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T{ thas been urged that the materials, or the information
obtained for the brief, should have heen obtained at the
instance or at the request of the solicitor; but I think it
is enough if they come into existence merely ns the ma-
terials for the *hrief, and T think that phrase may be en-
larged into (merely for the purpose of being laid hefore
the solicitor for his adviee or for his consideration.)”

“Cotton, L.J.—*Privileged only extends to communica-
tions with legal advisers, or in some way connected with
legal advisers: communications with a most confidential
agent are not protected if that confidential agent happens
not to be a solicitor.”

“Aprés avoir exposé les motifs qui rendent seerdtes los
communications entre un avocat et son client, exposé que

jai déjy rapporté plus haut. le juge Cotton eontinue:

“Tt was conceded on hehalf of the defendant, that if the
documents had been obtained or prepared at the instance
and by the instruetion of the solicitor, they would bhe privi-
legad, though not prepared by the solicitor himself. and
the eontention is, in fact, that there was no request hefore-
hand by the =olicitor that this information should be oh-
tained. T am of opinion that that would be an unsub-
stantial distinetion. . . . That, T think, is the true prin-
ciple, that if a document comes into existence for the pur-
pose of heing communicated to the solicitor with the object
of o'btaining his advice, or of enabling him either to prose-
cute or defend an action, then it i< privileged, because it is
something done for the purpose of serving as a communica-
tion between the client and the @olicitor. . . The fact
that one of the documents was not actually laid hefore the
soliciter can in my opinion make no difference: the object
of the rale and the prineiple of the rule is that a person
should not be in any way fettered in communicating with




