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» use data from 2 tests of professional forensic examiners and controls (White et al., 2015) 60 60 “ 10 Same-identity: examiners = controls
- quantify performance between groups by looking at patterns of errors Fusion Analysis Different-Identity: examiners > controls
« examine the “wisdom-of-the-crowd” effect as a function of varying sample size 50 50 . L
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* screened by computer algorithm to represent a worst-case scenario - test the difference between the distribution of winners for image pairs in different conditions 30 30 Conclusions
(PICT Flvs. Bl; EFCT = same- vs. different- identity) 20 [l Examiners 0
Matched identity (low similarity) Non-matched identity (high similarity) [JFISWG C. « examiners surpassed untrained participants when internal face contains better information for identity
Results 10 [Jstudent C. 10 II .l.l. than external face & body
] . O i || || — 0
PICT. Item Winner 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 { 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 « accuracy measures for examiners and controls must include both 1) same-identity verification and 2)
e L . e : e different-identity rejection to understand the role of perceptual skill and response bias in performance
« |s distribution of wins different for face- vs. body-informative stimuli across groups for different-identity items? YES: p (n = 14) = .01 yrel D P p P P
Face: Tally of Item Wins Body: Tally of Item Wins LA .y . . . IScussion
Face: Different-ldentities Body: Different-Identities . Possibilities
- [IStudent C. 12 [student . 100  examiners concentrate on the face alone due to the extensive training
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. * Image pair type o ElExaminers o ElExaminers | « examiners believe that internal face is more stable over time than the external face and body
k. * face- informative = whole (info: face > body) 20 90 - examiners process unfamiliar faces in the same way untrained people process familiar faces
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