eommon Prudence, in the petty Concerns of pri-
vate Lite, fuffer the fmaliett Part of his Property
to be affccted by the Opinion of a Lawyer, pro-
cured by the ex Parte Reprefentation of his ()ppo—
nent? With how much more Reafon then s
fuch a Rule to be rejedied, where the eflential
Interefts of 2 Community are concerned 2 But let
us carry this Matter to 1ts fulleit Iixtent, and fee
what may be the Contequence ot admitting fuch
a Rule atall. It it is to be intreduced in the pre-
fent Inftance, why is it to be excluded on any
other Occation? It ought then generally to be
admitted, or not at all ; becaufe no Reafon can
be afitzned for the Admifiion of it in one Cafe,
w htch may not be extended to any other.  The
Rule then contended for is, that upon any Dif-
pute between the Proprictor aml People, the Pro-
prietor is to flate the Cafc as he thinks fit, and
procure the Opinion of learned Council at home;

and this being communicated to the People, is at
once to ﬁ'“nu all Objections, and to produce an
implicit Acqulcfcencc Now cven fuppofing the
Cates'to be cver fo fairlv ftated, what would be
the anfcqucncc to the P;opla under the Admi-
niftration of an intriguing, oppreflive Proprictor ?

O)
If the Opmxons of (,ounul were favourable to his

Claims, no Timc would be loft in communicating

them to the l’coplc but if, on the contrary,
what he contended for fhould be thought an In-
valion of the Pcoples Rights (the whole Bufinefs
between him and his Councnl being tranfalted in
the moft private Manner) the People would ne-
yer hcar a Syllable of the Matter, but the Opi-

nions
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