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4 The Laiw thus takes itlor granted that a mare maual glane at thq aet
of wTiting many years before gives, or may give, to an observer, in sorie
myteious, unknown way, what the ianw cele "à knowledge of a handwrîtinB"1
Frorn a scientifie satndpoint, and aloo trom a commaou sma standpotnt, the
asaumption is utterly ridiculous and would be so considered had it not been
dignified by long use. Unowledge that rime to the point that qualifes a
witness to give formai eviderice in a court of law on snob a quetion le flot
g&ined iii any such rnanner,

It is said in %orne opinions, I3aemingly in an apoloptic way, that objection
"goos ta the weiglit of the evidence rather than ta ita eompsency" and the
court does not undertake to say how mucb observation is noessry ini order
te qualify a witness ta testify. The court ahotild undortake toe ay thie very
thing, and it is utterly unscientifle not to say it. Any reamnable main oughit
to be able to say that no such cursory observation, witheut any specitlo
attention, or intereet in thie queStion, qualiffie a witness to give formal testi-
nioruy under oath ini a court of law, any more than walking through a, Iaw
library would qualify a miat to give an opinion on a legai subject.

It la possible to beconie famifiar with a handwriting by seeing it otten
andl seeing it written xnany tinies, but auch a knowledge la usually very super-
tkial and unreliable and in any event la not gained whi-P no partîcular atten-
tion le given to the act and that act le performed enly a few timaes many yeaiv
before.

A witness caed upon tu tciatify on the question of dieputed handvriting
sbould alivays be exaiinaiid in advance by counisel and by the court and if lie
is naked wbether lie iould risk hia own property, to the extent parhap of
thousainds of dollars, tipon his own knowledge ot t-he particular haudwriting
in dispute, the honeat witnea will bc likely to Bay that howould not dignit3'
hi8 opinion on the question in any sucli important mariner.

Tho idenitificationoai andwritir.g rnany tixn@es a diffleuit scientiflo
probIero and iii aîîy iiportiviit niatter should not be undortaken by the unin-
formed and the untrained. One af the coinmon fallacies in cannection with
the aubject is the aesuxnptionl that hiandwriting can bc positively recognized
by auyoncans a face la recognized, by n saià of intuition. Sanie of the discns-
Siona even go tu the point of contending that evidence baaed on this ldnd ot
recognition ie pnrticulprly reliable. The exact opposite ini the tact.

Otie of the maost uncertan and unreliable kinds ef evidence that ever
appoore lu a court of law is evidence upon the recognition of a poison, éer
infrequenlly, or longlhetore, or porbaps only once, frora bis teatures and gen-
eral appe'unce alone. Thousands of errorc have thus been conmitted and
the liability of error ie L;a great that such evidene lias very littie weight, and
eheold have even leua than in given te it.

The satne danger of error arise when iît ie assmind that the recognition
of a handwriting la a very simple and easy task. There are certain great
classes or schoble of handwriting in which there are certain general snjaiie
like the siailarities in race or complexion, or g5rneral appearane ini perns
aird arri l able to follow ini doenmding upon recognition fro einm general
appearance in identifyirg a handwriting ne la identifying a pmosn.

If a handwriting la alumnilly iniitated only in a goneral way, including
aaly its conspicueus tentureF, it at once tu' es on, in ae degre, the general


