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profeauions.l privilege, (2) as disclosing the party'. evidence, (S)
as belng crirninatory or penal, and (4) as being injurions t
publie interests. As to the firet ground, which is of vital inlpopt.
suce te thé légal practitioner, this privilege does nlot extend tô
nny person except a legal professional. agent or any persona Whlo
may set for .snob agent or under his direction@. Other, hav'e
ciairned the privilege, but have failed. Thus a patent aget
cannot have the privilege (Moseley v. Victoriaz Rubber Comnpany,
55 L.T. Rep. 482), neithér a medical man nor a clergyman (Rw.

selv. Jackson, 9 Hare 387), nor a pursuivant of the Heraldts
College: Slade v. Tucker, 43 L. T. Rep. 49. The reasons -upon
wvhich the priviiege ia founded are gîven in Grcenough. v. Gaskell)
M. & K. 103, where Lord B3roughamn states: <'It is founided on a
regard to the interests of justice which ce.nnot be upholden and
te the administration of justice which cannot go on without ti
aid of me~n skilled in jurisprudence, in the practice of the Court%,
and in those matters affecting rights and obligations which form
thé subjeet of ail judicial proceedinga. If thé privilege did flot
exist at ail, everyone would be thrown upon his own legal M.
sources. Deprived of ail professional assistance, a inan would flot
venture to consuit any skilful person, or would only dare to tell
bis counséllor half bis case"; and Lord Justice Turner in RuissuU
v. Jackson, 9 Rlare, at p. 391, approves of thé rule as laid down
by Lord Brougham, and states:, "This, then, béing the founda.
tien cf the mile, thé Court, when called on to apply it, must, of
coiirse, have regard te thé foundation on which it reste, and not
extend it te cases whi%,h do net fail within thé mischiéf it wat
déuigned te prévént." For furtiier cases as to professional privi.
légé the practitioner rnay refer te Reeco v. Trje, 9 Béav. 319;
Konnedy v. Ltefl, 48 L. T. Rep. 4556; Re Strachan, 72 L. T. Rep.
175, aud Reg. v. Bulliva-nt, 82 L. T. Rep. 493.

Prooeeding to thé question ot what évidence a party need not
disclose, it rnay b. atatéd, as a general proposition, hé nééd net
disclosé the ïevidence ef his case, or the tacts ef -r thé way he
Intends te make ont thé sane; but, aa distinguishod theréfrem,
hé rnsy hé cornpelled tei diecovér thé nature of his case or such
facts upon whlch lie may rély te support thé saint- Lade 'v.
Jacobs, 37 L.T. Rep. 631; Bolokow v. Fisher, 47 L.T. Rép. 724;


