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THE MIRFIELD MURDER&.
DEFENCE OF REID:

_L1ceNsE oF CouNsEL.—( From the Evaminer, )
The most startling instance of the license of counsel that we
can remember, almost transecending the exploit of My,
Phillips in t_,he defence of Courvoisier, has occurred on the
Northern Circuit during the past week--if the reports that
have appeared be correct. Two men, Reid and M‘Cgbe,
wera put upon their trial for the murders committed lagt
summer at Mirfield, For one of the murders Reid had
formerly been tried and acquitted. M‘Cabe was now jeined
ag an accomplice, on evidence that went to shew his having
hean seem in cloge conversation with Reid soon after the
murder. e had also strenpgthened saspicion against him.
self by his own confused statements, The line of defence
adopted by Reid’s counsel, Mr. Seymour, was to charge
M¢Cabe with the murder, and go shift it by a very ingenious
argunment from off Reid’s shoulders altogether, Mr. Justice
Patteson’scharge was strongly favourableto M*Cabe, but both
the accused were found guilty. It then immediately trang-
pired that before the trial Reid had madeample confession of
the details of the murders as commitled by linmself alone ; a
confession meeting all the leading points of the evidence, so
far as MfCabe was concernad, but wholly exeulpating him
from the charge ; and that this confession had been communi-
cated to Mr. Seypmour, Reid's counsel, lefore the irial came on,
It remains to he seen what explanation Mr. Seymour ean

to brand M‘Cabe with the guilt of a murder which he knew
to have been committed by his client. Will the Law AMaga-
rine venture {o assert that ¢his comes within the proper
license and privilege of counsel ?

( From the Daily News.)

Some sharp remarks haye been made on the conduct
of Iteid’s connsel at the trial with referenca to certain portions of
the evidenes ndduced ngainst M:Cabe, It is asserted that Mr.
Beymour had beox previously informed of Reid's eonfession, exculs

ment ba strictly tyue, the line of argument taken up by that gentle-
man {n his defence of Reid was utterly unwarrantable and fnexcusa-
ble, Yo will, in this case, have sought to shift the charge of murder
to M‘Cabe from his client, with the knowledge that he had
deliberately and unequivoeally declared his own guilt and M'Cabe’s
innocence. Buch an attempt to sacrifice an innocent man in order
to procure the escape of A murderer, would be even mare culpable
than the notorieus effort to transfer the imputation of Lord Willinm
Rugpell's murder {rom Counrvolsier to the frnocent maid servant, 4l

{ now the inoat revelting piece of Old Bgiley effrontery on record. |

The eounsel for Courvoisier might lay the ilattering unction to his
goul that nobody was likelyto beliave his insinuation against tho
maid servaet. But the counsel for Reid saw M‘Cabe placed in
circnmstance of susplcion 1fkely enough to predispose the jury to

' belleve in his guilt.

Wa apenk bypothetically, for, in the pressnt hear-say state of
public knowledge respecting tha confession attributed to Reid, and
Mr, Beymour's kuoowledge of it, wa are reluctant to believe that o
membor of A learned and respecinble prefession can have so far

should ultimately sppear that Reid's confession is leas distinct in its

| exculpation of M‘Cabe than has heen reported,. or that Mr,

Seymour wus jgnorant of it, still we must say that, in attempting
to persuade the jurythat M¢Cabe wasthe murderer, he exceeded
his lmited service, and gravely compromised the rights of that
indfvidual. .

Mr. Seymour’s business on the trig) for the Mirfield murders was to

| do his beat for his client RReid s he had no right to throw out imputa-
| tions or insinnationn sgainst M*'Cabe. 'That. pezson, even assuming
him to be guflty, wagentitled te be judged on the stremgth of the

evidence, and of what the counsel for the prozecution and defence,
under the correction of the Judge, might sny of it. Mr. Beymour
had no right to say a word about him, or the court to hear it. IHad
Mr. Seymour been inthe witness-box, his hearsay evidence would
not have been listened to; had he come forward, without being
retatned for the prosecution, to speak as a counsel ngainst the ncensed,
he would not have been liatenod to. Whbhat right does his being
ratnined for the defence of one of the nccused give him to volunteer
an appearance gs proseculor of the other?

In the most lenient view of the cage, Mr. Seymour has been
guilty of a grave abuse of his privilege a8 o barrister. Xf the
more aggravated view shall be ultimately snbstantiated, it will not
be easy to find language too strong for the condemnation of his

The following letter has been addressed by M,

Wm. Digby Seymour, the counsel of Patrick Reid, the mur-
derer, to The Timces newspaper, in justification of his con-
duet at the trial at York, wherein he attempted to fix the
crime upon M‘Cabe, though Reid bad previously to the
trial made & confession, declaring that M‘Cabe was
innocent of the crime imputed to him, and of all participa-
tion in the murder, which was communicated to Mr. Sey-

mour .—
TO THE EDITOR OF THE TIMESR,

Sir,—Some of the daily papers, from a disposition, no

doubt, to perform & public service, have thought right to een-
sure the line of defence I considored it my duty to adopt as
connsel for Reid on the recent trial for the Mirfield murders,
at York. Tlie Faaminer hasg, also, a strong article on the sub-
ject, in wlieh it is stated, that I, being previously in possession
of a full confession from Reid which wholly exculpated
M'Cabe, endeavoured by an ingenious argument to shitt the
burden %ﬂ' my client to'the shoulders of a man I knew to be
innocent.

The press isa formidable commentator upon the conduct of
any man, but before conclusions are drawn, facts should be

clearly aacertained.

That I was in possession of a statement made by Reid on the
eve of his trinl is perfectly true; that from this statement I had
reason strongly to presume Reid’s guilt is also true; bui that
a Statement or confession was mude or communicated to me
irreconcileable with the supposition of M'Cabe’s guilt, or sufi.
cient to satis{y any impartinl mind that Bl‘Cabe neither acted
a8 principal or accomiplice, X deny. Certain questions were

.| submitted to Reid, chiefly as to the claracter of the new evi-
'I'dence againet him, and with & view to the cross-examination

of some withesses for the Crown. His repliestended very much

to inculpate himself, but did not at all exculpate M‘Cabe. from
the suspicion of being some way engaged along with him. And

| tliese replios moreover were g0 contradictory in themselves,

and 80 totally opposed to the evidence ior the prosgecution,
that Idid not believe them, and in no single point did 1 vary
the line of defeuce I had already resolved to follow.

A confession, full and satisfactory, ltas since been made,
and M‘Cabe’s life will no doubt be gaved by it; but with this
confession I lave nothing to do. ]

- Now, Bir,-as to my argument, which the FEFeaminer calls
‘“ a startling instance of license of connsel.”

The evidence offered on the trial a3 to time and other
matters pressed with about equal weight on the two prisoners ;
but M°‘Cabo’s stories and conduct, and equivocation,
strengthaned the case as against him, No concert whatever
was proved between them'; both prisoners admitted they
wereat Wraith’s about the time of the murders; M‘Cabe atthe

] 1ast trial swore that the man ha saw abv Wraith'’s waz Reid.

What course was open to me? If MCabe wase innacent and
spoke truth, the man he saw was my client, If M‘Cabe was
gnilty, and no concerf was made out, then was it not clear
my client was {unocent—clear, I mearsn, as & reasonable argu-
ment drawn from the evidence before the jury?

And now, Sir, assuming that to be triie which I deny, anad
admitting for & montent that a ¢ fuil confession” was made
to me *‘yprevious to tle trial which wholly exculpated
M‘Cabe,” I am yet tolearn that I would be deserving of blame
for endeavonring to throw the whole gullt upon M‘Cube if the
evidence, by which the jury were bound to decide, warranted
guch a course. I am yet to learn that this would be either
morally or professionally wrong. When a counsel accepts &
brief for a priconer lie becomes, fn my opinion, bound by &
twofold obligation, Testeemitin the flrstplace to be his strict
and solemn duty to keep faithful to his client during tho triad,
or pending it, and to hold I1-8 secrets as & religious trust. They
are commissa fidei—thcy must not be violated—they must 1ot
be exposed. -

In the next plaee, it is equally his bounden duty to franie the
best defence In his power from the evidence given at tho trial,
If & prisoney confess his guilt, or makes ndmissions whichtend
to criminate him while they acquit his fellow prisoner, i§his
couneel to hurry into the witness box to ruin and betray him ?
If not, then hix confession i’ nhot the evidence; ana doesa
counsel averstep hig duty who adopts a line of defence wholly
irrespective of that confeszion, but which is founded on the
evidence before the jury, borne out and justi fied by it ? When
1 velo is put upon this exercise of acounsel's discration—when,
ingtead of his argument being weighed 2nd meagared by theo
nature of the evidence, his motives and private opinions are
publicly submitted to & rigid moral test—the relution of
client and counsel will be deranged, and their mutual confi-
dence interrupted; the independence of thie bar will be
violated, and the principle of advocacy will he abolithed

pltogether. .
Your obedient humble Servant,
WILLIAM DIGBY SEYMOUR,
Ofthe Middle Temple, snd Northern Clreuit,

Dac, 29. Barrister-at-law.
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pating M‘Cabe from any parfeipation inthe crime. If thisslate- |

forgotten what he owes to himaslf and others. But even though it |
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give for having, with this confession in his possession, sought






