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had a right, and it was its dut>' to have forbidden the attorney froin changing,
sides in the saine suit, though at difféent trials ,for to do otherwise was ',to
defeat the very purpose for which courts were organized, viz., the administration
of justice," 1U1i/soti v. State, 16 Ind, 392, The evidence in this case and the
staternent of the attorney hirnself w~as sufftkient to show the court that his
intention %vas, for the benefit of the defendant, to use at that tiîne ail the
knowledge and secrets he had gained from his former client in preparing for and
conducting ance trial, and abserving and watching the dcvelopments of two
others. This court, speaking ta such a question, says: 1'We are of opinion that
the court in that case would have rcstrained hirn, even had hie been unjustly
dischargcd, and hie %vas allowed, as contended, to bc employed by the adverse

£party. The laws secures the client the privilege of objecting at ail times and
forever to an attorney, solicitor or couinscllar fromn disclosing information iii a
cause confidentially given while the relation exists. The client alane cati relcase
the attorney, solicitor or counsel from this obligation, l'le latter cannot
d ischargc hirnself froi-n the duty irnposed on him by la%%,." lu re Goicdeyy, 69
Cal. 5o. The attorney hirnsclf boldly avowed his attention so to act. Th'le court

-: permitted hirn ta do it, notwithstanding the plaintiff's objection. This we think
Was an error, and iii the absence of any proof to the contrary, injurv must be
presumed ta have resulted to the plaitiiff whercby lie was prevented from
haviing a fair trial af his case."-.4/bt Law.1 ournal

I'PW1R OF SOLICITOR TO0 MI> CLIE~NT.-Thc counsel of record, represcnit-
ing mnarrie d warnen in pending litigation, have an amplr power to bitnd thieir
clients ini conducting and disposing of such litigation as have th,- counisel of
other suitors, and decrees rendcredi with conisent of counisel without fraud, arc

* obligatory upon their clients, the consent of counisel being.in law the consent of
the parties they represent. There seerns ta bc an opinion, wvhich miakes its
appearance in records very frequentl%,, that rnarried %vomen arc privileged
suitors ; that w~.hen they corne before thé courts they corne with a sort of shield
against being hound in favour of their adversaries, and with the right ta bind

* them ini ail matters whatsoever. Now this is a grave mistake. When a suitor
cornes inta court, competent ta select couinsel, and does select counise, nio tnatter
who the suitor ri. iy be, or how rnuch married, the coutisel is there for the purpoqe
of r"presenting the client, and whatever the counisel assents to the client assents
to. There is full power on the part of' the counisel ta repre-sent the client, and it
is just the saine as if the client %'ere there in persan ;and it is no answer toa£

5, decree, a solemn judgrnent of the court, for the élient ta corne in and say that
the counsel misrepresented the client's interests, or did trot represent the client's
wishes. Let the client sec that the counsel conformis ta instructions, and if there.iA
is any injury by faiture ta do it, let the counsel answer for it, and flot the otht,

patýIn this case, whatever gain wvas ta this lady as against her adversr$ý
was absolutely secured by the decree. The decee was carried into effect, andýI
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