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Abstract

As one of the auxiliary means of litigation, the opinion of forensic accounting appraisal plays an
important role in the investigation of economic and duty crimes in practice. Based on the criminal
cases involving forensic accounting expertise published by China Judicial Document Network from
2014 to 2020 in G Province, this paper, from the perspective of court acceptance, observed that
the court acceptance rate of forensic accounting expertise opinions is very high in practice, but the
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contrary is that such a result is not only caused by its high quality. Judges’ low level of examination,
appraisers’ lack of professional ethics, low professional level, and appraisers’ difficulty in main-
taining their independence and neutrality all contribute to the high acceptance rate. This paper
observes the existence of the problem, tries to put forward a clean mindset, improves the business
level, the implementation of the appraiser’s responsibility and other practical suggestions, on the
one hand, for the court to review the judicial accounting appraisal opinions to provide reference,
on the other hand, for the practice of how to defend the defense to provide ideas. However, the ul-
timate goal is how to make the judicial accounting appraisal opinion better recognized by the ap-
praiser, the court and the parties, so as to realize the purpose of serving judicial justice.
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Table 1. From 2014 to 2020, statistical analysis of the number of criminal cases involving judicial accounting appraisal in G
Province
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Et 2014 4 2015 4 2016 4£ 2017 4£ 2018 4= 2019 4£ 2020 4 &
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14 10 50 55 65 52 36 282
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Table 2. Number of criminal cases of judicial accounting in the regions of Province G
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Table 3. Statistical analysis of the causes involved in judicial accounting appraisal cases
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Table 4. Impact of different subjects of expertise on admissibility in court
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Table 5. Impact of the type of accreditation body on the rate of admissibility in court
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Table 6. Statistics on the impact of defendants’ objections on admissibility in court
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Table 7. Statistical analysis of court admissibility of all cases
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Table 8. Changes in the rate of court acceptance of judicial accounting appraisal, 2014~2020
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2017 55 47 85.4% 5 9.0% 94.4%
2018 65 62 95.3% 3 4.6% 100%
2019 52 50 96.1% 2 3.8% 100%
2020 36 34 94.4% 2 5.5% 100%
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