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The case bronght against
Ramasami Goundan.
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o The sentences of the other
~ aceused commuted . that on the
convict maintained by the
Government. s

s Excellency The Right Honorable

The Governor-ii- Counctl, .

Fort Saint George.

The humble memorial of THODDIAMMAL and
THAVUNA GOUNDAN, in respect of the sentence
passed upon one RAMASAMI GOUNDAN, late
village Munsif of Vannivelampatti, in Tiruman-

galam’ T:aluk, in the District of Madura, but now

Prisoner, No. 6508.
SHEWETH,

1. The Memorialists are the wife and brother (respec-
tively ) of Ramasami Goundan (hereinafter riefly veferved to
as the conviet) who was Ol the 25th February 1895 trans-
ported to the Andaman [slands in pursuance of the sentence
passed upon by the Segsions Judge of Madura in Sessions
case No. 39 of 1894 confirmed hy the High Court in Crim-
inal Appeal No. 402 of 1894, And notwithstanding the
rejection by the Government of the petition presented by the
conviet Lhimself, the Memorialists venture, i virtue of the
privilege yecognised by Section 401 of the (‘viminal Pro-
cedure Code, 10 approach the Goygernment with 2 state-

ment of some considerations bearmg on the degree of pun-

“ishment  to which the conviet has heen sentenced : con-

ciderations that do not appear upon the face of the petition
submitted to the (Government by the eonvict himself or upon
the face of the Judgments delivered by the High Court and
the Sessiong Court.

9. The convict with ten others was convicted 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, exprezssed the opinion
that transportation for life was too severe & penalty and n
consequence dirvected the records to be ,submitt,ed for the con-
cideration of the Governot in Council.  Whilst the records
were with the Government the convict presented a petition
to the Government urging several objections 10 the credi-
Dility of the evidence produced against him and praying His
Kxcellency the Governor to direct his acquittal or to exers
cise in his favour the Prerogative of Merey. The Govern-
ment declined to interfere with the sentence pas ed upon the
convict ; but, the Meorialists are informed, commuted the




Preliminar
y stat
Records enclosed. ement  of

Summary of the Prosecution

Evidence.

The object of this Memo-
rial. :

2

sentences )

follows vi:,m tal? the other accused (except the second) as

years’ ’impl‘-,iso;e sentences on the 3rd and 4th accused to 10

11th aceused t 111lent :\1,1(} the sentences on the 5th to the
0 7 years’ imprisonment,

2] r\'

3. The: :

il Comirrxﬁtt;zi tz‘\_u 11th accused whose sentences have

tors of the murder ere alleged to be the actual perpetra-

accused were char: (‘11 while the convict and the second
arged as abettors merely. T'he order of the

Gover :
nment
assigns no reasons, and the Memorialists are

consequ o
Goverlnglzgg c:)l:: fl-“la‘:"—‘l of the grounds upon which the
than the alleged :l])(itl o the flct\ml perpetrators less guilty
in some cases (thz- iy 'lhe_Memor.ialists are aware that
worthy than tlie (](,(,I.H;:s.ugmor is considered more blame-
tool in the hands of t lO fd deed, because the latteris merely a
to discover in the ' “e__OI‘mf.'l' ] but .thcy have not been able
make the guilt t!*-‘Ht\ldeuce in this case any facts that
the 2nd ‘wcu-sedo i 1e alleged instigators (the convict and
e Bt be‘gid zr‘n;t’ilter than that of the _actuul Pe}'petra-
aware, of anl F‘blt lera.bsuncc so far as the Memorxgmhsts are
guilty than 13’_‘011 (:unlst,»am(we.s that make the convich more
to be other cobnc?('{dcc“:"ei there appear to the IﬂelﬂOl‘lal_l:‘-]tS
ment of the co o erations that should mitigate the pums 1-
ment have not?; a0t and which (it would seem) the (JOVU;:‘}‘
with a stat iad an opportumty of considerng: =
ement of these considerations that the Memori-

alists ;
now approach the Government.
4 T e :
e The Memorialists submit herewith a copy 9f the
record e&’t of the Sessions Court a copy © the ewde‘nge
ed and a copy of the J udgment of the High Gowr LI

order t . 2 1
Veﬁﬁedl,]at their references to the Records may be readily

.9 Since the ircumstanc f the case will

m the renstances 0 18 Ca> ; o
hlatilliealteﬁ?eu‘mtion of the Government, 1t h::zwr et

: B ot, t is sail ;

D ot that she S koo S
at the Village of Ko:tani atiti im April last. This Jellicub
was attended by th neig‘hbouring villagers ; and amongt
others, by tiye cg‘ : ci and his _accused who came from the
Village of vanniv\?am atti and by the de%as:ed and others
(mcluding the 1‘;‘ nI:] ard to 8th Prosecution witnesses

who eame from the village Of VIIUE: The facts of the riot
are given by the )16% and 3rd to 10th Prosecution witnesses

sl may be stated as folloWs =

Durin - from V aunivelampatti was let
1,?0% . &ndgiu?;: ;lztsll):i]lg was seized by the dece'z}sed and
1€ 3rd Prosecution witness: As the bull was running with
th?Se men han -?::, oft it, the conviet, (301618 allcged”
El?ld Eh Villurglm?an has seized the bull, beat him.
fhese are the woprds as ‘given by the A4th witness, though,
Pr course, the. yignesses differ as to the exact words.
feﬁ"zhpon the 3pd and 4th aceused beab the deceased who
srd ﬁowu' While the deceased thus lay upon the ground the
20 Lo the 11th accused continued to beat him. Other men

from Villur (including the 1st and 3rd to 8th Prosecution
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The Alleged Motive.

The two stag

. B
{

es of the beats

ing and their severity respec-

tively.
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witnesses) who ran to his assistance were also beaten by the
same accused.

6. In order to disclose a motive that would induce the
conviet to ovder Muthukaruppan—the deceased—to be
beaten, it 13 explained that the bull was famous for its speed
and ferocity and had never been actually made captive in any
Jellicut (Sessions Judgment, para. 3) : fhat the deceased had

-aught the pull in a previous J ellicut though it was rescued
from himandnow for the second time caught the Vannivelam-
atti bull invincible but for him (SessionsJ udgment, para.
) and that the Vannivelampatti villagers took great pride
il their bull (High Court Judgment, para. 4). Tt is worth
noting as a clue to the intentions of the convict, though the
Memorialists do not deal with the evidence, that famous as
the bull was, no one appears to know who its owner was, and
the Police Inspector was unable to trace it. (See Inspector’s
evidence at p. 99.) Far less is there any reasunl to sup-

pose that the convict had any special interest in this bull.

7. Inorderto appreciate the extent of the convict's
cuilt, it is mecessavy to distinguish cavefully what may
he spoken of as the two stages of the beating under
which Muthukaruppan iv said to have died. In the
first stage he was beaten while hanging on to the bull.
While in this position he received two Dblows delivered
by the srd and 4th accused, and fell down. The 1st
Jrosecution witness says (Kvidence, p- 4, line 10)“my
brother fell down on receiving these two blows.” The
evidence of the other witnesses which it is unnecessary to
quote in detail, 18 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 cai also be fixed. The
witnesses are unanimous that the first blow was struck by
the 4th accused, and the 1st, 3rd, and 7th to 11th witnesses
say that the Ath accused struck the deceased on the neck
below the ear. The <econd blow was according to all the
eye-wimesses delivered by the 3rd accused. The first wit-
ness says that the 3rd accused struck on the head, but the
ard and 4th witnesses say that he struck on the gide. Tt
may therefore be taken that the second blow was struck on
the side. Thus the first stage of the heating—while Muthu-

karuppan was hanging on the bull—accounts only for two
wounds. But the evidence of the Apothecary (11th witness:

coe Kvidence, p. 31 and Exhibit B., p. 69) shows that very
many more wounds were received by the deceased: so many

indeed, that in 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.
by the 4th accused does not account for all the wounds

obgerved even on the neck of the deceased ; for, according
to the Apothecary, externally the whole of the neck—and
not merely the part under the ear—was swollen and of a
blue colour and internally in the front and lateral aspects
there was a copious effusion of blood. Nor is the blow on
the side, delivered by the 3rd accused, the only blow ubserved
on the side of the deceased. It is thus clear that the two

The blow on the neck delivered

. ,'L_: ~




The importance of the dis-
tinction between the twostages,
as regards the question of
punishment.

The two grounds npon which
the Courts held the convict
guilty of Murder,

the

4

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 cruel and so cowardly—was received during the
second stage of the beating, when, as the Prosecution
witnesses say, Muthukaruppan lay upon ground.

8. These two stages, if the evidence for the Prosecu-

tion be true, followed close upon one another, and it may
therefore be that all who were in fact participators inthe first
stage are in law participators in the second stage. But in
meting out punishment it may nevertheless well be the
case (as the Memorialists submit it is) that it would be
e L hold all whe participated in the first stage re-
:lg:; :_lbl%i‘:]:;; fior the?-secon.d, or equally responsible for each
i PRy gtsc,:\l \\lljde difference between the two stages.
Maravers an d"ﬁn“— t ere 1s a beating—unsportsmanlike if
of fah,_p'lay__hu‘t‘l"ll"}f)lzb ;{1'0 tti be governed by English rules

it o d
il ol i pré\'entlt;::;g ltn’l?] c)]l)cht (_).f wlnf,l(ll co'ul}(}"(tﬂg.)r
which therefore was not inte o uq-)tme SYAE o
TR intended to be severe, and which on
Shiot thiane t‘;ln(?\l};@(‘d' only to an assault. In the sc:coml
that—i% the ;]"e 13_ iction Of'a beating socruel and so violent
e i sec\ ord.? ?f the Sessicns Judge, evidently reter-‘
tha die L 4 stage—the death of Muthukaruppan Was

ect, the natural and the only probable result.

'.[‘h o et : :
ine out %1,\5 N mh§t5 are now concerned merely with pomt-
‘ e " + ~ o v

g e great difference between the beating in the two

;S‘i‘];” 3]3“2 f.l]lg:y' cannot here refrain from pointing outs 1t
el ﬂld t J'm difference shows that the Prosecution did
A(‘Cm';}i "‘f “111016 truth of the riot before the Courts.
ing Jron o the evidenco when the first stage of the beiC
amlive}'Lomme.n(:e(l Muthukaruppan had but seized t.lu-f
e ampatti bull ; there is nothing to show that he was
Seizinorpm[]lt of capturing it, for there is a great gap ]:et\\:et‘II
Fatms a,t ull farmons for its speed and ferocity (besmgn:
£ ‘- an ’P'i“'ﬂ- 3)and bringing 1t toa standstill m.)d carryl“é_»:
vi]lg;e~)-e cloth. But the chagrin of the V anmvelaml’at“
Mutﬁu{: at seeing a bull from their village 0\‘91'“‘“9“1 ’31
off. it daruppan might account for their wishing to beab ““t
PR not, and it cannot, of itself, be made t0 3"‘*0“3
. the savage and determined beating that was afterwards
given to Muthukaruppan. 1'he Memorialists submit that
det:;;;rimfg have been some other cause for the savagi ﬁ;’rl]:e
Prog ned beating of the second stage, a cause ‘tlm
osecution do not care to disclose. :

: &
R e d second stages then of the beating are sep

“not only by the natur ting iven in them re=
spectively but i g e Enimedides clifets A0
it therefore by no means follows that _one Who P‘E"‘*‘cll’“te‘
in the first stage, whatever may be the offence of which he
is guilty in law, should. when the time for awarding punish-
ment comes, beheld tobe responsiblealso for the gecondstage.

9 Their Lordships of the High Court and the Ses-
sions Judge held the convict guilty on two grounds.

cever actually cap-
* Note : Never actually €ab
tured Uthe bull on the previous

rescued.
witness,

been seized but

dence of grd

pp- 13, 20.

5

in inciti ive tti villagers
in inciting the Vannivelampa :

t beaz) tllizc?l‘f(l:eeased off the bull he called into action a
f((;l‘-(_'.e that he could not control :

;oal ticipated in
.o he actually aided and participate

.(I').Oggc:g:e of the beating by encouragiiig his fellow
tl'lﬁxcbricrls to beat off all the Villar people who came
‘{3 tihoe rescue of the deceased.

Sessl ! nt, para.11), “ithre-
Qossions Judgesays (J udgment, p:

d’fglihzeg:ls% (the ccg):uvict) and second prisoners, they must
arc

that those whom they incited to acts of vmlencﬁ
A ad with deadly WeBpOIS, and they not only urge
g igoners to beab the deceased huf also urg/edrt‘/cem,
the ool })1&’33?l11' men who came to T€SCUE the det"easwl . Thus
e tlw" 1: woke into action but also kept in motion an
!:hey 11‘?? (_m‘ Ze ower and the death of Muthukaruppa 'leva?,
mdxs(;rln;}:}:d s)ml,m,'al and only probable resull of thetr act.
:,:Ts tﬁiﬂvh Court say (in the 4th para. of their Judgment)
‘l & ]-O'e no doubt the story told by the Pl‘OSGCHth{l is
e lly true. The Vannivelampatti villagers took great
sl1l?star}t1&tlg’ei1' l;ull, which they regarded as 111\?1;101})1e.
')‘nde lﬁ had however bheen captured® at a previous Jellicut
Lkt hne yan,—the deceased—and when he ?1,1)1).(_‘111'9(1
by a mel 3y s;:(;lle and seemed likely to repeat his victory
Bl 7} t-le ory and 18t Prisoner (the convict) \_vho was
they gror A v yof Vannivelampattl gave the signal to
the he‘admzlfl his impudence and to beat o all the Villuwr.
beat, it 2o e to lis assistance. 1t 18 probable that
peopte ok (int‘ent-iou to kill Muthukaruppan had been
atg th(; 1st and 2nd prisoners knew that the
formed, 'b oked by them to administer }he beating
pereon e formidable weapons which might be dan-
walled into action a fm'cel ft.hat they
N i that but they continued to encour=
could 1o¢ cout;:? %;u;\t Utﬁ:ﬁ%ll:u- people who eame to Muthuka-

| i g l . a1
g8 Mel” n:z;,«muw after he had beew Lnocked down and was
...(,2) i s @ASstatte § L il
,:-:wgwib[g Sfrom the tnjuries received.

have known

no deliber

ould seem that on the first of the above

]g 311:11;: (i}iz., on the ground that the convict gave t-l];e

S 1to beat Muthukaruppan, the High Court al'ld the

o 'Slgm(‘} art would have held the conviet guilty of mur-

Ses51011§h Osecond ‘ground therefore, the ground that the

der. 1 e:majly pal'ticipated in the second stage of the beat-

OO ot the decision of the Judges. But on the

punishment this supposed participation 18 of ?-1.1.9

t importance: And it is upon this s_upposed Partu.l-

BEEE ]\n Ir,) the Memorialists venture to tlgmk, the Govern-

at,u;x;ntu?b have chiefly relied when it decided to allow the
ment mv

convict to andergo the terrible punishment of transportation.
N . participation the Memorialists sub-

. _I\ i ﬂnz-sulg)gfl(}%lgugh tIhe rectification of this error
e b a8 erlzox.f.e'affected the judgments of the High Court
gl I(leb quot' Qessions, it appears to the Memorlal_l«lsts to
DY thf:ni:{:é the Government. They proce.ec} accordlnglx to
lslliZ;, that there is 1o evidence of such aiding and partici-
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pation on the t of : v
supposed. et of rthwooivios s T LS T

: 11. With the exception of th 1
rlr]ltness, tlz{are is not a patgicle of eﬁgeﬁz;dfr!:)cxfl ?)fleﬂ(:e(is 5
.‘;te nretilqr to the other that the comviet did an Itlh'of
¥ a \\;‘ 1{:: the decga-sed lay on the ground ; with the g s
t,i?i?] ob ;h at one witness, no witm?ss says that he didx:,g r.-
B e e R
11, im.” Tt th omes necessa
11::;1:1 ;Sgga:%grlllets}? ::;ttcll‘lbq:es to the convict.S rzfﬁrsefdlxhﬁb
K i edrd witness says (Evidence, p. 1 3
c;t:lllsci)tsal% %ou let the b}ﬂl looge, ((:ha,llengiﬁ’gpm}y2 ,1)12: 7t)o,
it 3 1d you do so intending to beat *” ““ Then,” (li
: | a‘masann.Goundan (the conviet), and Vembul’i M =
’g;g ls)zlatl IIll):t‘l:iS;lst?ell(lOW a(}sci.’ Thereupon some men ca‘:xll);
: th sticks and s 10t stones at me fr 4
{-II]?) E‘t:‘;fxenl 1d;{3)nt1ﬁes the 5th to the 9th and lletlflT gg;llsgév S‘.
i o e oo S it €l s
il o heir men to beat oft all t i
})ﬁgp};n\: lu; came to Muthukaruppan’s assi:t];;(lzf v}Ililucll‘
. aSSi;; ‘111~gn:d others to beat off all who ca'nne i
wia g nece of the deceased while he was lying on tlo
g this,tlh would hqve shown not only that he ag 13 13
<, tﬁ )s_ecqnd stage of the beating but act-uale 'gged
ey th? Tnmc!ent rglated .by this 3rd witness dge; #
Sy coentjplzvlct w;th this second stage of the bmzt
anté o Mu:is i of this—a bgating not to prevent asse' at-
S m aruppan but in return for an u bra,'d'ls )
tra‘nsactim‘in (]1; th.us .re].ated may be a part of &e :;v]m%
e : - ut lf_ 1t 18 a part it is a subordinate o
S part and 1t sm:ely does not and cannot l; o
ow that the conviet approved of or in atfv s
v wa

aided the second stage gy A
ity nd stage of the beating given to Muthu.

12.  But further, the evi
12 r, the evidence of t itness :
'[})i)ll(rr]lt;, (1)3 wlu:llly untrustworthy. Theirlfo‘:(l]tsli?; 01; tthlls
zh Uourt donot say that they ac sy
flvxdei)ce m ats entirety. They 3’0 noc elgf)r:ahihfrlxiosecunon
~',‘le'?’ 1ave no doubt that the story told by the P e t}']at
1;{ .sulmt.‘cm'tmlly true (4th para. of the Jud mel;?ts)ecu:;ioll
, etzmorml‘lsts' thereforeconceivethatit is open tgothem. '1%“)
2111, (\In.e(istlonmg the finding of the High Court, to sho’ 'thlt ?
1@0 ﬁ:l ence of this incident related by the 3rd \:'\it 1a't
g?cthen(gg \?1 nbe acc;a;t)te;ll; Afn;lthey woulddrawthe attenrgobi
of tl ernment to the following reasons for di Feili
ing it. In the first place it is u suppor e o
A e i nsuppor ted by the rest of
‘ . y the witnesses, viz., th
{ i Z .
.\’,’ti]]l]u?u;}. 1U}tht\vl10 sp]fa,k generally to the’ beat,ino eof 8:1?:3
» men but even the 7th witness who spe g ifi
ik , ‘ itnes aks spe :
g}]yI t;_)ethe beattmgtr]qt the Brd witness makes ]1;0 men]tio(i:h(ff
 reference to this incident. Had the convi :
i b A : » conviet real
ﬁ:) t;l\er(le((l)t the Sldf“ llt_ne]ss to be beaten it is incompreheni?hlli
r not one of this batch of witnesses who t " ‘
i : ) ] 8863 estify t )
beating of the 3rd witness should have failed to sa ‘Otfhb
the convict had commanded it. s

L
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In the second place, this incident as given by the 3rd
witness is obviously an excuse invented to account for his
having beaten. The Memorialists have said above that the
true cause of the savage and determined beating of Muthu-
karuppan has not been disclosed. But apart from the cause,
it is clear that this riot was not a one-sided affair as the
Prosecution witnesses make out in which they did nothing
but run to the assistance of the deceased. It was, as the
Memorialists submit the circumstances show, a fight in
which blows were given and received on both sides. 1f men
in a riot do no more than merely run to the assistance of the
heaten person, they do not receive thevery severe wounds that
these Prosecution witnesses received. (See Evidence of 11th
witness and Exhibit B). The nature and the extent of their
injuries clearly points to a determined struggle. Moreover
{he fact that no complaint was laid ; the fact that the Villur
men endeavoured to burn the deceased’s body at once and
hush up the matter (see Kvidence of 1st witness, p. 4, line 42
Kyidence of 15th witness, p. 43, line 43), show not only that
there was a fight, but a fight also in which they were quite
as much to blame as any of the accused. The fact all the
Villur prosecution witnesses (except the 7th) excuse them-
selves from giving any details by saying that they fainted
at once or almost at once, also shows that they wished to
screen their own share in the fight. Amongst the most
prominent of the Villur men, and one of those most severely
mjured in the fight was the Srd witness (see Evidence
of 11th witness 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 intended to show
his own passivity in the viot: a passivity which is inconsist-
ent with the severe injuries that he received.

13. Both because the evidence of the 3rd witness on
this point is untrustworthy first as being uncorroborated,
secondly as being in the nature of self-exculpation, and
also because, even if it were true, it does not show that
the convict aided or in any way participated in the second
stage of the beating, the Memorialists submit  that 1
awarding punishment the Government should hold the
convict responsible not for the second stage of the beating,

separated as it s from the first stage in the manner

above pointed out, but only for having instigated the
first stage of the Dbeating, the object intention of which
was merely to beat Muthukaruppan off the bull.

14. Such instigation the Courts would have held to
be murder. But the question now for the Government is—
How far is a man who instigates a_beating with the object

of preventing the capture of a bull, a beating that had no

ulterior objeet, to be punished fora subsequent beating “ the
direct, natural, and only probable result” of which was the
death of the man beaten.

In deciding this question the Memorialists would
respectfully request the Government to bear in mind the
following considerations :
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T - : , 5 3 7 where of course the most impartial evidence woul«l‘be avail- . i
# (a) On a previous occasion this same bull, under the ¢ able. Now the Police Inspector did indeed go to the scene |
- game circumstances, was overtaken in the same manner by ) :,f t}.xe riot (Evidcnce, p. 55, line28): but he appears to have =
\'I the same person who was beaten off in the same way as ) done nothing more than look at it. (Contenting hlms.el‘[ |
i on this occasion (see KEvidence of 3rd witness, Evidence 8 with an exnﬁlinzttion of the persons aggricved and an 1n- b4 8
-3 pp- 13 and 20). On that occasion the bull was rescued with- 4 3 <pection of the scene, he does appear in the words of the o
s out. any loss of life. Those then who instigated a rescue | 2}1'i111i1181 Procedure Code, § 157, to have proceeded “to th’t:
¥ on the present occasion would have had the rescue of | spot to investigate the facts and eircumstances of the case.
& the previous occasion in mind ; and would not have intended 1 : :S‘luch an invc;irration of the facts and circumstances would I
e or foreseen (whatever the law may declare they ought to have 3,-()1);1‘},1y have 1'Oevcalcd the part taken in the riot by the oy
; foreseen) anything more than the result of the previous '{ : 1})1'OSC¢llt‘i011 witnesses : while without it thgre is nothing 1')ut 41 (i
& beating. 3 the evidence of witnesses whose purpose 1%, the Memorial- [
: \ k€ ists suggest, as much to screen themselves as to bring the L
& (b) The Prosecution have not shewn how the second 'l ) ‘ accuseﬁt’to justice. 14
= stage of the heating arvose out of the first. Though the ¢ %
B gx,lleged motive may account for the first stage of the beat- alk 17. These considerations on the facts of the case th'e
S ing 1t cannot account for the second stage. | 4 Menmri'u.lists Jeave to the Government, they confine their
kS vl AN < y v accused.
1} : (¢) Inasmuch (for the reasons given) it is clear that v‘ } i s (id gt s
:. there was a fieht, and not a mere one-sided beating 1 8 : ‘ Jovernme
| Prosecution have not given a full and candid St;t;;t.ma, ik F The Memorialists therefore pray that the (1o Cll 1-1.11-]flnt 1
& ' 1f§ x mav take into cunsidomtmln the matters .F'ctt outpnitt{txilsu f]-l !
T _ 138 4 2 9 SR Jdevr thdt the sentence oI trans ortat ‘
: : )1,-). 'l‘h.c Men'mrmhs.tshn.vu refrained from impeaching 1 )}1{1{:111;1‘1\“‘;;:;11( ;:)l\ii:(llmllhil)t remitted or commuted as may to {
3 t \e._I rosecution -evu.lence m t‘lu.\' case as a whole, because the o Lt Clevernihont BOpoRE just. £
& main purpose of this Memorial is assuming the guilt of the : the Guvernmons SELH 4
3 convict, to lay before the Government certain censiderations 1 4
E on the punishment to which he has been subjected. But ' B
- before leaving the casein the hands of the Government LR
: i 51:1\” {;l::l:;af‘:,(')t (h;i‘\l\] : dtttentl])ﬂn t(.) what seems to them a * ‘% ¥
K S1gNIRC: act. The stay Prosecution proceeds on the as- ol | 8
: sumption that there was a riot as between the dwellers in N i’
: two villages. But, every accused person with the excep- i.
: tion of the 4th accused who is a barber and the convict is a M \f
Muppan while every one of the witnesses who was present B i
at the riot is a Maraver. The caste of the witnesses is 1’ 'S
oiven at the head of their examination, and that of the ; ;
accused  at the head of their examination before th‘,& ki
Magistrate (Exhibits N. to Z.). This would show that the riot ™ A
| : was not between one village and another, but between A
% one caste and another. In a riot between Maravers b | |
- : and Muppans, the convict, being a Goundan, would have , |
: had no part. But in any case, whether the riot were be- f
] L tween caste and caste or village and village, there would be & | ",
i strong reasons for implicating the conviet 1n it from the 1
| commencement ; for by so domg the Muppans of Vanni- H :
4 velampatti would be deprived in their defence of the advice '
; ! i and influence of the headman of their village. i j(i
Tt I . : : S
* ‘ 16. There is also another consideration on the facts b
Al to which the Memorialists desire to draw the attention of G |
! ‘ (Gtovernment. They have already pointed out that the riot B |
¢ b was probably not a one-sided affair, but a fight in which 4
% hoth combatants were equally to blame. In these circum- !i '
i g . stances both sides would naturally after the riot stand by A
,:.; ; to wateh the development of events. [f then the whole truth %
i were to be elicited a police investication should have taken "‘1
' ? i place not only in both the villages of Villur and Vannivelam- 3
% 44
i

patti but also in Kettanipatti, where the riot took place and

st
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ssed upon one RAMASAMI GOUNDAN, late
lage Munsif of Vannivelampatti, in Tiruman-

am Taluk, in the District of Madura, but now"

'soner, No. 6508.
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B AL LSS ahe o
Ramasami Goundaun.

The sentences of the other
aveused commuted ; that on the
convict maintained by the
Government.

Ma«.‘.
o §

— semorialists are the wife and brother (respec-
hereimafter briefly referved to

tively ) of Ramasami (toundan (
a5th February 1895 trans-

as the conviet) who was on the
ported to the Andaman IxJands in pursuance of the sentence
passed u]m%T)'\' ihe Sessions Judge of Madura in Sessions

case No. 39 of 1894 confirmed by the High Court in Crim-

inal Appeal No. 402 of 189.4. ~And notwithstanding the

rejection by the Government of the petition presented by the

conviet himself, the Memorialists venture, invirtue of the

wivilege recognised by Seetion 401 of the Criminal Pro-

cedure Code, to approach the (yovernment with a state-

ment of some considerations bearing on the degree of pun-

ishment to which the convict has been sentenced : con-

siderations that do not appear upon -the face of the petition

submitted to the Government by the conviet himself or upon
the face of the Judgments delivered by the High Court and

the Sessions Court.

9. The conviet 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 @ penalty and in
consequence dirvected the records to be submitted for the con-
sideration of the Governor in Couneil.  Whilst the records
were with the Government the convict presented a petition
to the Government urging several objections to the credi-
bility 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 ave informed, commuted the
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s Excellency The Rught Honorable

The case brought against

Ramasami Goundan.

The sentences of the other
acensed commuted ¢ that on the

convict maintained by
Government.

the

The Governor-in-Counctl,

Fort Saint George.

The humble Memorial of THODDIAMMAL and
THAVUNA GOUNDAN, in respect of the sentence
passed upon one RAMASAMI GOUNDAN, late
Village Munsif of Vannivelampatti, in Tiruman-
galam Taluk, in the District of Madura, but now

Prisoner, No. 6508.
SHEWETH,

1. The Memorialists ave the wife and brother (respec-
tively ) of Ramagami Goundan (hereimafter briefly referred to
as the conviet) who was on the 25th lebruary 1895 trans-
ported to tl&fhldamu,n Islands in pursuance of the sentence
passed upongby the Sessions Judge of Madura in Sessious
case No. 39 of 1894 confirmed by the High (fourt in Crim-
inal 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 recoanised by Section 401 of the Criminal P'ro-
cedure Code, to approach the (tovernment with a state-
ment of some considerations bearing on the degree of pun-
ishment to which the conviet has heen sentenced : con-
siderations that do not appear upon the face of the petition
qubmitted to the Government by the conviet himself or upon
the face of the Judgments delivered by the High Court and
the Sessions Court.

9. he convict with ten others was convicted of
murder by the Sessions Judge in the case abovementioned.
}ée and his fellow-prisoners thereupon appealed to the High
Court who, confirming the conviction, expressed the opinion
that transportation for life was too severe & penalty and in
cousequence directed the records to be submitted for the con-
sideration of the Governor in Council. Whilst the records
were with the Government the convict presented a petition
to the Government urging several objections 1o the credi-
bility 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 Merey. The Govern=
ment declined to interfere with the sentence passed upon the

convict ; but, the Memorialists are informed, commuted the
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1 ' s ACCUS ed (C‘ic CO
e XCe )t tr] ¢ 8
ear ] 3 3 3 ]16 Sentences on the 3]‘1 i I-l- ] l s 1 0) l (
5 s o t : nt i3 h ‘ C d]l(l tll aceus edt O
:5 S‘ ‘nP .Son ne a d. t e Selltﬁnct‘s on th(‘, g)t to (— €
llt'h dccused tO ; y(}iu S’ llllpl"lsolllncnt- h h

3. The:

: e Jrd to th

pas e 11th e AN

thus been commuted w accused whose sentences have

R ere :
tors of the murder \\'ltli(llllef‘]ml to be the actual perpetra-
accused wer he conviet v
: e chareed as s iet and the second
Gover g ged as abettors merely han o dh i
iment assions rely. The order of the

’ N0 reas <
t’fnsequent]y unaware ogfdbt({ns, and the Memorialists are
overy ; e x
vernment considered the aL grounds upon which the

than the ' actual perpetrators less guilty
N some cases the insti “'e,Mel!lm'iulists are aware that
worthy than the ¢ ,n'l-mgam" is considered more blame-
tool in the hands ‘;el of a deed, because the latteris }ner.el a
to discover in bt? s former : but they lisve niob beén aly;lc.
make the guilt ot{e f“d@nce in this case any facts that
the 2nd accused ) t, e alleged instigators (the convict aﬁd
tors.  But beside gllmter than that of the actual perpetra-
aware, of any ¢ sy absenceso far as the Memorialists are
guilty than his c‘lcmnst‘anccs that make the conviet more
to be other COns?iac?u-SEd’ there appear to t.l;c Memorialists
ment of the coﬁ\.-S erations that should mitigate the punish-
ment hayve yo 1105 and which (it would seem) the Govern-
with a Stateinen;,a an opportunity of considering. 1t i
alists now approagf\ tt]{:; S% considerations that the Memori-

» > overnment.

alleged ubettors.

4. Thc M e
Judgment, of emorialists submit herewith a copy of the

g “] o 4

recorded and 4 2089‘8“9“3 Court a copy of the evidence
({rd?r that theiy 1 ‘t{y‘ot the Judgment of the Tigh Court in
verified, cferences to the Records may be readily

.9 Sine .
in the reg oﬁ:(?tt"he circumstances of the case will not be fresh
plfnn at the o gon of the Government, it is necessary to ex-
mitted in t},0 itset that the murder is said to have been c-ofn-
ab the Vi course of a riot that arose out of a Jellicut held
was attendgﬁ of Kottanipatti in April last. This Jellicut
others, by i by t}le neighbouring villagers ; and amongst
village of ? conviet and his co-aceused who came from the
(meluding ':'}I:“IVelampatti and by the deceased and others
Whe Bains b € 1st and 3rd to 8th Prosecution witnesses)
are given by ’Slthe village of Villur. The facts of the riot
and may be gty :; ;‘;ts ‘ifl(;(lll 0‘3‘1‘2 t_o_ 10th Prosecution witnesses
Duriy 4
loose : and{‘;ﬂ}e riot a bull from Vaunnivelampatti was let
the 3rd Prog ; Was running was seized by the deceased and
these men ha;:h'?n witness. As the bull was running with
said “a 'Vinﬁrgmg on to it, the conviet (so0 it is alleged)
These are the Wm“’(‘fn has seized the bull, beat  him.”
of course, the wi's as given by the 4th witness, though,
Hereupon the 3pq a::;ses differ as to the exact words.
fell down. While t},a a4¢h aceused beat the deceased who
3_1'(1 to the 11th acey teceased thus lay upon the ground the
from Villur (includiﬁg continued to beat him. Other men
st Istand 3rd to 8th Prosecution
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witnesses) who ran to his assistance were also beaten by the
same accused.

g. In order to disclose a motive that would induce the
convict to order Muthukaruppan-—the deceased—to be
beaten, it is explained that the bull was famous for its speed
and ferocity and had never been actually made captive in any
Jellicut (Sessions Judgment, para. 3) : that the deceased had
caught the pullin a previous Jellicut though it was rescued
fromhimandnow for the second time caught the Vannivelam-

yatti bull invineible but for him (Sessions J undgment, para.
7) and that the Vannivelampatti villagers took great pride
in their bull (High Court Judgment, para. 4). 1t is worth
noting as a clue to the intentions of the convict, though the
Memorialists do mot deal with the evidence, that famous as
the bull was, no one appears to know who its owner was, and
the Police Inspector was anable to trace 1t. (See Ins]_)ector’s
evidence at p. 59.) Far less is there any reasoll to sup-
pose that the convict had any special interest 1n this bull.

‘

ouilt, it ig mecessary 1O distinguish (:m'cfuﬂy‘ what may
be sp_oken of as the two stages of the be'cytmg under
which Muthukaruppan is said to have died. In the
first stage he was beaten while hanging on to the bull.
While in this position he received two blows delivered
by the Jrd and Ath. accused, and fell down. The 1st
])msecutvion witness says ( Evidence, p- 4, line 10)“my
brother fell down on receiving these two blows.”  The
evidence of the other witnesses, which it 1s unnecessary to
quote in detail, is also to the effect that after receiving the
frst 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 unanimous that the first blow was struek by
the 4th accused, and the 1st, 3rd, and 7th to 11th witnesses
say that the {th accused struck the deceased on the neck
helow the ear. The second blow was according to all the
eye-witnesses delivered by the 3rd accused. The first wit-
ness says that the ard accused struck on the head, but the
3rd and 4th witnesses say that he struck on the side. 1t
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 more wounds were veceived by the deceased: so many
indeed, that,in addition to wonnds on the left arm and hand,
the whole of the upper half ot 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
ozserved even on the neck of the deceased ; for, according
to the Apothecary, externally the whole of the neck—and
not merely the part under the ear—was swollen and of a
blue colour and mternally, 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 Jeceased. It is thus clear that the two

= In orderto appreciate the extent of the conviet's




The importance of the dis-
tinction between the twostages,
as regards the question of

S

The two grounds upon which
the Courts held the convict
guilty of Murder.

4

blows that constitute the first stage form a very imconsider-
able part of the whole beating received by the deceased :
that the greater part of the beating—all in fact that made
it so cruel and so cowardly—was received during the
second stage of the beating, when, as the Prosecution
witnesses say, Muthukaruppan lay upon, ground.

8. These two stages, if the evidence for the Prosecu-
tion be true, followed close upon one another, and it may
therefore be that all who were in fact participators inthe first
stage are in law participators in the second stage. But in

meting out punishment it may nevertheless well be the
case (as the Memorialists sub

_ mit it is) that it would be
unjust to hold all who participated in~ the first stage re-
sponsible also for the second, or equally responsible for each
stage. There is a wide difference between the two stages.
In the first stage there is a beating—unsportsmanlike if
Maravers and Muppans are to be governed by English rules
of fair-play—hut a beating the object of which could onl

have been to prevent the hull being captured—a beating
which 't-herefore was not intended to be severe, and which on
the evidence amounted only to an assault. In the second
stage there is the infliction of a beating socruel and so violent
that—in the words of the Sessicns J udge, evidently refer-
ring to the second stage—the death of Mut
the direct, the

hukaru ;
natural and the only probable resulIt);Pan e

~ The Memorialists a
ng out the great difference between the beati
stages.  But they cannot here refrain fr
passing, that this difference shows that

the P i i
not lay the whole truth of the riot beforgoﬁgltgglgtlg
According to the evidence,when the first stage of the beat-
mg had commenced Mut]mkarlq)pzm Lad but seized the
Vannivelampatti bull ; there is nothing to show that he was
on the point of capturing it, for there is a great gap between
s_eizing a bull famous for its speed and ferocity (Sessions
Judgment, para.3) and bringing 1t to a standstill and carrying
away the cloth. But the chagrin of the Vannivelampatti
villagers at seeing a bull from their village overtaken 1,
Muthukaruppan might account for

| . their wishing to beat him
off, it does not, and it cannot, of itself, be made to account

for the savage and determined beating that was afterwards
given to Muthukaruppan. The Memorialists submit that
there must have heen some other cause for the savage and

determined beating of the second stage, a cause that the
Prosecution do not care to disclose.

e now concerned merely with point-
ng in the two

T'he first and second stages then of the heating are sepa-
rated not only by the nature of the beating given in them re-
spectively but also by their several immediate causes. And
it-therefore by no means follows that one who participated
in the first stage, whatever may be the offence of which he
15 guilty in law, should, when the time for awarding punish-
ment comes, beheld toberesponsiblealsofor thesecondstage.

9. Their Lordships of the High Court and the Ses-
sions Judge held the convict guilty on two grounds.

Never actually ¢ap-
B '
1l on the preve

5 Pl

om pointing out, in

ot ek L
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inciting t ivelampatti villagers
<o in inciting the Vannive : -
1 (:) tll)nic?]fciased off ghe bull he called mto acti
ﬁﬁrl?ﬂm he could not control :

: % icipated 1n
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© . . ey £
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dﬁg iﬁn that those whom they m(:l;etheO nof ool urged
4 e ,d with deadly weapons, v 17 §{rul-o wrqed then
Wefg Al ners to beat the deceasec ;;‘ I y o Phus
: » Priso ne to rescue the deceased.
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pation on the part of tl ic
S iniind: P e conviet as the learned Judges

11. With the exception of the evi
B = : viden
:\{:(tane]s:(,, (;clhdeu: is not a particle of evidencefro(ifl (())fneﬂel\?n(? rc;
s \V"lﬁle thlo dthe other that the conviet did anvthilocr
bl e )ecgased lay on !:he ground ; with the ‘exce]n
s one witness, no witness sayvs that he did- a p'-
bnncbeatl .\1se”the words, “A Villur man has seized ];%-
this,?)rd 1_;m. L6 tl}ereforebecomes necessary to see h'le
L w% ‘rlxless gttmbqtes to the convict. After Wh“;\ >
e aﬁ};:r; : 5 vthe 3rd witness says (Evidence, p. 12 ‘linle 17}1-
e 1]:,)} dou let_thebullloose, challenging any, one t)’
R Ran}al‘ y'ox(; do so intending to beat #7 % Then,” (Yin .

: i rstum. oundan (the conviet), and Vemb i M -
pan said ¢ beat this fellow also” Thereupon som R
i\&lgaeat l'nle \V\’l.tw!l sticks fmd shot stones at me f:o:nelll) ca} ng
t,hosel?\,]vll :)( :mntlﬁes the Hth to the 9th and 11th acius::l‘ i 3
e 10 e yeat and s_‘coned ].mn. This 1s a who]ly differ 5
e A en?oqragmg their men to beat off all the \’Iiﬁrl%
ﬂml cbuvil-(: came to Muthukaruppan’s assistance Hml
s assist; | urged others to beat off all who cgun ) ¢
ligy 1‘1('3e 1ot the deceased while he was lyin 01: tlto
g this,the \so)u. d zimw shown not only that he zﬁ) rov. “i

S iu,o_g stage of the beating but actuall p'lidetl

L ernt .nc1 lent I'glated 'by this 3rd witness dge; ;

o (/‘(:)11\’]Ct: \\'}th this second stacge of tl o

g. It consists of this—a beati 5 g

T el )e.atmg,not to prevent assist

bl t . l' rlil I»lpp‘dll,bllt in retwrn for an upbraidi “

tl'-zmsacti(;n 1t st 1; 1_1;3 }'e]:.\tetl may 'be a part of the wllln ;1:

i i .a-t 'u‘ 1..-1t i1s a part 1t 18 a subordinate a3

oo 3, lt‘ d-]l]d it sm:ely does not and cannot be i

T e b eac :0 1;0 dlewtconvlci% approved of or in any m\?(}e
sl stage of the beating given to Mut-l';lz

12, But further the evidene :
]i?i’-“11t éﬁ wholly unt-rl.’lst\\Qronllg}.m%‘l(l)ef*i:hl‘io‘:cllullgss o e
o > ! - £y s S i
()V‘il:-l(_l)n(:gl;ilt i?o not say thra‘t they accept the ]l.’]lll;’se(fi tt'he
Nt noslentlrety. They do no more than sa 1{]1(.“1
2 B [I( oubt that the story told by the PI’O%X t']dt
;Mt“ll.lo’l‘i‘ﬂi‘lta t71, tl‘_l}e (4th para. of the Judgmentk) Lll'ﬁ?]l
out (1110;ti§ ¢ 191'ef01‘ecqncelvethatitis open ‘Eothem. \"tlle
the evidencnmg- ;e ﬁn-dn.lg of the High Court, to Sho’w\t]l -l-
ought not ts ];)t thls. incident related by the 3rd witnlﬁt-
ot eaccepted. And they woulddraw the attentiLbb
g t]llle:ngl}t-} to the f_ol!owing reasons for discred(i)f:l
the evidence 11\I5tt place it is unsupported by the rest 0%
Oth and 10th w1 e only the witnesses, viz., the 8th
Vilah fideh . t,“ lf) speakr_genernl]y to the beating of ti :
e thc'b)g-l t.e\ ?pfthe ‘rth w_itness who speaksosl)c*ciﬁl-b
jon e dt mglq tl}e gfx'tl witness makes no mentior Lf-
e theb:)pg F';ls 1.nculent. Had the conviet 1-elaﬁ >
how not one of"lllxieﬁ:ttcfilbgfbe"}ten it 1s illcomprehensib]);
beating 9f the 3rd witness Shm:i(lltllﬁ:sbyc‘s }f\:}-‘o tEStlf)' to the
Tho cimtab el sodmadad i, ave failed to say that
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neident as given by the 3rd

In the second place, this 1
invented to account for his

witness is obviously an excuse
having peaten. The Memorialists have said above that the
true cause of the savage and determined beating of Muthu-
karuppan has not been disclosed. But apart from the cause,
it is clear that this riot was mnot a one-sided affair, as the
Prosecution witnesses make out,in which they did nothing
but run to the assistance of the deceased. 1t was, as the
Memorialists submit the circumstances show, a fight 1n
which blows were given and received on both sides. [f men
in a riot do no more than merely run to the assistance of the
heaten person, they do not receive theverysevere wounds that
these Prosecution witnesses received. (See Evidence of 11th
witness and Exhibit B). The nature and the extent of their
injuries clearly points to a determined strugyle. Moreover
the fact that no complaint was laid ; the fact that the Villur
men endeavoured to burn the deceased’s body at once and
hush up the matter (see Evidence of 1st witness, p. 4, line 425
Byidence of 15th witness, p- 43 line 43), show not only that
there was a fight, but a fight also In which they were ¢ uite
as much to blame as any of the accused. The factall the
Villur prosecution witnesses (except the 7th) excuse them-
selves from giving any details by saying that they fainted
at once or almost at once, also shows that they wisghed to
gereen their own ghare 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 witness and Bxhibit B). And his account of how
Lhe Mecame to be beaten is an easily ‘nvented excuse for
heing in the fight at all, and is obviously intended to show
his own passivit]y in the riob: a passivity which is inconsist-
ent with the severe injuries that he received.

13. Both because the evidence of the ard witness on
this point is untrustworthy first as being uncorroborated,
secondly as being in the nature of self-exculpation, and
also because, even if it were ftrue, it does not show that
the convict aided or in any way pm’ticipated in the second
stage of the heating, the Memorialists submit that in
awarding punishment the Government should hold the
convict responsible not for the second stage of the beating,
separated as it is from the first stage in the manner
above pointed out, put only for hayipg instigated the
first stage of the beating, the object ntention of which
was merely

to beat Muthukaruppan off the bull.
(Courts would have held to

w for the Government 15—
ating with the object

14. Such instigation the

But the question no
How far is a man who instigates a_be
of preventing the capture of a bull, a beating that had no
ulterior object, to be punished fora subsequent beating “the
direct, natural, and only probab]u result” of which was the

death of the man bHeaten.

be murder.

In deciding this question the Memorialists would
yespectfully request the Government to bear in mind the
following considerations :
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Same(a}- On a previous occasion this same bull, und " J % where of course the most impartial evidence would be avail-
- circumstances, was overtaken in the same ,ma, =r ' able. Now the Police Inspector did indeed go to the scene
ame person who was beaten 2 7 nner by of the riot Evidence, p. 55, line 98) : but he appears to have
on this occasion (see Kvid {Oﬁ i thie (Bt ay - ' d thi t:ll look at it. Cont 8 himself
see idence of 3rd witness, HEwvi . one nothing more jan look at 1b. ‘ontenting himse
ggtl‘i an;l 20). On that occasion the bull was re;ci‘a‘dldepﬁe R with an examination of the pepgons aggrieved and an 1n-
. any loss of life. Those then who instigated : s ; spection of the scene, he doesgappear in the words of the
zﬂe g;;ipresent occasion would have hadoth:a r:s:ﬁ:c%% ‘ (riminal Procedure Code, § 157, to have proceeded *to the
ous occasion in mind ; and would : ot to investigate the facts and ci st f th i
X ot havet ‘ spot to investigate acts and circumstances ol the case.
?;52:::}?‘;11 (W;}BiltﬁeVer the law may declare they Oufh:.l:(e)ll]:;(i(l Such an investigation of the facts and cirenmstances would
OTes anything more than the rortlt o & sttt srobably have revealed the part t ken in the riot by tl
E tho s 1 y have part taken in he riot by the
beating. ‘ b Prosecution witnesses : while without it there is nothing but
the evidence of witnesses whose purpose 18 the Memorial-
m y 5 g y
o ‘(l’)f 11116 Pl‘ot‘_secutlon balottot shewn hak T Secotd ists suggest, as much to screen themselves as to bring the
ge of the beating arose out of the first. Tl e ‘ accused o justice.
{a,lleged motive may account for the first st: e _lough bae :
ing it cannot account for the second stage e 17. These considerations on the facts of the case the
. iali av o G t, they confine their
¢) Ina . o . 3 : A Memorialists leave to the Qovemmen , they
there( 3\.% > gﬂ:,:d‘aggrng:’e reasons given) it is clear that prayer to the punishment of the accused.
oS s not a mere one-sided beati ‘
Prosecution have not given afull and candid st e‘atmg, the T .o : :
d story. The Memorialists therefore pray that the Government
15. The M i Tists ! may take into consideration the matters set out in this Me-
ehi il e{]}?ll& ists have refrained from impeaching morial and order that the sentence of transportation on
RO e t‘mlu' ence m thls case as a whole, because tlD Ramasami Goundan be remitted or commuted as may to
_purpose of this Memorial is,assuming t i he Government appear just
conviet, to lay before the G-overmr: nt llgo_.the it Qo pdrurpent B EEED Jojs
. ' : ent certain considerati : ‘
(l))l;fthe }mm‘shment to which ke has been s“(\;t_;ls_édglrahons .
theorg e the case in the hands of the ]G'os( i
sicrgiﬁ ?-butef to drit‘w attention to what seems to ettinment
sﬁampt({gﬁ thxfttt hg-'::flew&hya, Pgo:ecugion proceeds on gﬁg‘%sa .
i . Te s a riob as betw , by
t doas ol tLE een the d : . 7
o Yfflﬁg"l But, every accused person,with ﬂ‘l‘;ell?]:s iz ?
anpan lzvhit]vl; accused (who is a barber)and the convi'z:ciip; : %o ddigamo— A by
ey L y every one of the witnesses w e : M
at 5 B : 2 esses who we ;
O‘ivbglr ;ttott] 1:, lab Maraver. The caste of the wiﬁlg’;‘*,‘mﬁ ——"/_’__a:__‘,,
B ;1‘; tlllia({ ut1 thto.enl;hexamilmtion, and that of ebﬂ:: .
: s head o eir ¥ F K ) .
Maoratrats (Bahibita examination befor he ]
“"“:]S:Z)‘tttlb) Sth:\hlbltb N. to Z.). This would show that t‘i]e :‘h({; : .
etween one village and another, but be tw;::n .
0 veroSTER =7 =]

one east ot 1
anfl fﬁtste and another. In a riot between Mara
o Ouppabnsi3 th(? conviet, being a Goundan, would Jexs ; 3 A
I nopart. But in any case wh : AN
s ether th
tween ¢ Moo 2 Do Wete. e
veen caste and caste or village and village, ther S | g :
strong reasons for implicatilfrr the convi ¢ gt b ‘:
i j » conviet m it f '
i : s ng rom t
velgil‘lem{emenb, for by so doing the Muppans of Vumlllie |
i ppét- ti would be deprived in their defence of the advi i
nd influence of the headman of their village o8
ge.

=

1'6. There is also another consideration on the facts
t? which the Memorialists desire to draw the attontior(ic :

(overnment. They have already pointed out that the 1'iob 1
was probably not a one-sided affair, but a ﬁglit in whi((:)l

hoth combatants were equally to blame. In these ciret :

stances both sides would naturally after the riot st-mdnlr'l-

to watch the development of events. If then the \\'hol; trug'lyl

were to be elicited a police investigation should have taken

place not only in both the villages of Villur and Vaunivelam- 1
patts but also in Kettanipatti, where the riot took place and L
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