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witlv0 ex*pcreits, as -it hias been said, arc flot in very great credit
ý'ihjurymen, oreven lawyers. 1spoepcilt'bedtheories,

and thecories breed- dog.mas, ancd sornetimes %vlien a'specialist is
called ki will endeavor to air his peculiar views, if thiere is the
slighitest opening afford.ed him in the case.

Lord Camnpbell says harclly any wveight is to bc placed on the
testirnony of wvhat are called " scientific \vitniesses." Such witnesses
Lornle Wvith a bias on their minds to support the cause they are
ernbarked oni.

,Different doctors, cf course, %vith apparently equal confidence,
equal dogmiatisml, express coitrary opinions upon the sarne
condition of things. \'Vbex.svçhcontradictions occur, is it a wonder'
that judges are sometimes ýibnstrained to make a few strong
remnarks on the subject> anid is it surprising th-af they should tell
the jury, " Gentlemen, I cannot help you, out in this. I cannot
determine wvhich of these men is the more reputable or the more
reliable. -The confusion and conflict in t1iir testimony and
opinions is so great, perhiaps, you hiad better pay no a,%-Ientioni to
ci ther.>'

Is there any explanation of this condition of affairs apart frorn
the fallibility of hurnan nature, any root cause, if 1 may so express
it? I think there is. 1 think it is l.argely due to the method in
w'hich expert w~itnesses are secured.

In the flrst place, the part>' calling the expert makes sure that
his expert's viewvs are favorable to his contention before hie calls
him. (Applause). I arn almost tempted to tell a littie story hiere.
On one -occasion in London, E ng land, a solicitor wvas consulted.
with reference to a case of anl alleged infringement of a patent. The
solicitor, like efi layman iii mediçal matters, did not know mucliL
about mechanics (it wvas a mechanical patent), and hie hecard the
man's story, and said : " That is a question for skilled or expert
witnesses to determine, and you liad better go about London,:
interviewv mechanical engines and others, and see as ta* what their
opinion is, and if you can get intelligent men to adopt your vie«r,
and agree wvithi you that this invention is a novelty, and, therefore,
not anl infringement on the other man's patent, you wvil1 probabl3y
ýwin your suit." WelI, the trial came off. Seven or eight. exper~ts
were called lýy the plainlti ff- repu table, skilied men, and thefyal.f
declared that the question wvas riot %vorth discussing, any tyro in,
rnechanics w~ould see that the machine in dispute wvas a merei copy
of thec other, and \vas, therefore, clearly ain infrîngement. The
defence.was. called upon ; four of five experts wvent into the box,
and stood a. pretty good examination, but gav-e their reasons for
conclucling that the machine complained of wvas.a novelty, but coulcJ
bce -properly differentiated from the machine alleg.ed to have been
infr-ingect ipon. The weight of the testimony, "however, wvas in.
favor of the plaintiff, s0 that there wvas a judgrnènt for the plainti'ff'


