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MODERN TENDENCIES OF THE SCIENTIFIC NATURE OF FORENSIC DOCUMENT
EXAMINATION

Abstract. Definition of the approaches of Judicial
Graphologists (JG) and Forensic Document Examiners
(FDE). Reference and analysis of the basic mentality of
every tendency. Proof of coincidence of the basic notions and
rules. The role of Graphometry. A proposal of merging both
mentalities in modern FDE.

Keywords: Judicial Graphology (JG), Forensic Document
Examination (FDE), Graphometry, graphic personality,
dynamical approach, technical approach.

Anomauin. Busnaueno nioxoou cyoosux epaghonocie ma
excnepmis 00 euguennsi dokymenmis. I[Ipoeedeno ananiz oc-
HOBHUX MOMEHMIB KOJCHO20 13 nioxodis. [Joeedeno 30ie oc-
HOBHUX NOHAMYb | npasui. Buznaueno pons epapomempii. 3a-
nponoHosano 06 eonamu 0o6uoea NiOXoou 6 CyHacHill cyoosii
excnepmu3i OOKYMeHmis.

Knrouosi cnosa: cyoosa epagponozis, cyoosa ekcnepmusa
JoKymenmis, epagomempis, epapiunuil mamepiai, OUHAMIY-
HUl niOXio, mexHiuHuil nioxio.

Annomauus. Onpeodenervl n00xX00bl CyOeOHbIX 2papono-
208 U IKCNEPmMos8 K usyueHuro 0okymenmos. Ilposedén ana-
JIU3 OCHOBHBIX MOMEHMOB KaANHCO020 U3 N00X0008. /lokazano
cosnadenue 0OCHO8HbIX noHamull u npasuir. Onpedenena poiw
epagomempuu. Ilpeonosiceno obvedunums 0ba nooxooa 6 co-
B8pEMEHHOU CYOeOHOU dKCnepmu3e OOKYMEHMO8.

Knrouesvie cnosa: cyoednas epaghonocus, cyoedonas sxkc-
nepmusza 0OKyMeHmos, epagomempusl, epaguueckuii mame-
puai, OUHamMU4ecKutli n00Xo0, MexHUYecKull nooxoo.

There is an ongoing theoretical conflict regarding the
requisites of the scientific nature of Forensic Document
Examination (FDE). On one hand the traditional mentality
of the theory remains in the old-fashioned approach of the
graphological tool considering Graphology as the key-method
of investigation in cases of forgery. On the other hand the
modern tendency considers the technical part of the research
as more efficient to reveal the forensic truth [2]. In practice,
we find both methodological approaches applied in different
continents of even different countries of the same continent,
depending even on the technological and economical evolution
of each one, strictly related to its stage of digitalization. Which
is the correct point of view?

In the modern era, because of the continuous technological
evolution, most scientific sectors are forced into a completely
new vision of investigation and research. The digitalization
of the procedures has diminished the quantity of documents
produced as a result of human handwriting or signatures.
Many bureaucratic procedures can nowadays be accomplished
in a completely digital form, without demanding any human
interference of writing or signing. The technical orientation
of a forgery’s investigation demands a new approach, which
justifies the new tendency of giving priority to lab analysis and
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research [9]. In the same time the term “document” acquires
a new meaning, not only technically and physically, but even
legally. In this new digital environment FDE should evolve its
scientific mentality in order to follow the modern challenges
of the object of investigation, that is writing, meant in its
modern version. Nevertheless, we really have to ask ourselves
if we have to change our scientific perspectives or if we have
to apply and adjust them in an updated vision according to the
new requirements. I personally think that the key of answering
this question in the FDE sector is Graphometry.

In the past, there have been some theoretical attempts of
founding the scientific basis of FDE in graphometric systems
[1], with the first attempts in this direction made by Bertillion
and Locard. Following the mentality of the positive sciences,
they tried to apply in the handwriting analysis mathematical
perspectives and calculations, so as to demonstrate the
forgery or originality of the handwritten traces or signatures.
The scientific basis used as a point of reference remained
on the surface of the problem, because of the fact that these
theoretical systems could not deepen the investigation into the
dynamical aspect of the graphic gesture. This has always been
the characteristic and main advantage of the graphological
theories. Nevertheless, could it be possible to apply the
graphological mentality in a digital document, since there
is no handwritten trace on it? On the opposite direction, is
it possible to approach the dynamic aspect of a handwritten
document by using only the technical analysis of it (such as
paper’s quality detection or ink’s chronological sequence)
[8]? If the lab analysis could indicate that two traces were
produced in different times, is this enough to solve the
forensic problem? There could be, for instance, a subsequent
addition of a number in a bank cheque by the same hand using
a different pen. Could that mean that we have to deal with
a case of forgery? In another example, the ESDA analysis
could reveal latent handwriting, but, does this element indicate
a forgery since, very often, we use to write in papers stowed
one over the other, as in notebooks? Such findings demand
forensic explanation, common sense of forensic mentality
and experience. Sometimes, we witness forensic conclusions
based on the priority to the technical findings, which cannot
be logically reliable.

We have to clarify that there is a misunderstanding
regarding Graphology and its application in the FDE. The
graphological theory is based on the analytical concept of the
revelation of the writer’s personality by following the evolution
of Psychology. This scientific mentality is not applied in the
field of Judicial Graphology (JG or FDE), just because of the
fact that the graphological analysis of the personality demands
a spontancously produced handwritten specimen. In the JG-
FDE’s case, the lack of graphic spontaneity is almost given by
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default [4]. For this reason the graphological approach of FDE
follows a completely different methodological path by adopting
various graphic rules which have nothing in common with the
method of Analytic Graphology or Graphological Character-
ology. We should discriminate between the revelation of the
personality of the writer (Analytical Graphology’s approach)
and the revelation of the graphic personality of the writer (JG-
FDE approach). First of all, we have to define the purpose of
the JG-FDE’s investigation and the object of it [6]. In JG-FDE
our investigative purpose is to conclude if a certain specimen
was produced by a certain graphic personality, not to reveal
the psychological aspect of the personality of the writer. For
this reason, the methodological supplies are diametrically
opposite. Actually, if we examine the graphic rules followed
by JG’s of graphological education [3, p. 114], so called
Judicial Graphologists, we will find out that the points of
reference are common to the ones of FDE’s of technical
approach. In fact, we have to deal with the same scientific
requisites which are baptized as different, just because of a
misunderstanding in the definitions of the terms. If we should
refer to basic common scientific notions, we could indicate
the common acceptance of the cerebral origin of writing or
the uniqueness of the writing/signature of every individual,
which is analogous to the uniqueness of DNA or fingerprints.
Therefore, can we simply conclude that all this discordance
is just a simple misunderstanding? In my opinion we have to
deal with a case of scientific stridency. Students of a certain
educational preparation tend to deify the received instruction.
When they become scientists they usually remain in the same
restrained view of approaching the issue. The vision of the
scientist though (and especially of the FDE) should be based
on a wide angle. The experience has taught that FDE cases
have many particularities, and although there might be some
common elements, every case could have severe discrepancies
in respect to a standard case [9]. FDE’s -maybe more than in
other scientific branches- should have a mentality of elevated
scientific flexibility. If we should separate the tendencies in
modern FDE, we should indicate in just a simple term the
content of the dispute: focusing on the dynamical aspect of the
Judicial Graphology’s mentality and on the technical aspect
of the Document Examiners’ mentality. In practice, there are
cases which demand the prevalence of the dynamical analysis
of the gesture. We can imagine testaments of elderly people
having grapho-pathological implications, where the technical
approach is completely useless. On the other hand, we can
imagine a digitally produced document without handwriting,
where the dynamical approach is completely inapplicable.

Apart from these cases, which are placed on the edges of the
case studies, we usually face forensic problems which demand
a combination of both tendencies and scientific mentalities.
Given a bank cheque, it is a question of dynamic analysis if
the signature is genuine or not and in the same time it is a
question of technical analysis if the number of the amount of
it is written by the same ink/pen. If not, then it refers again to a
dynamic aspect to define if all the numbers have been written
by the same hand, even in different times. In another example,
in the case of a document in color, it is a technical aspect to
ascertain if the signature is original or not (printed in color)
and a dynamic aspect to define the authenticity of it.

Undoubtedly, even Judicial Graphology’s mentality is
really necessary in FDE [7]. In conclusion, given the above,
I personally believe that it would be wiser to merge both
mentalities in one and common approach of investigation.
Using one or another term is not really the core of the problem,
which will remain unsolved if we do not break the chains of
this sterile confrontation. The rebirth of Graphometry [5] in its
modern aspect could be the triggering event which could help
us overcome this dead end, since a graphometric approach can
analyze the dynamical aspect of the writing by interpreting the
graphical parameters in technical data.
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JTOCILI)KEHHS TOKYMEHTIB 3 INTAHb JIOKYMEHTAJIbHOI'O IJITBEPIKEHHS
PO3PAXYHKY KYPCOBOI PI3HUIII I YAC ITPOBEJIEHHS
CYJIOBOI EKOHOMIYHOI EKCHEPTHU3H

Anomauin. Po3ensHymo 0OKyMeHmu Cnoco8HO Npaguib-
HOCMI 8U3HAYEHHA KYPCOBOI pi3HUYi NIONPUEMCMEOM Nio uac
Ccy0060i eKOHOMIUHOI excnepmusi.

Kniwouosi cnosa: kypcosa pisnuys, MoHemapHa crmamms,
HeMOoHemapHa cmammsi, €y0080-eKOHOMIUHA eKCnepmu3d.
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Abstract. Documents concerning correctness of
determining the exchange rate difference by the enterprise
while forensic economic analysis are considered.

Keywords: exchange rate difference, monetary article,
non-monetary article, forensic economic analysis.

179



