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impressions from the rame sealing instrument that the impression was invari-
sbly characterized by a particulsr mark or defest . . .»

“These soveral cases bass the rulings which have been menticned upon
the sssumption or proof that a typewriting machine may possess ax individual-
ity whioh differentiates it from. other typewriters and which ia recognizable
through the character of the work which it produces. Inasmuch as it work
affords the readiest means of identification, no valid reason is perceivad why
admitted or established samples of that work should not bs received in evidence
for purposes of comparison with other typewritten matter alleged to have
been produced upon the zame machine.” People v. Storrs, N.Y. (1911),
100N. E. 731, 782,

Thers are courts, however, that are still strangers to all these modern
methods of presenting disputed dooumment osses, but there is progress all
slong the line, and it is now noming to be recognized, as is said in the American
and English Encyclopedia of Law, that “This kind of avidence, like all other
probable evidence, admits of every degree of cortainty, from the lowest pre-
sumption, to the highest moral certainty,” or, as one of the opinions quoted
sbove says, “. . . might smount almost to a demonstration.” Al the
honest elsimant, the reputable lavwryer, aska is that the ovidence be taken for
what it is worth and without prejudice, More than one “demonstration”
during these lstter years has dazed old practitioners who in the past have
won cases, not by evidence but by tacties snd by objections. In more thap
one recent case, those against the fasts, when confronted with the evidence
and espeocially the illusirative photographs, have actually surrendered before
or during trial, paid all expenses, and discontinued the case.

The variation of degree of force in evidence as to handwriting and docu-
ments hes long been recognized in & general way, but it too long has been
impossible for {hose in the right to prove their case, especially in those juris-
distions where they still eontinue actually to listen to long arguments as to
whether reasons can be given, or illustrations can be made, or even a magnify-
ing glaas can be used in court, or enlarged plotographs, or a microscope, or
any of the modern approved seientific aids to investigation that are welcomed
everywhere except in a court of law. The old ““objector,” when sustained,
* either axcluded or wade harmless the evidence necessary to prove the case,
but his day is ended in most courts. One would be inclined to think, however,
in going into & few courts, even in these days, happily growing less each year,
that the date was sixteen hundred and something, instead of the twentieth
century, and tLat & witchoraft case might sotually be on trial,

There are still abuses to be corrected, and unfortunstely, there continye
to be frauds and chatlatans among the specialista who teatifly on these tech-
nical subjects, whe, let it be plainly said, ought to be in jail with the lawyers
who exploit them and kesp them in business, but there need no longer be
despair about, cases of this ciass. With the onlightened procedure now almost
univarsal, adequate preparation by the eounsel on the right side, and the use
of the information on the subject now available, the errors of the ignorant
witngsn and the vielous pretensions of the corrupt witness can usuelly be
sxposed.  This cannot be done, however, when it is assumed, a8 was usual a
few years ago, thet any “conflict” of such testimony of any kind discredits
the good ns well as the bad.




