
ported to the A.ndaman 1slands in pursuance of the sentence
passed upon him by the Sessions Judge of Madura in Ses-
Lions ease No. 39 of 1894 confirmed by the High Court in

1iminal Appeal No. 402 of 1894. And notwithstanding
the rejection by the Government of the petition presented
by the conviet himself, the Memorialists venture, in virtue
of the privilege recognised by Section 401 of the Criminal
Procedure Code, to approach the Government with a state-
iment of some considerations bearing on the degree of punish-
ment to which the conviet has been sentenced : considera-
tions that do not appear upon the face of the petition sub-
mitted to the Government by the convict himself or upon
the face of the Judgments delivered by the High Court and
the Sessions Court.

9. The convict with ten others was convieted of
murder by the Sessions Judge in the case abovementioned.
He and his fellow-prisoners thereupon appealed to the High
Court who, confirming the conviction, expressed the opinion
that transportation for life was too severe a penalty and in
consequence directed the records to be submitted for the con-
cideration of the Governor in Council. Whilst the records
were with the Government the convict presented a petition
to the Government urging several objections to the credibility
of the evidence produced against him and praying His
Excellency the Governor to direct his acquittal or to exer-
cise in his favour the Prerogative of Mercy. The Govern-
ment declined to interfere with the sentence passed upon the
convict ; but, the Memorialists are informed, commuted the
centences on all the other accused (except the second) as
sollows, viz., the sentences on the 3rd and 4th accused to 10
years’ imprisonment and the sentences on the 5th to the
11th accused to 7 years’ imprisonment.

3. The 3rd to the 11th accused whose sentences have
thus been commuted were alleged to be the actual perpetra-
tors of the murder while the convict and the second accused
were charged as abettors merely. The order of the Govern-
ment agsigns no reasons, and the Memorialistsare consequent-
ly unaware of the grounds upon which the Government
considered the actual perpetrators less guilty than the
alleged abettors. The Memorialists are aware that in some
cases the instigator 18 considered more blameworthy than the
doer of a deed, because the latter is merely a tool in the
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gi\s?:gicg fi:h&lefom-l?r : but_, they have mot been able to
the guilt of the aﬁ\m %h.c"'_ m this ecase any facts that make
accused) greater tlege hsfigaiors (the eonvict and the 2nd
oy i prg wan that of the actual perpetrators. Bud
of any Circumste,?ce’ 8o far as the Memorialists are aware,
than his co-accuz;:dces ]that-, make the convict more guilty
other consideration: tllere appear to the Memorialists to be
of the conviet ancgls tﬁ-a t should mitigate the punishment
Lo nit ko which (it would scem) the (Governmenb

an opportunity of considering. 1t is with »

statement of these considerati
erations that the Memorialists
Spothak the Governmiht, at the Memorialists now

4. The Memorialists i ;
alists submit herewith a copy of the
g:foﬁfﬁ nodf af;he Sessions Court a copy of thol zvi(lcx')ce
copy of the Judgment of the High Court in

order that thei .
veriﬁed.m their references to the Records may be readily

. thz-re:ﬁ;ﬁ:&@he circumstances of the case will not be fresh
plain at the ouéon Oiﬂle Government, it is necessary to €X-
D St 3 coset that the murder is said to have been com-
G Rl O‘}:"SIE of a riot tl)a_t arose out of a Jellicut held
o SR lOttaI}Ipath in April last. This Jellicut
others, by the y \ e neighbouring villagers ; and amongst
village 01’;' v'm;(')mlmt and his eo-accused who eame from the
(incl?ldin o t‘he ivg anmpatm and by the deceased and others
who came fr B ‘d}d 3rd to Sth Proseention witnesses)

om the village of Villur. The facts of the riot

are given by the 1st and ts of t
and may be stated as ‘;gui:'lst:n_}()th Prosecation witnesses

loose]?l:;gga :lil: Jellicut a.bull from _Vannive]ampatti wos let
the Srd Prosecugas running was seized by the deceased an
PR ha,nrr'lon witness. As the bull was running with
enid “a Vil ging on to it, the conviet (so it is alleged)
These are theu:v n(I{m ha‘? geized the bull, beat him.”
of course, the w(i):n:q:i{g}’én by ttha 4th witness, though,
; ages differ as to the exaect words. ore-
gg?‘; theV?f(-l] and 4th accused be»t the (lccc‘as(cl;lwi \vhl(f fell
s S _11119 the deceased thus lay upon the ground the
e :‘h ﬂCC}lsed continued to beat him.  Other men
from Villur (including the 1st and 3rd to 8th Prosecution

witnesses) who ran to his assi y
18 assistance were : > :
game accused. also beaten by the

6. In order to disclose & motiv i
( 1 e that would e the
convict to order Muthukaruppan—the d‘;‘c‘zasler(‘l(}ictz ll)e

beaten, it is explained that the bull w :
8 as f :
and ferocity and had never been actuall arr:]oug for. its speed
Jellicut (Sessions Jud g A TR
b :b : gment, para. 3) : that the deceased had
(Ea'ught.t € ull in a pl‘eﬂous Jellieut thOUgh 11 was rescued
from him :}nd now forthe secothimecaught the Vannivelam-
patti bull invincible but for him (Sessions Judgment, para.
7) an(]: that the.V annivelampatti villagers took great pride
iD thell' b“ll (ngh COI\I’t J“dgment, ‘)_am. 4). It, is ‘vort.h
noting as a clue to the intentions of the convict, though the
Memorialists do nob deal with the evidence, that famous 28
the bull was, no cne eppears to know who its owner was,

3

and the Police Inspector was unable to trace it. (See
Tnspector’s ovidence at p. 59.) Tar less is there any
veason to suppose that the conviet had any special interest

in this bull.

7. In order to appreciate the extent of the conviet’s
guilt, it ig necessary to distinguish carefully what may be
spoken of as the two stages of the beating under which
Mathukarappan s said to have died. 1In the first stage he
was beaten while hanging on to the bull. While in this

osition he received two blows delivered by the 3rd
and 4th accused, and fell down. The 1st Prosecu-
tion witness says (Evidence, p. 4 line 10) “my bro-
ther fell down on receiving these two blows.” The
evidence of the other witnesses which it is unnecessary to
quote in detail, is also to the effect that after receiving the
first two blows (given by the 3rd and 4th accused, while he
was hanging on the bull) Muthukaruppan fell to the ground.
The position of these two blows can also be fixed. The
witnesses are ananimous that the first blow was struck by
the 4th accused, and the 1st, 3rd, and 7thto 11th witnesses
say that the 4th accused struck the deceased on the neck
below the ear. The second blow was according to all the
eye-witnesses delivered by the 3rd accused. The first wit-
ness says thab the 3rd accused struck on the head, but the
3rd and 4th witnesses say that he struck on the side. It
may therefore be taken that the second blow was struck on
the side. Thus the first stage of the beating—while Muthu-
karuppan was hanging on the bull—accounts only for two
wounds. But the evidence of the Apothecary (11th witness:
see Bvidence, P- 31 and Exhibit B., p. 69) shows that very
many move wounds were received by the deceased: so many
indeed, thatin addition to wounds on the left arm and hand
the whole of the upper half of the body, back and front,
was covered with wounds. The blow on the neck delivered
by the 4th accused does not account for all the wounds
observed even on the neck of the deceased ; for, according
to the Apothecarys externally the whole of the neck—and
not merely the part under the ear—was gwollen and of a
blue colour and internally in the front and lateral aspects
there was a Copious offusion of blood. Nor is the blow on
the side, delivered by the 3rd accused, the only blow observed
on the side of the deceased. Tt is thus clear that the two
blows that constitute the first stage form a very inconsider-
able part of the whole beating received. by the deceased :
that the greater part of the beating—all in fact that made
it so eruel and so cowardly—was received during the second
stage of the beating, when, as the Prosecution witnesses
say, Muthulkaruppan lay upon ground.

8. 'These two stages, if the evidence for the Prosecu-
tion be tre, followed close upon one another, and it may
therefore be that all who were in fact participators in the first
stage are in law participators in the sccond stage. But in
meting out punishment it may nevertheless well be the case
(as the Memorialists submib 16 is) that it would be unjust to

Lold all who participated in the first stage responsible also
for the secend, or caually responsible for each stage. There
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isa wide difference between the two stages. [nthe first stage 3}_‘{;;@ t:}ELIei d}"l"'(gt’ 1}éltu1‘al flﬂd only rrobable result .Qf their act.”
pans are to be governed by English rules of fair-play—Pbub i : y the Prosecution 13

: gove inelis : substantially true. The Vanni 1 i vil
a beatine the object of which C(D "t ava Been 10 pree qLes B s i ampatil lagers took great
g ; suld only have ee p rid .

vent thcnl_mll lw]in«r capturcd——a beating W yich therefore Note: Never actually cop- Ii‘hee‘bullli h?(fllzoxgwlrlérgs . tl;ey é‘ggarded o 3
was not intended t:(’) be severe and \\'hi(}i\ o1 the OVido’ncle { nm-d‘: the l)ulllnn the Pl'l:g‘i;'u-: by o Villur man L4 gn cap (lllre at a previous Jellicut
amounted only to an assault. ’ In the second Stas® there 18 (e e ol ord  again on the soene ana sezcea(sielik_?nd when he appeared
the infliction of a beutin‘n <o eruel and 80 yiolenb hat—1n witness, pp: 18,20 tﬁey grew angry and 1st lr’nr?s a ythto i o el
the words of the Sossion.;: ;ludrre, evidently referring to the the headman of Vannivela,n?n:::ti( . vceon:i::t) v?'ho e
S]econ(l stage—the death of Bl\Tﬂmkm-nplmn was the directs ; beat him for his impudence a})td to %:;lt off c:;l ts;:gn ?}ill:ﬁ'
the natural and the only pmhablc reanlt; : ' | people _who came to his assistance. It 18 probable that
. The Memorialists are now concern od mevely “.qt,h pom'f- ".( ?o degbemte intention to kill Muthukaruppan had been
ing out the great Jifference between the beating M the two | forme ,——‘put.the 1st and 2nd prisoners knew that the
stages. But they cannot here refrain from pointing out, 11 ‘ R ?rson (Wé) 1.n§oked by them to administer the beating
passing, that this difference shows that the Prosecution dic ﬂ R al'mel. fWIt dformlda-ble ol bty V.thh might be dan-
not lay the whole truth of the riot before the Courts- | gerous to lite, an tlrley called into action a force that they
According to the evidence when the frst stage of the hc:;t- | coul;]} it congroll). Not only that but they continued to encour-
;I[lg had commenced Muthukaruppah had but 15017'{)(2 \t. 112 :Z;)pcif:’z Zl.s[:;'lsf(;nceg tatjz;firv;llulr gel;)ple ';:Jho liaZln(el g
annivel - . there 18 i ghow thab e W | ; tance ajier e had been knocked aowiv and was
ampati bull ; there s 1ot 1S 5 petween L sible from the injuries received.” e

for there 18 & great gapP

on the poi . ;
poing of eapturing 1t by (Sessions | 10. Tt would seem that he fi
it ‘ : hat on the first of the above

?Ieifii“g a bull famous for its speed and feroc LY o onry
2 - oing 1 : otill and car’)” :
o g“?mt’ pane. 3) and bringing T bm“dltlv-qnnivclﬂm‘ ; .‘-f"ounfis alone, viz., on the ground that the convict gave th
ing away the cloth. But the chagrn of the : vertaken | : first signal to beat Muthukaruppan, the High Court and thz
Pf'fttl villagers at seeing 2 bull from their .\,111'1};]0_ 0(.. to beat ' Sessions Court would have held the convict guilty of mur
1})) Muthukaruppan might account for their \I\fls nl‘]c‘]n'ldc t t e he second ratin tRRB, o grmmdy e th;
: :ém off, it does mot, and 1Y cannot, © 11t€§1{i“w {hat Wa® ?onvic.t actually participated in the second stage of the beat-
account for t]}e savage and determmet ol at l\f orialists D ing, did not affect the decision of the Tadeos as to whether
afterwards given to Muthukaruppa?: The MO0 for the the convict Was legally guilty of murder. But on th
gubmit that there must have been some other ca:::ew cause question of punishment this supposed partici;;ation is :f thz
saYH ge and doterrpincd beating of the socqnd stage, ¢ utmost importance. Apd.it is upon this supposed partici-
that the Prosecution (o not €ar¢ to disclose. . o pation that, the Me_mormhsts venture to think, the Govern-
The first and ch(md stages then of the .beatn-]inain \ mentf must have chleﬁy reliec.l when it decided to allow the
separated not only b the mature of the beating 8V°° o 1 conviet to undergo the terrible punishment of transporta-
them respectively 'but);llso by their geveral immedia )?;tsiii- | $ion.
1 X at one w \ 5 S A g S
Salod o o e s means ollows (511" tho offn g | o tisspprs o O i f i o
- the hirst stage, whatever _ .o for AWSE"" ' ; the recti cation of this error
;\;‘lnch he is guilty in law, should, whgn tll: ):')‘:;i' also for “ would not havtz é%ffe?ted the judgments of the High Court
g punishment comes, be held to PeT 51 w or the Qourb of Sessions, it appears to the Memorialists to
the second stage. have misled the (_}ovemn.xent. They proceed accordingly to
9 . .+ Coutt and the Ses- ' show that there is no evidénce of such aiding and partici-
9. Their Lor(lships of the ngh o PR grounds' : pation 051 the pal't of the convict as B Tl Judges
i : ‘ supposed.

ilty of murder o

Vannivelaﬂ‘l".‘tti ¥ tion B 4
| he called i o actl o B With the exception of the evidence of the 3rd
witness, there is not & particle of evidence from one end of

sions Judge held the convict g1

(a) becaunse in inciting the
to beat the deceased off the P

force that he could not contﬂ'ol : ] L
25 e | sl !
(b) because ~he - actnally ided ond particl Kegiow \ the record fo £ho gt convict did anything
the e ‘he- & A encoura(.;‘111g 118 & b a.t' all while the deceas lay on the ground; with the excep-
Vixnauasfcond stage of the liea:g;a Vyillur peo{)l o who cam ‘ tion of that one witness, 10 witness says that he did any-
gers to beat offt all ¥ | thing but use the words, “A Villur man has seized the
to the rescue of the deceased. eggith Te” | bull, beat him.” It therefore becomes necessary to see what
» this 3rd witness attributes to the convict. After Muthu-

2 must i
karuppan fell the 3rd witness says (Evidence, p.12, line 7)

The Sessions Judgesay® (Judgm enh, b o?mrs they \
rd to the first (the con¥ jct) and second P "of violenoy \ g i
%:-ve known tha.'g those whom they incited aﬁgs urged \ 1 also said, you let the bull loose, challenging any one to
were armed with deadly weapons, and they 5 pged the ] ek Did you do so intending to beat ¥ “Then,” (linc
o docease 3 b T 13) “ Ramasami Groundan (the convict), and Vembuli Mup-
pan said ¢ beat this fellow also.” Thereupon some men canlle

the other prisoners to P® ‘ ased:
P me to rescue the dece Lotion an

to beat the Villur men who ed b T
- : put alse S evs
they not only woke lﬂtfi ?ﬁtg%’émb of Muthukm‘“l‘l’ 5

indiscriminate power &

a3k
)
i
:
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%félt}ﬁgitizln:n?g h~ Stwkrs and shot stones at me from bows.”
those who bea; . »the 5th to the 9th and 11th accused as
thing from encotli'gosim: i;l 111 m. This is a wholly different
people who came ctn"Mlel_l men to beat off all the Villur
e ey o Muthukaruppan’s assistance. Had
the assi%tanceur'? ed others to beat off all who came to
n'roun(]l X WO] the deceased while he was lying on the
of this the qe(?(;] ({ have shown not ouly that he approved
RS til; inn'(d stage of the beating but actunally aided
connect the c01 (?_nt related by this 3rd witness does not
ing. It consif“‘l“ 7““1 this _Second stage of the beat-
Ey g Muthgksa()t this—a beating not to prevent assist-
This incident ae I;lllppan but in return for an upbraiding.
transaction (B ¢ ] rglated may be a part of the whole
incidental i"u't, ut if it is a part it is a subordinate and
convict zq)pl"‘ove\,(;n;;l 01: (;flrm",lly does mot show that the
of the beating given to I\{u?ﬁlgk:ﬁfp pi;icd the second stage

12. ;

point is \wlil:)tl]further’ the evidence of the witness on this
Hieh Coust dy untrustworthy. Their Lordships of the
(\vf-()]ence in it o g f],"’t they accept the Prosecution
they have no ?isln lt)ll'e;,]y_ They do no more than say that
i8 substantiall ibt that the story told by the Prosecution
ot ti}/l true (4th para. of the Judgment). The
out questi s Gerffore conceive that it is open to them, with-
the evidencelngf ttlllL ﬁpdl-ng of the High Court, to show that
ought not to be is incident related by the 3rd witness
T e accepted. And they would draw the attention
ing it. In thomgnt to the following reasons for diseredit-
) g L sl Nrst place it is “n_S\lpported by the rest of
T TP ]Ot.h' o ot only the witnesses, viz., the 8th,
ST genenally to the beating of the
ally to the beat'even the 7th witness who speaks specific-
or reference fmg Of- th.e 3."1 witness makes no mention of,
ordered the '3rdo -thls incident. Had the convict really
how not oné letvn.ess to be beaten it is incomprehensiblc
T e &

A r1tness J SV
that the convict had comnmndedsilt(.mld e ik

In Vg

R tiZeO}s)(:’cigzgl ‘}f)l:r(ieé ’thls n?cuvlent as given by tbe !")1'}1
having been he‘ltén T;‘CUS\G; lme'nt?d to accoun't for Ins
that the true Cal‘me o.f ¥ 16 Memorialists }m\'e' said a.b(_)"f*
of Muthukaruppg;n ¢ etia"“ge' and determined beating
the cause, it is ¢l v II'O een dlrcclosed. But apart from
affair (“S’the P E:ﬂr.t.lat tbls riot was not a one-y«]wl
they did nothin I‘gaecutmn witnesses make out) in which
[t was, as the 1\% hj-rup;to the assistance of the deceased.
a fight in “.hicheI]T‘lOl‘l’ahsts Subn'm; the circumstances show,
sides. If men ir ROV NENE (1o and received un both
A e thle abno't do no more than merely run to the
very severe wound er’ ten person, they do not receive the
PRI EVidml( st t}at these _Prosecutmn witnesses receiv-
nature and the ;cf b JR e and P‘Xh,“"t B). The
determined str xtent of their injuries cleariy points to &

ined struggle. Moreover the fact that no complain®
was laid ; the’ fact that the Villur men endeavoured to burn
the deceased’s body at once and hush up the matter (s¢€

L

e

ot
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Tvidence of 1sb witness, p. 4, line 42 ; Evidence of 15th
witnesses, P- 43, line 43), show not only that there was a
fight, but 2 fight also in which they were quite 28 much to
blame as any of the accused. The fact that all the Villur
Prosecution witnesses (except the 7th) excuse themselves
from giving any details' by saying that they fainted at once

el
lso shows that they wished to screen

or almost at once, a
their own share in the fight, Amongst the most prominent
of the Villur men, and one of those most severely injured
in the fight was the 3rd witness (see Evidence of 11th wit-
ness and Exhibit B). And his account of how he became
to be beaten is an easily invented excuse for being in the
fight at all, and is obviously intendpd to §hOW his own pas-
sivity in the riot = a passivity which is inconsistent with

the severe injuries that he received.

18. Both becanse the evidence of the 3rd witness on

this point is untrustworthy first as being UUCOI'I’O})orated,
secondly as being in the nature of self-exculpation, and
also because, evell if it were true, it does not show that
the convich aided or in any way pa.rtzici.pated in the secon a
stage of the beating, the Memorialists submit that in
awarding punishment the Government should hold the con-
viet responsible not for the second stage of the beating,
sepa.rated as it is from the first stage 1n the manner above
pointed out, but only for having 1pst1gated the first stage
of the beatings the object and intention of which was

merely to beat Muthukarnppan off the bull.

14. Such instization the Courts would have held to
be murder. Bub the question now for the Government is—
How far is @ man who instigates a beating with the object
of preventing the capture of a bull, a beating that had no

3 to be punished for a subsequent beating

ulterior objects e :
« the direet, patural, and only probable result” of which
was the death of the man beaten.

In deciding this question the Memorialists would res-
pectfully request the Government to bear n mind the fol-
lowing congiderations :

() Ona previous occasion this same bull, under the
|ame circumstances, was overtaken 1n the same manner by
the same person who was beaten off in the same way as on

ion (see Bvidence of 3rd witness, Evidence pp. 13

this occasio ¢ :
and 20). On that occasion the bull was rescued without
any loss of Jife. Those then who instigated a rescue on the

present oceasion would have had the rescue of the previous
seeasion 11 mind ; and would not have intended or foreseen
(whatever the Jaw may declare they ought to have foreseen)
anything more than the result of the beating on the previous
oceasion.

p) The Prosecution have not shewn how the second
e of the heating arose oub of the first. Though the
account for the first stage of the beat-
t for the second stage.

stag
alleged motive May
g 18 cannot accoun

+) Inasmuch as (for the reasons given)-it is clear
that there was a fight, and not a mere one-sided beating,

the Prosecution have

not given a full and candid story.
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15. The Memorialists have refrained from impeach-
ing the Prosecution evidence in this case as a whole, becanse
the main purpose of this Memorial is, while assuming the
guilt of the conviet, to lay before the Government certain
considerations on the punishment to which he has been
subjected. But before leaving the case in the hands of the
Government they desire to draw attention to what seems
to them a significant fact. The Prosecution story proceeds
on the assumption that there wasa riot as between the dwell-
ersin two villages. But, every accused person (with the
exception of the 4th accused who is a barber and the con-
vict) is a Muppan while every one of the witnesses who was
present at the riot is a Maraver. The caste of the witnesses
1s given at the head of their examination, and that of the
accused at the head of their examination before the
Magistrate (Exhibits N. to Z.) This would show that the riot
was not between one village and another, but between
one caste and another. In a riot between Maravers
and Muppans, the convict, being a Goundan, would have
had no part. But in any case, whether the riot were be-
tween caste and caste or village and village, there would be
strong reasons for implicating the convict in it from the
commencement ; for by so doing the Muppans of Vanni-
velampatti would be deprived in their defence of the advice
and influence of the headman of their village.

16.  There is also another consideration on the. facts
to which the Memorialists desirve to draw the attention .of
Government. They have already pointed out that the riot
was probably not a one-sided affair, but a fight in -w]uch
both combatants were equally to blame. In these circum-
stances both sides would naturally after the riot stand by
to watch the development of events. If then the whole trath
were to be elicited a police investigatipn should havg taken
place not only in both the villages of Vxllm: and Vanmvelam(i
patti but also in Kettanipatti, where the riot took place fll_ll
where of course the most impartial ev;dence would be avail-
able. "Now the Police Inspector did indeed go to the scene
of the riot (Evidence, p. 55, line 28) : but he appears to hm}i
done nothing more than look at it. Coptentmg himse
with an examination of the persons aggrieved and an in-

. spection of the scene, he does not appear, in the words of

[
the Criminal Procedure Code, § 157, to have proceededE ﬂt‘z
the spot to investigate the facts and circumstances : e
case.” Such an investigation of the facts and circums .a:;l e
would probably have revealed the part t;z}ken in }he ]1‘10 A
the Prosecution witnesses: while without 1t t 1fereth;
nothing but the evidence of witnesses whose purplose ls.s )
Memorialists suggest, as much to screen themselves a

bring the accused to justice.

17. These considerations on the facts of the casi 1:::1;‘
Memorialists leave to the Government, they confine
prayer to the punishment of the accused. S

The Memorialists accordingly pray that th:e - %v;& &
ment may take into cousideration the matt.exéstmns e
this Memorial and order that the sentence 0 nspo

- as
tion on Ramasami Goundan be remitted or commuted

may to the Government appear just.
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