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other insurgents in the north of England, who published a mant-
festo, declaring * that they took up arms with no other design
than to re-establish the holy religion of their ancestors, to remove
evil councillors from the Queen, to restore the Duke of Norfolk,
and our faithful peers, who were confined and deprived of their
honours, their liberty and the royal favour; and that they attempt-
ed nothing against the Queen, to whom they vowed a most con-
stant fidelity and affection.” The malcontents were SOON Suppress-
ed, and the chiefs convicted of high treason, and attainted ; among
those Richard Norton, and his brothers Christopher, Marmaduke»
and Thomas. It is supposed that the connection of the Nortons
with the Nevilles led the former into the insurrection. Words-
worth’s « White Doe of Rylstone, or the Fate of the Nortons,” re-
~eords this event, and several ballads upon the subject may. be
-found in Dr, Percy's Collection. Richard Norton espoused, first,
Susanna, fifth daughter of Richard Neville, Lord Latimer, and,

secondly, Philippa, daughter of Thomas Kapps, esq., of London.

He had issue only by the former marriage, of which,

Edmund, the third son dwelt at Clowbeck, in the North: Riding

- of Yerkshire, and his descendants, upon failure of issue of his eld-
est brother, became the principal branch of the family. - He died
in 1610, leaving, with other issue, a third son, :

William; who settled at Lawley, near Ripon, in Yorkshire, aa
estate still enjoyed by the family, His grandson,

Welbury Norton, esq., of Lawley, a Justice of the Peace for the
county of York, married Catherine, daughter of Thomas N or{on,
esq., of Langthorne, in the same county, and had with other
18su¢, a som,

Thomas Norton, esq., who became possessor of a considerable
estate at Graatley, Yorkshire. He married Mary, daughter and
cobeir of Thomas Fletcher, esq., by whom he had

Thomas Norton, esq, of Grantley, father of :

Fletcher Norton, esq., of Grantley. This gentleman having ap-
- plied himself successfully to the study of the law, was appointed
Solicitor-general, 14th December, 1761, received the honour of
knighthood in 1762, was raised to the Attorney-generalship in










uot tlll then, His lordship added, that as the court was now full, the
doors might be closed, and no person else admitted except witnesses,

The Attorney-general said that it was proper that the witnesses
should be all ordered out of court. ) _

The Chief Justice said, that any witness who appeared to give evi-
dence must leave the court, or he would not he heard when in the box.

The witnesses were accordingly ordered out of court,

Ocder having been in some measure restored,

Mr. Bayley opened the pleadings. He said that in this case
George (gh? Norton, PEsq‘. was the plaintiff, and William
Lamb iscount Melbourne was the defendant ; and the de-
claration charged the defendant with 'having carried on criminal
conversation with the wife of the plaintiff, to which the defendant
pleaded Not Guilty, and therefore issue was joined. oot
Sir William Follet then rose to address the Jury, and spoke as
follows :—My Lord and Gentlemen of the Jury—it is impossible
for me to address you on the present occasion without feeling deeply
sensible of the resppusibilitﬁ of the task imposed on me. Of the
nature of this action, and the injury which the plaintiff has suf-
femd.o?uu are already well aware, as unfortunately from the high
rank of one of the parties—from the position which he occupiesin
this country and in the Councils of his Sovereign—and from the
well-known beauty and talent of the unfortunate lady whose con-
duct will be made the subject of investigation this day—this sub-
ject has become one of public and painful notoriety ;and in jusltce
to all parties—in justice to the defendant—and in justice to the
lady herself, I am sure you will feel bound to dismiss, as faras you
ﬂih]g,r can, from your minds, the idle rumours to which this case
been subjected, and that you will approach it as you would
an{ other trial, between two persons whose names where wholly
unknown to you; that you willact upon the evidence only—upon
evidence adduced on the part of the plaintiff, and if in your minds
you are satisfied of the guilt of the party, you will fearlessly pro-
nounce your verdict. 'Fﬁe sition of the parties in society vou
will to be a subject for your consideration, as forming one
of the circumstances on which your verdict will in a great mea-
sure depend ; if you find that the defendant in this case has taken
advantage of his high position to lull the suspicions that might
otherwise have been awakened, or to introduce himself into the
family of the plaintiff asa benefactor, a pation, and a friend—if
he has taken advantage of that position to inflict upon the plaintiff
the de injury—aye, the deepest in every case in the present
state of society which one man can inflict upon another—if you
find that this illicit intercourse hasbeen long continued—that chil-
dren have been born, and that it is impossible to ascertain the ex-
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tent of the injury: and if you find that he has poisoned ‘that
source which is the purest of all feelings—the affection of a
father for his dear and lovely children—this, Gentlemen, is the
ease which I have to address you upon, and upon which I beg
-your calm and dispassionate attention. On the part of the
plaintiff I ask you to look calmly and dispassionately at the
proofs which we will adduce before you, and then we will call
upon you to say whether you are satisfied or not of the guilt of
the defendant. The plaintiff, as you all know, is M;, Norton,
brother and heir-presumptive of Lord Grantley. Mrs, Norton is
the daughter of thelate Mr, Thomas Sheridan, who unites consid-
erable personal attractions with a great deal of that ent_ for
which her family has long been celebrated. They were married
in the month of July, 1827, Mr. Norton being attg' tf,i;lne 27 years
of age, and Miss Sheridan [9 years of age. [t was a marriage of
affection—at least on_the part of Mr. Norton it 'was one of un-
‘bounded affection. Their income at that time was extremely lim-
ited for the rank of the parties. They inhabited a small house,
which Mr. Norton occupies at the present moment near Storey's-
gte, looking towards the Bird-cage-walk, The .huuse'lisldjuse b
orey's-gate, and the situation is rather important, as you w]il
ceive when I come to speak of the evidence. It is the first
ouse as.you enter the Park. At the time of their iage Lord
Melbourne was not acquainted with either of the parties: he had
no acquaintance either with Miss Sheridan or Mr. Norton, A child
was born in July 1829 ; he wasthe eldest son. Their first acquain-
tance with Lord Melbourne was in the early part of the year 1831,
and it commenced in this way :—Mr. Norton was a Commissioher
of Bankrapts ; that office was reduced, and upon that a suggestion
was made that Lord Melbourne, who was at that time Secretary of
State for the Home Department, had been in early life_a;pglliéi]ited
with Mrs. Norton's family.  Mrs. Norton wrote to Lord Melbourne
to state the Injury that was done to her hushand, and the conse-
quence of her application was a visit from Lord Melbourne. He
called in answer to her note, and shortly afterwards he appointed
Mr. Norton to the situation of Police Magistrate for the ) hite-
chapel district ; this was in April 1831. This appointment neces.
sarily obli r. Norton to be absent a great deal from his home.
He was obliged to attend at the Police-office Whitechapel, whi
was at a considerable distance from his house. He left his house in
- the morning and was absentin generel till 7 o’clock, and oceasion-
ally when he was obliged to remain late, he dined in the nei hbour-
‘hood of his office.  After this appointiment Lord Melbourne. be.
came a constant visitor at Mr. Norton'’s house in Storey-street. |
do not mean to say that those wvisits werc altogether confined to







12

Mrs Norton has been to Lord Melbourne’s house, and has
been in that house alone with Lord Melbourne more than once.
I shall show you that she has been in the carriage of a friend
which she was in the habit of using—that it has carried her to
Lord Melbourne’s house, and left her there—that thie carriage
then drove round the Park, and then went to Lord Melbourne's
house to take her up.  Where had she been during that time ?
Or in what room ? It was true he could not show---she was in
the house of Lord Melbourne---a young and beautiful woman,
and alone. I cannot call the servants of Lord Melbourne in
order to inquire where she was ; but he can do so, and he may
show that all was done was consistent with innocence ; if so
we shall probably hear how and where she was employed---
that she had been to Lord Melbourne's house was beyond a
doubt.  Again, with respect 10 the manners and habits of
Lord Melbourne, I shall prove that when Mrs, Norton was ill
and confined to her bed-room, he remained there an hour or
two. This must seem verv extraordinary, according to the
manners of tue present day ; but the case did not rest here.
One of the servants baving gone into the room while Lord Mel-
bourne was there, on more occasions than one found the door
bolted, and had seen kisses pass between the parties.  She
had seen Mrs. Norton's arm round Lord Melbourne’s neck---
had seen her hand upon his knee, and herself kneeling in a
posture. In that room Mrs. Norton has been seen lying on
the floor, her clothes in a position to expose her person,---
(Great sensation.) There are other things, too, which it is
my faithful duty to disclose. I allude to the marks from the
eonsequences of the intercourse between the two parties, 1
will shew you that these marks were seen upon the linen of
Mra. Norton. 2 g% i i B R

and I have other facts to disclose, which leave no doubt of
the guilt of these parties. It is laid down in the admirable
judgment of Lord Stowell that there must be circumstances
which would lead the guarded discretion of a reasonable and
Just man to concur in a conviction, I ask you as men of the
world, with a knowledge of the feelings of your brother men,
I ask you what must be the meaning of the visits of Lord
Melbourne to this young and beautiful woman? What was
the meaning of her denying herself to others, while Mel-
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has treated as his friend takes that opportunity to seduce the af§,
fections of his wife. T can never believe that his absence, o}
those opportunities which Lord Melbourne had in consequence
will be brought out against the plaintiff. As to suspicion, §
believe I can call before you every servant who has been in thed
house, who have lived there during the time, and who will tel
ou that however their suspicions may have been excited thaff
t. Norton had no shadow of suspieion ull inquiry was made
nd Mrs. Norton left his house, That Mr. Norton was a kinc
And indulgent husband, he conld not give a better proof than b
Feading the letters of Mrs. Norton herself---letters written during
2 time when he was absent, and which were quite sufficien
' lull everything like suspicion of the truth of her affectio
and kindness, and speaking of Lord Melbourne as of any othe
person with whom she was acquainted.  The letters that were
written are those of an affectionate wife to an absent husband--
they are full of affection, and calculated to disarm anything like
suspicion, 1f any such existed.
The Attorney-General believed he might object to the reading
of these letters, as he apprehended they were written after the time
when the crime was charged, but he would waive that objection.
Sir W. Follett— You need not have made it then. These thi e
are done merely ad captandan.
The Chief-Justice—If the letters were written after there was
just cause of suspicion, they are not evidence in the case.
Sic W, Follett—I was going to state that there was not the slight
est pretence for objection, and Iam prepared to shew it, They
peri%cti y legal evidence, and my hon. and Learned Friend knows
it.  The letters were written at a time when there was no suspicion
in the mind of Mr. Norton, when he was absent from home
Some of them were written to Scotland, during the period of an oc
casional absence. The first was dated J uly 12th, 183I. It begar
*“ Dearest Geoige, pray come home as soon as you possibly can.”
[ The letters went on to state that the children were all well, that
one of them was playing with a pug dog and a pet lamb, that the
lamb was so stupid fhat she was inclined to roast it twenty times z
day. Three other letters were read, all expressive of affection and
dated at several periods, viz. 1832, 1833 and 1835. In the latte
she stated that Lord Melbourne had lent her a hook containing Dr.
Lardner's letters, in which he proved that Mary Magdalene was
the most virtuous of her sex.—{Great langhter.) “She had not read
the book yet, but she was impatient to see how he proved it.]
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it would disgrace him if a verdict was found against him,
by the suspicion that he connived at his own dishonour,
Tllrais was the most extraordinary case that ever was brought
intoa Court of Justice. These parties were married in
1827, and lived happily together till the 29th of March,
1836—no alienation of the affections or seduction of the
mind of the wife; and, in his experience, he had always
found that this was the inevitable consequence of a breach
of the conjugal vow—that a woman who forgot the dutes
of a wife, forgot those of a mother. On the contrary,
Mrs. Norton, down to that period, was fondly attached
to her children ; and as the witness had stated, when she
found she was almost deprived of her children, she was
deprived of her reason, and was in a state bordering on
distraction. In the history of such cases the parties had
geueralljr lived happily until the paramour had been intro-

uced, and then the affections of the wife had been grad-
ually weaned from her husband and children, and she for-
got all her domestic duties, which ended in a discovery of
her infidelity and separation. Was there any single cir-
cumstance in the present case like that piciure! No, all
was uninterrupted harmony according to the evidence,
except that of the infamous witness Ninette I'!liot, which
was contrary to the whole tenor of the case, as well as the
opening of his learned Friend. There was no suspicion
of any impropriety by Mr. Norton in Lord Melbourne's
visits ; on the contrary, he approved of them. That was
another feature of suspicion, and shewed them that the
present was like every other case. It shewed that Mr. Nor-
ton was under some delusion, that his mind was poisoned,
and that he had been made the tool of others, he would not
say from personal but from political motives, by which the
present action was commenced and supported.  He cared
not for the political sentiments of those he addressed—Re
would as soon have twelve political opponents as twelve
supporters of his noble client, as he was sure they would
do justice to both parties. There was left on the Jury the
leader of the political party opposed to his client, but he
would have as soon seen Sir Robert Peel in that box as any
othergentleman ; and neither Lord Melbournenorthose wha
advised him, ever thought of objecting to that gentleman,
Hefelthe was addressin%lﬂhﬂn est, independent men, hecared
not what their political bias might be, as he wassatisfied they
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the case had been attempted to be trumped up. He would
say that it was the duty of the plaintiff to have given evi-
dence of the manner in which the letters had been putin evi-
dence were framed, on which he would make an observa-
tion hereafter; it was the duty of the plaintiff to have laid
before them the circumstances under which the quarrel
and separation had taken place between Mr, and Mrs, Nor-'
ton, when 1t might have been seen to demonstration that
Lord Melbourne had no more concern in the matter than
any indifferant bystander then in Court; that bringing such
a charge against Lord Melbourne was a mere after-thought
that it was what 1iever entered into the head of Mr. Nor-
ton himself, but was put into his head by others, he would
not say who, but it must have been by ‘seme insinuating
rogue who had devised the slander, It was quite clear that
it was not the spontaneous suspicion of the mind of Mr.
Norton—lie had been played upon—the separation having
been brought about by a’quarrel respecting the visit to
Frampton. Mrs. Norton had left the house in search
of her two children in a state of horrid distraction.
Then some one must have laid hold of Mr, Norton, and,
for indirect purposes, had induced him to bring forward
the accusation of which he never dreamt, until evidently
fora considerable time after that separation had taken place.
He would now draw their attention to the evidence that
had been adduced, and he would venture to lay down this
as a general rule, thatmight be applied to all the witnesses
that had been examined—either they were wholly unworthy
of belief, or they spoke to facts that were wholly irrele-
vant. He did not mean to say there had not been exa-
mined some respectable witnesses; it would be Very um-
fair to say so ; he would diseriminate between them ; he
would not attack the character of any witness that he be-
lieved to be honest and respectable, but he should be able
to show that the evidence of those who deserved the testi-
mony of respectability and credit could afford no founda-
tion on which the charge could be founded. They first
had Mr. Fletcher Norton, and he would couple with him
Mr. Derby, a gentleman at the Bar of hi h respectability.
They had given this most material ew?igince, which, he
would venture to say, was wholly unexampled in the an-
nals of the jurisprudence of this or of any other country
upoa such a subject, They said Mr, and Mrs. Norton















