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Tarasoff Vs. Regents is a legal precedent that establishes the duty to warn and protect, as seen in the wrongful death case. A counselor may identify victims hence has a duty to warn. However, the duty to protect is a counselor’s duty in revelation of information that he deems may be of harm to a third party, despite such information being confidential. Comprehension of duty to warn by counselors commences with a strike of balance and knowledge between legal standards of privileged information, and ethical responsibility, as the rule of confidentiality is key. Confidentiality is an agreement that the information shared between the counselor and client will remain undivulged between them. Patient-therapist privilege, also privileged communication, is a legal aspect encompassing a declaration that the communications between the two will stay private (Martinez-Martin & Kreitmair, 2018). The client has superiority in this case and unqualified ownership of the privilege; hence, he alone may choose to release the information. Absolute ownership is not, however, guaranteed; hence an exception to the privilege arises whereby the counselor finds the information to be a source of potential harm, and counselors may breach confidentiality whereby a risk to an identifiable person is posed.
In the precedent, the establishment of duty to warn and protect may be reviewed from the scenario whereby, Tarasoff was murdered by Poddar, an Indian Student at the University of California. Due to distress, Poddar sought counseling numerous times, and since the psychologist was concerned, he made him committed to therapy. Campus police were also informed of the threat, which he refused and promised to cause no harm, thus being later released. I may have a problem with reporting a client since we bear a special relationship. Still, when it comes to a threatening situation, I may involve relevant authorities, since only counseling maybe cannot work at some point, as in Poddar’s case, who terminated therapy. Duty to protect may be inclusive of therapeutic considerations, such as anger and anxiety management, which at some point may deem unsuccessful, thus a privilege of justice. 
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