
reasoning faculties are out of joint? \Vould it lie "fair and
honourable" for hilm b>' artful advocacy to induce the jury ta
believe the evidence of gullt is insufficient, when he feels, apart
from the private confession of bi% client> that it logically ulc
to exclude reasonable doubt fromlu any rational mind? Is the rail- L
road station agent or eonductor under any greater obligation
tu the Pouuuunity in the inatter of apprehension and p-ani-shuient
of felons than the lawyer? Isn't a eriniinal's riglit te have :
lawyer befuddle a jury as far rernoved from those hl owcd
phrases " law of the land" or "'due proeess of law" as a inan
right to transportation by a eommon carrier?

Jêt us go a aïtep farther and suppose that the la\wyer advisics
or even silently permnits bis guilty client to take thic %itn(ýs
stand and swear te his innocence, and then uises the testirnony
as an argument to the jury te render a verdiet of ajîýqittal.
CarÀ this conduet lie ethical]y reconciled with. the ruling of the
New York Suprenie Court in In re Harýdeibrook, 1:35 N.Y. App.
Div. 634, 121 N.Y. Supp. 2507 InT that case, decided lagt Decein-
ber, upon argument before Justices Ingraham, Lauglilin, Clarkie,
Houghton, and Seott, the respondent, an attorney-at-1aw. wax
disbarred for conduet exactly described in the judgnient tus
follows :-"I' i l sufficient if, taking the testiîneny as a i0iolc, the
respondent wus proved to have had direct knowledge that the
client for whoin he appeared, and in whose faveur lie asked a
verdict, had souglit to reeover on perjured te4tiimoiiv, andi, w'ithi
sucb knowledge, continaed the proscution of the action, insi4t-
ing upon the right of his client to a Judgment although. lie
knew that ber testimony 'vas false. If this was satisfaetorily
established, it would seemi to follow thept lic lied been guilty
of sucli unprofessional conduet a-s te recliire disciline. [t ik
not essential in sueli a case that the attorney' counsel tookî
affirmative action te induce bis client to swcar falsel>', or, in
other words, suborned the perjured testiniony; but if an at-
Mrney, -%ith knowledge of the fact that the te8tim-ony tupoit
which his client is seeking to austain a elaii before thc eourt
is false and known to bis client to lie faNse, so thiat bis client


