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as is suggested to them. Thay sra not dishonest but technically 1minforraed,
and often, if noc ususlly, consciously or unoonseiously, projudicsd.

As has been well pointed out in numsrous modern decisious and meny
discusgions of handwriting expert evidence by scientific law writers; the valuc
of dosument expert evidence, unlike most expert svidence, arfses, not from
the mere opinion itself but from the ressons for the oplsion. This gensible
tast in & disputed handwriting case grestly mininizes, i it dots not astually
destroy, the value of the testimony of untrsined witnesses who presume to
give only mere opinions on- the subjeot.

The carelul trial lawyer cannot, of course, wholly ignore such evidence
which may be marshalled on oither side agaiust the interests.of justice, but
will endeavour to use it to support and confirm correst technionl testivaony
given with reasons and illustrations. Some witnesses of this clase are con-
coited ana have been led to think they have a peouliar ability and they will
undertake to gn into detadls and, without technical qualifisations, will attempt
to give definite reasons for their opinions. Detailed gvidense by such a wit-
nees is ahmost eertain to be full of errors and, as a rule, such o witness can be
successfully attacked by a qualified counsel,

Proof of handwriting by Iny witnesses would be less dangerous if given in
response t0 a question something like this, “From what krowledge of this
bandwriting you have and from the cireumstances of the case and the con-
ditions surreunding the production of the writing, is it your opinion that this
handwriting is genuine or not?” Whether the question i propounded in
this way or pot, this iz exactly the way in which it is usually snewered. On
the pretense of giving technical evidence ¢ witress is in faet allowed to give
his opinion on the general merits of the case as affected perhaps by his preju-
dice or his astual intercst, :

in disputed will cases one collection of relatives, more or less distant, and
friends more or less friendly, on one side give evidence that a signature is
genuine, and a similar group, wholly untrained, witheut scientifie knowhedge,
and perhaps unconsciously acting under suggestion, give exactly opposing
evidencs. It may be praotieally impossible ‘o dispeuso with such evidence
entively but it should be reeeived with caution and should not be dignified
in legel opinions or in legal literature more than it deserves aud it certainly
does not deserve much,
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