130 WASHINGTON UNIVERSITY LAW QUARTERLY [Vol. 24

At any rate, the power should be sparingly exerted so as to avoid antagon-
izing the press or throttling potentially valuable eriticism.1® Requiring
cases of constructive contempt to be heard by a different judge from the
one offended might be advisable as tending to diminish opposition to exer-
cise of the power.2° J. M. F.

EVIDENCE—TESTIMONY OF SPEED OF AUTOMOBILE BASED ON AURAL PER-
CEPTIONS—|[ Federal]l.—In a recent case testimony that an automobile was
“moving fast” based only on aural perceptions was admitted along with
other evidence to show negligence on the part of the driver and thereby
authorize recovery from him for death in a collision. Held, that especially
in view of the sufficiency of the other testimony to sustain the verdict, ad-
mission of such testimony was not reversible error.?

It is settled law that a person of ordinary intelligence, who has had an
opportunity for observation, is competent to render opinion as to speed?
of an animal,® a train,* a street car,” or an automobile.! The courts have
been reluctant, however, to admit such evidence as to speed when it is based
on what the witness heard rather than on what he saw; and by the decided
weight of authority such evidence is regarded as inadmissible.” On examina-
tion, most of the cases which have been ostensibly regarded as contrary pre-

affect their correct defermination and are properly the subject of contempt
proceedings. On the other hand such publications or oral utterances of
entirely retrospective bearing come within the sphere of authorized com-
ment unless they affect a judge personally, when he has his remedy in an
action of libel or slander as any other individual thus offended against.”
People v. Albertson (1934) 242 App. Div. 450, 275 N. Y. S. 361, 363.

19. The instant case would be in contempt under either of the views set
forth as being a publication on a case still pending in the court concerning
which the comment is made. See cases cited supra, notes 6 and 7.

20. This requirement has been recommended by the United States Su-
preme Court. Cooke v. U. S. (1925) 267 U. S. 517, 639; Toledo Newspaper
Co. v. U. 8. (C. C. A. 6, 1916) 237 Fed. 986, 9838. It is also obligatory in
giveralzstates. See for instance Ind. Burns’ Ann. Stats., (1933) tit. 3, secs.
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James (1920) 136 Md. 406, 111 Atl. 125.

7. Note, L. R. A. 1918A, 662; Williams v. Kansas City S. & M. R. Co.
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sent significant differences from the typical situation. One court permitted a
witness to describe the speed of a horse by the sound made on the purely
mechanical reasoning that the law permits evidence of speed on the basis
of sensual perceptions and that it does not discriminate between the various
senses, such as visual and aural.® Another court admitted such evidence
as to the speed of a train on the ground that, though to the ear minute
distinctions in speed might not be discernible, it would be quite simple so
to distinguish between rapidly and slowly moving trains.? Some courts,
especially in train cases, have conditioned the admission of such testimony
upon the laying of a foundation that the witness has been acquainted with
the vehicle and its noise of operation before the instance in question.1? Of
the cases usually cited some are scarcely authority for admissibility inas-
much as both visual and aural perceptions were used as bases for the testi-
mony.1t

Opinion as to the speed of a motor vehicle based only on the sense of
hearing has been refused admission unless the witness qualifies as an ex-
pert,’? apparently on the ground that the mere sound of a motori3 or of
an exhaust!* furnishes an insufficient basis for ascertaining the speed of an
automobile. On the basis of precedents the consideration given the question
in the present case seems to proceed on acceptance of inexact analogies
drawn from train, horse, and street car cases.

In accordance with the modern trend to admit opinion evidence, subject
to explanation, and to permit the jury to determine its weight,15 at least
two theories may be suggested by means of which such evidence might be
brought within the principle of the cited cases. First, expert testimony is
an established exception to the general rule that a witness may not testify
as to speed on the basis of sound.’® Second, the lay witness may well be
qualified, on the basis of the above mentioned cases, to give such testimony
if familiarity with the car, its noise of operation, and the road in question
could be shown.1? It is regrettable that the court in the instant case went
no further in its discussion than simply to select, without analysis, the cases
sustaining admission of the evidence in question, none of which were cases
involving automobile accidents. C. J. D.
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