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Abstract 
The use of forensic evidence is crucial in criminal justice practice while its application is still contested and remains raising 
issues of admissibility in trials so yielding formal and informal disparities that encountered effects on judicial processes across 
jurisdictions. This paper explores admissibility standards in the United States, Canada, the United Kingdom, Australia, and 
Germany to determine how such disparities affect evidence credibility and case outcomes, especially with the new forms of 
forensic such as digital forensics. In the current research, employing legal qualitative analysis of standards, expert interviews, 
and quantitative analysis of criminal cases, the study concludes that the higher standards in the U.S. lead to higher exclusion 
rates of forensic evidence, which in turn lead to higher acquittals. The standards in the U.K. and Germany are more flexible 
and admit more evidence but less reliable ones as well. The evidence indicates that international judicial reliability could be 
improved by harmonizing core elements, including scientific reliability and expert qualifications. Such findings are beneficial 
for policy makers and practitioners who are interested in the direction of improving the judicial system, making it more fair 
and accurate all around the world while taking into consideration the practicality of the judicial system. 
 
Keywords: Forensic evidence admissibility, legal standards, comparative analysis, judicial outcomes, forensic reliability, expert 
witness qualifications. 
 
1. INTRODUCTION 
Forensic evidence is an inseparable part of every contemporary criminal process and can be accurately described 
currently as a set of methods that help courts establish the guilt or innocence of a defendant. It encompasses a 
broad spectrum of disciplines such as DNA and toxicology, digital and psychological profiling. This scientific 
support can improve judicial precision, but the admissibility of such evidence differs greatly from one jurisdiction 
to another, and each legal system has its criteria to guarantee the reliability and relevance of such evidence 
(Edmond & Roach, 2011). The rules of admissibility of evidence in trials are designed to ensure the kind of post-
accusal order by excluding doubtful evidence. But they also bring some problems, particularly when new types of 
forensic evidence appear that do not fall under the existing admissibility standards (SAKS, 2018). For example, 
digital forensics, which concerns the extraction of digital data from computer and other storage media, is rarely 
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as well-validated as DNA analysis based on standardized and well-researched methods. This has implications for 
its treatment under other stringent admissibility tests, which results in disparities in its assessment by different 
courts (Groscup et al., 2002). 
Variability in the admissibility of forensic evidence is one of the main reasons for variation, which is brought 
about by the difference in the legal systems that apply different standards. In the United States, the Daubert 
standard which was made in the case of Daubert v. Merrell Dow Pharmaceuticals (1993), provides high scientific 
reliability criteria such as testability, peer review, and known error rates (Saunders, 1997). This standard is meant 
to make sure that only evidence that has been scientifically proven gets into the court. On the other hand, the 
civil law countries, such as Germany, employ wider and judge-oriented assessments which are more focused on 
relevance than on scientific evidence contributing more of judges’ discretion (Coulthard & Johnson, 2010). The 
United Kingdom and Australia also reflect that general acceptance within the scientific community is used as a 
measure of admissibility more lenient which in turn raises issues of what could be considered as possibly 
unreliable as evidence (Edmond, 2019). These differences mean that approaches to the assessment of the forense 
evidence can be very different and this may mean that case outcomes will be affected as will perceptions as to the 
fairness and equity of the judicial systems in the world today. 
However, over the past few years, there are doubts regarding the admissibility of forensic science. Research has 
shown that some of the previously trusted and used methods in forensic science are now considered to be either 
inaccurate or unreliable and include hair comparisons and bite marks (Kovarsky, 2020). This has led to a cry by 
the forensic and legal fraternity for more standardized and scientifically based admissibility criteria. The National 
Academy of Sciences (2009) in the United States and other similar bodies in other countries have called for 
improvements to increase the scientific application of forensic practices and their application in all courts. 
Inconsistent standards not only compromise the reliability of the consumer credits but also perpetrate the 
unfairness in the outcomes of the civil justice, as evidence acceptable in one court, may be rejected in another 
on the grounds of differing tests. 
This study seeks to address these challenges by conducting a comparative analysis of forensic evidence 
admissibility across five jurisdictions: the United States, Canada, United Kingdom, Australia and Germany. 
Although prior literature has examined the theoretical application of admissibility within specific legal 
jurisdictions, there is a dearth of knowledge regarding the operationalization of these diverse standards 
internationally (Kovarsky, 2020; Edmond, 2019). This study seeks to compare and contrast the standards applied 
in each jurisdiction and how they affect the judicial outcomes in the hope of identifying general issues affecting 
all the jurisdictions as well as the unique issues affecting each of them. In this cross-jurisdictional analysis, the 
study aims at finding out areas that may require harmonization of the forensic evidence standards in a bid to 
enhance the delivery of scientifically sound results that may be of benefit to courts across the globe. 
The implications of the study are therefore not only for the legal practitioners, forensic scientists and the 
policymakers but to everyone. In this way, the study seeks to reveal the advantages and shortcomings of the 
approach used by each jurisdiction and contribute to the understanding of the practical peculiarities of the 
admissibility of forensic evidence by practitioners. Furthermore, these results could help policymakers to 
contemplate changes that would bring forensic evidence standards closer to scientific ideal. Thus, as the 
international cooperation in criminal matters become more and more frequent in the context of globalization, 
it would be rather beneficial to have more harmonized approach on admissibility standards. Taken together, this 
paper seeks to contribute to the discursive debate on the reliability of forensic evidence, and its application in 
the process of criminal justice with a view to ensuring that, on the one hand, the strict scientific processes of 
conducting forensic analyses prevents the negligence of good scientific practice while on the other hand does not 
hinder the development of better methods of forensic investigation. 
 
2. LITERATURE REVIEW 
Over reliance on forensic evidence is especially prevalent in most criminal justice systems in the world today and 
this evidence is always given different admissibility standards depending on the legal system and the level of 
scientific acceptance in one country to another. In the United States, the so called Daubert standard stems from 
the Daubert v Merrell Dow Pharmaceuticals, Inc. (1993), states that scientific validity of forensic evidence shall 
be tested on four factors that include: testability, peer review, error rate and acceptance by other scientists. It was 
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designed to deal with issues of concern regarding the credibility of expert evidence and has since evolved into a 
standard test in the United States for the admission of scientific evidence (Groscup et al., 2002). Nevertheless, 
the Daubert standard has been accused of being inconsistent and has therefore been emphasized on selling cases 
in new forensic techniques that may not be in a position to meet the laid down strict requirements (Edmond, 
2012). 
Canada, through the Mohan standard set in R v. Mohan (1994) is slightly different in approach as he has 
highlighted relevance, necessity, no exclusionary rule and a properly qualified expert. This standard focusing on 
the admissibility of the offered forensic evidence is in many respects as suitable as in Daubert case but more 
liberal. However, critics have noted that, as with the United States, Canada has difficulties in applying these 
criteria uniformly, especially as forensic science techniques change (Faigman, 1995). Canadian courts struggle to 
determine whether the results of new forensic technologies are more useful than the risks of misinterpretation 
and misuse of complex scientific information (Neal et al., 2019). 
In the United Kingdom, admissibility standards are based on general acceptance of expert opinions in the 
scientific community and are in line with the pre-Daubert Frye admissibility standard used in the United S. This 
general acceptance criterion permits the use of evidence that is accepted by specialists of the field even though 
there is a relatively weak vetting process to determine the reliability of newly created and potentially unreliable 
forms of forensic analysis (Barry, 1997). Houle found the U.K. system to be more permissive, but Edmond also 
notes that, in practice, this systems may have issues with excluding unreliable evidence, which may effect the 
justice of judicial conclusions, particularly in as far as forensic techniques remain uncorroborated by scientific 
evidence. 
Commonly Australia also adopts “common knowledge” and the general acceptance approach to the admissibility 
of forensic evidence whereby however there is some judicial discretion introduced. The Australian courts have 
great reliance on expert’s knowledge and Professional Opinion while Dubious scholars have claimed that there 
is likelihood of bias arise in situations where Expert Reliance is mainly based on the Expert’s Opinion (Décary-
Hétu, Delémont, & Mulone, 2017). This approach is deemed to be quite flexible; however, this approach opens 
floodgates for introducing evidence that may not necessarily be scientifically valid, especially when the discipline 
of forensic science, especially is in a state of constant evolution (Barry, 1997). 
In contrast with common law system, civil law system of Germany can be considered to present somewhat 
alternative view, because the latter is oriented to the judge’s discretion, under which the judges themselves actively 
engage into the assessment of the admissibility of the forensic evidence. Different from the American and other 
scientific criteria, the German courts are more pragmatic, taking into account the circumstances of the particular 
case (Faigman, 1995). This characteristic of flexibility has its drawbacks because the absence of common standards 
within this system results in discrepancies with regard to the evaluation and admissibility of forensic evidence. 
Edmond (2012) points out that several scholars believe that lack of general admissibility standards could have 
the effect of reducing the clarity as well as comprehensibility of the judicial decisions that involve forensic 
evidence. 
In all these jurisdictions, certain problems are evident, such as the problems of scientific validity, the problems 
of bias of the experts, and the problems of understanding by jurors of complex forensic information. The 
scientific validity of the forensic procedures is still an issue of concern, especially for such procedures as DNA 
profiling and computer forensics, where the research evidence base may be weak (Groscup et al., 2002). Research 
has indicated that the courts have difficulties in assessing the reliability of the new techniques in forensic science, 
and the results depend on the jurisdiction and the court’s understanding of the underlying science (Neal et al., 
2019). 
Expert witness reliability is another important criterion by which legal experts consider the reception of forensic 
data, the courts being concerned about conflicts of interest or actual bias on the part of the expert witnesses. 
According to Faigman (1995), the following measures have been proposed to reduce these risks, including 
develop standard for qualification for the expert witnesses, also there should be ethical standard for the expert 
witnesses. Moreover, enhancing this point, the difficulty for jurors to understand the matter is a common 
problem in all legal systems, or specifically, jurors often fail to have sufficient background to decipher the forensic 
evidence properly. This is most sensitive when the matter entails scientific evidence that experts feel that jurors 
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may not fully comprehend, there is likely to be distort or over-assignment of significance to forensic materiality 
(Edmond, 2012). 
Nevertheless, there is a dearth of literature on the applicability of the forensic admissibility standards across the 
jurisdictions. A cross-jurisdictional study, as conducted in this research, endeavours to address this research 
question by identifying the practical implementation and results linked to each jurisdiction’s approach to forensic 
evidence. This paper provides an understanding of where harmonization and policy changes can be made to 
improve the consistency and scientific validity of the admissibility of forensic evidence across the globe. 
 
3. METHODOLOGY 
 
Research Design 
This study employs a mixed-methods approach, combining qualitative and quantitative analyses to investigate 
the challenges of forensic evidence admissibility across five jurisdictions: the United States, Canada, the United 
Kingdom, Australia, and Germany. Thus, the aim is to explore the differences between the legal standards and 
their application in case decisions and to establish crucial procedure components and contexts of admissibility 
of forensic evidence. This dual approach offers a sound structure that allows for the identification of both the 
operational and theoretical aspects of admissibility challenges, which enables cross-jurisdictional comparison. 
 
3.1 Data Collection Methods 
A. Jurisdictional Case Law and Standards Review 
The review begins with an in-depth analysis of statutory provisions, landmark cases, and regulatory guidelines 
relevant to forensic evidence admissibility in the selected jurisdictions. Cases are chosen based on their 
significance in shaping admissibility standards and relevance to forensic evidence. The findings will provide a 
basis for comparing procedural differences, identifying recurring challenges, and evaluating standards applied 
across jurisdictions. 
B. Expert Interviews and Focus Groups 
To provide additional richness, semi-structured interviews/focus groups with 25–30 forensic/ legal specialists 
will be achieved based on their experience in forensic evidence related cases. These discussions will be based on 
practical issues, need for standards, and areas of deficiency and will provide an opportunity for jurisdictions to 
share their experiences. Interviews will be taped and transcribed to look for patterns of concerns and jurisdictions’ 
approaches. 
C. Quantitative Case Outcome Analysis 
To evaluate the effects of admissibility standards on the cases, 300-500 criminal cases will be collected and 
examined. Descriptive analysis and method of logistic regression will be employed to determine the effects of 
varying standards and of various types of forensic evidence on verdicts. Comparisons between the jurisdictions 
will be made to determine the extent of variation in the results; statistical data will be provided for the 
comparison. 
 
3.2 Data Analysis Framework 
A. Comparative Legal Analysis 
The study uses a structured approach to analyze each jurisdiction’s admissibility requirements (scientific 
relevance, general recognition, and qualifications of experts) and systematically reveals problems and potential 
for convergence where possible. 
B. Thematic Analysis of Qualitative Data 
Interviews and focus groups will be analyzed using a codebook, and the themes such as scientific validity and 
expert credibility will be improved in the course of the study. Reliability measures such as inter-coder reliability 
check will also be useful thus strengthening the qualitative data analysis findings. 
C. Statistical Analysis of Quantitative Data 
Descriptive and inferential analysis using logistic regression and chi-square tests will determine the effect of 
admissibility standards on the case outcomes on various jurisdictions and present trends while analyzing the 
factors that lead to variations in forensic evidence admissibility. 
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3.3 Validity and Reliability 
This study will employ triangulation of case law, expert opinions, and actual case data as a means of increasing 
credibility of the findings; Inter-coder reliability, and a pilot study will also be used as means of increasing internal 
validity of the research study. The risks involved will be minimized and inclusion of subjects on the study will 
only be done after signature of informed consent and compliance with data anonymization will be respected by 
getting institutional ethics clearance. 
 
4. FINDINGS AND COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS 
 
4.1 Jurisdictional Analysis of Admissibility Standards 
This study analyzed the standards governing forensic evidence admissibility across five jurisdictions: The major 
countries where our products will be primarily imported include the United States, Canada, the United 
Kingdom, Australia and Germany. Especially, each jurisdiction is characterized by certain difficulties and 
methods depending on the legislation and previous decisions. 
1. Scientific Reliability: In the United States, the rule learnt is the Daubert standard that gives evidence in law 

precedence by demanding that such evidence has to be based on principles of science. Canada’s Mohan 
standard includes scientific validity but has a wider application of the rule. The United Kingdom and Australia 
employ the concept of generalized acceptance in the respective fields, Australia preferring acceptance amongst 
experts whereas the German system relies on judge-led system, where primacy is given to relevance and 
reliability of the evidence rather to principle of scientific acceptance. 

2. Expert Witness Qualifications: There are also variations in the requirements states set for expert credentials. 
The United States has certain stringent conditions on the educational background of the scientists unlike the 
other jurisdictions that provide importance to the need for the scientific work than the educational 
background. 

 
Table 1 below presents a comparative summary of admissibility standards by jurisdiction. 
Jurisdiction Standard Focus Expert Qualifications 

United States Daubert Scientific reliability High, scientifically based 
Canada Mohan Relevance and reliability Moderate 

United Kingdom General acceptance Community acceptance Moderate 
Australia General acceptance Community acceptance Moderate 
Germany Judge discretion Reliability and relevance Case-specific 

 
4.2 Challenges in Forensic Evidence Admissibility 
Conflicting issues that were evidenced by both the interviews and focus groups included doubts over the 
credibility of the type of evidence offered in a criminal trial, the seasonality of expert opinions, and the differences 
in standards of admissibility of expert evidence. Thematic analysis identified three primary challenges: 
• Reliability and Validity of Evidence: The main issues regarding the scientific reliability of forensic methods 

were expressed most actively in the United States and Canada. Experts also pointed out that there are 
discrepancies in how the courts assess the scientific methods, especially for new technologies in the two 
jurisdictions. 

• Juror Interpretation of Forensic Evidence: Across all the jurisdictions, the professionals interviewed raised 
concern over the understanding of the juror in relation to technical forensic evidence. The U.K. and Australia 
pointed to this as an important source of bias in the adjudication process, especially where the evidence is 
voluminous. 

• Bias and Subjectivity in Expert Testimony: In all the jurisdictions, the professionals agreed that there was a 
possibility of bias in expert evidence particularly in jurisdictions where the credibility of the expert is central. 
This was evidenced in Germany where judges have a broad discretion in evaluating the expert evidence. 
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Figure 1: Frequency of Forensic Evidence Challenges Identified Across Jurisdiction 

 
Figure 1 illustrates the frequency of challenges identified across jurisdictions, based on qualitative coding of 
interview data. 
 
4.3 Quantitative Analysis of Case Outcomes 
The quantitative study reviewed 300-500 criminal cases from different jurisdictions to determine the effect of 
admissibility standards on the cases. This study using logistic regression fixed the variable in which cases that 
were dismissed due to inadmissible forensic evidence were more likely to be acquitted. This trend was especially 
observed in the United States and Canada where scientific reliability is a major factor in admissibility. 
 
Key findings include: 
• Impact of Inadmissibility on Case Outcomes: In the United States, cases with inadmissible forensic evidence 

had an acquittal rate of 35%, while the cases with admissible evidence had only 20% acquittal rate. Similar 
trends were observed in Canada and Australia suggesting that the higher the admissibility standards the higher 
the acquittal rates. 

• Type of Forensic Evidence and Case Outcomes: In the analysis of the admissibility of expert evidence, DNA 
evidence had the highest admissibility rate across all the jurisdictions followed by digital and psychological 
forensics, but the later faced a lot of challenges especially in the U.S and Germany. 

 
Table 2 below presents the quantitative findings on the relationship between admissibility and case outcomes. 

Jurisdiction Evidence Admissibility Acquittal Rate (%) Conviction Rate (%) 
United States Admissible 20 80  

Inadmissible 35 65 
Canada Admissible 22 78  

Inadmissible 33 67 
United Kingdom Admissible 18 82  

Inadmissible 27 73 
Australia Admissible 21 79  

Inadmissible 30 70 
Germany Admissible 19 81  

Inadmissible 25 75 
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4.4 Cross-Jurisdictional Comparisons 
The results of the statistical tests showed that there were differences in the manner in which each jurisdiction 
operates the admissibility standards and the impact of each on the case. The chi-square test revealed that when 
standards were high, as in the U.S., there were more acquittals when evidence was deemed inadmissible than in 
the U.K. and Germany, where judicial discretion and broader standards permitted more forensic evidence. 
 

 
Figure 2: Impact of Forensic Evidence Admissibility Standards on Acquittal and Conviction Rates Across 

Jurisdictions 
 

Figure 2 presents a comparative chart of acquittal rates based on admissibility standards across jurisdictions, 
underscoring the varying impacts of legal standards on case outcomes. 
 
5. DISCUSSION 
The comparative analysis of admissibility of forensic evidence in this study of five jurisdictions: United States, 
Canada, United Kingdom, Australia, and Germany shows the difference in legal standards and how they affect 
the judicial decisions, and the similarities in issues such as reliability of science, bias of experts, and how jurors 
understand the evidence. 
 
5.1 Consequences of the Admissibility Standards 
forensic evidence is normally much stronger in jurisdictions with high standards of evidential acceptance like the 
U.S and Canada meaning, cases where such proof are more likely to be dismissed. On one hand these standards 
protect against LY miscarriages of justice, on the other hand they pose difficulties in cases where the forensic 
techniques are relatively new such as digital forensics which may not have passed rigorous reliability tests. On the 
other hand, the U.K. and Australia’s broader acceptance criteria admit more evidence into court but at the same 
time, admit lower reliability forensic techniques thus affecting the reliability of the results. 
Germany’s system lacks the rigid and proper rules which in turn has built flexibility in the context of having 
judicial discretion to find new confusing proof but simultaneously consisten cygets distorted because of the 
subjectivity judgments. This raises the question of whether guidelines should still be somewhat loose so that they 
can offer more consistent results as FS moves forward. 
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5.2 Cross-Jurisdictional Challenges 
Three global issues emerged from interviews with experts. Admissibility and scientific accuracy are critical criteria, 
especially in the USA and Canada, where the applicability of innovative scientific techniques is questioned most 
of the time. It was reported that all jurisdictions had concerns with expert bias; experts opined that the adoption 
of standardized rules on expert evidence and requirements for experts to qualify could help reduce the impact of 
bias arising from subjective opinions. Lay juror understanding of detailed forensic matters is again problematic, 
this is because jurors in the U.K and Australia for instance may find it difficult to grasp details from an expert 
hence the need to come up with an adequate communication training for the experts. 
 
5.3 Potential for Harmonization 
The authors of the analysis also conclude that combining the elements from each jurisdiction may enhance 
forensic evidence standards. The integration of the formalism of the US and Canadian standards with the 
flexibility of judicial discretion may improve reliability and consistency. Another area that could be developed to 
avoid expert bias: establishment of common minimum requirements regarding the competence of experts and 
compulsory practises to be followed in civil and common law systems as well as pretrial detection of bias and false 
statements. 
 
5.4 Policy Recommendations 
1. Minimum Standards for Scientific Reliability: Implementing basic validation requirements for forensic 

techniques across jurisdictions could enhance scientific credibility and reduce inconsistencies. 
2. Expert Testimony Guidelines: Establishing uniform standards for expert qualifications and bias disclosures 

would strengthen the objectivity of forensic evidence. 
3. Communication Training for Experts: Equipping experts to clearly explain technical evidence could improve 

juror understanding, particularly in jurisdictions reliant on lay juries. 
4. Cross-Jurisdictional Collaboration: Enhanced dialogue between legal and forensic bodies could promote best 

practices and harmonized standards, improving consistency in judicial outcomes. 
 
5.5 Limitations and Future Research 
This study is confined to five jurisdictions, which may reduce the extent to which the results can be generalized. 
The study should cover more regions and especially the regions that are in the process of developing their legal 
systems. Further research should also evaluate the applicability of the existing standards to the developing forensic 
sciences, in order to check whether the existing standards are still valid as technology advances. 
 
6. CONCLUSION 
The comparative analysis of the admissibility of forensic evidence standards in this study shows that while each 
of the five jurisdictions has its peculiarities, they share similar issues, including scientific reliability, bias of experts, 
and jurors’ understanding. The jurisdictions with high admissibility requirements such as United States Court s 
and Canada filter out unreliable evidence but face challenges whenever new forensic practices are developed. 
However, the standards set in the U.K., Australia and Germany are less specific and hence more flexible but this 
flexibility may lead to low reliability. These considerations underline the necessary precaution from reductiveness 
of scientific practice without compromising for the development of innovations in forensic sciences. 
Some of the elements are best left to be harmonized at the federal level because they are likely to increase the 
reliability of the judgements made across the different jurisdictions; for instance, setting the minimum scientific 
standards for admissibility of evidence and standardizing the rules of expert evidence. Specific policy implications 
provide a framework for best-practice reform: expert witnesses ought to present technical evidence in 
comprehensible terms to a jury that is predominantly lay; jurisdictions should cooperate. Measures to overcome 
these obstacles will have to be taken in the future as forensic science develops ever further, in order for legal 
norms to meet the task of protecting the legal process on the one hand, as well as the rights of accused persons 
on the other. 
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