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Annotation: the article focuses on the rules existing in English and American criminal procedure for evaluating
expert testimony, while highlighting the points of difference between the Anglo-American and Russian criminal
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B aHmmo-amepmKkaHCKOM YTOJIOBHOM IPOIECCE CYABU PYyKO-
BOJICTBYIOTCSI KaK OOLIMMH, TaK M KacalOUIMMHUCS OTIEIbHBIX
BHJIOB NIPAaBHJIAMH OIIEHKH JOKa3aTeIbCTB. DTH IIpaBHia B OC-
HOBHOM HaXOAAT CBOE OTPAXKEHUE B NMPELEACHTHOM NIPABE.

B yronosuom cymonpoussonactee CIIA? u CoeMHEHHOTO
KoponesctBa Benukobpuranuu u Cesepnoit Mpnananu (nanee —
Coennnennoro Koponesctsa)® m1060€ 10Ka3aTeNnbCTBO TOIKHO
obmanare cBoiictBoM amomyctumocTH (admissibility). Ompe-
JlelieHNe JOMyCTHMOCTH 0Ka3aTelbCTBA, SBISAACH BOMPOCOM
IpaBa, OCYILECTBIAETCA NPoecCHOHAIbHBIM Cyabeil. B ciydae
HEOOXOIUMOCTH JAaHHBII BONPOC HCCIERYeTCS B OTCYTCTBHE
NPUCSKHBIX 3acenareneii’. Takue ycloBHS CO3/IaHBI IS TOTO,
4TOOBI MpoecCHOHaNbHBIN Cyabs “oTduipTpoBan” uHOpMa-
IIUI0, KOTOpasi CIIOCOOHA BBECTH INPHUCSIKHBIX B 3a0ITyXkKIEHHE.
Taxum oOpa3om, mpaBuiIa JOMYCTUMOCTH B YTOJIOBHOM ITpOIIECcCe
Coenunennoro KoponesctBa u CIIIA no3BoJsIOT ONpeneNnTh,

! AcniupanTtka Kadelpbl YToJOBHOTO MPOIECCa, MPABOCYAUS W MPOKY-
popckoro Haazopa wopuandeckoro paxkynsrera MI'Y num. M.B. Jlomo-
Hocosa (E-mail: ec.colesnikova@yandex.ru).

2 B crarbe anamusupyetcs pejaepanbHoe 3akonoaareabctso CIIA.

* B KauecTBe NPUMEYAHUS BAXKHO YIIOMSHYTh, 4TO TIOHATHE “YTOJOBHBIN

npouecc Coeaunennoro Koponescrsa BenukoOputanun u CeBepHOit

Wpnannun™ B HacTosAlel craThe ClieAyeT MOHMUMATh C y4eTOM HEKO-

Topeix 3amedanuii. B CoenunenHom KopoieBcTBe He CyliecTByeT

€JMHOro yrojoBHoro mnpouecca. Ha tepputopun AHrmmuu u Yaibca,

lornanauu, a takxe CeBepHoil Mpnanauu neiicTByeT kak odlee, Tak

1 COOCTBEHHOE 3aKOHOAaTeNIbCTBO. COOTBETCTBEHHO, HEIIb3sI TOBOPHTH

0 eIMHOOOPA3HOM YPEryJIMpPOBaHUU YTrOJIOBHO-IIPOIECCYalbHBIX OTHO-

menni. OJHaKO OCHOBHBIC IPUHIUIIEI JOKa3aTeIbCTBEHHOTO IIpaBa B

Kaxaoit u3 yacreir Coequnennoro Koponescra cxoxu. B cBsizu ¢ atum

HCIIOJIB3yeMOe B HACTOSIICH CTaThe MOHSATHE “yrojIOBHBIH IpoIlecc

Coenunennoro KoposieBcTBa” MO3BOJISIET YKa3aThb Ha OOLIME 4epThI

JI0Ka3aTeIbCTBEHHOTO MPaBa, CyIIECTBYIOIINE B YTOJOBHOM CYAOIPO-

M3BOJICTBE KAXKIOW U3 yacTell eIMHOTO roCy/1apcTBa.

Hanpumep, B ct. 104 (¢) ®enepanbubix npaui jgokassiBanus CIITA

1975 . ¢ u3m. u gon. (nanee — ®I1J] CHIA) (http: // judiciary.house.

gov/hearings/printers/112th/evidence2011.pdf) mepeunciensr ocHoBa-

HUS JUIS PACCMOTPEHUS BOIIPOCA JOMYCTUMOCTH B OTCYTCTBHE TPUCSIK-

HBIX 3acejaresiei, cpejn KOTOPBIX yKa3aHbl “HHTEPECH MpaBOCyIus” .

B anrnuiickoit 1opuanueckoil nurepaType 0TMe4aeTcs, YTo Ha MpPaKTH-

Ke IpPU aHaJIn3e JOIyCTUMOCTH J0Ka3aTelbCTBA IPHCSHKHBIC OOBIYHO

YIAISIOTCS U3 3a1a CyIeOHOTO0 3aceaaHus.

&

MOXET JIH KaKoe-JIH00 J0Ka3aTrcCiIbCTBO OBITh MPEACTABICHO Ha
paccCMOTPEHUE CYAbsAM (baKTa U MOXHO JIM €r0 YUYUThIBATh IPHU
BBIHCCCHHUH BepIII/IKTaS.

B poccuiickoM YroioBHOM CyZOHPOHM3BOJACTBE CBOWCTBO
JOITyCTUMOCTH TPAJUIMOHHO AaCCOIUHPYETCSI TONBKO C Tpe-
OoBaHHEM COOIONEHUSI YTOJIOBHO-IIPOLIECCYaNbHOTO 3aKOHA U
npap yesnoseka’. B aHII0-aMEPUKAHCKOM yrOJOBHOM IMPOILIECCE
OHO MMeeT MHOE cojepikaHue. TaM J0Ka3aTeIbCTBO JOIyCTUMO,
BO-IIEPBBIX, €CJIM OHO OTHOCUMO (relevant)’, BO-BTOPBIX, €C/IH
He TOANAJaeT MOoA MpaBuia 00 HCKIIOYEHUH J0Ka3aTelbCTB
(exclusionary rules)®.

B oredecTBEHHOM YrOJOBHOM IMIpOIleCC€ OTHOCHMOCTh M
JOIYCTUMOCTb SIBISIOTCSL CAMOCTOATEIbHBIMU CBOMCTBAMH [0-
Ka3aTeIbCTB, @ B AHMIO-aMEPUKAHCKOM OHH B3aMMO3aBHCHMBI,
T.e. B Cllyyae NPHU3HAHMS JI0KA3aTeNbCTBA HEOTHOCHMBIM OHO
CUUTAETCS HENOMYCTHMBIM’. B aHIIHIICKOM YTOTOBHOM CyJIO-
MIPOU3BOACTBE CBOMCTBO OTHOCHMOCTH (relevance) orpaxkaer
HaJM4yue JIOTUYECKOH CBA3M MEXJYy IOJYyUYEHHBIMU CBEIEHUS-
MH H 00cTOsATeNbCTBaMHU 1O aedxy. OTHOCHMOE JTOKa3aTeNIbCTBO
MO3BONIAET YyCTAHOBUTH HAJMUUE MIIM OTCYTCTBHE (DaKTa, HMEI0-
IET0 OTHOLIEHUE K KOHKpeTHOMY jeiy'’. B CIIA cymectByer

5CMm.: Nijboer J.F. The law of evidence in criminal cases (the
Netherlands) // Forensic expertise and the law of evidence / Ed. by
J.F. Nijboer, C.R. Callen, N. Kwak. Amsterdam, 1993. P. 63-66;
Roberts P, Zuckerman A. Criminal evidence. 2nd ed., Oxford, 2010.
P. 96.

® Cm.: mocranosnenne Ilnenyma Bepxororo Cyna P® “O HeKoTOpBIX
Bonpocax npumenenus cynamu Koncrurynuu Poccuiickoit @enepanuu
IIpU OCyIIecTBICHNH mpaBocynus” ot 31 okraops 1995 Ne 8 (B pex. ot
16 anpens 2013 r.) // bronnerens BepxoBHoro Cyna P®. 1996. Ne 1.

7 B yronosrom nporecce CIIIA 0THOCMMOE J0Ka3aTeNbCTBO IPU3HAETCS
JIOIMYCTHMBIM, eciu HHoe He mpeaycmorpeno Koncruryimeit, dene-
paNbHBIMH CTaTyTaMH HIIH perieHusMu Bepxosroro cyna CIIIA.

8 ABTOp He CTaBUT LIEJIM PACCMOTPETH BCE MPABUIIA 00 UCKIIOUEHHH 10~
Ka3aTeJIbCTB B CHIIYy OIPAaHUYEHHOI0 00beMa HACTOSIIEH CTaThH.

9 Cm.: ct. 402 ®I1J] CHIA; Kampen P.T.C. Expert Evidence Compared:
rules and practices in the Dutch and American criminal justice
system. Antwerpen, 1998. P. 188; Hodgkinson T. Expert evidence:
law and practice. London, 1990. P. 5; Macphail Y.D. Scottish criminal
evidence: procedure and practice. P. 11 // http://www.law.ed.ac.uk/
macphailevidence/procedure_and_practice

10 Cm.: Hodgkinson T. Op. cit. P. 4.
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3aKOHOJaTCJIbHasA (1)0pMyIII/Ip0BKa OTHOCHUMOCTH, IO CYHIECTBY

cXosKasl ¢ aHrnuiickoit'!.

Taxum 00pa3zoM, aHIIIO-aMEPUKAHCKOE MOHSATHE OTHOCHMO-
CTH JIOKA3aTeJIbCTBA CXOXKE C POCCHHCKHM, MOCKOJIBKY TaKKe
CBUJICTENECTBYET O €ro CBSI3M 00 ¢ (haKTaMH, HEOCPEICTBCH-
HO OTHOCSIIMMHCS K cymecTBy nena (facts in issue), mmbo c
naeiMH (axtamu (collateral facts), mMmeromumu 3HaueHUE A
yrosnosaoro jeia'’, K uHbIM ()akTaM OTHOCATCS CBEJEHHS O
JIOITyCTUMOCTH IJIM JOCTOBEPHOCTH JPYTHX JOKa3aTeNbCTB, a
TaK)Ke 0 KOMIICTEHTHOCTH CBHJETEJIs JaBaTbh rnokasanus. OxHa-
KO OTEYECTBEHHAsl JOKTPHUHA HE AAaeT CChUIOK Ha BEPOSITHOCTHOE
OTHOIICHNE J0Ka3aTelIbCcTBA K YCTAHOBICHHIO OOCTOSTEIHCTB
IpecTymyieHus. B KauecTBe CPaBHHUTEILHO-IIPABOBOTO BBIBOJA
MOXXHO TPHBECTH CIIPABEJIMBBIE PACCYKACHUS AaHIIIMHCKUX
YYEHBIX, MOJIaralolluX, YTO HE3aBUCHUMO OT HAIlMOHAJBHEIX 3a-
KOHO/IATEJIbHBIX U JOKTPHHAIBHBIX 0COOCHHOCTEH BCE ITPAaBOBbIC
CHCTEMBI CTPEMSTCS CJIeJJ0BaTh TPEOOBAHUIO OTHOCHUMOCTH, I10-
CKOJIBKY HEpallMOHAJILHO IPU IPOBEICHUU HCCIeJOBAaHMUS (ak-
TUYECKUX OOCTOSTENBCTB MPECTYIUICHUS! UCKaTh HEOTHOCHMYIO
UHPOPMALMIO UM J€JIaTh HA €€ OCHOBE BLIBOBI' .

CrenoBarenbHO, OTHOCHMOCTb SIBIISICTCA HEOOXOAMMBIM,
HO HEJOCTaTOYHBIM YCIIOBHEM JUIsS NPU3HAHUS JOKA3aTeNIbCTBA
nomyctuMbiM'4. B aHIIO-aMepPHKaHCKOM — YTOJOBHOM — IIPO-
Lecce CyIIECTBYIOT IpaBuia 00 HCKIIOYEHHM 10Ka3aTelbCTB
(exclusionary rules), mo3Bosstomue NPodecCHOHAITEHOMY CYIbe
rapaHTUpOBaTh A0cTOBepHOCTH (reliability) mpencraBisembix
CTOPOHAMH JI0Ka3aTejbCTB' .

CaMbIM BaJKHBIM M3 HHMX CUMTAETCs TpeOOBaHUE 3ampera
hearsay'’. Ono mpeanonaraeT NpPU3HAHUE HEIOMYCTUMBIMH
CBeJIEHMH, MONYYEHHBIX BHE CyIa, OT JIMLA, KOTOpoe Jubo He
SBUIOCH B cynebHOE 3acenanue, NUGO M3MEHHUIO MOKA3aHUs
(out-of-court statements)'’. CyuiecTBOBaHHE JAHHOIO HHCTH-
TyTa OOBACHAETCS 3HAYMMOCTBIO YCTHOH (OpMBI CymeGHOro
pa3bupaTenbCTBa, B PAMKaX KOTOPOTO CTOPOHBI MOTYT OCIa-
pUBATh MO3WIMHU APYT APYTa M MPOBOIHUTH TMEPEKPECTHBIN JI0-
npoc. Oxuako 3akononarenbcTBo Coenunennoro Koponepctsa
n CIIIA npexgycMmaTpuBaeT psJ UCKIOYEHUI U3 JAaHHOrO IIpa-
Buna's,

OcoOblil MHTEpEeC MPEICTABISICT BONPOC HCKIIOYCHHS JI0-
Ka3aTeJbCTB B CBSI3U C HapyLICHHEM 3aKOHA U MPaB YeIOBEKa.
B yrosnosnom mpouecce Coenunennoro KoponeBcTBa He Kax-
o€ HapyIICHUE 3aKOHA SIBJISCTCS OCHOBAaHUEM JUIS TPU3HAHUS
[10Ka3aTeNbCTBA HEAOMYCTHMBIM. B cT. 78 3akoHa O MOIHMIIUHK
M JI0Ka3aTesbcTBaxX MO YroJoBHBIM JenaM 1984 r. 3akperieHa

"'Ha ocnoBannu ct. 401 ®I1J] CIIIA 0OTHOCHMMBIM NPHU3HAECTCS JOKa3a-
TEJIBCTBO, LEJIBI0 KOTOPOTrO CIIy)KHT yCTaHOBIeHHE (¢ GOJbIIel Hin
MEHbILEH BEPOSTHOCTBIO, YeM 3TO ObLIO Obl €3 TaHHOTO J0Ka3aTelb-
cTBa) (pakTa, MMEIOLIEr0 OTHOLICHHE K OOCTOSTENIBCTBAM MPECTYILIe-
HUSL.

12.Cm.: Emson R. Evidence. 4th ed, Basingstoke, 2008. P. 25.

13 Cm.: Roberts P., Zuckerman A. Op. cit. P. 98.

4 CMm.: Macphail Y.D. Op. cit. P. 11; Roberts P, Zuckerman A. Op. cit.
P. 97.

I5Cwm.: Gross S. Expert evidence / Wisconsin Law Review. 1991.
P. 1113-1232. Cnenyer 3aMeTHTb, YTO JOCTOBEPHOCTH JI0KA3aTEIbCTB
TaK)Ke BBISICHSIETCS CYIOM MPUCSIKHBIX B paMKax CyaeGHOTo pa3dupa-
TENBCTBA MOCPEACTBOM MEPEKPECTHOTO IOMPOCa YUYACTHUKOB MPOLEC-
ca.

16 Cm.: ibid.

17Cm.: Mueller C.B., Kirkpatrick L.C. Evidence. 5th ed., New York,
2012. P. 35; Roberts P., Zuckerman A. Op. cit. P. 74, 75.

18 Cm.: c. 114 3akona 06 yronosHoi roctuiu 2003 1. (AHMIHS 1 Ya1be);
cT. 259 3akona 06 yronosHoM mporecce 1995 r. (IHotnanaus); cr. 18
ITpukasza 06 yrosnosHoii toctuuun 2004 r. (Ceepuas Mpnanaus); cr.
803, 803 ®II/ CIIA // http: // www.legislation.gov.uk
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BeCbMa JMCKPEIHMOHHAs HOPMa, COTIIACHO KOTOPOM CyJ BIIpaBe
HCKJTIOYHTH J0KA3aTeIbCTBO CTOPOHBI OOBUHEHNS, YUUTHIBAS BCE
00CTOATENBCTBA, B TOM YHKCIIE U T€, TIPU KOTOPBIX OHO TOTYYEHO,
€CITM TIPU3HAHKE €T0 JOTTYCTHMBIM CITOCOOHO HETAaTHBHO ITOBJIH-
ATh Ha CIIPABEIMBOCTD CylneOHOro pasbuparenscrea'’. Anems-
[MOHHBIE CyIbl AHIIMKM U Y3JIbCa B CBOUX PEUIEHHSX MPHU3HA-
JH, 9TO B WX 3ajlady He BXOMHUT MPUHUMATH JUCIHUIUITHHAPHBIC
Mepbl B OTHOLICHHH MONUIEHCKUX U MPOKYPOpa, U eCIIH T0Ka-
3aTeNbCTBO MONTYYEHO HE3AKOHHO, TO TO MOKET CIYIKUTh JHIIb
OCHOBAHHEM ISl BO3MEIICHHUSI yiepOa B paMKaX rpakIaHCKOTO
npouecca®. Jlannas mpakTuka mojsepraercs kpuruke?'. On-
Hako B CoennHeHHOM KoposieBCcTBE M3BECTHBI CIyYa, KOTIA
CYIIBI HCKITIOYaJIH JOKA3aTebCTBA, ONyIeHHbIE C HapyIIEeHHEM
npas 06BMHAEMOro>2, B aMEPUKAHCKOM yrOJOBHOM IIPOLIECCE
JIOKa3aTeJIbCTBO CUMUTACTCS HEJOMYCTHMBIM, €CIIH B Ipolecce
paccrie[oBaHusl ObLTH HapyHNIEHBI KOHCTHTYI[HOHHBIC MIpaBa,
NpU3HAHHBIE OCHOBOH CIIpaBeqIMBOro CyaeOHOro pasbupa-
TeabCTBa>,

B aHI10-aMepHKaHCKOM YTOJIOBHOM IIPOIIECCEe TAKXKe ycTa-
HOBJICHBI IIpaBHJa, KAacaloOUIMecs HEIOCPEICTBEHHO OIICHKH
HoKa3aHuil sKkcrepra. B ciiydae MX HECOONIOICHHUS MOKa3aHUs
MOTyT OBbITh NPHU3HAHBI HEAOIYCTUMBIMH. Bo-mepBbIX, B neie
Kopounesa nporus Tiopuepa (R v. Turner, 1975) cyn ycranosu,
YTO MOKa3aHUs HKCIEPTA TOJNBKO TOTAA SIBISIFOTCS TOIYCTHMBIM
JI0Ka3aTeJIbCTBOM, KOIJIa HKCIIEPT COOOLIAET CBECHUS, KOTOPbI-
MH He o0yafaeT HU MpoQeCCHOHAIBHBII Cy/bsl, HU MPUCSDKHBIC
3acenarenn>t, Bcnm ske U3 yCTaHOBJIEHHBIX (DAKTOB CYJ W MPH-
CSDKHBIE MOTYT CZIeJIaTh BBIBOJ] O€3 IIOMOIIM SKCIIEpTa, TO ero M0~
SHIMS CYMTAETCA M3NUIIHEH?. YKka3aHHOE pelleHne CTalo mpe-
LECHTOM JUIs CyA0B AHIIMU U YaJbca. B HaydHOM coobiecTBe
npasuiio TiopHepa nojBepraercs KpuTuke. 110 MHEHHIO Y4EHBbIX,
MOKa3aHUsl JKCHepTa MOTYT OBITH IOJIE3HBI UISI TPHUCSIKHBIX,
JTa’ke eCII OH OTBeYaeT Ha BOIPOCHI, BXOAAIINE B chepy oOmmx
3HAHWH WM TICUXOJOTMH HOPMAIBHOTO DPA3BUTHS JIMYHOCTH.
B IlloTnanauu cyapl IPUMEHSIOT K TOKa3aHUsIM dKcrepTa Tpedo-
BaHUs, CXOKue ¢ paBusiom Troprepa?’.

B CHIA ogHuM U3 onpeaesoux KpUTepueB 10IMyCTUMOCTH
MOKa3aHUH SKCIIEPTa SBISICTCS TaK Ha3bIBAEMOE “IIPABUIIO IOMO-
™ (“the helpfulness standard”)?. Ha ocnoanuu ct. 702 ®I1]]
CUIA skcrepT MOXET JaTh MMOKa3aHUs TOJbKO B Ciyyae, eciu
€ro Hay4YHbIC, TEXHWYCCKHE WIH WHBIC CICHUAIbHBIC 3HAHUS
MOMOTYT CyIy TMOHSTH J0Ka3aTelbCTBA WMJIM YCTAHOBHUTH (DAKT,
OTHOCSIIMICS K CyliecTBy nena. Jlake eciau HCKOMBIH (akT
HAXOTUTCS B 00JIACTH OOIIMX 3HAHUHU, & CBEJCHHSI, TIOTYICHHEBIC
OT 3KCIepTa, yTOYHAT WIH YIIyOsT UX, TEM CaMbIM CTaB TOJIE3-
HBIMH CyJly, €r0 TOKa3aHus OyayT NPU3HAHBI JOIYCTUMBIMUZY.
Ho ecnu npucsKHBIE MOTYT CaMOCTOSITEIIEHO CEIaTh BEIBOJ Ha

19 Cm.: http://www.legislation.gov.uk

20 Cm.: Emson R. Op. cit. P. 240.

2l Cwm.: Roberts P., Zuckerman A. Op. cit. P. 181.

22Cm.: Brown A. Criminal evidence and procedure: an introduction.
3" ed., Edinburgh, 2010. P. 35; Emson R. Op. cit. P. 241.

23 Cm.: Pemenne Bepxosuoro cyaa CIIIA no gexy Chapman v. California
(em.: Mueller C.B., Kirkpatrick L.C. Op. cit. P. 29).

24 Cm.: Expert evidence in criminal proceedings in England and Wales //
The Law Commission. Report N 325. HC 829. London, 2011.

P.13// http: //  www.official-documents.gov.uk/document/hc1011/
hc08/0829/0829.pdf
2 Tbid.

26 Cwm.: Roberts P., Zuckerman A. Op. cit. P. 487.

27 Cm.: Pemenus: Davie v. Edinburgh Magistrates, 1953; Assessor for
Lothian Region v. Wilson, 1979 u np. (cm: Brown A. Op. cit. P. 124).

28 Cm.: Mueller C.B., Kirkpatrick L.C. Op. cit. P. 644.

29 Tak, ObUIM NPU3HAHBI JIOMYCTUMBIMU MOKA3aHUs MCUXOJOTa, yTBEp-
JKJ@BIIET0, YTO IPEIMEThI SIPKUX [IBETOB IPUBICKAIOT Jereil (cM:
Mueller C.B., Kirkpatrick L.C. Op. cit. P. 646).
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OCHOBAaHMH OOIIMX 3HAHUH M 37PaBOrO CMBICIA, TO MPH3HABATH
MOKa3aHUs KCIEpTa J0MYCTUMBIMU Oy/IET OUUOKOM, TOCKOIb-
Ky MPHUTOBOP MOKET OBITH OTMEHEH PELIEHMEM BBIIECTOSIIETO
cyna®’.

B poccuiickom yrosoBHOM mponecce, Kak U B aHIIIHHCKOM,
3aKJIIOUCHHE U ITOKa3aHMs HKCIIEPTa, COIEPIKAIIIE BEIBOJIBI, BXO-
naume B chepy 00X 3HAHUN, JOTKHBI OBITh MPU3HAHBI HEJ0-
IIyCTUMBIMH J10Ka3aTeJIbCTBAMH, IOCKOJBKY COITIacHO 4. 1 cT. 57
VIIK P® skcnepToM NPU3HAETCS JIMLO, KOTOPOE IPUBICKACTCS
K y4YacTHIO B JeJieé B CBSA3M C HAJIMYHMEM y HETO CIEIHaTbHBIX
3Hanuit’!,

Bo-BTOpEIX, B aHITI0-aMEPHKAHCKOM YTOJIOBHOM MPOIIECCE T10-
Ka3zaHHs dKcrepra OylyT MPU3HAHBI JJOMYCTHUMBIMH, €CIH JIHIO,
KOTOpO€ JOJDKHO X JaTh, SIBISICTCS CICIHATNCTOM B COOTBET-
crBytomieii o6nactu®?, Tlpy peleHny JaHHO# 3a1a49H CyJIbl IIOJIb3Y-
I0TCSl JI0BOJIHO LIMPOKOit CBOGOION YCMOTPEHHUS >, TOCKOILKY HE
cymecTByeT (hopMaIbHOTO TPeOOBAHUS IPEOCTABUTE JOKYMEHT
00 00pazoBaHMU, UMETh COOTBETCTBYIOUINH MPodeccnOHaTbHBIN
ONBIT MJIM MOATBEPAUTE YWIEHCTBO B KaKO-1u60 opranuzanun’?.
B Anrmuu un VYansce mo apeny Koponea mporus Cunsepiiok
(R v. Silverlock, 1894) cyn mpu3Ham, 4To HEBaXXHO, UMEET JIH
9KcIepT (OPMabHO MOATBEPIKACHHYIO KBAIN(HUKALUIO, [TIABHOE,
9TOOB! OH BJIAJIEN CHENUAIBHBIMH 3HAHUAMU, MPUOOPETEHHBIMH
B TOM 4YHCle B paMKax xo60u™®. Jlaxe HapkOMaHaMm aHIIUMHACKUE
CyIIbl pa3pelany BBICTYNAaTh B KaueCTBE KCIIEPTOB IO ONpe/e-
JICHWIO BHJIa HAPKOTHYECKOTO cpencTBa’. B To ke Bpems camm
CTOPOHBI 3aMHTEPECOBAHBI B TOM, YTOOBI TTOKAa3aTh BBICOKHIH 00-
pa3oBaTeNbHBII yPOBEHb CBOETO SKCIIEPTa.

B nacrosmuii MomeHT aHrnuiickas Komuccusi mo mpaBoBoit
pedopme (The Law Commission) mpeajaraet CTPOXE MOIXO-
JIUTh K BBUICHEHUIO KOMIIETCHTHOCTH JKCIIEPTa, CUUTAs], YTO
MPaBUJIO JOKA3BIBAHMUS JAHHOTO YCIOBHUS JODKHO MPeIyCMaTpH-
BaTh MHUHHMAJIbHO HEOOXOIMMBIH YPOBEHb 3HAHHIA, OIBITA WIIN
HaBBIKOB®,

B poccuiickoM yronoBHOM Mpolecce JI03HaBaTelo, cle-
JIOBATEIII0 WIN Cy[y Takxke TpeOyercs yOenuThcs B HAIHIHH y
9KCIepTa HeOOXOAUMBIX 3HaHUH M ombiTa. CormacHo 4. 2 ct1. 70
VIIK P® skcnepT He MOXKET NPUHUMATh yyacTHe B JieJe, eClU
00HApPYKHUTCS €r0 HEKOMIIETeHTHOCTh. COOTBETCTBEHHO, B TAKOM
ClIydae ero 3aKJI0ueHHe M MOKa3aHUs JOKHBI OBITh MPHU3HAHBI
HEJIOITyCTHMBIMH J10Ka3aTeIbCTBAMU.

B-TpeTbHX, B aHITIO-aMEPUKAHCKOM YTOJOBHOM IIpolecce
JIOCTOBEPHOCTH MOKAa3aHUH dKCIEpTa sSBISETCS] OAHOM U3 mpen-
MIOCBUIOK MX JOIYCTHMOCTH, TOTZIA KaK B POCCUICKOM yTOJIOB-
HOM TIPOLIECCE OHO CUUTAETCS CAMOCTOATENBHBIM CBOCTBOM
JoKa3aTenbcTBa. B Hactosimuii MoMmeHT kak B Poccnn, Tak u B
aHIII0-aMEePUKAHCKUX TOCYapCcTBaX 0c000e BHUMAHUE Y/CJICHO
npoOiemMe OLEHKH Hay4YHOH 000CHOBAaHHOCTH BBIBOAOB JKCIIEP-
Ta, TaK KaK HayyHOe 3HaHHE Bce OoJiee CleUUaTIU3UpyeTcs,
nupGepeHupyeTcs 1 yCI0KHICTCS B COBPEMEHHOM MHPE TeX-

30 Cm.: ibid.

31 Onnako cieayeT MpU3HATh, 9TO JI0 CUX IOp HE CYHIECTBYET €IUHOTO
B3IUIs1/1a HA IOHMMAaHUeE ““CIIelMaJIbHBIX 3HaHUN .

32 Cwm.: er. 702 ®IIJ CIIA,; Mueller C.B., Kirkpatrick L.C. Op. cit. P. 36,
642; Roberts P, Zuckerman A. Op. cit. P. 477.

3 Cwm.: Mueller C.B., Kirkpatrick L.C. Op. cit. P. 643; Hodgkinson T. Op.
cit. P. 11; Roberts P., Zuckerman A. Op. cit. P. 476.

3 Cwm.: Mueller C.B., Kirkpatrick L.C. Op. cit. P. 642; Roberts P,
Zuckerman A. Op. cit. P. 477.

35 Cwm.: Roberts P, Zuckerman A. Op. cit. P. 477.

36 Cm.: ibid.

37 Cm.: Expert evidence in criminal proceedings in England and Wales.
P. 50.

CAMYTUYEBA

nosoruii’*®. Tak, B Ceeproii Upnannuu cyn o aery O’ J[osptu
(R v. O’Doherty, 2003) mpu3Han mokasaHus dKCIepTa HEJOIMy-
CTUMBIMHM Ha TOM OCHOBaHHH, YTO TOT HMCIIOJB30BaJ YCTapeB-
mIyro MeTtoauky. B Anrmmm m Yoamece ykazanHoe TpeboBaHHe
TaKKe YCTaHOBIEHO mpeneneHTamu. B dactHoctu, B 2010 T
ameJUIAIMOHHBIC Cyabl, paccMoTpeB aena Puma (R v. Reed) u
Bemnepa (R v. Weller), ycTranoBuIH, 4T0 IMOKa3aHUS dKCIIEPTa
Hay4yHoro xapakrtepa (expert evidence of a scientific nature)
HEJOIYCTUMBI, €CIM HX HaydyHOEe OCHOBaHHE HEJO0CTaTOYHO
Hasexkno>’. OJHAKO B HACTOANIEE BPEMs AHDIHUICKHE CYJIbI
PEIKO MCKITIOYAOT JaHHBIM BHJ JIOKAa3aTeIbCTBA, MOJaras, 4To
ero 1e(GeKThl MOXKHO BBISIBUTH M YCTPAHUTh MOCPEACTBOM IIe-
PEKPECTHOTO IOIpOca MU Aa4H MMOKa3aHUIl IKCIIEPTOM JpyToH
cropous*’. TIpu HaNMYMK COBOKYMHOCTH NOKAa3aTENbCTB B Ta-
KOM Cllydae CyJ UCIOJIb3YeT TEOPUI0 PasyMHOro comHeHus*!.
ITo MHEHMIO yuYeHBIX, Cy/Ibl HBIHE JIMIICHBI IIOMOIIH B TOM, Ka-
KHM 00pa3oM MM OCYHIECTBIATH OIEHKY JOCTOBEPHOCTH MOKa-
3aHHUH PKCTepTa, a IPPEKT OT CyIIECTBYIOMMX PEHeIeHTHBIX
TPaBUI ABJISETCS WILTIO30pHBIM*?. B CBA3M C TeM, UTO CeroiHs
B yrojgoBHoM mponecce Coennnennoro KoponeBcTBa moka He
CYLIECTBYET YETKHX KPUTEPHUEB OLIEHKH HAyYHOW 0OOCHOBaH-
HOCTH, y4eHble aHanm3upyioT omelT CIIIA, rme manHoe Tpe-
0GoBaHME HAIUIO OTPa)KeHHE CHAJasla B NpEIeJeHTaX, 3aTeM B
3aKOHOJATENIbCTBE.

AMepuKaHCKHE Cy/Ibl JOIT0€ BPeMsI PyKOBOACTBOBAIHCH Tpa-
BWJIOM, YKa3aHHbBIM B pemtenuu Frye v. United States 1923 n.%3.
CormracHO eMy HOBast TEOPHSI I METO/INKA, JIS)KAIINe B OCHOBE
MOKa3aHUH HKCIepTa, AOJDKHBI MPUOOPECTH BceodIIee Mpu3Ha-
HHE B COOTBETCTBYIOLIEH cdepe HayuHoro 3nanusa*. B 1993 r.
BepxoBublii cyn CIIA npuHsan pelieHue [0 IPaKIaHCKOMY
neny Daubert v. Merrell Dow Phamaceuticals Inc.*, B koTopom
moATBepaMi, uTo TosnkoBaHue cr. 702 newctByromux DI/ He
MO3BOJIIET CYMTATh ‘‘BceoOliee IpU3HAHME” HOBOH HaydHOU
TEOPHH MU METOAUKH, JEKAIIUX B OCHOBE MOKA3aHUH IKCIEp-
Ta, HeOOXOAUMOM TPEANOCHUIKON uX gomyctuMocTu*®. JlaHHOE
peIICHHE CTaJI0 MPEIEeCHTHBIM JJIs BceX (pemepasbHbIX CYNIOB.
[Tpu ouenke Hay4yHOI 000CHOBAHHOCTH MOKAa3aHUI HKCIIEPTa CyL
JIOJDKeH 00paTHTh BHUMaHUe: 1) mpoluia Ju Teopus (MEeTonKa),
JIeKalasi B OCHOBE JIOKa3aTeNbCTBA, IPOBEPKY U BBIACPIKAIA JTH
npouexaypy ¢anbcupukanuu, 2) moaABEpIiIach JIU OHA aHAIIU3Y CO
CTOPOHBI Hay4yHOro cooOIecTBa (B YaCTHOCTH, M3JIOXKEHA JIU B
HayYHBIX J)KypHaJIaX), 3) OTMEUCHA JIN W3BECTHAs WM ITOTEHIIH-
aJbHAasl CTENECHb e¢ OMHMOKHM U 4) BCTpETHIIa M OHA MOAACPK-
Ky, B TOM YHCJIe M BCEOOIIyI0, CPEAN COOTBETCTBYIOIIEH yacTu
HaygHOTO coobmecTBa. OTMedaeTcs, 4TO MAHHBIH IIepeYCHb
SBIISIETCA HEMCUYEPIBIBAIONINM U THOKHM, T.€. HECOOTBETCTBHE

3 Cwm.: Asepvanoea T.B. Cynebnas skcneprtuza. Kypc obmei Teopuw.
M., 2012. C. 465, 466; Roberts P., Zuckerman A. Op. cit. P. 470.

39 Cm.: Expert evidence in criminal proceedings in England and Wales.
P. 16.

40 Cm.: ibid.

41 Cwm.: Hodgkinson T. Op. cit. P. 204.

42 Cm.: Expert evidence in criminal proceedings in England and Wales.
P. 18.

43 Cwm.: Crombag H.F.M. Expert witnesses as vicarious anchors // Foren-
sic expertise and the law of evidence / Ed. by J.F. Nijboer, C.R. Cal-
len, N. Kwak. Amsterdam, 1993. P. 81-88; Roberts P., Zuckerman A.
Op. cit. P. 494.

4 Cwm.: Roberts P, Zuckerman A. Op. cit. P. 494,

45 JlaHHOE pelIeHHE TAKKE PACTIPOCTPAHAETCS HA MCIIONb30BAHHE MOKa-
3aHMI SKCIIepTa B YIOJIOBHOM CY/OIPOU3BOJCTBE, MOCKOIBKY J[0Ka3a-
tenberBeHHOE npaBo B CIIIA B OCHOBHOI CBOEW yacTH OXBaThIBaeT
KaK YTOJIOBHYIO, TaK M TPAXKIAHCKYIO C(epbl.

4 Cm.: Daubert v. Merrell Dow Pharmaceuticals, Inc., 509 U.S.
579 (1993)//  http://  caselaw.lp.findlaw.com/cgi-bin/getcase.
pl?court=US&vol=509&invol=579
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OCOBEHHOCTU OLEHKU

KaKMM-TH00 KPUTEPHAM HE JaeT OCHOBAHWS Ul NPU3HAHHS
NOKa3aHUH HEJ0CTOBEPHBIMH, €CIIU CYJl YOEKIEH B HAZIE)KHOCTH
pe3yNnbTaToB MccaenoBaHu .

JlaHHOE penIeHNe BBI3BAI0 OXKUBICHHYIO TUCKyccuio. OqHI
yYeHbIE €ro KPUTUKOBAIH 32 JBYCMBICICHHOCTD, M3JIHIIHIOIO
rIOKOCTh, TPYAHOCTh B HPHMEHEHHH CYJOM, a Jpyrue —
OLEHUIIM €ro MoaoxuTenbHo*®, Tem He MeHee, B HEKOTOPBIX
wratax (Heio-Mopk, ®nopuma, Kamudopuus, WminHoiic)
MO-TIPeXHEMY IIPUMEHSETCS IPaBIIO “BCEOOINEro INpu3Ha-
Hus” Y,

AHIIUIICKUE KOJJIETH B IIEJIOM TOAJCPKHUBAIOT aMEpUKaH-
CKHI{ OTIBIT MPEOAOICHHU MPOOIeMBbl HAyYHOH 000CHOBAHHOCTH
nokaszanuii sxkcnepra®®. Tak, IT. Po6eprc u A. Llykepman otnanu
npenmnoyTeHune mnpaBuiy Daubert, HOCKONBKY, 10 X MHEHUIO,
He clleyeT NpeHeOperaTb HOBBIMHU JOCTHKEHHAMM B Hayke’'.
Amnrnuiickas Komuccus mo nmpaBoBoii pedopme, mpeIoKUBIIas
MMOXO)KHE TpaBUIa, TAKXKE HE 0A00pHiIa KPUTEpHUs “BCEOOINEro
MpU3HAHUA’, TAK KaK MOCTOSHHO BO3HMUKAIOT HOBBIC PALlHOHAIb-
HBIC TEOPUH, KOTOPBIE CO BPEMEHEM MOTYT CTaTh OOIICTPUHITON

47 Cwm.: Brown E.D., Snider B., Svilik V. Ruling on reliability and relevance
in a Daubert hearing: the methodology-conclusion debate and other
issues / Harvard Law School. 1999 // http://cyber.law.harvard.edu/
daubert/ch4.htm

4 Cwm. nonpobuee: Kampen P.T.C. Op. cit. P. 197.

4 Cwm.: Roberts P, Zuckerman A. Op. cit. P. 496.

30 Cm.: Forensic science on trial / House of commons. Science and technol-
ogy Committee. 7 report. March. 2005. P. 76 // http://www.publications.
parliament.uk/pa/cm200405/cmselect/cmsctech/96/96i1.pdf

SICwm.: Roberts P, Zuckerman A. Op. cit. P. 498.
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MO3UIHEN, W TO, YTO cefiuac OOMIENPU3HAHO, TO MOXET yCTa-
peTn2.

Takum 00pa3oM, B paMKax aHIJIO-aMEPHKAHCKOTO yTOJIOBHOTO
mporecca CyAbl, aHATU3UPYS TOKa3aHWUs IKCIEPTa, HCHOIb3YIOT
KaK oOIlye NMpaBuwiia OLEHKU J0Ka3aTelbCTB, TaK M KOHKPETHHIE
KPHUTEPHHU, KOTOPHIM JODKHO OTBEYATh HEMOCPEICTBEHHO JAHHOE
CpeAcTBO oKa3bIBaHUA. [0BOpa 00 00muX mpaBmiax, MOXKHO OT-
METHUTB, YTO B aHIJIO-aMEPHKAHCKOM yTOJIOBHOM ITPOLieCcCe IOHATHE
JIOIMyCTUMOCTH IIHpe, 4eM B poccuiickoM. Eciu B oTeuecTBeHHOM
YTOJIOBHOM CYAOTIPOHM3BOJICTBE OHO TPAAMIIMOHHO aCCOLUHMPYETCS
TOJILKO C TpeOOBaHHEM COOIOICHHS YTOJIOBHO-IPOLIECCYaTbHOTO
3aKOHA W TIPaB 4eJIOBEKa, TO B AHIIO-aMEPUKAHCKOM YTOJIOBHOM
Ipolecce A0KA3aTeNbCTBO JOKHO OBITh MPH3HAHO AOITYCTUMBIM,
€CIIM OHO OTBEYaeT TPEOOBAHNUIO OTHOCUMOCTH U HE TOAIAJaeT MO
npaBmiIa 00 MCKIIOUCHUH J0Ka3aTelbcTB. Kacasich creruanbHBIX
KPUTEPHEB OLEHKH MOKAa3aHUH KCIEPTa, MOXHO CJIENaTh BHIBOJ,
YTO B QHIVIO-aMEPUKAHCKOM yTOJIOBHOM IIPOLIECCE OHH MOTYT OBITh
HPU3HAHBI HEAOITy CTUMBIMH, CIIH SKCIICPT HE SIBIISICTCS CTICIIAAIIH-
CTOM B COOTBETCTBYIOLIEH 00JIACTH 3HAHUI MM COOOIAET CBEe-
HHSI, KOTOPBIMU 00JIaaeT Cyl, a TAK)KE €CIIH TEOPHsI MM METO/INKA,
JIe)aIne B OCHOBE POBOANMBIX MM HCCIJIC/IOBAHUI, HE OTBEYAIOT
KPUTEPUIO HAaydHOH oOocHOBaHHOCTH. CregyeT OTMETHTh, YTO
aQHIIMICKMEe W aMepUKaHCKHe CY[IbH O0JafaloT MIMPOKUMH JUC-
KPEI[HOHHBIMI TTOJTHOMOYMSMU TIPH ONPEEeTICHIH JOITyCTHMOCTH
MoKa3aHuH KcrepTa.

52 Cm.: The admissibility of expert evidence in criminal proceedings in
England and Wales: a new approach to the determination of evidentiary
reliability / Law Commission. Consultation paper # 190, 2009. P. 31 //
http://lawcommission.justice.gov.uk/docs/cp190 Expert Evidence
Consultation.pdf



