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probabilistic positive and negative conclusions, as well as
a conclusion on the impossibility to solve the issue, different options
for evaluating features and, as a result, alternative interpretation for
@ @ the investigation summary section of the forensic report are possible.

To strengthen existing approaches, systematize theoretical
knowledge, study and analyze forensic expert practice in providing
a scientifically sound, objective, full forensic report for all types of
expert conclusions, peculiarities of the methodology for identification
and evaluation of the set of features are outlined.

Since the probative value of the forensic report depends on its
type and scientific substantiation, this article discusses in detail
and comprehensively considers reasons for justification of each of
conclusion types.

Existing methods of signs analysis are investigated and, taking
into account current forensic expert practice, presentation of
a scientifically sound evaluation of signs for each expert situation is
suggested.

Capacities of the forensic expert are considered depending on
studied and comparative material, his experience and professional
training. Reasons leading to erroneous expert conclusions on the

When formulating positive and negative conclusions,
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example of more than 10 investigation summary sections of different
forms of forensic report are analyzed. Ways to prevent such errors are
proposed.

The algorithm of actions for identification and careful study of
both coinciding signs and discrepancies is developed. Also, the terms
for their occurrence and interdependence, the degree of influence of
diagnostic signs on identification ones are provided. The suggested
in the article options for solving expert tasks can be used in forensic
expert practice to optimize expert research.

Keywords: evaluation of signs; forensic report types; forensic
expert practice; categorical positive and mnegative conclusions;
probabilistic positive and negative conclusions.

Formulation of Research Problem

Forensic handwriting analysis belongs
to forensic species of examinations.
According to Part 2 of Art. 84 of the
Criminal Procedural Code of Ukraine !,
procedural source of evidence is also
experts’ conclusions. According to judicial-
procedural law, experts’ conclusions are
also considered to be one of significant
pieces of evidence 2.

In Paragraph 1, Part 5 of Article
69 of the Criminal Procedural Code of
Ukraine 3, the main requirement for the
forensic expert: to conduct a careful study
and provide a substantiated and objective
written conclusion has been formulated.
Through forensic report court procedure
obtains scientifically substantiated
evidence. N. I. Klymenko believes that
from the entire content of the forensic

report, not only research (answers to posed
questions) results but also description of
performed researches * have probative
value. Provision of accurate in its essence
and scientifically substantiated conclusion
depends on correct identification and
careful study of signs, their due evaluation.
Z. S. Melenevska stresses that forensic
expert errors while conducting forensic
handwriting analyses are most often
associated with inability to detect, study
and evaluate signs of handwriting °.
The methodically sound elected way of
expert research is steadily promoting the
formulation of an accurate forensic report.

Analysis of Essential Researches
and Publications

Characteristics of handwriting analysis
objects are traced in signs, they are

1

KprMiHanbHUI IpollecyanbHUN KofleKe YKpainu Big 13.04.2012 p. Ne 4651-VI (3i 3MmiH. Ta go-
moB.). URL: https://zakon.rada.gov.ua/laws/show/4651-17#Text (date accessed: 10.10.2021).
EKCIIepTH3u y CyZOBil IPaKTULL : HAYK.-IIPAKT. [10cib. ; 3a 3ar. pex. B. I. ToHuapeHka. 2-re Buj.,
repepobd. i goros. Kuig, 2010. 400 c.

KpuMiHaJIbHUN IpoLieCyaJbHUN KOZeKC YKpaiHU ...
show/4651-17#Text (date accessed: 10.10.2021).
Kinumenko H. U., Hunentok C. A. HasHauyeHNe U IIpOBeJleHNe SKCIIEPTU3bl B I'PAKAAHCKOM
mporiecce. Dkcnepmuoe obecnederue npagocyoust: npobaemvl Mmeopul U NPAKMUKU : MaT-TbI MeX-
JyHap. Hayd.-IpakT. KoHd. (AP Kprim, 07—08.09.2006). Cumdbepomnois, 2006. C. 35—39.
Menenescoka 3. C., CBoboza €. 10., AuToHOK [1. €. [I[pUYMHN eKCIIepPTHUX [TOMUJIOK ITiJ] 9ac
BUpilIeHHS iJeHTUOIKAIINHUX 3aBJaHb y MeXaX CyZOBO-IIOYEPKO3HABYUX JOCIiKEeHb.
Kpuminanicmuunuil gicnuk. 2016. Bum. 1 (25). C. 115—121.
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studied according to qualitative and
quantitative indicators. O. R. Shliakhov ¢,
A. 1. Vinberh ’ and others dedicated
their research papers to issues of
studying objects provided for research,
identification of their characteristics
and analysis of detected signs. Scientists
adhere to different opinions on the
classification of handwriting signs, owing
to various approaches to this issue.

As of today, specialists use the
classification of handwriting identification
signs suggested by V. F. Orlova
and A. I. Mantsvietova 5. A. P. Rogozin
advised to use such a criterion of
handwriting signs as a reflection of
peculiarities of writing-motor skills that
possess relative invariability and are
independent from the rest of handwriting °
signs.

M. Ye. Bondar and O. V. Dovzhenko with
co-authors introduced an advanced system
of handwriting signs where distinguished
such a concept as a handwriting ° maturity.
Z. S. Melenevska and Ye. Yu. Svoboda
substantiated such criteria for signs of

Article Purpose

The Article Purpose is an in-depth focus on
existing approaches, systematizing theoretical
knowledge, studying and analyzing forensic
expert practice in provision of scientifically
substantiated, objective, complete forensic
report and all its types. In the theory of
forensic science and criminalistics, particular
attention is drawn to the classification of
forensic examinations; however, classification
of forensic reports (depending on evaluation
of identification signs) requires a more
thorough consideration.

Forensic expert practice requires clear,
efficient action algorithms in specific
expert situations and options for analyzing
and evaluating signs of handwriting to
draw a categorical positive conclusion,
probablistic positive conclusion, categorical
negative conclusion, probabilistic negative
conclusion and a conclusion of the inability
to answer questions posed.

For example, experts from the National
Bureau Expertises of the Republic of
Armenia highlight that forensic experts
should analyze the entire conclusion in

handwriting, as variability, selective the methodological aspect, emphasizing
changeability, dynamic invariability, results of separate and comparative
sufficiency 1. researches and conclusion 2 formulation.

6 Ilnaxos A. P. CTpyKTypa 9KCIIEpTHOTO UCCIAe[0BAHUSA U I'HOCEOJIOTUYECKas XapaKTepUCTHUKA

10

11

12

BBIBOJIOB 3KCIIepTa-KpuMuHanucta. Tpydet BHUHCD. 1972. Beim. 4. C. 3—112.

Bunbepr A. V. KppuMuHanucTUYecKass SKCIIEPTHU3a B COBETCKOM YrOJIOBHOM Iporecce. Mo-
CKBa, 1956. 220 c.

Aponxkep JI. E.,; Boraukuna I. P., Jlo6pocnasckas E. E.; Kysuna B. M. u gp. Cyne6Ho-miouep-
KOBeJdecKasl 9KCIIePTH3a : I0CO0. [JIsT 9KCIIEPT.-TI0YePKOBe/. U CJIe/CTB. PabOTH. ; PelKOJL.:
E. /. lobpoBosbckas, A. Y. MauuBetoBa, B. ®. Opiosa. Mocksa, 1971. C. 52—122.

PorosuH A. II. O IOHATHY NIPU3HAKA [T0Y€PKA U ero KaueCTBeHHBIX U KOJIN4YeCTBeHHBIX XapakK-
Tepuctukax. Kpumunasucmuka u cydebnas skcnepmusa. 1975. Beim. 11. C. 213—219.

Boriniosa O. B., Bouzap M. €., I'punenko JI. I, Jlopxxenko O. B. Ta iH. YzZ0oCcKOHaIeHa cucTeMa
3araJbHUX T4 OKPEMUX O3HAK ITOYEPKY : MeTOA. mocib. Kuis, 2004. 92 c.

Mesnenescbka 3. C., CBo6oga €. F0. Asb60M 3arajbHUX 1 OKPEeMUX O3HAK ITi/IIIKCY : HABY.-METO/.
moci6. Kuis, 2012. 82 c.

Kapanetsa M. K. OCHOBHbBIE METOAMYECKHUE TTOJOKEHUS ¥ OCOOEHHOCTU MPOU3BOACTBA T10-
BTOPHBIX II0YE€PKOBEAYECKUX SKCIIepTHu3 B Pecrybiuke Apmenus. Teopia ma npakmuka cy0ogoi
excnepmu3u 1 Kpuminaaicmuku : 30. Hayk. mp. 2017. Bum. 17. C. 205—212. URL: http://nbuv.gov.
ua/UJRN/Tpsek_2017_17_30 (date accessed: 10.10.2021).
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We agree with the opinion of
M. Zh. Karapetian according to which the
methodology for detection and evaluation
of identified set of signs has certain
peculiarities.

Main Content Presentation

The expert conclusion is a result of
research activity. Investigative section of
forensic report is dedicated to description
of the expert research process. It must
contain, in particular, expert evaluation
of research results. Generalization and
evaluation of results of individual studies,
being the basis for drawing conclusions,
are set out in the investigation summary
section of the investigative part of the
forensic report .

In the course of evaluation, the forensic
expert seeks to determine the origin and
identification value of each sign (both those
that coincide and those that differ) and all
its variations, as well as a set of signs.

Detected as a result of comparative
research signs that vary or coincide
depending on their origin, quality and
quantities, can serve as the basis for
different conclusions: negative or positive
in content, categorical or probablistic in
type, and in some cases collectively they
don’t make up the set sufficient for some
of mentioned conclusions, as a result
the forensic expert draws a conclusion
about impossibility of answering a posed
question.

The probative value of the expert
conclusiondependsonalogically presented
conclusion '*: a categorical conclusion
on the availability of a certain fact or

circumstance has greater probative weight
than the conclusion on the possibility of
their existence.

There can be two categorical
conclusions in type: negative and positive.
First, let’s consider evaluation of sings
constituting grounds for categorical
negative conclusion about the executor of
studied manuscript/signature.

An essential criterion for evaluation
is invariability of signs which can be
determined in a sufficient amount of
handwriting material. However, the
forensic expert may not always be able to
check invariability of all signs that differ. In
this case, we should not be limited to a few
differences: to support a conclusion, more
signs should be considered.

The next criterion for evaluating
differences is significance of each
individually identified sign. For example,
if sign is often encountered in handwriting
of different people, it has low significance
and is not a substantial basis for drawing
categorical negative conclusion. The
forensic expert can be sure of the
significance of identified features, given
his own experience and using the table of
signs significance in handwriting different
in degree of maturity.

Sufficiency of identified features can
be established separately in each expert
situation: depending on the ability to
ensure their invariability and determine
the significance and importance of each
individual sign.

Thus, discrepancies will always go
beyond variability of features of a particular
person’s handwriting and, in the case of
comparing it with handwriting of different

13 IHCTpPYKLid IPO NPU3HAYEHHS Ta IIPOBEJEHHS CYAOBHUX eKCIIePTU3 Ta eKCIePTHUX AOCTi-
JUKeHb : 3aTB. HakazoM MiHfocty Vkpainu Bizg 08.10.1998 p. Ne 53/5 (3i 3miH. Ta gomnos.). URL:
https://zakon.rada.gov.ua/laws/show/z0705-98#Text (date accessed: 10.10.2021).

14 Kiumenko H. I., Kosoniok B. I1. CTpyKTypa i oKa30Be 3HaYeHHs BUCHOBKY eKCIIepTa SIK JOKY-
MEHTa, 1[0 Bifo6paskye foro gociimrenns. Teopis ma npakmuka cy0oeoi ekcnepmusu i Kpumina-
aicmuxu : 36. Hayk. mp. 2009. Bu. 9. C. 213—221.
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persons, the group of discrepancies
will be different for each comparison,
individual and non-individual. The set
of discrepancies does not individualize
handwriting of a particular person: these
signs in each individual comparison will
have different number, a different actual
reproducibility.

In addition, an important criterion for
evaluating features is their unchangeability
under the influence of such factors as:
a significant gap in time of execution
of studied document and samples that
conditioned changes in handwriting
signs; variability of handwriting that may
take place while executing examined
document and samples with different
styles of handwriting, but with the existing
consistent style used by the executor
in his practice; intentional distortion
of handwriting; unusual conditions of
execution or uncommon condition of
a person who wrote. If discrepancies
cannot be interpreted under the influence
of these factors, they can serve as the basis
to support categorical negative conclusion.

For example, the investigation
summery section of categorical negative
conclusion can be worded as follows:
“Identified discrepancies are invariable,
essential (significant) and sufficient for
categorical negative conclusion on execution
(of text/signature) not by... (Full name), but
another person”.

Along with detected discrepancies,
there may also be coinciding signs. For
example, writing the starting point of the
letter “0” at the top to the left of the letter
axis, etc. Such kinds of coinciding signs are
due to natural similarity of handwriting
of different people, they do not affect the
categorical negative conclusion.

In addition, coinciding features may
result from execution of handwritten text/
signature with imitation of handwriting/

signature of another person. That should
be indicated by the forensic expert in the
forensic report.

Major shortcomings leading to
inaccurate conclusions are: detection in
the studied handwriting of only such signs
that differ or only those that coincide,
given the availability of both; improper
evaluation of signs (as a result, features
that differ are evaluated as the ones that
coincide: especially typical in the case of
identifying several versions of handwriting
signs ignoring the occurrence frequency
of versions of signs); failure to detect
discrepancies in signs that are found in
compared objects or not identifying them
in full; disregard for the lack of information
in coinciding features; disregard for the
nature of identified coinciding features,
that is their degree of similarity. Such
signs are evaluated as versions that are not
identified in handwriting of a person with
whose samples compare (in fact, they are
signs of handwriting of another person),
while not paying attention to the fact that
matches are only partial, i.e. are found
in letters that vary significantly by other
signs °.

The second categorical in its form is
positive expert conclusion. Let’s consider
evaluation of signs which constitute
grounds for categorical positive conclusion
about the executor of studied text/
signature.

First of all, even coincidence of all
individual signs contained in studied
manuscript/signature does not always
stipulate a positive conclusion. An essential
criterion of signs to support a positive
conclusion is formation of the individual
set with the help of such signs. Invariable
and essential coinciding features that
the forensic expert detected in studied
handwriting/signature will always form an
individual set. In case of comparison with

15 Menenesceka 3. C., CBoboza €. 10., AuToHoK II. €. Op. cit.
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various versions of samples of a particular
person, this individual set will characterize
handwriting of this person.

Secondly, in the course of recognizing
signs belonging to the set, it is required
to consider their dependence on a single
cause or their interdependence, given that
two or more similar interdependent or
interrelated signs are in fact one sign of
handwriting (e.g. direction of movements
from top to bottom while writing first
elements of the letters “1”, “m”).

We agree with the view of M. Zh.
Karapetian that evaluation of signs is
necessary to support a conclusion, since
the forensic expert uses not all detected by
him signs but only their part. Studied object
contains significantly more identifying
information than it is necessary for its
identification.

Therefore, coinciding features must
meet the following criteria: invariant,
essential, form an individual set, sufficient
for categorical positive conclusion about
execution of studied text/signature by
a particular person.

Scientifically sound categorical
positive conclusion of the forensic expert
regarding identification of the executor
of manuscript/signature must contain
evaluation of discrepancies if such are
identified while comparative research.

For example, such parts of the
investigation summary section can
be proposed in each specific case of
discrepancies:

1) time gap: “identified discrepancies of
individual signs are inconsistent and due
to a substantial time gap between the
execution of studied manuscript (note,
signature) and samples”;

2) different writing implements:
“attributed to execution of compared
objects by different writing implements
(fountain pen and ballpoint pen)”;

16 Kapanersa M. K. Op. cit.

104

3) availability of versions not found in
provided samples: “identified differences
in individual signs are inconsistent and
due to variability of signs, which is not
reflected in provided samples. Thus, they
are not essential and do not affect the
previously drawn categorical positive
conclusion”. Let’s consider this example
of discrepancies in more detail. In the
Sumy branch of National Scientific
Center «Hon. Prof. M. S. Bokarius
Forensic Science Institute» of the
Ministry of Justice of Ukraine a forensic
handwriting analysis was performed,
where the task as to execution of
signatures on behalf of citz. N by
citz. N himself or another person was
addressed. The forensic expert came
to categorical positive conclusion,
despite the availability of discrepancies
(both common and individual) in signs.
To assess discrepancies, differential
explanation of their occurrence was
used, namely:

“Along with established coinciding
common and individual signs, the
following differences in common signs
were identified: in studied signatures
after the letter “B” there are horizontal
letterless strokes, in samples after the letter
“B” there are letters “e” and “r” or vertical
letterless stroke preceding horizontal
letterless strokes. Detected discrepancies
in signature transcription, given the
significant variability of the signature
by citz. N in samples, may be explained
through the execution of simplified
signature versions that have not been
presented in the provided comparative
material.
Also, discrepancies of individual features
are determined, such as:
« the length of vertical movements
while executing the second element
of the letter “B” according to rules of
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cursive letter tracing worksheets (in
studied signatures version is of shorter
length, in samples — predominantly
close to the rules of letter tracing
worksheets, while maintaining the
ratio of vertical length of this element
to lowercase elements of signature, its
shape and direction of movements,
mutual placement in relation to the
first element of this letter) — can be
explained by change in the length
of wvertical movements in general
during execution of studied versions
of signature;

«  type of merging the first and the
second elements of the letter “B” (in
studied signatures: examine together,
in samples: mostly separately, while
maintaining shape and direction of
movements of the final part of the
first element of this letter, mutual
placement of movements during
execution of the second element of the
letter “B” in relation to the middle
line of the first element of this letter
below): can be attributed to the
change in the degree of coherence of
movements in general while executing
studied versions of signature;

«  mutual placement of movements while
reflex movement at the beginning
of the first element of the letter “B”
(in studied signatures on the left of
the mentioned element, in samples:
mostly on the right in right-slanted
signatures and on the left of the
elementinvertically tilted signatures):
that can be attributed to the change in
inclination of movements in general
during execution of studied versions
of signature. The indicated differences
are unimportant and insignificant,

17 Illnaxos A. P. Op. cit.

that’s why they do not affect the
earlier drawn categorical positive
conclusions”;

4) uncommon conditions for execution:
“indicated discrepancies are insignificant,
as they are the result of the influence of
confounding factors on the executor (e.g.
unusual holding of writing implements,
etc.) and do not affect drawn categorical
positive conclusion”.

5) uncommon condition of the executor:
“theindicated differences areinsignificant,
as they are the result of the influence of
misleading factors on the executor (e.g.
unhealthy condition, chronic diseases,
age-related changes, etc.) and do not affect
categorical positive conclusion”.

Let's dwell on the probabilistic
(plausible) type of forensic report.
Scientific literature has been discussing the
possibility of using probabilistic, plausible
expert conclusions for many years. O. R.
Shliakhov highlights that such forensic
reportis grounded by research results since
it is based not only on common signs but
alsoonsomeindividual signs, butaccording
to the opinion of the forensic expert, they
are not enough for providing positive
answer?. It is important that the forensic
expert does not rule out the possibility of
a certain fact. The probabilistic conclusion
of the forensic expert contains a certain
subjective component reflecting the degree
of inner conviction of the forensic expert
in results of performed by him researches.

A. Kh. Tryhulova and some other
scientists argue that the provision of
probabilistic conclusions while forensic
examination is inadmissible, and they do
not possess probative value in the case 5. At
the same time, The Plenum of the Supreme
Court of Ukraine pays attention to not

18 Tpurysosa A. X. OLieHKa pe3y/lbTaTOB KCCIeJ0BaHUA U POPMyJINPOBaHYE BBIBO/IOB KaK CTaMsA
aKcrepTussl. Teopemuueckie npobiembvl U NPAKMUKA IKCNEPMHbLX Uccaedosanuil : cb. CT. ; TIOA
pea. b. 1. Ilnnxacosa. TamkeHT, 1983. C. 29—34.
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“overemphasize probative value” of so-
called “probabilistic conclusions” ¥ in the
Resolution No. 8: On Forensic Examination
in Criminal and Civil Cases. This view
was pursued by V. H. Honcharenko %,
L. P. Bulyha and other scholars, considering
that such conclusions have search,
hypothetical value.

As stated by B. I. Pinkhasov and
Ye. H. Arkhanhelska %, in order to ensure
relevance of probabilistic forensic report
forinvestigative and judicial practice, sucha
conclusion must meet requirements for the
development of categorical conclusions?
stipulated by procedural law. Requirements
for probabilistic conclusions have been
developed in the scientific literature: 1) its
provision requires specific expertise; 2) it
should be based on a sufficient amount
of clearly established interim data; 3) it
is stemmed from facts of the necessary
degree of probability * determined by the
forensic expert.

Let’s focus on evaluation of features
which may be grounds for probabilistic
negative conclusion. Most often, the
forensic expert is faced with two factors
limiting detection of handwriting/signature
features.

A small amount of researched graphic
material may contain invariable and
essential features that differ, but its quantity
will not be sufficient for categorical
conclusion on execution of a handwritten
note/signature by a particular person.

In addition, discrepancies are not due to
the influence of any confounding factors,
although enough comparative material
of good quality (samples of handwriting/
signature of a particular person) is provided
for research.

It is possible to suggest the following
statement of the section of the investigation
summary regarding description of the
above features and their evaluation:
“Detected  discrepancies are invariable,
essential, but their quantities are sufficient
only for probabilistic conclusion on executing
a handwritten note/signature not by citz.
L., but another person. Identification of
discrepancies in the amount sufficient for
categorical conclusion cannot be possible
due to a small amount of studied graphic
material”.

In this situation, the forensic expert
may also identify insufficient number of
coinciding handwriting/signature signs,
due to the natural similarity of different
people’s handwriting, handwriting/
signature imitation of another person’s
handwriting/signature, therefore they are
insignificant and do not affect probabilistic
negative conclusion.

There is another factor leading to
probabilistic negative conclusions of
forensic experts: insufficient number of
handwriting/signature samples received
for comparative research. It is clear that it
is impossible to detect a sufficient number
of invariable essential discrepancies in

19 IIpo CyZoBy eKCIepTH3y B KPUMIiHAJIBHUX Ta LMBIIBPHUX crpasax : I[locranosa Ilnenymy BC
Vkpainu Biz 30.05.1997 p. Ne 8 (3i 3miH. Ta gomos.). URL: https://zakon.rada.gov.ua/laws/show/

v0008700-97#Text (date accessed: 10.10.2021).

20 T'onuapeHko B. I, Beprep B. €., Bysura JI. II. Ta iH. EkCriepTU3X B CyZOBiH NPaKTHUIIi : HaBY.

moci6. Kuis, 1993.197 c.

21 Ilunxacos B. 1., ApxaHresnbckas E. I. BepossTHBIe 3aK/II04eHNs 9KCIIepTa-KPUMUHAJINCTA U He-
KOTOPbIe BOIIPOCHI X OLIEHKH U MCIIOJIb30BaHUsA. Bonpocst cy0ebHOl skcnepmusst : 6. Hayd. TP.
TI'V ; peakoa.: B. W. [Inuxacos. TamkeHT, 1983. C. 11—16.

22 IOpuwniuH B. /. AHani3 Ta kracudikalis BUCHOBKIB eKCIIepTa y KpUMiHATbHOMY ITPOBa/PKEeHHI:
TEOPeTUYHUH Ta IPAKTUYHUN aclleKTU. [Ipukapnamcvkuil opududnuii sichuk. 2013. Bum. 1 (3).
C. 440—452. URL: http://www.pjv.nuoua.od.ua/v1_2013/42.pdf (date accessed: 10.10.2021).

23 Tlanpko H. A. JlJoka3oBe 3Ha4YeHHS BUCHOBKY eKkcriepTa. Qopym npasa. 2009. Ne 1. C. 409—414.
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limited graphic material. However, in our
opinion, the forensic expert has the right to
refuse to carry out research if comparative
materials provided for research are scarce
or of unsatisfactory quality.

Exercising the right stipulated by Art.
69 of the Criminal Procedural of Ukraine *
and paragraph 2.1 of the Instructions
on appointment and conduct of forensic
examinations and expert researches %,
the forensic expert submits a request
for provision of additional materials and
samples for forensic examination. If
within 45 calendar days from the date of
submission the expert’s request is denied,
the forensic expert may refuse to conduct
a forensic examination if materials
provided to him are insufficient to fulfill his
duties and requested additional materials
are not received, and compile a reasoned
report on the impossibility of expert
conclusion provision.

The second type of probabilistic
conclusion is probabilistic  positive
conclusion. Let’s consider evaluation of
signs that may be the basis for it.

When simple in structure graphical
studied material (handwritten note,
signature) is provided for research,
the forensic expert will not always be
able to detect sufficient number of
significant invariable coinciding signs
that form an individual set typical for
handwriting of a particular person.
Furthermore, identified signs must have
high identification significance, rarely
be observed in handwriting of different
persons. Accordingly, detected coinciding
signs are invariable, essential and

24 KpuMiHaJIpHUH INPOIECYaTbHUH KOZEKC VKpaiHW| ...
show/4651-17#Text (date accessed: 10.10.2021).

form an individual set enough only for
a probabilistic (plausible) conclusion on
execution of a handwriting note/signature
by a certain person.

Thereisawidespread beliefthat grounds
for probabilistic positive conclusion may be
a set of a significant number of coinciding
signscharacteristic of handwriting of many
people. We believe that such an approach
can result in erroneous conclusion if there
are similar handwritings of different people
in studied and comparative materials.
Therefore, it is vital to analyze and
rightly distinguish coinciding signs and
discrepancies by criteria.

Concerning discrepancies in
probabilistic positive conclusion, they
should be interpreted based on the model
of evaluating discrepancies for categorical
positive conclusion.

By reaching probabilistic positive
conclusion in the course of research,
the forensic expert must clarify reasons
that prevented from drawing categorical
conclusion (for example, the simplicity of
the structure of studied material; limited
amount of graphic material; the impact
of uncommon conditions on executors of
the handwritten record/signature which
resulted in distorted presentation of
handwriting signs.

In the legal literature, the issue on
conclusions where not the existence
itself but possibility of fact availability are
formulated is considered to be relevant and
debatable. Probability and improbability
are categories of the same quality, the
difference between them is in quantitative
terms *. Unambiguous conclusion, given

. URL: https://zakon.rada.gov.ua/laws/

25 THCTPYKUisg IIPo IPpU3HAYeHHS Ta IPOBeIeHHS CyA0BUX eKcrlepTus ... . URL: https://zakon.rada.
gov.ua/laws/show/z0705-98#Text (date accessed: 10.10.2021).

26 Hagropusii I. M. HekoTopsle JIOTUYECKUE U T0Ka3aTeIbCTBEHHBIE ACIIEKTHI BEIBO/IOB 9KCIIEP-
Ta. Kpumunanrucmuxa u cy0ebHas skcnepmu3a : peciy0i. MexxBesoM. c6. Hayd. U Hay4.-MeTOJ.

pab. 1970. Berm. 7. C. 109—113.
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the understanding of the unambiguous
term, includes only one answer, whereas
alternative conclusion is developed when
the forensic expert has not come to a single
solution of issue while expert research.
The result of such conclusion is two or
more alternatives for solving a single issue
using the so-called disjunctive judgment
(“either/or”). Conditional conclusion will
be considered if its accuracy depends on
reliability of a particular source fact. This
conclusion implies the dependence of
issue solution on a particular condition.
Unconditional conclusion does not include
any conditions on which its truth depends.
As can be noted, conditional and alternative
conclusions do not have a common
criterion for classification. In this case, we
can agree with the view of S. S. Bychkova
that both alternative and conditional
conclusions must be differentiated. When
there are several alternatives for solution
of an issue depending on determined
conditions, the conclusion will be both
conditional and alternative (given various
grounds of classification) .

Most frequently, it can take place while
developing conclusions of diagnostic
handwriting analyses to determine the
cause and nature of factors that influenced
the manuscript (signature) executor.

The forensic expert may come to
the conclusion on impossibility of issue
solution (hereinafter referred to as IIS)
regarding the written note/signature
executor through research and detection,
analysis of handwriting signs. These are
research stages that differentiate the
expert conclusion on IIS concerning the
executor from preparation of a report on
the impossibility of providing the forensic
report.

Capacities of the forensic expertdepend
on both research material and samples

provided for comparative research. In an
insufficient and simple research material,
when samples of improper quality and
in small quantities are provided, it is not
always possible to identify and highlight
a sufficient number of invariable, essential
features to justify any type of positive or
negative conclusion. The reason for IIS
conclusion may be ambiguous evaluation
of discrepancies, which can be explained
by the forensic expert through mutually
exclusive reasons (for example, or these
are variations of handwriting signs of
this person not reflected in received
samples, or handwriting signs of the other
person). Most often, the forensic expert
illustrates identified coinciding features
and discrepancies by using tables to ensure
objectivity and thoroughness of research.

We believe it is appropriate to provide
some examples of the development of the
investigation summary of the conclusion
on IIS concerning the executor.

“Detected common and individual
features of comparative signatures are
insignificant, as they belong to those that
are often found in handwriting of different
persons, are of insufficient number and
do not make up an individual set. It is
impossible to establish an individual set
of invariable, essential coinciding features
enough for any (categorical or probabilistic)
specific conclusion due to a limited amount
of graphic information in studied signature,
availability of “symptom cluster” of signs
characteristic of executing signatures
under the influence of confounding factors
of natural origin on the executor (such as
age-related changes in the body and various
diseases affecting writing motor skills of
a man).

Determination of invariability and
nature of detected common and individual
discrepancies in compared signatures, as well

27 Buuxosa C. C. EkcriepTrsa B IIUBIIBHOMY IIpolieci VKpaiHu : JuC. ... KaH/. I0puj. HayK. Kuis,

2003. 176 c.
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as whether they are versions of signature signs
of ctz. B. which are not encountered in received
samples, or whether they are conditioned by
the influence of confounding factors on writing
process, or whether these signs are signs of
handwriting of another person is impossible
due to insufficient amount of graphic material
of the researched signature, simplicity and lack
of signature and handwriting samples of ctz.

B. that did not allow to detect signs to a greater
extent and determine their invariability.

When evaluating results of comparative
study, it was established that neither coincid-
ing signs nor discrepancies are the grounds
for any specific (categorical or probabilistic)
negative or positive conclusion as to whether
the studied signature of ctz. B. in the column
“Signature” in the will was executed by ctz. B
dated [date] registered [number] by ctz. B him-
self or another person”.

Or another option without indicating
identified signs: “When comparing studied
signature with handwriting samples and
the signature of ctz. B, certain coinciding
signs and discrepancies have been detected,
however their number and significance are
insufficient for drawing any specific (positive
or negative) conclusion. It is impossible to
identify a large number of identification signs
due to insufficient amount of graphic material
and simplicity of its execution. Based on the
above, answer the question: who — ctz. B. or
another person — executed the signature, <...>

impossible”.
Also, in case of insufficiency of matched
(compared) samples, the investigation

summary section can be summed up as
follows:

«  “Tt is impossible to detect signs in
large numbers and evaluate their
invariability and wvariability due
to the lack of comparative material
and/or the lack of compared (by
execution time, conditions of
execution, writing instruments, etc.)
handwriting/ signature samples.

Therefore, the question of whether
the signature was executed by ctz. B.
cannot be answered”;

«  “detected coinciding signs are few,
their identification significance is
scarce due to simplicity of written
signature under study. Therefore,
they cannot serve as a basis for
positive (categorical or probabilistic)
conclusion. Discrepancies, despite
their significant number, cannot
serve as grounds for negative
conclusion,  since  because  of
insufficient number of signature
samples it is impossible to evaluate
their invariability: whether they are
versions of handwriting signs by ctz.
B that were not detected in submitted
comparative material, or are signs
of another person’s handwriting. In
view of the above, it is impossible to
answer the question of whether the
signature was executed by ctz. B.”.

Reasons for providing IIS forensic

report: execution of studied signature in
unusual conditions which could result
in transformation of signs of ordinary
handwriting of the executor; similarity of
movements when writing certain letters
characteristic of handwriting of different
people; execution of the studied signature
with imitation of the real signature of
a particular person, as a result signs of
executor handwriting were not detected in
the number required for identification, etc.

Conclusions

Handwriting analysis is deemed to be the
most complex among forensic types of
examinations, as several factors of both
internal and external origin can influence
the writing process. The forensic expert
develops his conclusion, making sure that
this conclusion is accurate and compares
it with real circumstances and scientific
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data . Handwriting experts should
solve such tasks as: distinguish between
conditions for signs occurrence, take into
account their transformation under the
influence of various causes, determine the
nature of all detected identification and
diagnostic signs.

M. H. Shcherbakovskyi includes the
following components in the overall
evaluation of the “special” section of
forensic report: “Determining sufficient
number of objects submitted for forensic
examination to resolve addressed issues,
assessing the quality of received objects,
accuracy of source data; evaluation of
purposefulness, legitimacy and scientific
validity of the research methodology (method)
applied by the forensic expert; evaluation
of thoroughness of performed research;
evaluation of correctness of description and
interpretation concerning detected signs of
objects; evaluation of scientific validity of
interim and final conclusions; determining
forensic expert competence” ¥. In our
opinion, it is a high professionalism of the
forensic expert that will allow conducting
a full study with proper evaluation of
description and interpretation of certain
signs and scientific validity of interim and
final conclusions.

The indicated algorithms for evaluation
of handwriting/signature signs for the
development of different in content and
type forensic reports are stemmed from the
analysis of research papers of scholars and
criminalists taking into account modern
forensic expert practice.

The suggested options for evaluating
signs and provided examples of formulating
expert conclusions can be used in forensic
expert practice to improve expert research.

OriHIOBaHHA ileHTU(IKAIiHHUX 03HAK
MOYepKy 3a pisHUX hopM
BHCHOBKY eKcIepTa
Aanexcandap Heanosuu, Cepeiii HaymeHko,
Ceimaana Bpioxanv

Y dopmyniosanni KamezopuuHux mo0-
SUMUBHO020 A He2amueHoz0 BUCHOBKIS,
8ip02iOHUX NO3UMUBHO20 Ma HEeeamusH020
BUCHOBKIB, a MAKONMC BUCHOBKY MPO HEMOdN-
augicmv damu  6i0nos6idv HA 3ANUMAHHA
MONCAUBL PI3HI 8APIAHMU OUIHIOBAHHS O3HAK
i, K pe3ynvmam,— pi3HuUil 8UKAA0 CUHME3Y-
104X HACMUH BUCHOBKY eKcrnepma.

I3 memoto noeaubneHHs HAABHUX Ni0-
x00i8, CUCMEMAMU3YBAHHS MeOPemUYHUX
3HAHbL, BUBUEHHs 1l AHANAI3Y eKCNepmHOL
npakmuku 3 Ha0AHHA HAYK080 00s/pyHMO8a-
HO020, 00°€KMUBH020, 106H020 BUCHOBKY eKC-
nepma 3a 6cima GopmMamu eKCnepmHux 8uUc-
HOBK18, P032/15IHY MO 0COOAUBOCTIL MemMOOUKLL
8UABNEHHSA 1L OUIHIOBAHHS CYKYNHOCTIL 03HAK.

Ockinvku Jokasose 3HAHEHHS BUCHOB-
KY excnepma 3anexcums 8id iiozo gopmu ma
HAYK08020 06IPYHMYBAHHA, Y Uil cmammi
00KkAa0HO 1L YcebIUHO PO32AIHYMO NPUUUHLL,
AKI 3yM0611010Mb Ni0Cmas KOXHOL 3 popm
BUCHOBKY.

JZlocaidnceHo HasieHi cnocobu aHaai3y 03-
HAK 1, 3 YPaAXYBAHHAM CY4ACHOL eKCnepmHoi
NpaKmuK, 3anponoHos8ano 8UKAA0eHHs Ha-
VK080 06SPYHIMOBAHO20 OYIHIOBAHHS O03HAK
0/ KOJCHOT eKCrepmHol cumyauii.

Poszensmnymo moxcaugocmi excnepma 3a-
nexicHo 810 Jocaidrucysanoeo ma nopieHsaAb-
HOoe0 Mmamepianig, doceidy ma npogeciii-
Hocmi camozo excnepma. IIpoananizosano
NPUYUHL NOMUAOK Y 6UCHOBKAX eKCNepmie
Ha npukaadi noHad 10 cuHmMe3yw4ux 4ac-
MUH pI3HUX QOpM BUCHOBKY ekcnepmd. 3a-
NPONOHOBAHO WAAXU 3aN00ieAHHS MAKUM
NOMUAKAM.

28 Ocwunenko I. I1., IIpopoueHKo B. B. BUCHOBOK eKcIlepTa B ZOCYZ0BOMY po3ciizyBanHi. FOpuduu-
HUil Haykosuil eneKmpoHHUIL dcypHan. 2020. Ne 2. C. 399—402. DOI: 10.32782/2524-0374/2020-2/104

(date accessed: 10.10.2021).

29 Illep6akoBckuit M. I. CyznebHbIE SKCIIEPTU3bL: HAa3HAUYEHUE, IIPOU3BO/CTBO, UCIIOIb30BAHUE :

y4eb.-mpakT. mocob. Xappkos, 2005. 544 c.
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Chopmyavosaro arzopumm 0iil i3 8UL8-
/leHHs Tl pemenvHoe0 8UBHEHHSA 03HAK — AK
361cHUX, mak 1 po3biscHux. Takoxe susHaye-
HO YMOSU iX BUHUKHEHHS Md 83AEMO3A/edNH -
HOCMi, CMYNiHbL 8NAUBY OlAZHOCTNUYHUX 03-
HAK Ha i0eHmu@ixayiiini.

3anpononosani Hamu 6apianmu po3e’s-
3aMHA eKCnepmHUX 3a80aHb MOXNCHA 3ACImO-
co8Yy8aMU 8 eKCepmHiil NpaKmuyi 3 Memoro
onmumizyeamu ekcnepmmue 00cAi0HceHHSL.

Katouogi croea: oyintosanis o3Hax; gop-
MU BUCHOBKY eKCIlepma; eKCTiepmHa npaxkmu-
Ka; Kamezopu4Hi no3umueHuUll i HeeamugHUil
BUCHOBKU; 8ip02iOHI NOUMUBHUIL | Heeamus-
HUIl 8UCHOBKLL.

O1eHKa NAeHTU(PUKAMOHHBIX
IIPHU3HAKOB II0YepKa IIpH pasHbIX popmMax
3aKJII0YeHNd dKcIepTa
Auznekcandap Isanoguu, Cepzeii Haymenko,
Ceemaana Bpioxano

B gopmyauposke kamezopuueckux noao-
HCUMENAbHO20 U OMPUUAMENbHO20 6bl80008,
6ePOANHLLX TOAOHUMEALBHO20 U Ompuya-
MenvHOo20 86160008, A MAK#e 8bL800A O HEBO3-
MONHCHOCTIU OMBEMUMb HA B0NPOC BO3MONCHL
pa3Hule 8apuaHmsl OYeHKU NPU3HAKO8 U, KAK
pe3yavmam,— pasHoe Uu3N0xHceHue CUHMe3U-
pyowux wacmeil 3akA04eHUs IKCnepma.

B yensax yenybaenus cyuecmeyrouux
n00x0008, CucmemMamu3ayul meopemu-
YeckUX 3HAHUL, U3YYeHUs U AHAAU3A
IKCMepmHOll npakmuku no odave HAY4HO
000CH08AHH020, 00BEKMUBHO20, TNOAHO20
3aknloueHUs IKcnepma no ecem Gopmam
IKCMepMmMHBIX ~ 8bl80008  PACCMOMPeEHbL
ocobeHHOCMU ~ MemoOJuku  6bligAeHUs
1L OYeHKIU COB0KYNHOCMU NPUIHAKOS.

ITockonvky dokazamenvcmeeHHoe 3HAUe-
HUe 3aKA04eHUs IKCNepma 3a8Uucum om ez2o0
dopmeL U HayuH020 060CHOBAHUS, 6 IMOLL
cmamve nodpobHO U 8CeCMOpPOHHE PACCMO-
MmpeHbL npuduHbl, o0bycaosaugawuyie 0b6oc-
HOBaHUe Kaxcooil U3 popm 3aKAI0UeHU.

Hccnedoganuvl cyuecmeyioujue cnocobvl
aManu3a npusHakos U, ¢ y4emom Co8pemeH-

HOUL IKCNepmMHOT NPAKMUKL, Npedi0KHceHO U3-
A0Jice e HAYHUHO 000CHO8AHHOLL OUeHKLL NpU-
3Hak08 044 Kaxcooil IKCTLepmHOIL cumyayuu.

PaccmompeHuvl 803MOdCHOCTU IKCHepma
8 3aBUCUMOCTILL OM UCCAe0YeMO20 U CPABHU-
MeAbHo20 MAMepuanos, onvima u npogec-
cuoHaausma camozo dkcnepma. Ilpoananu-
3UPOBAHBL NPULLHLL OUUOOK 6 3AKAIOHEHUSLX
aKcnepmos Ha npumepe 6onee 10 cunmesu-
pYyowux yacmeil pasHvlx Gopm 3aKAI0HEHUs
akcnepma. IIpednoscersvl nymu npedynpedicde-
HUS MaKux owubox.

Copmyauposan anzopumm Jdeticmeuil
10 8bIABACHUIO U MUAMEALHOMY U3YHEHUIO
NpU3HAK08 — KAK co8nadaroujux, max u pas-
aunaroujuxca. Taxowe onpedenensl ycaogus
UX B03HUKHOBEHUSL U 83AUMO3ABUCUMOCTTIL,
cmenenb 6AUAHUS OUAZHOCMUYECKUX NpU-
3Hako8 Ha udenmugurayuoHHsle. IIpedno-
JHceHHble BAPUAHTNBL PeuleHUS IKCNEePTHBLX
3adau mozym Oblmb UCNOAL30BAHLL 8 IKC-
nepmHotll npakmuke 6 yeasx OnMmuMU3ayuLL
IKCTIepPMHO20 UCCAe0068aHUS.

Knwouegvle caoea: oyenka npusHaxos;
opmulL 3aKA10UeHUS IKCNepMA; IKCNePMHAS
npakmuka; Kamezopuueckue nOA0NCUNENb-
HuLll U ompuyamenvHelil 8vl800bl; 8eposm-
Hble NOAOHCUMENAbHULL U OMPUYAMeAbHbLi
6618000L.

Funding

This research did not receive any specific
grant from funding agencies in the public,
commercial, or not-for-profit sectors.

Disclaimer
The funders had no role in the study
design, data collection and analysis,
decision to publish, or preparation of the
manuscript.

Contributors

The authors contributed solely to the
intellectual discussion underlying this
paper, case-law exploration, writing and
editing, and accept responsibility for the
content and interpretation.

111



Theory and Practice of Forensic Science and Criminalistics. Issue 3 (25)

ISSN 1993-0917 e-ISSN 2708-5171

https://khrife-journal.org/index.php/journal

Declaration of Competing Interest

The authors state that there is no conflict
of interest on this topic, although
Aleksandar Ivanovié¢ is a member of the
journal Editorial Board; he did not take
part in decision regarding publication and
this article is subject to a full peer review
process.

References

Arotsker, L. E., Bogachkina, G. R.,
Dobroslavskaia, E. E., Kuzina, V. M. ta
in. (1971). Sudebno-pocherkovedcheskaia
ehkspertiza  [Forensic handwriting
analysis]: posob. dlia ehkspert.-
pocherkoved. i sledstv. rabotn. ;
redkol.: E. D. Dobrovolskaia,
A. 1. Mantsvetova, V. F. Orlova. Moskva
[in Russian].

Boitsova, O. V., Bondar, M. Ye., Hrynenko,
L. H., Dovzhenko, O. V. ta in. (2004).
Udoskonalena systema zahalnykh ta
okremykh oznak pocherku [Advanced
system of common and individual signs
of handwriting]: metod. posib. Kyiv [in
Ukrainian].

Bychkova, S. S. (2003). Ekspertyza
v tsyvilnomu protsesi Ukrainy [Forensic
examination in the civil process of
Ukraine]: dys. ... kand. yuryd. nauk.
Kyiv [in Ukrainian].

Ekspertyzy u sudovii praktytsi [Forensic
examinations in forensic practice]:
nauk.-prakt. posib. (2010) ; za zah. red.
V. H. Honcharenka. 2-he vyd., pererob.
i dopov. Kyiv [in Ukrainian].

Honcharenko, V. H., Berher, V. Ye., Bulyha,
L. P. ta in. (1993). Ekspertyzy v sudovii
praktytsi [Forensic examinations in
forensic practice]: navch. posib. Kyiv
[in Ukrainian].

Karapetian, M. Zh.
metodicheskie polozheniia
i osobennosti proizvodstva
povtornykh pocherkovedcheskikh
ehkspertiz v Respublike Armeniia

(2017). Osnovnye

[Main  methodological  provisions
and peculiarities of performing
handwriting re-examinations in the
Republic of Armenia]. Teoriia ta praktyka
sudovoi ekspertyzy i kryminalistyky. Vyp.
17.  URL: http:/nbuv.gov.ua/UJRN/
Tpsek_2017_17_30 [in Russian].

Klimenko, N. 1., Tsipeniuk, S. A.
(2006). Naznachenie i provedenie
ehkspertizy v grazhdanskom protsesse
[Appointment and conduct of forensic
examination in civil procedure].
Ehkspertnoe obespechenie pravosudiia:
problemy teorii i praktiki mat-ly
mezhdunar. nauch.-prakt. konf. (AR
Krym, 07—08.09.2006). Simferopol [in
Russian].

Klymenko, N. 1I., Koloniuk, V. P.
(2009). Struktura i dokazove
znachennia vysnovku eksperta yak
dokumenta, shcho vidobrazhuie
yoho doslidzhennia [The structure
and probative value of the forensic
report as a document presenting its
research]. Teoriia ta praktyka sudovoi
ekspertyzy i kryminalistyky. Vyp. 9 [in
Ukrainian].

Melenevska, Z. S., Svoboda, Ye. Yu. (2012).
Albom zahalnykh i okremykh oznak
pidpysu  [Album of common and
individual signs of signature]: navch.-
metod. posib. Kyiv [in Ukrainian].

Melenevska, Z. S., Svoboda, Ye. Yu.,
Antoniuk, P. Ye. (2016). Prychyny
ekspertnykh  pomylok pid chas

vyrishennia identyfikatsiinykh zavdan
umezhakh sudovo-pocherkoznavchykh
doslidzhen [Causes of expert mistakes
when solving identification tasks within
the framework of forensic handwriting

analyses]. Kryminalistychnyi visnyk.
Vyp. 1 (25) [in Ukrainian].
Nadgornyi, G. M. (1970). Nekotorye

logicheskie i dokazatelstvennye aspekty
vyvodov ehksperta [Certain logical
and probative aspects of the expert

112



Aleksandar Ivanovié, Serhii Naumenko, Svitlana Briukhan. Evaluation of identification sings
of handwriting for different types of forensic report. DOI: 10.32353/khrife.3.2021.07

conclusions]. Kriminalistika i sudebnaia
ehkspertiza : respubl. mezhvedom. sb.
nauch. i nauch.-metod. rab. Vyp. 7 [in
Russian].

Osypenko, I. P., Prorochenko, V. V. (2020).
Vysnovok eksperta v dosudovomu
rozsliduvanni [Expert conclusion in
pre-trial investigation]. Yurydychnyi
naukovyi elektronnyi zhurnal. Ne 2.
DOI: 10.32782/2524-0374/2020-2/104 [in
Ukrainian].

Panko, N. A. (2009). Dokazove znachennia
vysnovku eksperta [Probative value of
the forensic report]. Forum prava. Ne 1
[in Ukrainian].

Pinkhasov, B. I., Arkhangelskaia, E. G.
(1983). Veroiatnye zakliucheniia
ehksperta-kriminalista i nekotorye
voprosy ikh otsenki i ispolzovaniia
[Probabilistic conclusions of the expert-
criminalist and certain issues of their
evaluation and use]. Voprosy sudebnoi
ehkspertizy ; redkol.: B. I. Pinkhasov
idr. Tashkent [in Russian].

Rogozin, A. P. (1975). O poniatii priznaka
pocherka i ego kachestvennykh
i kolichestvennykh kharakteristikakh
[On the concept of handwriting sign
and its qualitative and quantitative

characteristics]. Kriminalistika
i sudebnaia ehkspertiza. Vyp. 11 [in
Russian].

Shcherbakovskii, M. G. (2005). Sudebnye
ehkspertizy: naznachenie, proizvodstvo,

ispolzovanie [Forensic examinations:
appointment, conduct, use]: ucheb.-
prakt. posob. Kharkov [in Russian].

Shliakhov, A. R. (1972). Struktura
ehkspertnogo issledovaniia
i gnoseologicheskaia kharakteristika
vyvodov ehksperta-kriminalista
[Structure of forensic examination
and epistemological characteristics of
expert-criminalist conclusions]. Trudy
VNIISEH. Vyp. 4 [in Russian].

Trigulova, A. Kh. (1983). Otsenka rezultatov
issledovaniia i formulirovanie vyvodov
kak stadiia ehkspertizy [Evaluation
of research results and formulation
of conclusions as a stage of forensic
examination]. Teoreticheskie problemy
i praktika ehkspertnykh issledovanii.
Tashkent [in Russian].

Vinberg, A. I. (1956). Kriminalisticheskaia
ehkspertiza v sovetskom ugolovnom
protsesse [Forensic examination in the
Soviet criminal procedure]. Moskva [in
Russian].

Yurchyshyn, V. D. (2013).
klasyfikatsiia ~ vysnovkiv  eksperta
u  kryminalnomu  provadzhenni:
teoretychnyi ta praktychnyi aspekty
[Analysis and classification of forensic
reports in criminal proceedings:
theoretical and practical aspects].
Prykarpatskyi yurydychnyi visnyk. Vyp. 1
(3). URL: http://www.pjv.nuoua.od.ua/
v1_2013/42.pdf [in Ukrainian].

Analiz ta

Ivanovié, A., Naumenko, S., Briukhan, S. (2021). Evaluation of identification sings of hand-
writing for different types of forensic report. Theory and Practice of Forensic Science and
Criminalistics. Issue 3 (25). P. 99—113. DOI: 10.32353/khrife.3.2021.07.

113


https://doi.org/10.32782/2524-0374/2020-2/104
https://doi.org/10.32353/khrife.3.2021.07

