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by abundant exçperimentation and experience, and the ingenuity of the
optician bas provided Ltandard injstruments, giving reiulte tl.t speak for
thoeelves te the Inyman as well àà to the expert."

'ho etriking contrait of the. new legal pcSeeder<to with ane of the ancient
practice in the proof of doturnents la conclusively nhewn i tiumorotua recent
Anierican opinions. Two not"1 opinions in the courts of the Staec of Nest
York stbew thiz change in a strildng inanner. In Veité v. Lizto (1911),
130 N.Y. Supp. 1066, the opinion says-

«While the testirnony of expert witnesses is carcf ully weighed and accepted
with caution, the Jawr sllorýs sch evidence. The conél'sioiî of a handwriting
expert as to the genuineneai of a signature, standing alone, wGuld bc of littie
or no value, but supported by sufficiently cogent reauons, hie testinîony
mniglit amount alinost te a dernonetration. While the court, ina thie case did
not directly refuse to alw the experte to ste'te their reouons, as ws done in1
the eule of Johnson &nmice Co. v. klacLernon, 142 App. Div. G77; 127 N.Y.
Supp. 431, the eifeet o! âlloming constant trivial objections and of the errope-
oua rulings was virtually oquivalent to stwh a denial . - . We raiglit
not reverse this judgrnant for a particukar ruliug, atandL-ng alue; but the
cumulative efl'ect o! ail the rulinga and of thbe conatant interruptions of coungel
on trivial grotinds i@ such as to induce the belie! that the defendant bas nlot
had a fair trial, and that, in the intercate of justire, ehe ehould be permitted
another opport unity to pî'eeent ber defence. The order should bo revertied
and P new trialI granted, with coâs te appellent to a-bide the event.
AI' concur."

In the opinion referred to in the foregoiig opinion, Johnsor. Seice Co.
v. icLerno??, the ec.urt eay:-

"'The wvitness wua then asked to state the reasons for his opinion. An
objection te this quesion was sustained, and the plaintiff duly oyr.cpt4ed.
This wua error. If ia a rule of general acceptance that an expert inay alwaya,
if called upon, give the reasons for lài opinion."

"' Wlenever the opfinion o! any living pmron is deeined te be relevant,
the grounde on whieh such opinion in based are also deenaed ta Le relevantf:'
Chaie's Stephen'a Digfflt (2nd ed.), 156.

< On direct exuimination, tAie witi'ess rnay, and, if roquired, rouit point
out his grcunde for belie! in the identity ofh lAihndwriti.-g on tl vimnciple
already considered. Without etucl a reinforceinit of testiniony, th, Opinion
of experte would uqually involve little more than a couintîng of the numnbers
on cither eide,' 3 Wigrnort, on Ev. 2014.

"In thisState lAie practice of perrritting haîîdwritiuig experte to giYec the
roAsons for his opinion, and eveii Io .;.xustrate uipon a. blackboard, has been
distinct ly approved; McKaj, v. Lai her, (1890) 121 N.Y. 477, 483; 24 N. E. 7 11.
The reouons for the expert'a opinion, if hie lied bcon pernitted ta givo theni
inight, aiid probably would. have added grent force ta hua testiznony; for the
moere expression of opinion, standing alone, bas little probative force. For
thnse errora, the Judgment andl ordez appealed fron imust bc reversed and a
oew trial gratited mith, coats ta appellent ta &bide tIie oyant. All concur.
Johaaor .Çerfde Co. v. MaeLernon (1911). 127 N.Y. Supp. 43V."

'Fln words " .. uven to illustrnte upon a blackbourd" in the fore-
g<)nig opinion is an i.nquuliUfie.4 expression of the, tact thAt evidetice o! this chas
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