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THE IDENTIFICATION OF EMOTIONS AND JURY DECISION MAKING
This study investigated the impact of a defendant’s emotions, expressed
through gait and displayed through video footage, on jury decision making. The
degree of state empathy and the case-related judgements of the mock jurors were
assessed using a questionnaire. The results of the study suggest that the emotions
being portrayed by a figure in a piece of video footage can be identified by viewers,
and that careful consideration needs to be given to the potential ramifications of
playing video footage in court and the subsequent impact on collective jury

decision making.
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Introduction. The expression and perception of emotion is a sophisticated skill,
necessary to regulate social interactions, and make accurate and reliable
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judgements about the emotions of those around us [1]. While the majority of emotion
expression research has focussed on signalling channels such as facial expressions
[2], emotions can be identified by their expression through other mechanisms
including gait [3, 4]. Darwin considered emotions to be adaptations that improve
survival potential by modifying behaviour [5]. Emotions are evolutionary based
adaptive resources, that inform individuals of the significance of events to their well-
being, and prepare them for rapid adaptive action, co-ordinating behavioural,
physiological and psychological processes to improve the chances of survival [6, 7].
It is therefore possible that the emotions of a perpetrator during a crime, expressed
through their gait and captured by closed circuit television (CCTV), may be
subconsciously identified by jurors and influence their decision making. However,
there may be variations in the human ability to perceive and interpret such
information correctly, and in the case of jurors this could lead to erroneous effects on
decision making. At a trial jurors are expected to make accurate judgements and
decisions regarding a defendant [8], which is potentially problematic in view of the
fact that experienced professionals can on occasion incorrectly attribute emotions to
defendants [9]. As jurors’ perceptions of a defendant’s emotions could affect their
decision making and therefore the outcome of a trial [10], it is important to
understand how emotions are perceived by observers and how the perceptions of
emotions are used in decision making in the context of a jury.

Key to the impact of emotion identification from gait on jury decision
making is the concept of empathy. Empathy is the cognitive ability to
understand others, take the perspective of others and have an emotional
response to the emotions of others [11]. Trait empathy is a personality
characteristic that remains relatively stable across situations, while state
empathy is comparatively temporary and can be induced by situations [9].
Inducing state empathy in jurors is a recognised tactic that is utilised by
lawyers, who suggest that state empathy can be manipulated to the lawyer’s
advantage through statements and cross-examinations [12]. Given that the
research suggests that state empathy can be induced in the courtroom, it is
unsurprising that state empathy has received far more research attention than
trait empathy in this context [9].

Research using mock jurors has demonstrated that when jurors empathise with
the defendant, the crime is often considered to be the result of situational factors
rather than dispositional factors [13]. In these instances, jurors attributed less
responsibility to the defendant and made fewer judgements of guilt [14]. However,
the majority of such research tends to involve serious offences, such as homicide
[15], that may elicit stronger emotions on the part of the perpetrator, and are
therefore easier to utilize [9]. It is therefore necessary to develop research that uses
less serious and less emotive crimes in order to identify whether emotions still play a
key role in jury decision making [9].

Gait is the manner or style in which a locomotor activity, such as walking
or running, is undertaken [16]. Information regarding gait can often be gained
from relatively poor quality video footage, and even in these circumstances it
has been suggested that information regarding emotion can be gained [17]. It
has also been suggested that in the context of crimes that are frequently
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captured by CCTV, such as violent assaults in city centres at night, gait
information could help to determine the intentions of protagonists [18]. Video
footage that has been used for the purposes of forensic gait analysis is often
played at some length and repeatedly during trial proceedings, which prolongs
the exposure of jurors to the inherent information regarding the emotional state
of the figures shown in the footage. Montepare, Goldstein and Clausen
(1987)[19] investigated the ability of observers to identify emotions from gait
and their results suggested that observers were able to correctly identify
happiness, sadness, anger and pride at better than chance levels. Birch et al.
(2016)[3] also concluded that observers were able to correctly identify the
same emotions, with the addition of a neutral state, at better than chance
levels. However, the results of both investigations also suggested that some
emotions were more readily identified than others, possibly related to the
concept of innate primary emotions [3, 6, 20-23], and that there were
differences in individuals’ ability to identify emotions [3, 19].

Research would suggest that emotions can be identified from gait.
However, if or how that information is subsequently utilised by the observer in
the context of jury decision making is currently not clear. This study
investigated the impact of a defendant’s emotions, expressed through gait and
displayed through video footage, on jury decision making.

Method. Ethical approval for the investigation was sought and granted by
the Psychology Research Ethics Committee of the University of Kent. Twenty-
four male (24%) and seventy-six female (76%) participants, with a mean age
of 35.26 years (SD = 14.05), were recruited from the general population and
from the University of Kent student population by convenience sampling.

Video footage was recorded showing a male, playing the part of the
defendant, wearing black clothing and a balaclava, to hide facial expressions
and ensure their gait was the only aspect being analysed. Five written
scenarios intended to elicit anger, fear, happiness, pride, and a neutral
emotional response were presented to the defendant prior to and during the
filming of them walking. The scenarios were modified versions of those used
by Montepare et al. (1987)[19]. The filming took place in a plain, naturally lit
studio approximately 11.85m long by 5.45m wide. The video footage was
recorded using three high definition digital cameras, from three angles (frontal,
sagittal and oblique), and was edited using Final Cut Pro 7 software. This
footage served as video evidence relating the mock defendant to the crime,
and was shown to the study’s mock juror participants.

Data collection with mock jurors was achieved using Qualtrics, allowing the
online distribution of information, forms, video footage and questionnaires to the
participants for completion at a time most convenient for the participant.
Participants were first presented with information regarding the investigation, and
informing them of their rights during and after the experimental procedure. They
were then required to complete a consent form prior to further participation. Having
given consent, the participants were presented with a demographic and juror
eligibility questionnaire to complete. The study used an experimental design with
participants taking part in one of the five conditions. Each participant viewed video
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footage showing the walker, playing the part of the defendant, portraying one of
the emotions: anger, fear, happiness, pride, or a neutral emotional state. The
participants were shown the video footage and then given a written copy of a
vignette, modified from that used by Braun and Gollwitzer, (2012)[24], describing
the context of the footage, which was presented as video evidence relating the
defendant to the crime. The vignette described the details of the crime committed,
and explained that the footage showed the defendant walking during the
perpetration of the crime. Having seen the footage and read the vignette, the
degree of state empathy and the case-related judgements of the participants were
assessed using a questionnaire. The questionnaire consisted of seventeen
questions, eight relating to state empathy and nine to case-related judgements.
The questions covered perception of defendant remorse, level of responsibility,
recommended punishment, belief regarding future offending and agreement with
case verdict (the defendant was found guilty), and required a combination of Likert
scale, “Yes” or “No” and open-ended responses. The questions were based on the
work of Wood et al. (2014) and Haegerich and Bottoms (2000)[9, 14].

Finally the participants were asked to identify what emotion they believed
the defendant to be portraying. No guidance was given on which emotions
could identified, and no list of emotions was provided. This approach was
somewhat different to that taken in the studies of Montepare et al. (1987) and
Birch et al. (2016) [3, 19], in which participants were asked to identify the
emotion from a list of options, four in the case of Montepare et al., and five in
the case of Birch et al. Once the questionnaires had been completed, the
participants were presented with a debrief form, a link to request a copy of the
debrief form, and the contact details of the researchers.

The complete data set was entered into an excel spreadsheet, then an
SPSS spreadsheet for analysis.

Results. To determine the reliability of the state empathy, defendant
remorse and defendant responsibility responses, a Cronbach’s Alpha test was
performed on each. Results were 0.79, 0.73 and 0.74 respectively, showing
that the responses were reliable.

Table 1 shows the state empathy scores associated with each of the
emotions portrayed by the defendant in the five pieces of video footage.

Table 1

Participants’ mean state empathy scores associated with each of the
emotions being portrayed by the defendant

Anger Fear Happiness Neutral Pride

Mean (SD) | 2.73 (.70) | 3.11(.80) | 2.40(.85) | 2.60 (.50) | 2.59 (.66)

A between-subject’s one-way ANOVA showed there to be a statistically
significant difference between these scores (F(4, 95)=2.75, p=0.03). In order to
identify more specifically which emotions demonstrated differences, a Ryan-
Einot-Gabriel-Welsch post hoc test (REGW-Q) was then undertaken. The
results showed a statistically significant (p<0.05) difference between the state

483




Kpuminanicmuka i cydosa ekcriepmus3a. Burnyck 66

empathy scores associated with fear and happiness, participants recording
higher state empathy scores when the defendant portrayed fear than when
they portrayed happiness.

The question regarding the emotion described as being displayed by the
defendant provided a rich variation of emotion descriptors. In order to
categorise these descriptors, Parrott's (2001) hierarchical structure of
emotions was used on the basis that it provided a categorisation closest to that
utilised in previous work in this area. Five of the six categories of emotions
described by Parrott (anger, fear, joy, love and sadness) were used in this
investigation, with the addition of ‘neutral’ and ‘uncategorised’ categories.
Parrot’s sixth category ‘surprise’ was considered not to be relevant, and was
therefore not used. Table 2 shows the mean state empathy scores associated
with each of the emotions perceived by the observers as being portrayed by
the defendant.

Table 2

Participants’ mean (and standard deviation) state empathy scores
associated with each of the emotions perceived by the participants as
being portrayed by the defendant

Anger Fear Joy Love Neutral | Sadness Uncaetzgoris
'\(";S;‘ 2.63 (.59)[2.78 (.74)|2.48 (.60)|3.07 (.10)|3.10 (.96)[2.80 (.78)| 2.29 (1.82)

A between-subject’s one-way ANOVA showed that there was no statistically
significant difference between these scores (F(6, 93)=1.45, p=0.20).
Table 3 shows the participants’ mean case-related judgement scores
associated with each of the emotions being portrayed by the defendant.
Table 3

Participants’ mean (and standard deviation) case-related judgement
scores associated with each of the emotions being portrayed by the
defendant

ANOVA

Anger Fear |Happiness| Neutral | Pride | '\ 7 0)

Remorse 2.30(.70)| 2.58 (.69) | 2.05 (.69) | 1.93 (.99) | 1.95 (.84) 0.05

Responsibility |3.88 (.22) | 3.65 (.38) | 3.85 (.28) | 3.60 (.45) | 3.85 (.33) | 0.03

Punishment (ﬂg) 1.55 (.83) [2.90 (1.37)|1.70 (1.17)| 1.65 (.88) | 0.001
Fut
Oﬁ:n“dﬁg 3.50 (.89) | 3.30 (.73) | 4.05 (.94) | 3.95 (.94) | 3.60 (.68) | 0.03

A between-subject's one-way ANOVA showed there to be statistically
significant differences between the scores. A REGW-Q post hoc test showed
statistically significant differences between the punishment and future offending
case-related judgements associated with the emotions. The punishment case-
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related judgements associated with happiness were significantly different to those
associated with fear, neutral and pride, with participants recording higher
punishment scores when the defendant portrayed happiness than when they
portrayed any of the other emotions. The future offending case-related judgements
associated with happiness were significantly different to those associated with fear,
with participants recording higher future offending scores when the defendant
portrayed happiness than when they portrayed fear.

Table 4 shows the participants’ mean case-related judgement scores for
each of the emotions perceived by the participants as being portrayed by the
defendant.

Table 4

Participants’ mean (and standard deviation) case-related judgement
scores for each of the emotions perceived as being portrayed by the

defendant
Anger Fear Joy Love Neutral | Sadness Uncaetzgoris Al\\llgl\ég)(p
Remorse 1.82(.50) | 2.36(.60) | 2.09(.81) | 3.25(1.06) | 2.08(.79) | 2.29(.95) | 2.50 (2.12) 0.24
Responsibility | 3.83(.31) [3.69 (.33)| 3.83(.30) [ 3.50 (.71) | 3.58(.51) | 3.77(.35) | 4.00 (.00) .290
Punishment [2.36(1.60)| 1.71(.99) [2.00(1.20)[ 1.00(.00) |1.83(1.19)] 2.11(.99) | 1.50(.71) .65
Fut
Oﬁ:nudﬁg 3.86 (.95)| 3.79(.70) | 3.57 (.90) | 4.00(1.41) |3.92 (.79)|3.58 (.96)| 3.00 (.00) 0.67

A between-subject’s one-way ANOVA showed there to be no statistically
significant differences between these scores.

The results for the question regarding the case verdict showed that ninety-
nine of the participants agreed with the verdict of guilty and one participant
disagreed. A logistic regression analysis showed no significant relationship
(p=.52) between the emotion being portrayed by the defendant and the
agreement with the guilty verdict, and no significant relationship (p=.76)
between the emotion described by the participants as being portrayed by the
defendant and the agreement with the guilty verdict.

Discussion. The ANOVA results showed a statistically significant
difference between the state empathy scores associated with the emotions
portrayed by the defendant, the REGW-Q post hoc test highlighting the fact
that participants empathised more when fear was portrayed by the defendant
than when happiness was portrayed. The ANOVA results also showed a
statistically significant difference between the case-related judgement scores
associated with the emotions, the REGW-Q post hoc test highlighting higher
punishment and future offending scores when happiness was portrayed by the
defendant. This would suggest that individuals have the ability to identify
emotions from gait, and use this information to inform their jury decision
making. The results suggest that where the participants perceived the
defendant to be exhibiting happiness, on the basis of their gait, while
perpetrating the crime, they concluded that the defendant was more likely to
re-offend and should be given a harsher punishment. However, there were no
statistically significant differences between the state empathy, or the case-
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related judgement scores, based on the descriptions of the emotions given by
the participants as being portrayed by the defendant. This would suggest that
while the participants were able to identify the emotions, as suggested by
previous studies [3, 5, 6, 19], they were less able to describe or communicate
the emotions accurately [25-27].

Participants were not, in this study, given a list of emotions to choose from
(e.g. anger, fear, happiness, neutral and pride) before viewing the videos.
Birch et al. (2016) and Montepare et al. (1987) [3, 19] showed that untrained
participants were able to correctly identify emotions from gait, with the
participants choosing the emotion being displayed from a list. In the present
study the participants were required to identify and record the emotions using
their own lexicon and understanding relating to emotions. The statistically
significant differences found in the present study would seem to support the
findings of the previous studies, in terms of the ability of the participants to
identify the emotions correctly. However, the results appear to have identified
another aspect of emotion identification: the difference between being able to
identify an emotion using implicit cognition, and then being able to describe the
emotion using explicit cognition. The relationship found between the
perception of happiness being exhibited by the defendant and higher
punishment and future offending scores, would therefore seem to be a result of
implicit cognition rather than reasoned explicit cognition.

Even if the identification by a juror of an emotion displayed during walking
is correct, the results of this study suggest that the juror may have difficulty in
accurately describing the emotion in a way that is meaningful or recognisable
by the other jurors. The results suggest that the identification of the emotion
does input into the decision making of the individual in a relatively predictable
manner. However, the results would also suggest that how the emotion
identification achieved by each of the individuals might contribute to a
discussion based collective decision made by a jury is less predictable.

The incongruity between the emotion seen and the language used to describe
it could be the result of a number of factors. The debated concepts of emotional
intelligence and emotional literacy [28-33] relate to the ability to understand one’s
own emotions, and in doing so be able to understand and empathise with those of
others. This requires reflection on the lived experience, and learning based on that
reflection. The participants may simply not have had the emotional literacy, and/or
the lexicon, to convert the identification of the emotion taking place without
thought, into language, requiring thought. They may also not have invested the
cognitive effort required in this stage of the process. It is also possible that there
are simply variations in the ability of individuals to process information, as
suggested by Locke (2005)[33], and therefore identify emotions, although the level
of correct identification shown by previous studies mitigates against this
explanation [3, 19]. Whatever the root of the mismatch, an ability of jurors to
identify emotions from the gait of a defendant, but a subsequent inability to
describe accurately and communicate the emotions to their fellow jurors, may
affect the way other jury members perceive the defendant, which may lead to
changes in decision making.
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Not providing the participants with a list of emotions from which to choose
yielded an interesting dimension to the results of the study, but also inevitably
presented a challenge in terms of the variety of emotion descriptors used. The
use of Parrott’'s (2001)[34] hierarchical structure of emotions was adopted in
anticipation of this challenge, and provided an appropriate solution. However,
even the extensive nature of the Parrot classification could not accommodate
all the descriptors used by the participants. While the addition of ‘neutral’ and
‘uncategorised’ classifications helped the classification process, the process
still, in a limited number of cases, relied on an element of decision making by
the researchers and therefore introduced a degree of error.

The fact that ninety-nine of the one hundred participants agreed with the
verdict of guilty is not surprising as the vignette made it clear that the
defendant was guilty. Why the remaining participant disagreed with the verdict
is not known, although their decision may have been influenced by the
circumstances outlined in the vignette, which described the defendant as
“currently living with his girlfriend and three children in what is considered a
dangerous and poverty stricken part of town.”

This study used video of a single walker portraying each of the five
emotions, the participants being shown only one piece of footage, showing the
walker portraying a single emotion. The results could therefore have been a
consequence of the ability of that walker to portray the emotion, which may be
at variance with the way in which others might portray the same emotion. A
second possible influence of the methodology used is the fact that participants
were unable to compare different emotions being portrayed by the walker, and
were therefore not able to make comparison based judgements. Nevertheless,
the fact that the results show a statistically significant difference between both
the state empathy and the case-related judgement scores associated with the
emotion being portrayed would suggest that the identification of the emotion
being portrayed was not an issue.

Playing video footage in court has become a common method of
presenting evidence, and in the case of forensic gait analysis, a standard part
of expert testimony. The core intention is to demonstrate to the jury the
features of gait noted by the expert, and relied upon by the expert in reaching
their conclusions. More recently the protracted and repetitive playing of
footage in court has become a tool favoured by defence counsels, in the hope
of generating opportunities for cross examination. What needs to be
considered is what information are the jury actually deriving from the footage
beyond that being reported by the expert witness, and how is this information
being utilised? Information that is consciously collected and explicitly
processed by the jurors in reaching a decision is somewhat different in nature
from information that is being derived subconsciously, and processed
implicitly. Explicit processing of information gained consciously can be utilised
within the context of possible error. A juror may be shown two pieces of video
footage, and may conclude that both pieces of footage show the same person,
but they can do so understanding that they could be mistaken. If information is
gained subconsciously, processed implicitly, and utilised to reach a decision
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without the recipient even being aware that they have received the information,
there would seem to be little or no consideration for the possibility that the
information has been gained in error.

Caruso et al. (2016) found that the playing of video evidence of violence in
slow motion rather than at normal speed, can result in viewers perceiving the
violent action to be more intentional [35]. Furthermore, they found that while
playing footage at both normal and slow speeds reduced this effect, it did not
remove it. Montepare et al. and Birch et al. have shown that people are able to
identify emotions correctly from gait, and this investigation has shown that an
emotion seen through gait is related to state empathy and case-related
judgements [3, 19]. This investigation has also shown that people are
inconsistent in their ability to describe the emotion seen, and therefore
presumably less able to engage in an informed discussion regarding the emotion
and its implications for the case in hand. Caruso et al. noted in their paper that
“any benefits of video replay should be weighed against its potentially biasing
effects” (page 9293), and although this was in the context of serious crime, the
results of this study would suggest that the presentation of video-based gait
evidence in court also needs some degree of consideration [35].

Conclusion. The use of video footage in court, associated with a variety
of sources of evidence, appears set to increase, particularly in view of the
increase in the use of body worn cameras by police officers. Video footage
offers a particular source of engagement by the jury with the offence or
associated events. Its use is usually predicated on the demonstration of a
particular type of evidence. However, video footage has the potential to
provide the jury with collateral information, the resulting effect of which on the
jury may not have been considered, and may not as yet be fully understood.
The results of this study, consistent with those of previous investigations,
suggest that the emotions being portrayed by a figure in a piece of video
footage can be identified by viewers. Furthermore, the results suggest that that
information is implicitly used by the viewer to inform empathy and judgements.
However, the results also suggest variability in the ability of viewers to
describe accurately the information gained. Careful consideration therefore
needs to be given to the potential ramifications of playing video footage in
court and the subsequent impact on collective jury decision making.

References

1. Roether C. L., Omlor L., Christensen A.,
Giese M. A., Critical features for the
perception of emotion from gait. Journal of
Vision. 2009. 9. P. 15.

2. Elfenbein H.A.,, Ambady N. On the
universality and cultural specificity of
emotion recognition: a meta-analysis.
Psychological bulletin. 2002. 128. P. 203.

488

References

1. Roether, C. L., Omlor, L., Christensen, A.,
Giese, M. A. (2009). Critical features for the
perception of emotion from gait. Journal of
Vision. 9. P. 15. (in English).

2. Elfenbein, H. A., Ambady, N. (2002). On
the universality and cultural specificity of

emotion recognition: a meta-analysis.
Psychological bulletin. 128. P.203. (in
English).



Po3din 3. KpumiHanicmuyHi sudu cydosux ekcriepmus

3. Birch I, Birch T.,
identification of emotions from gait.
Justice. 2016. 56. P. 351-356.

4. Satchell L., Morris P., Mills C., O'Reilly L.,
Marshman P., Akehurst L. Evidence of big
five and aggressive personalities in gait
biomechanics.  Journal  of  nonverbal
behavior. 2017. 41. P. 35-44.

Bray D. The
Sci

5. Darwin C., Ekman P., Prodger P., The
expression of the emotions in man and
animals. Oxford University Press. USA,
1998.

6. Greenberg L.S. Evolutionary perspectives
on emotion: Making sense of what we feel.
Journal of Cognitive Psychotherapy. 2002.
16. P. 331-347.

7. Panksepp J. The neuro-evolutionary cusp
between emotions and cognitions:
Implications for understanding
consciousness and the emergence of a
unified mind science. Consciousness &
Emotion. 2000. 1. P.15-54.

8. Robertson N., Davies G., Nettleingham A.

Vicarious traumatisation as a consequence
of jury service. The Howard Journal of
Criminal Justice. 2009. 48. 1-12.

9. Wood J. L., James M., Ciardha C.O. ‘I
know how they must feel: Empathy and
judging defendants. The European journal of
psychology applied to legal context. 2014. 6.
P. 37-43.

10. MacLin M. K., Downs C., MacLin O. H.,
Caspers H. M., The effect of defendant facial
expression on mock juror decision-making:
The power of remorse. North American
Journal of Psychology, 2009. 11. P. 323-
332.

11. Davis M. H. Empathy: A social
psychological approach. Westview Press.
1994.

12. Stevenson M. C., Najdowski C. J.,
Bottoms B. L., Haegerich T. M.
Understanding adults’ perceptions of juvenile
offenders, Child victims, child offenders:
Psychology and law, 2009. P. 349-368.

3. Birch, 1., Birch, T., Bray, D. (2016). The
identification of emotions from gait. Sci
Justice. 56. P. 351-356. (in English).

4. Satchell, L., Morris, P., Mills, C., O'Reilly,
L., Marshman, P., Akehurst, L. (2017).
Evidence of big five and aggressive
personalities in gait biomechanics. Journal of

nonverbal behavior. 41. P. 35-44. (in
English).
5. Darwin, C., Ekman, P., Prodger, P.

(1998). The expression of the emotions in
man and animals. Oxford University Press.
USA. (in English).

6. Greenberg, L. S. (2002). Evolutionary
perspectives on emotion: Making sense of

what we feel. Joumal of Cognitive
Psychotherapy. 16. P. 331-347. (in English).
7. Panksepp, J. (2000). The neuro-

evolutionary cusp between emotions and
cognitions: Implications for understanding
consciousness and the emergence of a
unified mind science. Consciousness &
Emotion. 1. P. 15-54. (in English).

8. Robertson, N., Davies, G., Nettleingham,
A. (2009). Vicarious traumatisation as a
consequence of jury service. The Howard
Journal of Criminal Justice. 48. 1-12. (in
English).

9. Wood, J. L., James, M., Ciardha, C. O.
(2014). ‘1 know how they must feel’: Empathy
and judging defendants. The European
journal of psychology applied to legal
context. 6. P. 37-43. (in English).

10. MacLin, M. K., Downs, C., MacLin, O. H.,
Caspers, H. M. (2009). The effect of
defendant facial expression on mock juror
decision-making: The power of remorse.
North American Journal of Psychology. 11.
P. 323-332. (in English).

11. Davis, M. H. (1994). Empathy: A social
psychological approach. Westview Press. (in
English).

12. Stevenson, M. C., Najdowski, C. J.,
Bottoms, B. L., Haegerich, T. M. (2009).
Understanding adults’ perceptions of juvenile

offenders, Child victims, child offenders:
Psychology and law. P. 349-368. (in
English).

489



Kpuminanicmuka i cydosa ekcriepmus3a. Burnyck 66

13. Archer R.L., Foushee H.C., Davis
M. H., Aderman D. Emotional Empathy in
a Courtroom Simulation: A Situation
Interaction. Journal of Applied Social
Psychology. 1979. 9. P. 275-291.

14. Haegerich T. M., Bottoms B. L. Empathy
and jurors' decisions in patricide trials
involving child sexual assault allegations.
Law and human behavior, 2000. 24. P. 421.

15. Plumm K. M., Terrance C.A. Battered
women who kill: The impact of expert
testimony and empathy induction in the
courtroom. Violence Against Women. 2009.
15. P. 186-205.

16. Levine D., Richards J., Whittle M.W.
Whittle's gait analysis. Elsevier Health
Sciences. 2012.

17. Clarke T. J., Bradshaw M. F., Field D. T.,
Hampson S. E., Rose D. The perception of
emotion from body movement in point-light
displays of interpersonal dialogue.
Perception. 2005. P. 341171-1180.

18. Adams R. B., Ambady N., Macrae C. N.,
Kleck R. E., Emotional expressions forecast
approach-avoidance behavior. Motivation
and emotion. 2006. 30. P. 177-186.

19. Montepare J.M., Goldstein S.B.,
Clausen A., The identification of emotions
from gait information. Journal of Nonverbal
Behavior. 1987. 11. 33-42.

20. Ekman P., Friesen W.V. Unmasking the
face: A guide to recognizing emotions from

facial cues, in, Englewood Cliffs, NJ:
Prentice Hall, 1975.
21. Emotion-cognition  relationships  and

human development / in: C.E. lzard, J.
Kogen, R.B. Yojone (Eds.). Emotions,
cognition, and  behavior, = Cambridge
University Press, New York, 1984. P. 17-37.

22. Izard C. E. The psychology of emotions,
Springer Science & Business Media. 1991.

23. Plutchik R. Emotions in the practice of
psychotherapy: Clinical implications of affect

490

13. Archer, R. L., Foushee, H. C., Davis, M.
H., Aderman, D. (1979). Emotional Empathy
in a Courtroom Simulation: A Situation
Interaction. Journal of Applied Social
Psychology. 9. P. 275-291. (in English).

14. Haegerich, T. M., Bottoms, B. L. (2000).
Empathy and jurors' decisions in patricide
trials involving child sexual assault
allegations. Law and human behavior. 24. P.
421. (in English).

15. Plumm, K. M., Terrance, C. A. (2009).
Battered women who kill: The impact of
expert testimony and empathy induction in
the courtroom. Violence Against Women. 15.
P. 186-205. (in English).

16. Levine, D., Richards, J., Whittle, M. W.
(2012). Whittle's gait analysis. Elsevier
Health Sciences. (in English).

17. Clarke, T. J., Bradshaw, M. F., Field, D. T.,
Hampson, S. E., Rose, D. (2005). The
perception of emotion from body movement
in point-light displays of interpersonal
dialogue. Perception. P. 341171-1180. (in
English).

18. Adams, R. B., Ambady, N., Macrae, C. N.,
Kleck, R. E. (2006). Emotional expressions
forecast approach-avoidance behavior. Motiva-
tion and emotion. 30. P. 177-186. (in English).

19. Montepare, J. M., Goldstein, S. B,
Clausen, A. (1987). The identification of
emotions from gait information. Journal of
Nonverbal Behavior. 11. 33-42. (in English).

20. Ekman, P., Friesen, W. V. (1975).
Unmasking the face: A guide to recognizing
emotions from facial cues, in, Englewood
Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall. (in English).

21. lzard, C.E., Kogen, J., Yojone, R. B.

(Eds.) (1984). Emotion-cognition
relationships and human development:
Emotions, cognition, and  behavior,

Cambridge University Press, New York. P.
17-37. (in English).

22. lzard, C. E. (1991). The psychology of
emotions. Springer Science & Business
Media. (in English).

23. Plutchik, R. (2000). Emotions in the
practice of psychotherapy: Clinical



Po3din 3. KpumiHanicmuyHi sudu cydosux ekcriepmus

theories. American
Association. 2000.

Psychological

24.Braun J., Gollwitzer M., Leniency for
out-group offenders. European Journal of
Social Psychology. 2012. 42. P. 883-892.

25. Krystal H. Alexithymia and psychotherap
y. American journal of psychotherapy. 1979.

26. Mayer J. D., DiPaolo M., Salovey P.,
Perceiving affective content in ambiguous
visual stimuli: A component of emotional
intelligence. Journal of  personality
assessment. 1990. 54. P. 772-781.

27. Vermeulen N., Luminet O., Corneille O.
Alexithymia and the automatic processing of
affective information: Evidence from the
affective priming paradigm. Cognition and
Emotion. 2006. 20. P. 64-91.

28. Steiner C. Emotional literacy.
Transactional Analysis Journal. 1984. 14. P.
162-173.

29. Salovey P., Mayer J. D., Emotional
intelligence. Imagination, cognition and
personality. 1990. 9. P. 185-211.

30. Bocchino R. Emotional literacy: To be a
different kind of smart. Corwin Press. 1999.

31. Orbach S. Towards emotional literacy.
Health Education. 2000. 100. P. 269-270.

32. Lam L.T., Kirby S.L. Is emotional
intelligence an advantage? An exploration of
the impact of emotional and general
intelligence on individual performance. The
Journal of social Psychology. 2002. 142. P.
133-143.

33. Locke E. A. Why emotional intelligence
is an invalid concept. Journal of
Organizational Behavior. 2005. 26. P. 425-
431.

34. Parrott W.G. Emotions in social
psychology: Essential readings. Psychology
Press. 2001.

35. Caruso E. M., Burns Z.C., Converse

implications of affect theories. American
Psychological Association. (in English).

24. Braun, J., Gollwitzer, M. (2012).
Leniency for out-group offenders. European
Journal of Social Psychology. 42. P. 883-
892. (in English).

25. Krystal, H. (1979). Alexithymia and
psychotherapy.  American  journal  of
psychotherapy. (in English).

26. Mayer, J. D., DiPaolo, M., Salovey, P.
(1990). Perceiving affective content in
ambiguous visual stimuli: A component of
emotional intelligence. Journal of personality
assessment. 54. P. 772-781. (in English).

27. Vermeulen, N., Luminet, O., Corneille, O.
(2006). Alexithymia and the automatic
processing of affective information: Evidence

from the affective priming paradigm.
Cognition and Emotion. 20. P. 64-91. (in
English).

28. Steiner, C. (1984). Emotional literacy.
Transactional Analysis Journal. 14. P. 162-
173. (in English).

29. Salovey, P., Mayer, J. D. (1990). Emotional
intelligence.  Imagination,  cognition  and
personality. 9. P. 185-211. (in English).

30. Bocchino, R. (1999). Emotional literacy:
To be a different kind of smart. Corwin
Press. (in English).

31. Orbach, S. (2000). Towards emotional
literacy. Health Education. 100. P. 269-270.
(in English).

32. Lam, L. T, Kirby, S. L. (2002). Is
emotional intelligence an advantage? An
exploration of the impact of emotional and
general intelligence on individual
performance. The journal of social
Psychology. 142. P. 133-143. (in English).

33. Locke, E. A. (2005). Why emotional
intelligence is an invalid concept. Journal of
Organizational Behavior. 26. P. 425-431. (in
English).

34. Parrott, W. G. (2001). Emotions in social
psychology: Essential readings. Psychology
Press. (in English).

35. Caruso, E. M., Burns, Z. C., Converse,

491



Kpuminanicmuka i cydosa ekcriepmus3a. Burnyck 66

B.A. Slow motion increases perceived B. A. (2016). Slow motion increases

intent. Proceedings of the National Academy perceived intent. Proceedings of the National

of Sciences. 2016. 113. P. 9250-9255. Academy of Sciences. 113. P. 9250-9255.
(in English).

BUABJIEHHSA EMOLI | NIPUUHATTA PILLEHHSA KONErIEI
NPUCAXHUX

T. Bipu
l. Bipu
M. Dxxeimc

BusiBneHHs i cnpuiHATTS eMoLii — Le HaBUK, HeODXiaHUW Noasam Onga peryno-
BaHHS coujanbHOI B3aeMOAI Ta iH(OPMYBaHHS MPO MPUAHATTSA pPilleHb | NOBELiHKN.
JocnimkeHHs nokasanu, LWo AOCNIOHWUKN MOXYTb NPaBUIibHO BM3Ha4YaTu eMollii niwo-
Xoda no Moro xogi, Wo 3anucaHa Ha Bigeosanuci. OgHak Ha JaHUA MOMEHT He 30BCiM
3po3ymino, 4 Byae us iHopmaLis BUKOpUCTaHa AOCNIAHMKOM Y KOHTEKCTi MPURHATTS
piLLEHHSI KOMEriet NPUCSDKHUX | IKUM YMHOM. Y LibOMY AOCHiAKEHHI BUBYaBCS BMNuB
emoLii 06BUHYBa4EHOrO, LLIO BUPaXatoTbCH Y XOAi 11 BiaobpaxaloTbCcs Ha Bigeo3anuci,
Ha NPUIHATTS pilLieHb Konerieto NpucshxHMX. Bineosanmc xoam Yonogika, Wwo 3o00paxae
0fHY 3 YOTUPbOX emoLii (rHiB, cTpax, LwacTa abo ropaictb) abo HeNTpanbHUA emoLii-
HWIA cTaH, Byno npeactasneHo 100 NceBao NPUCHKHUM PasoM 3 KOHTEKCTHORO iHAOp-
Madieto. Ix nonpocunu BU3HauMTK, SKi emoui, Ha iXHI0 oyMKy, 300paxye noguHa, LWo
nae xoOok Ta iXHI0 BMEBHEHICTb Y LbOMY OTOTOXHEHHI. CTyniHb cTaHy emnarii i cy-
DPKEHHS1 NCeBAO NPUCSDKHMX Y CrpaBi OLiHIOBaNuncst 3a 4ONOMOrol aHKkeTu. PesynbTtatu
OOCTI[PKEHHST NMOKa3ytoTb, O eMoLli, siki 306pakye noctatb Ha oparMeHTi Bigeo3anu-
¢y, MOXyTb ByTu ineHTudikoBaHi cnoctepiradamu. Kpim Toro, pesynbtaty nokasyTb,
WO UsA iHopmaLis HESBHO BUKOPUCTOBYETBLCH CriocTepira4aMmn Ans obrpyHTyBaHHS
cniBvyTTS i cymKeHb. OgHak pe3ynbTaTy TakoX NpuUMycKalTb BapiabenbHiCTb y 3aaT-
HOCTi cnocTepiradvis TOYHO ONMCyBaTV OTPUMaHy iHcbopmalLliito. ToMy HEOOXiAHO YBaXKHO
PO3rMsHYTU MOXINMBI HAcMiAKN BIATBOPEHHS Bigeo3anvcy B CyAi ¥ nodanblunii BAnue
Ha MPUIHATTA PILLEHHS KOMETE NPUCSXKHX.

Knio4yoBi cnoBa: xoga, CNpUAHATTA €MOLin, NPUAHATTS pPilLeHHS KOnerieto
NPUCSHKHUX.

BbIABNIEHUE 3MOLUA N NPUHATUE PELLEHUA KONNErMEW
NMPUCAXHBIX

T. Bupu
. Bupu
M. Dxenmc

BbipaxkeHne 1 BOCNpusATE 3MOLMIA — 3TO HaBbIK, HEOOXOANMbIN MIOAAM ANs pery-
NMPOBaHNA coumanbHbIX B3aMMOAEVCTBUN U MHPOPMUPOBAHUS O MPUHATUN pELLEHUI
1 nosegdeHunn. ViccnenosaHus nokasanw, Y4To nccrnefosaTeny MoryT NpasBuibHO onpe-
AensATb 3MOoLMK Mnellexofa Mo ero noxogke, 3anucaHHoW Ha Buaeosanven. OgHako B
HacTosiLLiee BpeMs He ACHO, ByaeT nu aTta uHdopmaums ucnonb3oBaHa UCCnenoBa-
Tenem B KOHTEKCTE MPUHSATUS PELLEHUs KOMnernen npucsikHbIX 1 kakum obpasom. B
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3TOM WCCredoBaHUM U3y4anoch BIMSIHUE 3MOLMIA OBBUHSEMOTO, BbIPXKEHHbIX B NO-
xogke n otobpaxkaembIx Ha BUAEO3aN1CK, Ha NPUHATUE PELUEHUA Kornnernen npucsx-
HbIMW. Buaeosanmcb XoasaLwero My>kumHbl, 3obpaxaroLlas OgHy U3 YeTblpex 3MOLMI
(rHeB, cTpax, cyacTbe UM ropaoCcTb) UM HENTparibHoe SMOLMOHANbHOe COCTOsIHUE,
Obina npeacrtaeneHa 100 nceBOoO-NPUCSXHBIM BMECTE C KOHTEKCTHON MHpopMaumei.
WX nonpocunu onpeaenuThb, Kakue 3MOLMK, MO X MHEHUIO, N300paxaeT XoAs4mn, N nx
YBEPEHHOCTb B 3TOM OTOXAecTBreHun. CTemneHb aMnatuM M CYXAEHVUs MceBOo-
NPUCSXKHBIX MO Aeny OLEeHVMBAanvChb C NMOMOLLLIO aHKeTbl. PesynbTaTthl uccnegosaHus
MOKa3bIBatoT, YTO AMOLMK, KOTOPbIE N300padkaeT dhurypa Ha pparmeHTe BMaeo3anmcuy,
MoryT ObITb naeHTUdMUMpoBaHbl Habntogatenamu. Kpome Toro, pesynbraTtbl Mo-
KasbIBaloT, YTO 3Ta MHAOPMaLMA HEABHO MCnonb3yeTca Habnoaatensamu ans oboc-
HOBaHWsA COYYBCTBUSA U cyxaeHun. OgHako pesynbTaThl Takke NpeanonaraioT Bapua-
H6enbHOCTb B cnocobHocT  HabniogaTtenelr TOYHO  ONUCHIBaTb  MOMYyYEHHYH
nHpopmaumio. MNoatomy HeobxooyMo BHUMATENBLHO PACCMOTPETb BO3MOXHblE MOC-
neacTBUsi BOCMIPOM3BEAEeHVA BUaeo3anmucy B Cyae 1 nocnegyollee BnnsHue Ha npu-
HATUE peLLEeHNs Konnernen NPUCSXHbIX.

KnioueBble cnoBa: noxofgka, BOCNPUATME 3MOLWA, NPUHATUE PELLEeHUs KO-
nnernemn NPUCSXHbIX.
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OPTICAL PROFILOMETRY AS A METHOD FOR DETECTING
INDENTED WRITING

The current methodology for indented writing detection involves electrostatic
detection apparatus (ESDA) processing and oblique light. While commonly used in
forensics analysis, ESDA has several drawbacks, including its unsuitability for
documents of certain shapes and densities, the damage it occasionally causes to
evidence, its need for prior humidification in order to process documents, and the
ozone it creates. In this study we evaluated optical profilometry as an alternative to
ESDA. We tested several optical profilometer brands and showed their capacity for
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