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gMowv. Low, 44 L. T. Rep. 119; Âttorney-Generai v. Gakifl,
46 L. T. Eep. 180. Sa aima a party mmiy endeavour ta imupeacli
or destroy his adversary's came by interrogation (Grumtbreoht v.
pmwcy, 49 La. T. Rip. 570; Bidder v. Brides:, 50 La. T. Hep. 287) ;
but a party lu flot bouMd ta disclase the names of hie witnesses,
unles the name sought ta b. dimcloaed lu a material fact of the
came: Marriott v. Chamberlain, 54 La. T. Hep. 714. As ta dis-
covery being remisted as being criminatary or penal, it lias been
held that, where the dimcovery will expose a persan ta the risk af
uny kind of punimhment by way of pains, penalties, sud farfel-
ture, he la not baund ta give dimcovery. The swearing by a
party that he believes the document will criminate hlm is sftl
eut (Lamb v. Munster, 47 La. T. Hep. 442), but the defendant
cannot refuse discovery because ho thinke that discavery wauld
make hlm liabe ta a penalty, where much discovery la required
by a plaintiff iu a proceeding for the purpose af obtaining a
judgment 'ir ordr:. Derbyshire County Cou neil v. Mayor' of
Derby, 74 L. T. Îtp. 747. There are, however, statutory -excep-
tions ta the general rule which provide that it shall ho no graund
for reiisting dimcavery because discovery nny tend ta criminate
the party glving the sme, but lu much cases the discavery la not
ta be used againmt the defendant lu any ather proeeeding; thus
for the publication of libels in newmpapers the law makes special
exceptions for discoveryt 6 & 7 Wni. IV. c. 76; 32 & 33 Viet. c. '24;
33 & 34 Viet. c. 99; Ramsden v. Breirley. 'u3 L. T. Hep. 322;
Lefroy v. Burnaide, 41 L. T. Hep. 199. The protection of the
rule extende ta penal praceedinge abroad: United States of
Ânterkca v. Maorae, 17 L. T. Hep. 428.

Praceeding ta coumider the matter where privilege la clairned
an the ground of public interest, w2 flnd that this privilege le
founded upon publia policy, and ta prevent matters whf ch con-
cern the State, aud the publication of which miglit b. injurions
ta the State, from being nmade known. The privilege la generahly
eanflned ta Public officiais' documente, provided the publication
thereaf wauild ho Injurlous ta the public intereet.

When the objection ta produce a document la taloen at the
tral, the head of the department muet himseli state on aath
that, in his opinion, the production of sncb document wonld ho


