
REPORTS AND NOTES OP" CASES. i

niav now b. presentod in the mnt effective and convincing mariner. It fa,
of course, undorstood that the makldng of such illustrations would accompany
a detalledd exposition of the reasons for the opWn"expressed. This !S cer-

tainly a long way from more opinion evidence of tho old days. 4
On the general question of allowing exporta to give ressns for the opinion

expreâzed the Court of Appeels of New, York has said very clearly in Peo ple
v. FaJer (1910), 199 N.Y. M5 at 268:-

"As has aircady been <'xprewWe by others, from which expressions we
have quoted, ft la competent for a person offering an expert ae a witneas for
the purpese of showing the atrengtb of the opinion which ho is about te express ''
ta specify in dete.il the obmevations upon which the opininn in based."

When thms new revolutione.ry procedents, eahbiihed, ne it will beacoen
by unanimous courts, are compared with the olii rttlinM, on these subjeots
it o~an be understood what progreffs bas been made, and the result of thia
progren s shewn by nuincrous surprWsng verdicts in cases of this clasm. Two
recent New York cases will serve as conspicueus exemnples. In the first,
six wftnemwe tffltifled that they saw a certain oontract signed, and a jury !!ý
decîded that the document was a forgery, and, in the -wcond, a jury'i
convict&W a distinguished member of the bar of a forgeîy of two word8
ii tvpowriting that by comparisen were connected with his ovx typewriter,

With the use o! the microscope and enlargad photographe (Frank v.
Charnical National Ranko (1874), 6 J. & S. 20, 34; aihirmed 84 N.Y. 209);
the waistance of the ohart or blar b~oard (Mci(ay v. Lasher, 1'11 N.Y. 477;
Prir' with the hielp of these new precedents, quoted aboya, an intellgnt couinsel
àLId a compqtent wvitness are able, in mont cases, ta prove the facts, and
the truth will of ten prev'ail against what inay at firet soem to bc great oddii,

Nuinerous lawyers and judges know that important cases of tliis clase
have beeu discontinued and hastily takeu frem court calendars before trial,
but net tilt alter the documents had been photographed and the physical
ûvidenice had been arrangcd in a formidable and conclusive mariner for prosen-
tation in court. A few years ago many cf these cases weuld have been won
iiLgoinmt the faiets and in faveur of fraudulent claimant.

As in alI classez of cases, there cf courst continue te be decisionz agaiuet
the facs, and tihere are stili cases in which it is impossible te prove with
sufficient force, against syxnpathy aud preiudiee, w'hat is undoubtedly true,
but in very many cases iiîvolving, disput documents the old despair he.
mased away. With the now precedents and the practices a practieally new
pro3fesqsion bals arisen, devoted te the investigation cf documents and the
1phetographic iUustration and 8ientific preof of sur-ý » ; in court,.

Another definite forwe.rd stop taken by the courts in in connection with
the proof ci disputer! typewriting. The New 'York Court. of Appesa i a
recont case hms detlitely settled the question as te the rdasueàility of other
typewriting mowrly for compariaon. The curt, says-,

111 think it may well bc doubted whetber typewriting can be domçied
handwriting within the moanng of tht eàdsting statuts. Neverthelles, 1I
tbink the law sanctions the reception of the evîdence ini question, nubstan-
tialIy on the theory adopted by the trial judge. If the. impresson of a sent
ivere in controv.rsy, it would surely be omipetent te shew by otherM


