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we are prepared to concur with him. in nîany of hie airgu.
ments and anticipations. But when we test the objection
to the attorney by any established principle in the law of
evidence, we find no good gréund for rej6ecting him. Thus
hie je flot interested in the event of the suit. There are ma-
ny cases, doubtless, in which the compensation of such at-
torries is, by agreement, to depend upon the resuit; and in
those there is a direct interest which exeludes the attorney,
as it .would exelude any one-who had bought a contingent
share of the matter in controversy.

There is no reason for excluding. the attorney on the
ground of privilege or of confidence, as between him and
the adverse party. This argqraent is especially aimed at
the proof of admissions mado-by euch party to the opposite
attorney. There is ceitainly mucli less danger of a party's
admitting away bis righis to a hostile attorney, than there
is of his makingr statements to an intimate f riend whieh
may be prejudicial to bis cause. But -the fiiend rnay al-
ways be compelled to disclose the most confidential state-
ments. Moreover, testirnony of an attorney of such ad-
missions, made to him by the opposite party, affecting a
really doubtful or Iitigated point, are always regarded with
extreme suspicion and distrust by both courts and juries.
It suffices, however, as to this argument, to repeat, that no
privilege or confidence exists in the communications be-
tween an attorncy and the adverse party, growing out of
the character or situation of the former, as an attorney.

As to the ground of public policy, it does flot a:ppear to
us so cogent as to warrant the introduction of a new excep-
tion in the law of evidence.

Aside from its bearing upon the bar itself, it is flot stron-
ger than it is in many cases of bias :and partiality arising
from social relations and fâmily ties, which are of daily oc-
currence among witnesses. In ail such cases, the position
of the witness, and his .connection with the party calling


