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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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- examiners: international group of professional forensic face examiners (n = 27) 20 [ Examiners 0 * Is distribution of wins different for same-vs. different-identity items across groups? YES: p (n=14)< .01
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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
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- [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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