Forensic Laboratories

Bibliography of Research Articles


	Actual innocence: Five days to execution and other

dispatches from the wrongly convicted. (2000). New

York: Doubleday.


	Dwyer, J., Neufeld, P., & Scheck, B.
	

	Asking the gatekeepers: A national survey of judges on judging expert evidence in a post-Daubert world. (2001) Law and Human Behavior, 25(5), 433-458.


	Gatowski, S.I., Dobbin, S.A., Richardson, J.T., Ginsburg, G.P., Merlino, M.L., & Dahir, V.
	

	Check your crystal ball at the courthouse door, please: exploring the past, understanding the present, and worrying about the future of scientific evidence. (1994) Cardozo Law Review, 15(6-7), 1799-1835.


	Faigman, D.L., Porter, E., & Saks, M.J.
	

	Conjectures and exhumations:  Citations of history, philosophy and sociology of science in US federal courts. (2002) Law and Literature, 14(2), 309-366.


	Edmond, G., & Mercer, D.
	

	Deconstructing Graeme:  Observation on “pragmatic psychology,” forensics, and the institutional epistemology of the courts. Psychology Public Policy and Law, 9(3-4), 301-333.


	Dowdle, M.W.
	

	Embracing the darkness:  Logerquist v. McVey and the doctrine of ignorance of science is an excuse. (2001) Arizona State Law Journal, 33(1), 87, 101.


	Faigman, D.L.
	

	Eyewitness testimony:  Civil and criminal (3rd ed.).  (1997) Charlottesville, VA:  Lexis Law Publishing


	Loftus, E.F., & Doyle, J.M.
	

	Handbook of psychology in legal contexts (2d ed.). (2003). Hoboken, NJ: Wiley.


	Carson, D., & Bull, R.


	

	How good is good enough?  Expert evidence under Daubert and Kumho. (2000) Case Western Reserve Law Review, 50(3), 645-667.


	Faigman, D.L., Kaye, D.H., Saks, M.J., & Sanders, J.
	

	Is science different for lawyers? (2002) Science, 297, 339-340.


	Faigman, D.L.
	

	Judge and attorney experiences, practices, and concerns regarding expert testimony in federal civil trial. (2002) Psychology Public Policy and Law, 8(3), 309-332.
	Krafka, C., Dunn, M.A., Johnson, M.T., Cecil, J.S., & Miletich, D.
	

	Junk philosophy of science?  The paradox of expertise and inter-disciplinarily in federal courts.  (2000) Washington and Lee Review, 57(3), 686-766. 


	Caudill, D.S., & Redding, R.E.
	

	Jurors’ evaluations of expert testimony:  Judging the messenger and the message. (2003) Law & Social Inquiry, 28(2), 441-482.


	Ivkovic, S., & Hans. V.
	

	Legal alchemy:  The use and misuse of science in the law. (1999) New York:  W.H. Freeman and Co.


	Faigman, D.L.
	

	Legal perceptions of science and expert knowledge.  (2002) Psychology Public Policy and Law, 8(2), 139-153.


	Sanders, J., Diamond, S.S., & Vidmar, N.
	

	Making the law safe for science:  proposed rule for the admission of expert testimony.  (1996) Washburn Law Journal, 35(3), 401-430.


	Faigman, D.L.
	

	Mapping the labyrinth of scientific evidence. (1995) Hastings Law Journal, 46(2), 555-579.


	Faigman, D.L.
	

	Merlin and Solomon:  Lessons fro the law’s formative encounters with forensic identification science. (1998) Hastings Law Journal, 49(4), 1069-1141. 
	Saks, M.J.
	

	Modern scientific evidence:  the law and science of expert testimony.  (2002) St. Paul, MN:  West Group.


	Faigman, D.L.
	

	Navigating expert reliability: Are criminal standards of certainty being left on the dock?  (2000) Albany Law Review, 64(1), 99-152.


	Risinger, D.M.
	

	Science at the bar:  Law, science, and technology in America.  Cambridge. (1995) MA:  Harvard University Press.


	Jasanoff, S.
	

	Science in the law:  Forensic science issues.  (2002) St. Paul, MN:  West.


	Faigman, D.L., Kay, D.H., Saks, M.J., & Sanders, J.
	

	Science in the law:  Standards, statistics and research issues. (2002). St. Paul, MN:  West.


	Faigman, D.L., Kay, D.H., Saks, M.J., & Sanders, J.
	

	The Daubert/Kumho implications of observer effects in forensic science:  Hidden problems of expectation and suggestion.  (2002) California Law Review, 90(1), 1-56.


	Risinger, D.M., Saks, M.J., Thompson, W.C., & Rosenthal, R.
	

	The effects of Daubert on the admissibility of expert testimony in state and federal criminal cases. (2002)  Psychology Public Policy and Law, 8(4), 339-372.


	Groscup, J.L., Penrod, S.D., Studebaker, C.A., Huss, M.T., & O’Neil, K.M.
	

	The evidentiary status of social science under Daubert: Is it “scientific,” “technical,” or “other” knowledge? (1995) Psychology Public Policy and Law, 1(4), 960-979.


	Faigman, D.L.
	

	The law’s scientific revolution: reflections and ruminations on the law’s use of experts in year seven of the revolution. (2000) Washington and Lee Law Review, 57(3), 661-684.


	Faigman, D.L.
	

	The tipping point in the law’s use of science: The epidemic of scientific sophistication that began with DNA profiling and toxic torts.  (2001) Brooklyn Law Review, 67 (1), 111-125.


	Faigman, D.L.
	

	Three card Monte, Monty Hall, modus operandi and “offender profiling”: Some lessons of modern cognitive science for the law of evidence.  Cardozo Law Review, 24(1), 193-285.


	Risinger, M.D.
	

	When scientific evidence is the enemy. (2001) Skeptical Inquirer, 25(6), 14-15.


	Loftus, E.F.
	

	Witness for the defense:  The accused, the eyewitness, and the expert who puts memory on trial. (1991) New York:  St. Martin’s Press.


	Loftus, E.F., & Ketcham, K.
	

	Wrongly convicted: Perspectives on failed justice. (2001) New Brunswick, NJ:  Rutgers University Press. 


	Westervelt, S.D., & Humphrey, J.A. (Eds.).
	

	
	
	


PAGE  
4

