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The defenders of Rorke’s Drift were comparatively few in number, and, furthermore, the garrison mainly 

consisted of soldiers belonging to one company of a particular regiment. On the basis of these facts, the accurate 

identification of the individual men present during the action on 22nd/23rd January, 1879 would appear to be a 

relatively simple task; however, such is not the case. 

     In order to establish the basis of this investigation it is necessary to refer to my initial researches, the results 

of which appeared in published form in 1971. The work had been undertaken throughout the period 1964-1971 

and was based on the then known rolls of Rorke’s Drift defenders attributed to Lieutenant Chard and Colour 

Sergeant Bourne respectively.  It was considered that the two documents represented the only authoritative 

sources of information, despite the fact that the lists failed to agree in a number of instances.  In addition to the 

inaccuracies contained in both rolls, the fact that two such lists existed represented an anomaly.  Neither roll was 

considered as being totally accurate, and in view of the conflicting information contained in each, a complete 

investigation was undertaken in respect of the men belonging to the 24th Regiment who were named in both 

rolls. Various documentary sources were again utilised in this work, which resulted in several names being 

amended and others removed from the rolls. The information obtained as a result of this evaluation represented 

a combination of the original lists by Chard and Bourne. 

     The original rolls of Rorke’s Drift defenders were accepted with reservation in respect of a number of 

factors. I did not, for example, consider that Lieutenant Chard had personally undertaken the compilation of the 

roll bearing his name; however, the fact that he had apparently signed the document tended to impart a degree of 

authority. The roll is dated ‘3rd February, 1879’ and although this date may not be correct, it may be assumed 

that the document was compiled prior to the award of decorations for gallantry since the roll does not contain 

notes of these instances. The general acceptance of the origin and authenticity of this roll is clearly not without 

justification, and had there been no other source of comparison, the then contents would doubtless never have 

been disputed. A most important point relates to the fact that a large copy of the roll is mounted in a frame and 

displayed in the Regimental Museum of the 24th Foot. I was, of course, fully aware of this as a result of my 

visits to the Museum, and I had examined the document on several occasions. A facsimile of the roll was 

reproduced in The South Wales Borderers, 24th Foot, 1689-1937 by C.T. Atkinson (published in 1937), to 

which I had permanent access. Having verified that the reproduction exactly equated with the roll in the 

Regimental Museum, it then became a matter of convenience to utilise the facsimile for the purpose of research. 

I considered it somewhat unusual for Atkinson to have included the roll in his book without making reference to 

it within the text of the work, Historical Records of the 24th Regiment by Paton, Glennie and Penn Symons 

(published in 1892) which contains a list of casualties at Isandlwana, yet Chard’s roll of defenders of Rorke’s 

Drift is neither included nor is it mentioned. It was impossible to account for the omission of the important roll, 

particularly in view of the fact that it had been in existence since 1879, and presumably would have been 

available to the authors of the book. 

     Similar problems exist in respect of the roll compiled by Frank Bourne. This document is dated 4th July 1910 

and contains a footnote to the effect:  

By Special Request, and in order to preserve a record of those who took part in the Defence,  this Roll 

was prepared by Major F. Bourne (Late Colour Sergeant ‘B’ Company) from the Regimental Pay List 

for January, 1879, kindly placed at his disposal by the Public Record Office.   

 

     As the former senior non-commissioned officer of ‘B’ Company, Bourne was eminently qualified to compile 

such a roll as he must necessarily have known many of the soldiers on a personal basis. In view of this 

knowledge, I considered it unusual that he had not been called upon to provide information, at least in respect of 

his own company, for inclusion in Chard’s roll. It is evident that Bourne cannot have been consulted in this  

matter; otherwise he would surely not have undertaken to compile a second list of defenders as this would have 

represented a contradiction to information previously submitted by him. Bourne’s knowledge of at least some of 

his men is confirmed by his reference to 1524 Private Joseph Bromwich as ‘Bromatch’, which was undoubtedly 

the pronunciation used by the man himself when giving his name, as is verified by his service papers. Similarly, 

Bourne was aware when others were not, that 922 Private George Edwards had enlisted under an alias, his true 

name being Orchard. After a lapse of so many years it was thought unreasonable to assume that Bourne would 

have remembered each and every man belonging to ‘B’ Company. The pay list, which should have 

encompassed several months prior to January, 1879, could only have provided him with slight assistance when 

preparing the roll. Bourne’s list of defenders is far less comprehensive than that attributed to Chard, and this was 

thought to have been a contributing factor which caused Atkinson to include the latter roll in his book. 

Obviously the roll compiled by Bourne could not have been included in Historical Records of the 24th 



Regiment' since this publication pre-dated the roll by some eighteen years. It proved impossible to determine the 

source of the ‘Special Request’ which prompted Bourne to prepare his list, and it was conjectured that the 

request may have been made as the result of dissatisfaction with the accuracy of the Chard roll. 

     On completion of my initial research, the above anomalies represented little more than a series of interesting 

problems. I made only a brief mention of these factors in my previous work, since any elaboration would have 

posed a number of questions for which I was unable to provide satisfactory answers. Having resolved to 

undertake further investigations regarding these matters, I commenced by endeavouring to establish the 

whereabouts of Chard’s original roll. Preliminary investigations involved a re-examination of the Chard roll 

contained ion the Regimental Museum. It was clearly necessary to establish the date on which the document had 

come into the possession of the Museum, and also the original source from which the roll had been acquired. 

The Regimental Accession Books, kindly placed at my disposal by Major Egerton, eventually yielded the 

following information in respect of the year 1935:  ‘Roll of all ranks, in manuscript, who were at Rorke’s Drift 

(original and duplicate), from Mrs. Cantwell, 1935’. The hitherto unheard of duplicate of the roll was 

permanently displayed in the Officers Mess, and was obtained from there on my behalf. On examination, the 

roll proved to be an exact duplicate of the one exhibited in the Museum, and it was understandably due to this 

fact that the copy was seldom referred to. The wooden frame in which the duplicate roll was contained bore a 

silver plaque on which was inscribed ‘Presented by Mrs. Cantwell, widow of Bombardier Cantwell, R.A. - 

1935’. The fact that the document had been presented during that year, although no precise month was 

indicated, offered two possible solutions as to why C.T. Atkinson had included the roll in his book but failed to 

refer to it in the text. At the time in question the work must have been nearing completion and it would have 

been difficult for Atkinson to have inserted retrospective comments appropriate to the roll. Appropriately, being 

aware of the source of the roll, Atkinson may well have decided to refrain from attempting an explanation of the 

matter. Having formulated two possible solutions in respect of this problem, I was then confronted with the 

question of Cantwell being involved in the matter. 

     It is an undeniable fact that Bombardier (Wheeler) John Cantwell, R.A., was present at the defence of 

Rorke’s Drift, since he was awarded the Distinguished Conduct Medal in respect of the action.  He was given as 

‘Wounded’ in Chard’s roll, but there is no evidence to support this statement. 

     John Cantwell was born at St. James’s, Dublin, and was, by trade, a servant.  He enlisted in the 9th Foot on 

6th November, 1868 at the age of twenty-three years six months. Cantwell transferred to the Royal Artillery on 

1st April, 1872, joining N Battery, 5th Brigade, R.A., on 1st July 1877. Having served for a time at St. Helena, 

he arrived at the Cape of Good Hope on 9th January 1878 and subsequently took part in the advance into 

Zululand. Promoted to the rank of Bombardier Wheeler on 29th July, 1878, he reverted to the rank of Gunner on 

21st January 1879, and was discharged at Woolwich on 19th July, 1889 as being ‘Medically unfit for further 

service’. His intended place of residence was 8 Loop Street, Pietermaritzburg, Natal, South Africa. 

     The Rorke’s Drift roll of defenders, apparently authenticated by Lieutenant Chard and correctly addressed to 

Colonel Glyn, was regarded by many to be an official document. The discovery that Cantwell, or, to be more 

accurate, his widow, Caroline Margaret Cantwell, had been instrumental in providing the Regimental Museum 

with a copy of the roll, posed  an extremely difficult problem. I resolved, however, to pursue the matter and 

began by attempting to establish the whereabouts of Chard’s original roll. Being in possession of copies of all 

the official correspondence relating to the Zulu War, I was fully aware that no written request had been made for 

the submission of a list of those present at the defence of Rorke’s Drift.  Logic dictated that the Public Record 

Office was the obvious depository for such a document, and accordingly I engaged three professional 

researchers, each working independently, to undertake the necessary work on my behalf. After a lengthy interval 

of time, I was assured that the roll was not to be found within the Public Record Office. Having established this 

fact, a further series of investigations were carried out at the former Colonial Office, the Regimental Museum of 

the Royal Engineers, the War Office Library, the National Army Museum and the Royal Archives, but without 

success. A copy of the roll of Defenders of Rorke’s Drift was finally located in the British Museum Library, but 

this transpired to be Bourne’s Roll, a fact which I considered to be of some significance; nothing was known of 

Chard’s roll. Lieutenant-Colonel W.W.M. Chard and the late Mrs. D. Phillips, who possessed living memories 

of J.R.M. Chard, kindly responded to my request and searched through the papers formerly belonging to their 

forebear. There was neither trace nor mention of the Rorke’s Drift roll. 

     As a result of these protracted investigations, it was plainly evident that Chard’s roll was totally unknown, 

and in consequence of this fact, I again scrutinised the roll contained in the Regimental Museum. After some 

time, I was eventually able to formulate a number of conclusions regarding this document. To my untrained eye, 

the manuscript appeared to consist of two distinctive styles of handwriting. With three notable exceptions, the 

names of the garrison seemed to have been written in a conventional hand. A more ornate method of writing 

was employed in the heading and sub-headings of the roll and also in respect of the names of ‘Lieutenant J.R.M. 

Chard (In Command)’, ‘Lieutenant Bromhead (Com’d B Comp) and ‘Bomb. J. Cantwell’. These three names, 

and no others, were made more distinctive by being underlined.  In addition, it was also noted that the seventh 

name of the roll referred to ‘Private Robson', R.E., who was Chard’s batman. In his letter to Queen Victoria, 



Chard mentions Robson on two occasions, in both instances referring to him as ‘Driver’. If Chard had, in fact, 

signed the roll, it is strange that he had not amended Robson’s rank to that of Driver, or more conventionally 

Sapper, since the title had been in use from the time of the Crimean War.  A number of documents which are 

known to have been written by Chard reveal that the rank of Sapper was correctly applied in all instances. 

     It had become increasingly evident to me that the roll and duplicate copy in the possession of the Regimental 

Museum represented the only examples of Chard’s original list of Rorke’s Drift defenders. The number and 

significance of the various anomalies associated with the document had engendered my suspicions regarding not 

only the source, but also the authenticity of the roll. In view of the documents having originated from the 

Cantwell family, it became a matter of necessity to confirm whether or not Lieutenant Chard had approved and 

signed the roll. Mr. Derek Davis, a Forensic Handwriting Expert, generously agreed to undertake an analysis of 

the roll in conjunction with a comparison of various samples of handwriting. An authenticated sample of 

Chard’s handwriting, which included his signature, together with a photocopy of the Rorke’s Drift roll, was 

submitted for examination. I considered the possibility that Lieutenant Bromhead may have been responsible for 

compiling the roll, and, accordingly, an authenticated sample of his handwriting was also submitted. In view of 

my previous comments regarding Colour Sergeant Bourne, I did not consider it necessary to include an example 

of his writing. I did not, unfortunately, possess an authenticated sample of Bombardier Cantwell’s handwriting. 

Precise information and specific instructions regarding the work were submitted as follows: 

Written instructions to examine photostat copies of historical documents relating to the  defence of 

Rorke’s Drift.  To compare the handwriting on these documents and offer opinions as to authorship. 

 

In due course, Mr. Davis produced a comprehensive report in which he stated 

The handwriting in each document was examined and notes made of the personal handwriting habits, 

tendencies and formations found. Examination of all notes allowed opinions to be formed as to specific 

authorship of the documents.  In my considered opinion, one person wrote the whole of the Roll, 

including the headings and the signature of Lieutenant Chard.  This includes the names which visually 

appear to be a different writing.  The only clue that I can offer as to the production of the roll is that it 

is possible that a man from the 2/24th Regiment produced it - due to the use of first names in that 

regiment.  The only name that shows as carefully written is that of Private Michael Kiley, although this 

may be coincidence.  The numbers of the men are mentioned in the 1st and 2nd/24th Regiment but 

omitted from others.  

 

     As a result of the conclusions contained in the report, it is obvious that Lieutenant Chard did not sign the 

document; neither did Lieutenant Bromhead contribute to any part of the roll.  My attention was then given to 

the right-hand portion of the document which contains a return enumerating the strength and composition of the 

garrison, together with notes referring to those killed, wounded and died of wounds. This information, with the 

figures slightly amended, was reproduced in Lieutenant Chard’s dispatch dated 12th February, 1879, which was 

correctly addressed to ‘Colonel Glyn, C.B.’ It was evident that this was the only part of the roll of defenders 

which had been transmitted to higher authority.  Assuming that Chard had ordered that the information be 

obtained for inclusion in his dispatch, then the person undertaking the task would presumably have first 

compiled a list of names sub-divided into regiments and corps, etc.  It would then have become a comparatively 

simple matter to extract the required information which could then be presented in numerical form. The 

evidence for this is contained in the fact that each name appearing in the roll is numbered sequentially from ‘1’ 

to ‘141’, which represents the figure given as the total strength of the garrison. It is a matter of conjecture as to 

the identity of the man who actually compiled the roll of Rorke’s Drift defenders. Whoever this person was, he 

for some unknown reason provided Cantwell with a high degree of prominence in the roll, perhaps in the 

knowledge that once having been used for its intended purpose, the document then became no longer of use. It is 

equally impossible to determine the sources from which the roll was compiled; as previously stated, Colour 

Sergeant Bourne was obviously not consulted in respect of men belonging to B Company. It is my personal 

opinion that the degree of authority attributed to Lieutenant Chard’s roll of Rorke’s Drift defenders is not 

substantiated by the evidence, as described in the foregoing. 

     The list of defenders compiled by Major Bourne was totally unrelated to the Chard roll and therefore 

represented an independent means of verifying a portion of the information contained in the latter document. I 

considered the individuals named in both rolls as having been present at the action; however, the numerous 

instances of names appearing in one roll but not in the other constituted a number of anomalies. During the 

course of my investigations a fortunate coincidence revealed the whereabouts of Mrs. Mary. F. Whitby, 

youngest daughter of Lieutenant-Colonel Frank Bourne, formerly Colour Sergeant of ‘B’ Company 2/24th 

Regiment. Major Egerton kindly provided me with the necessary assistance in communicating with Mrs. 

Whitby, and as a result I was able to obtain from her a considerable amount of valuable and hitherto unknown 

information.  



     The most important single aspect of this information concerned the fact that Frank Bourne had amended his 

personal copy of the roll previously compiled by him, these amendments having been undertaken after the 

publication of Atkinson’s book containing the Chard roll.  An examination of the amended roll revealed that the 

work was in Bourne’s own handwriting, as confirmed by his daughter, and that each name had been examined 

and duly marked. In addition, Bourne had added most but not all the names previously omitted from his original 

roll, and his failure to include certain individuals from the ‘Chard’ roll disclosed his obvious lack of agreement 

regarding their presence at the action. 

     Of equal significance was the fact that Bourne had not deleted one single name from his original roll, and 

there are indications that, in part, this may well have been justified. For example, the Chard roll fails to include 

1005 Private John Smith who was undeniably present at the defence of Rorke’s Drift as he was slightly 

wounded in the battle, a fact which is confirmed by his service papers. In view of the amendments undertaken 

by Bourne, I considered that there now existed a closer relationship between his amended roll and the ‘Chard’ 

roll, and this provided a far greater degree of confirmation in respect of the majority of individuals named in 

both documents. I was obviously aware that the names contained in Bourne’s amended roll, together with those 

which he had not included from the Chard roll of defenders, represented ‘B’ Company as being above average 

company strength. At least four men, and there may well have been others belonging to ‘B’ Company, were 

killed at Isandlwana. Two men who served in ‘B’ Company at the defence of Rorke’s Drift had items of 

equipment lost, and in one case later recovered at Isandlwana. It is not unusual to discover items of field service 

equipment at one camp whilst the owners of the material were elsewhere, and this may indicate that the men 

concerned were by chance present at Rorke’s Drift at the time of the Zulu attack. Inter-company transfers were 

not at all uncommon and at the time in question ‘B’ Company appears to have been a somewhat fragmented 

unit.  It is possible that this may have been the principal factor which contributed to the omissions and errors 

contained in Bourne’s original roll. The importance of the amendments undertaken by Lieutenant-Colonel 

Bourne is contained in the fact that the ‘Chard’ roll had finally been examined by a known and extremely well 

qualified authority. 

     During the final stage of the investigation, I learned of the existence of yet another roll of Rorke’s Drift 

defenders. F.W. David Jackson, author of ‘Isandlwana, 1879: the sources re-examined', (Journal of the Society 

for Army Historical Research, 1965), kindly informed me that a roll, signed by Major Dunbar, had appeared in 

The Natal Colonist for 15th January, 1880. Having obtained a photostat of the newspaper, I discovered that the 

roll had been specially prepared in connection with the ‘Presentation of an Address by the Mayor of Durban’, a 

copy of which had been presented to each individual soldier. This roll of defenders was clearly based on the 

Chard roll and I concluded that the unknown compiler of the Chard roll was possibly present with the battalion, 

or, alternatively, he had provided the information for Dunbar. Major Dunbar, who was then commanding the 

2nd Battalion 24th Regiment, had signed the list of defenders which related exclusively to the survivors of ‘B’ 

Company. No mention was made of men belonging to the 1st Battalion 24th Regiment and those men who had 

served in other regiments and corps, both Imperial and Colonial, were similarly excluded. The honour conferred 

upon the garrison by the people of Durban was somewhat unfairly reserved for members of ‘B’ Company. 

     After assessing the four rolls of defenders and taking into consideration not only their contents but also the 

evidence regarding the source of each document, I saw no reason to amend my former evaluation of those 

present at the defence of Rorke’s Drift. This evaluation was based on a provisional acceptance of all the names 

appearing in the various rolls, research then being undertaken in each individual case.  Very few soldiers’ papers 

refer specifically to the defence of Rorke’s Drift and therefore alternative documentary sources were consulted.  

These included the relevant pay and credits (muster) rolls, medal, casualty and effects rolls, together with 

reports, official and otherwise, and various documents and narratives relating to the battle. The results of this 

work indicated that a number of individuals named in one or more of the original rolls were not present at the 

defence of Rorke’s Drift and in consequence their names were excluded from my roll. In certain instances, 

where entries in service papers were obviously confused, there must remain an element of doubt as to whether 

or not the individual was present at the action, and notes appropriate to these cases have been included in this 

work. The following details relate to those soldiers who, as a result of my own researches, are considered as not 

having been present at the defence of Rorke’s Drift. 

      2-24/981 Private Charles Bromwich, ‘B’ Company, 2/24th Foot. Charles Bromwich was born at St. 

Nicholas’s, Warwick, and was by trade a labourer.  He served in the 2nd Warwickshire Militia (No. 3926) from 

11th October, 1858 until attesting for the 24th Regiment at Plymouth on 22nd March, 1859; he was then aged 18 

years. Bromwich re-engaged at Preston on 20th August, 1869 and subsequently served at Mauritius, the East 

Indies and South Africa, arriving there on 10th March, 1878. The pay roll for the period 1st October, 1878 - 31st 

March, 1879 clearly states that he was sent ‘To the General Depot at Pietermaritzburg on 31st October, 1878’. 

His pay, via the Service Companies of the 24th Regiment, ceased with effect from this date and there is no 

record of him returning to his company during the period concerned. Bromwich was sent to Cape Town and 

subsequently transferred to the 91st Highlanders (595) on 30th November, 1879. On 19th May 1880 he was 

attached to the Royal Welch Fusiliers (58B/2739) for the purpose of discharge. Charles Bromwich was 



discharged from the army on 9th June 1880, his intended place of residence being given as 12, Brook Street, 

Warwick.  981 Private Charles Bromwich is named in the ‘Chard’ roll as having been present at the defence of 

Rorke’s Drift; his name also appears in Dunbar’s list, but, this is hardly surprising as the list was based on the 

‘Chard’ roll. Bourne omits 981 Charles Bromwich from his roll, but names 1524 Private Joseph Bromwich as 

being present at the action. In the light of the evidence provided by the pay roll, this would seem to be correct. 

     1402 Private W. Buck, 2420 Private P. Caine and 1060 Private T. Williams, all of whom served in ‘B’ 

Company, were sent to the General Depot at Pietermaritzburg on 31/10/1878.  Their pay, via the Service 

Companies of the 24th Regiment, ceased with effect from this date and there is no record of them returning to 

their company during the period concerned. These men are named in Bourne’s original roll, but do not appear in 

the ‘Chard’ roll, and in consequence, neither are they given in Dunbar’s list. 1374 Private J. Williams appears 

in Bourne’s original roll as serving in ‘B’ Company at the defence of Rorke’s Drift. The pay roll confirms that 

this man was sentenced to 112 days imprisonment, being confined on 1/10/1878, tried on 9/10/1878, and sent to 

prison on 13/10/1878. He was transferred to the General Depot prison on 1/11/1878 and released on 1/1/1879, 

shortly after which he deserted from the regiment. He could not, therefore, have been present at the action on 

22nd January, 1879. 1083 Private Watkin Jenkins (1st Battalion) is given in the ‘Chard’ roll as a survivor of 

the action at Rorke’s Drift. This man was frequently mis-named as ‘Matthew Jenkins’ and Bourne, in his rolls, 

lists him as ‘M. Jenkins - killed in action’. He was in fact killed at Isandlwana and not Rorke’s Drift and it 

would appear that Bourne has confused him with 841 Private James Jenkins, who was killed at the latter battle. 

It is not unreasonable to assume that had the ‘Chard’ roll been correct, then 1083 Jenkins would have been 

included in Dunbar’s list, which he was not. 25B/953 Private Frederick Evans (Mounted Infantry), ‘H’ 

Company. At the time of my original research it proved impossible to identify this individual, who was one of 

ten soldiers named Evans then serving in the 2nd Battalion. He is named in the ‘Chard’ roll and also in Bourne’s 

amended roll but no mention is made of his service number or the initial of his first name. Fortunately the list 

signed by Major Dunbar includes a ‘Frederick Evans’ and it therefore became possible to establish the correct 

identity of this man. Evans is mentioned in a number of statements written by men present at the defence of 

Rorke’s Drift. Corporal Lyons and Private Waters refer to him, and a letter by Private Hitch (page 136 The Red 

Soldier by Frank Emery) contains the following:  

The first news I had of what had happened at Isandlwana was when one of the mounted infantry, 

named Evans, came galloping up to the mission house, and said that a part of the camp across the river 

had been destroyed by the Zulus, that two guns had been taken as well as all the ammunition, and that 

the enemy were advancing in force to attack Rorke’s Drift.  

 

     Evans himself, in a letter written in Welsh to his wife, then living at Tonypandy, South Wales, mentions that 

he ‘was at Rorke’s Drift’ but does not elaborate further on the action. It is unusual that a soldier who had not 

only survived the annihilation of his comrades at Isandlwana, but had also ridden to warn the garrison at Rorke’s 

Drift and then remained to assist in the defence, should make so brief a mention of his experiences. In his letter 

to Queen Victoria, Lieutenant Chard states,  

A letter describing what had happened (at Isandlwana) had been sent by Bromhead, by two men of the 

Mounted Infantry, who had arrived fugitives from Isandlwana, to the Officer Commanding at 

Helpmakaar. 

 

 Chard continues,  

Several fugitives from the Camp arrived, and tried to impress upon us the madness of an attempt to 

defend the place. They proved the truth of their belief in what they said, by leaving us to our fate, and 

in the state of mind they were in, I think our little garrison was as well without them. As far as I know, 

but one of the fugitives remained with us - Lieutenant Adendorff whom I have before mentioned. 

 

     Despite the fact that Evans was one of the men who carried the news of Isandlwana to Rorke’s Drift, as 

confirmed by the three eye-witnesses, there is no mention whatsoever of his participation in the defence, and in 

view of Lieutenant Chard’s comments, I consider that there is insufficient evidence to support the inclusion of 

Evans in the Rorke’s Drift roll of defenders. The fact that Evans received a copy of the Address from the Mayor 

of Durban does not, in any way, prove his presence at the battle. 

     The evidence in respect of the four varying rolls of Rorke’s Drift defenders obviously cannot be regarded as 

being complete, and consequently a number of important questions must necessarily remain unanswered. In the 

final analysis, the identification of those present at the defence of Rorke’s Drift can only be achieved by the 

means employed in this work, that is by utilising the original rolls together with additional documentary sources. 

The results of such a comparison make it possible to determine the majority of the individual soldiers who were 

present, or likely to have been present at the action, and it is only in a very few instances that an element of 

doubt must continue to exist. 

  


