REPORTS AND NOTEB OF CASES. 111

may now be presented in the most effective and convincing manner. It is,
of course, undsrstood that the making of such fllustrations would accompany
s detailed exposition of the reasons for the opinion” expressed. This is cer-
tainly a long way from mere opinion evidence of the old days.

On the general question of allowing experls to give reasons for the opinion
expressed the Court of Appesls of New York has said very clearly in People
v. Feber (1810), 199 N.Y. 256 at 268:—

“Ag has slready bLeen expressed by others, from whmh expresgions we
have quoted, it is competent for a person offering an expert as a witnesa for
the purpose of shewing the strength of the opinion which he is sbout to express
to specify in detail the obuservations upon which the opininn is bas

When thess new revolutionary precedents, established, as it will be seen
by unanimous courts, are compared with the old rulinge on these subjecis
it van be understood what progress has been made, and the result of this
progress is shewn by numerous surprising verdiets in cases of this class. Two
recent New York cases will serve as conspicuous .examples. In the firat,
six witnesses testified that vhey saw a certain contract signed, and a jury
decided that the docuraent was o forgery, and, in the vecond, a jury’
convieted 8 distinguished member of the bar of & forgary of two worde
in typewriting that by comparison were connected with lus own typewriter,

With the use of the microscope and enlargsd photographs (Frank v.
Chemicel National Bank (1874), 6 J. & 8. 26, 34; atirmed 84 N.Y. 209);
the assistance of the ehart or blac’ board (McKay v. Lasher, 121 N.Y. 477;
rne with the help of these new precedents, guoted abeve, an intelligent eounsel
sud o compstent witness are able, in most cages, to prove the facts, and
the truth will often prevail ageinst what may at firat seem to be great odds.

Numerous lawyers and judges koow that important cases of this class
have been discontinued and hastily taken from court calendars before trisl,
hut not till after the documents had been photographed and the physieal
evidence had been arranged in & formidable and conclusive manner for presen-
{ation in ecourt. A few years ago many of thess cases would have been won
againgt the facls and in favour of fraudulent elaimants.

As in &l clnsses of coses, there of course continua to be decisions against
the facts, and tnere are still cases in which it is imposasible to prove with
sufficient force, against sympathy and preiudice, what is undoubtedly true,
but in very many cases involving dispy: ° documents the old despair bus
passed awny, With the new precedents and the practices a practically new
profession has arisen, devoted to the investigation of dccuments and the
photographie illustration and seientific proof of sur*. . ngin court,

Anotber definite forward step taken by the courts is in connection with
the proof of disputed typewriting. The New York Court of Appesls in a
recent case hag definitely settled the question as o the simissibility of other
typewriting mavely for comparison, The sourt says:—

“I think it may well be doubted whether typewriting can be desmed
handwriting within the moaning of the existing statute. Nevertheless, I
think the low sanctions the reception of the evidenes In queation, substan-
tially on the theory adopted by the trinl judge. If the impression of a seal
were in controversy, it would surely be oompetent to shew by other




