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'torresponbence

U#dior, OàAÂDA LAw Jot7mL:
DpE.& Sn.,-I would.like to alicit the views of your Journal,

of tome of its able eontributors, UPon a matter of professional
.tfo.Suppose a Person Consulta & sobicitor in respect of ain

inked wrong, and the solicitor writes to the person complained
of asking redress, and obtains an offer of compensation, which
iî:communioated to the client, but, being deemed by him insuffi-
oient, ia refuaed, although its aeceptsnce is adviaed by the soli-

The complainant thon consulta another solicitor, who writes
to the alleged wrong-doer asking a settiement, threatening se-
tion, and, faihing settiement, aéking the nan'e of his solieitor
,authorized to accept service of proceu on bis' behiaif. The first
mentioned solicitor writes in reply that he is authorized to ac-
cept auch service. The question is, can a solicitor, having been
conmlted by and having adviaed and aeted for one party as
mentioned, afterwards properly accept a retainer froin and act
for, the othor party? In other words, to put it generally, in
there any circumstance or combination cf circumstancee, that
can justify a lawyer, who has a.oted for a client in a litigation
or threatened litigation, in sltfbsequently acting for the other
sade?1

Yours truly,
A. B.

[Oonduct, sucli as in spoken of in the above letter is mont
reprehenuible. The solicitor first consulted had no business
whatever to act for, the other party. Speaking generally, there
#me no circumstances or combination cf circumgtances that could
justfy a lawyer who bas aeted for one client in litigation or
threatened litigation ini subsequently acting for the other aide.
If sueh conduct were brought to the attention of the Law Society
a solicitor acting in the manner complained of would doubtiess
be properly disciplined,-Eo, C.L.J.]
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