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dence of sanity or insanity other than reputation. So far as the principle
of ruatworthineM (ante. § 1610) is concerned, although all the conditions
that obUin for moral character obtain equaUy for sanity, yet opinionsupon a standard of sanity differ so much that a repuUtion, without the
opportunity to test its ground by cross-examination, would hardly be trust-
worthy. It IS thus generally agreed that reputation is not admissible forthu purpose:
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(5) A person's character or habit as temperaU. or the reverse, in the useof intoxicating bquor, is sufficiently open to other soirees of proof: and rep-
utation IS therefore unnecessary.*

(6) The qualifications of an expert or professional man, whether as a wit-
ness testifying on matters of skill, or as a party charged with lack of skill,ought to be provab e by reputotioa So far as personal opinion by witnessesw excluded (post, § 1984), there remains practically no other mode of proofthan the present, except such teste as can be obtained on the stand by cross-
exammation («»'*. 8§ 938. 992). Moreover, professional (not populaf) repu-
tation IS usuaUy highly trustworthy. The rulings have generally excluded
reputation;' but the question arises comparatively seldom, partly because

1880. 8ute V. Hoyt, 47 Conn. 518. 539 (here fo^
paternal iuiaoity) ; 1900, Snell ». V. 8., 1« D. C.App. SOI. 51 : ; I860, Choice v. State, 31 Ga.
42*. 470; 1838, Yeate« r. Reed, 4 Blackf. 463
«5 ' !?!5' Walker e. State. 103 Ind. 507. 1 N. e!
806; 18<6, Aahcraft v. ])e Armoud, 44 la. 233
(rnmor in a neighliorhood, iuadminiUe) ; 1868,
Towniend ». PeppereU, «9 HaM. 40, 46 lettle:
ment of iniiwie pauper; commoo speech of the

?2J5 n '^l"*" t '" ter inianlty. excluded)

;

1884. Barker u. Pope, 91 N. C. 168; 1894, 8uU
V. Coley, 114 id Sfg, 885, 19 S. E. 705; I87\

Ji: '.S**'
^"'''* '• St»«e, 51 Wi». 469, 8 N W

L"- f*^"" ''«>• *!"' Ferrer." Trial, 19How. St. Tr. 9.32, 937 (conanement in a privateWlum, admitted); 1868, Com. v. Andrew^
MaM., Davu' Bep. 134 (murder; inianitr of

?nS^ t™**^?^.''*" P"*""' by repntatfon)

;

1859, State f. Chnttmaa. 6 Jone* L. 471, 475
(admuMble to prove hereditary ioaanity of other

1970

membera of the family, lo aa to avoid compli-
cated iwnes as to particular conduct).

,. U'^i.^'*""" ."• *• ^" • '«> Cal. 554. 570.
35 rtc. 165 (as to intemperance, excluded; the
opinion miRundentanda the point); 1894, Cos-
grove V. Pitman. 103 id. 268, 273, 37 I'ac. 2.12mmN» (reputation not sufficient to prove a habit
of intomperance)

; 1823, Brindle v. M'llvaine, 10
». * K. 385 (•• cause* of physical depravity of
thementnl faculties are susceptible of a particu-
lar dewsription by those who have witnessed
tDem ).

* Exdudtd: 1870. DePhue r. State, 44 Ala.

Jf.'^'^i*^'' "**• "olUmon ». Hoy, 118 III.
634. 8 N. E. 832 (neglinnt treatment bv a phy-
sician

; professional skill held to be in iiine. hit
not provable for defendant by his reputation
in the community and amongst the profe»

slon
; the opinion is unsatisfactory, because

it ignores the offer of reputation in the pro-
fession

; no authority cited) ; 1901, Clark v.
Com.. 11

1 Ky. 443, 63 8. W. 740 (abortion ; de-


