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plundering, and some of them had partaken of the
booty ; twenty-seven did not appeal.

Their Lordships cannot entertain a reasonable
doubt on the whole of the evidence that there had
been a plunder of the Plaintiff’s property to some
extent, and that if was a joint transaction. During
the time of the mutiny the chiefs of some villages
collected people together with a preconcerted pur-
pose of plundering the Plaintiff’s property, and it is
quite plain upon the evidence that all were acting
with a common purpoge of plunder, that they went
to the Plaintiff’s house for the purpose of plunder-
ing, and each co-operated more or less; and where
parfies go with a common purpose to execute a
common object, each and eyery one becomes re-
sponsible for the acts of each and every other in
execution and furtherance of their common pur-
pose ; as the purpose is common, so must be the re-
sponsibility.

Well, then, taking it as plainly established upon
the evidence that there was a plunder of the pro-
perty ; that it took place in pursuance of a common
design of all these parties who co-operated in
carrying it out; the only question was, to identify
any of the persons who were present co-operating
in that common design. In a oriminal matter
punishment may be apporfioned, but in & matfer
of this description, where the Plaintiff is to be com-
pensated for the loss he has sustained, the law does
not allow men to apportion their own wrong, and
does not apportion it for them. FEach and every
person co-operating to sny extentin a plunder of
this deseription is responsible to recoup the party
plundered for the loss he has sustained.

That being the case, there was no question in
reality that involved difficulty in decision, but to
identify the persons who were present, and formed
part of that plunder party. No doubt, in the cir-
cumstances of the country at the fime, there was
a great temptation to accuse, and, perhaps, con-
siderable facility in charging partieular persons
suspected, or upen whem it might be desired, from
any motive, to impose responsibility. But there
is this fact, a8 wes very properly observed by Mr.
‘Wood, that none of these parties: who now belong
to the group of Respondents, tendered his own evi-
dence to eontradict the evidence of the two wit-
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nesses required by the Principal Sudder Ameen.
His principle seems to have been, thut he would
not attach responsibility on any individual who had
not been shown, by two witnesses st least, to have
been present on the oceasion.  Then, when persons
so nocnsed do not think fit to avail themselves of
the opportunity they have had of exoulpating them-
solves, by their own avidence, from the charge made
against them, surely that generul reluctance to meet
by their own evidence the evidenee brought forward
nguingt them justifies the Court in relying on such
unopposed testimony.  Some of them in the defences
which have been made seem to huve imagined, that
because they had not got a Inrge share of the plunder,
or becauss, as they nllege, they were coerced to
join in the transaetion, thot exouses them from
respongibility, If the matter were to be disposed -
of in a eriminul proceeding, where the judge had to
infliet u punishment or a fine, all that might be
tuken into wecount ; but here, in & civil procecding
to obtain mmpunumon for the loes the Plaintiff
sustained, by a transuotion for which all who joined
in it are. respansible, in the eye of the law,—you
have nothing to do but simply to seo that, in point
of fact, the purties necused were part of that com-
mon assembly which had, and exeouted, a commen
purposs of plundering this man’s hoopse, und are
bound, cach and all, o make him compensation for
the loss that he hes sustained by the demolition and
nbstraetion of his property. It is very lilkely that
at first, in the confusion of the whole thing, sad
the difficulty of proof; thers was exaggerstion in
the elsim which was made, but the claim in respect
to the jewels and other things has been veduved,
aadﬂwl’lumﬁﬂ'huwmmlywnﬂnedxt within
reasonable bounds. It certainly does appear on the
cvidonce that he was plundered st least to the ex-
tent at which ke now lays his olaim, and perhups
congiderably more. The jndgment sppealed nguinét
~statos thot the entire claim was unfounded and
unestablished, and that the decree wns wrong
ngainst ol the purtice, But, confining it to the
mofpa&uwhohndappulbd they were parties
“who, iostead of giving their own ovidence befors
the Principal Budder Ameen to exculpate fhem-
selves, and show that they did not form u part of
that plundering party,—instond of simply doing
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this'&id puﬁﬂng‘ﬂletr own ‘evidenios lgnmst thit
] two " witnetsbs ' who weré Brought forward

: '“meyappmz'tommpmufmmd_
trgte upott the whivls trankuction, asi get the Court
of tHe AdiswTut tot to imstitite & diseriminating .
fuity into the Gredit of 'the Withesses, n eash duse,
ikt td odmie’to'the contTusion that there Y no foun-
dakim’ o the clafm &t @il There dould not have
been any adequate #iftitg of the evidence, snd it
dol Eeeni to be an n:maaomh]e ‘conclusion; on the
whols of the' eviderice, 'td sy or nugglntthattha.
_thhﬂhﬁhut%wpluﬂdm&ﬂm R

* Und#f thide “citouiistanes, their Tordskips feel
ué diffiontty i “saying that, in their opinion, the
Tudgmeht of the Adawlhit' onght to be réversed.
THe' Priricipal Budder Ameen had fhe dvanitiige of
hnvm;‘hiul fhie witnesses éxammed before him, ud
their evilene not Having beon contradicted by sny
of tha parties themséven, hm Judgtnont may be
thaly adopted.’

Pheir Tiordehips," ﬂmrdhm, wi]l hmnhly recom-
mend herl[njatythnttﬁn Jdgment of the Coutt
of Buddér Dewatiny Adawlnt be reversed, and thut.
the Judgment of the Principal'Sudder Ameen should
b affirmed with costs;, The Appaﬂmtmtohnvu-
the costs ‘of the Appeal. - ;




