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reýcoey by theý plaintiff that lie inust shwa final lurnuna-
0tionl in hIs faýour of the prosection of whicli lie complains.

't-elae Master of 'fites tells nie that hlia IIs never

he*ardl of iiiy proucedings- being taken under sec. St and 1
tiave lo m>1 vdu ini inding any. .. ..

'1'lw motioni i-. in iiy opinion, entitled to suceed, with
I-t) plaînititl iii any exent.

ML CK>C.. M.)iItcii . 1906i.

CH'IIMBEIS.

CHJAMBERS v. JAFFBAY.

Di~cQvr!-LiCI Eamia lonof Defendani -An1 ?vers'
Ted ogl Crirninale I>ricileye-Canmula Eridî'n <e .1 ý

M.otion bv plaintif! for an attaclunentint the defeiimd-

ant H. Mf. Jatlray for refusing on his examnination for dis-

(,ovtr *v to answer certain questions. The action xvas for libel

4111eged1 te) have been publislied by defendants in a newspaper
alv th d'ait Daily Reporter;" a.nd defendants in addi-

tion te otheûr defences pleaded justification and fair coin-
ment.

A. Bi. Clarke. X.. for plainti'f.

R. MKayfor defendant B. M. Jattray.

MIULocK, C.J. :-On the argument plaintiff'sconi
êtated thaýt tlie reason assigned by defendant R1. 'M. .Tafrv
for is refusai was that the answcrs nmight tend to criminate

him, and thiat the question for deterînination w"~ whether
dfnntcould bo couupelled te answer suchl questions.

De-fendlanterz counsel acquiesced in this presentation of the

cue, resting his whole answer to the motion on the cric
single con tent ion that in a libel action a deofendfant cannot, ho

coinpelled tg)nse a question that maY tend te crirninate
imii.

ThIie actual question,, thernse1ve.ý were neither read nor

dîceeand ne exception was taken te the relevancv cf anvx

o! ti.l


