
PREFACE.

inconsistency, for the law of Evidence in particular, by the use of copious
cross-references. The chameleon-Uke appUcation of the rules demands thisWhen Does statement, for example, regarding his tenancy of an estate is
offered m evidence, it is perfecUy proper to admit it as a hearsay statement
against interest, if he is shown to be deceased, or to receive it as a party's
admission, if Doe is an opponent or predecessor in tiUe, or to admit it as a
possessor s verbal act, if Doe was a possessor; and it may be excluded in
one ruling, from one of these points of view, and admitted in another, and
excluded m a third, from another of these points of view ; and yet there is no
real inconsistency, nor any uncertainty, —except for those who do not know
the character of their law of Evidence. For those, then, who realize these
inherent possibilities in the kw of Evidence (and none others should ever
attempt to work with it), there is ample succor, through the mist of apparent
uncertainties, if constant beacons of multiple reference be placed at everv
possible cross-roads. In the lack of a uniform nomenclature and of accepted
cateh-words for every rule, no one can anticipate all the turns of thought
that may occur to each practitioner. But a great deal can by this means bedone to direct the mteUigent searcher to the various plausible aspecta of the
particular evidential fact which he desires to offer or to oppose
The third aim of this Treatise -to furnish all the materials for ascertain-mg tue present state of the law in each of the American jurisdictions- i.somethmg which has been undertaken, not because it is believed to be feasi-

ble m accurate completeness, but merely because it needs to be done, and
therefore ought at least to be attempted. Of the particular features of the
present attempt, only two of the most important need here be noted. Firstunder each rule (excepting those now wholly abolished, such as the general
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