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vasoirnotôr system'gs ; and the nervous
disorders produced by its use, differ-
cnt cases and utider different circum-
statices, such as age, climate, suscepti-
bility, tempcrament, and general con-
stitutional conditions, are such as are
due to overstimulation and depres-
sion, the resuit of the reaction follow-
ing overstimulation of the various
nerve-ccntres, and may be grouped as
followvs:

IInsomnia and restlessness, partly
through its stimulating action on the
brain-celis and partly throughi stimu-
lation of the pulse and respiration> as
a subsidence of respiration is neces-
sary to sleep.

IlHeadaclie, vertigo, ringing in the
cars, flashes of lighit, mental dulness
and confusion1 apprehension of cevii,
with exliaustion of mm id and disin-
clination ta mental exertion.

IlIncreased and irregular action of
the hicart, increaseci respiration,, mus-
cular tremor, 1 nervousr.ess,' disincli-
nation to, physical exertkal, hypcr-
esthesia, paresthcsia, hieat and flush-
ings of the body.- / Dz-eete;ti d
Zlygîe;zzc Gazette.

EXPERT TESTIMQNY.

Dallas Sanders, of the Phila-
deiphia Bar, read by invitation, be-
fore the Philadelphia County Medical
Society, May 25th, 1898, a paper
upon this subjcct, in which hie said :

"No clcarly definite rule is ýta be
found in the books as ta what con-
stitutes an expert. According> ta
the 'Century Dictionary,' an expert
witncss is '-in law, a persan who, by
virtue of special acquired knowledge
or experience on a subject presum-
ably flot within the knowl'edgc of
meni gencrally, may testify in a court
of justice ta matters of opinion.there-
on,' as distinguished irom ordinary
witnesses,' who can in general ýtestify
only ta facts.' justice Sharswood
said in 1869, .in The Ardesco Oul
Company vs. Gilson, 63 Pa., 146,
that a. court wvould' not allow th--

opinion of thc Nvitiless, not a doctor>
as to the effect of an injury to the
plaintiff's l2altlî, to bc admîtted as
evidence. Water Co. vs. Stewartson,
96 l'a., 436. It is proper, hiowevcr,
for a physiciati, aftcr lie lias described
the injuries found on thLe body of the
cleceased, to state whiat, iii his opinion,
causcd lier death and liov the injuries
werc inflicted. Commonwealth vs.
'Crossmire, 156 P'a., 304.

"The opinion of a wittncss %who
neithier knowvs nor can know more
about the subject rnatter than the
jury, and %vho mùst draw his decluc-
tions from facts alrcady in the pos-
session of the jury, is flot admissible.
Were it otherNvise, the opinions of the
jurors upon the most obvious facts
might be always shaped for themi by
testimony of so-called experts, and
thus wvou1d a case be constanftly liable
to be determinced, not by the opinions
and «juc - ment of the jury> but b>' the
opinion and judgnient of tFc wit-
nesses. Dineoski vs. Goal CO., 157
P'a.. 273

IlBefore a doctor was asked to give
his profesàional opinion as to ivhiether
a. fractured limb hiad been skilfully or
urskilfully treatedl, lie hiad testifiedý
that lie had graduated at a medical
cofiege and had subsequently served«
as a surgeon for tlîree ycars in thé~
army, and that lie had exanîined and
treated the plaintiffs injured limb.
The court held that lie wvas coni-
peten't to testify as an expert. Olm-
sted & Bailey vs. Gere, 200 P'a., 127.

IlA witness, called to testify as to,
the 'chernical purity of certa*in wvhiskey
stated tliat his profession was that of-
an attorîiey-at-law---lie had practiced;
it for forty years, and had neyer beenî
a practising chemist. It was decided.
that hie wvas not qualified' as an ex--
pert. Hass vs. Marshall, S. C. MVay-
22nd, 1888, C. P. of York Couiity.

IlWitnesses, except experts, who-
are .produced in court and! examined,.
are not allowed to give thcir 'opinions
or their' beliefs. They are merely
produccd in court to testify as to the
facts that have corne under .th-eir-
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