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Abstract

Forensic experts use specialized training and knowledge to enable other members

of the judicial system to make better informed and more just decisions. Factfinders,

in particular, are tasked with judging how much weight to give to experts’ reports and

opinions. Many references describe assessing evidential weight from the perspective

of a forensic expert. Some recognize that stakeholders are each responsible for eval-

uating their own weight of evidence. Morris (1971, 1974, 1977) provided a general

framework for recipients to update their own uncertainties after learning an expert’s

opinion. Although this framework is normative under Bayesian axioms and several

forensic scholars advocate the use of Bayesian reasoning, few resources describe its

application in forensic science. This paper addresses this gap by examining how recip-

ients can combine principles of science and Bayesian reasoning to evaluate their own

likelihood ratios for expert opinions. This exercise helps clarify how an expert’s role

depends on whether one envisions recipients to be logical and scientific or deferential.

Illustrative examples with an expert’s opinion expressed as a categorical conclusion,

likelihood ratio, or range of likelihood ratios, or with likelihood ratios from multiple ex-

perts, each reveal the importance and influence of validation data for logical recipients’

interpretations.

Keywords: Likelihood Ratios, Strength of Evidence, Evidence Communication,

Bayes Rule, Deferential Bayes.
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1 Introduction

Much has been written about the role of Bayesian reasoning in assessing weight of forensic

evidence, most commonly considering how experts could, or should, summarize their findings

using likelihood ratios (LRs) (e.g., see Aitken, Roberts, and Jackson, 2010; Aitken and

Taroni, 2008; Aitken, Taroni, and Bozza, 2020; Fienberg and Kadane, 1983; Lindley, 1977;

Robertson, Vignaux, and Berger, 2016). In many judicial systems around the world, however,

it is the non-experts, such as jurors, magistrates, or judges, who are tasked with assessing

how much weight to give to the information or evidence presented by a forensic expert.

While forensic experts interpret physical or digital evidence, other stakeholders are often

tasked with interpreting the resulting expert opinions.

The problem of logically interpreting someone else’s opinion has been considered by many

Bayesian experts (e.g., see Aspinall and Cooke, 2013; French, 1980; Genest and Schervish,

1985; Morris, 1977; Ouchi, 2004). In de Finetti (2017), this challenge is described as “sub-

jective squared: our subjective judgment regarding the subjective judgment of others.”

To understand and demonstrate how well their methods perform in analyzing and inter-

preting evidence, forensic experts often participate in validation testing, where the methods

and procedures used in casework are applied to ground-truth known examples. Performance

data from validation tests can help stakeholders interpret expert opinions. In some of the

papers most directly relevant to forensic practice, Peter Morris laid out a comprehensive and

logical framework to interpret expert opinions, including when performance data is available

(Morris, 1971; Morris, 1974; Morris, 1977). Morris’ framework is normative if one accepts

the axioms underlying Bayesian reasoning.

In particular, Morris (1977) provided a detailed description of the process for a decision

maker to update their uncertainty after learning expert opinions along with corresponding

performance data. The framework allows for multiple expert opinions, even conflicting ones.
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Morris illustrated the process in scenarios where experts provide their opinions in the form

of their probability distributions describing their state of uncertainty regarding an unknown

quantity of interest. However, the framework can be applied regardless of the form that

expert opinion takes, whether it is a categorical conclusion, a posterior probability, an LR,

or a range of LR values. Even if the expert simply reports the output of a computer

algorithm - it is all just ‘new information’ to the decision maker. In any case, each decision

maker proceeds by assessing their likelihood ratio for this new information. This is done by

assigning the probability of the new information under each proposition (e.g., H1 and H2) of

interest to the decision maker. Morris further described the role of performance or validation

data in shaping these probabilities.

The process of updating uncertainties, once an initial state of uncertainty has been fully

specified in terms of probability distributions, is simply a computational exercise. However,

selecting a specific distribution to represent one’s initial state of uncertainty is a challenging

task and any given choice may seem somewhat arbitrary, even in simple situations. This

may explain why few, if any, writings by forensic scholars reflect or promote the normative

process for decision makers interpreting expert opinions, despite the fact that many forensic

scholars endorse the Bayesian paradigm and recognize it as normative for the decision maker.

Consider two basic takeaways from the framework described in Morris (1977).

Takeaway 1: Recipients must interpret expert opinions for themselves.

Discussions of logical or Bayesian reasoning in forensics appear divided on this point.

While some scholars acknowledge that logic requires stakeholders to assign their own weight

to forensic evidence or an expert’s opinion (e.g., see Evett, 2015; Fienberg and Finkelstein,

1996; Fienberg and Kadane, 1983; Gittelson et al., 2018; Lindley, 2013), others envision

a system where stakeholders defer to an expert’s LR assessment by accepting it as their

own (e.g., see Aitken and Taroni, 2008; Biedermann, Bozza, and Taroni, 2017; Biedermann,
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Bozza, and Taroni, 2018; Robertson, Vignaux, and Berger, 2016).

Takeaway 2: Validation data helps shape decision maker’s interpretations of expert opin-

ions.

Few, if any, writings by forensic scholars reflect the normative role of validation data in

a decision maker’s uncertainty. The legal and forensic community often consider validation

in a binary manner. (This often prompts questions like ”has this method been validated?”

or ”how many tests are needed to validate this method?”) Saying an expert used a validated

method to arrive at their opinion seems like an assurance that the risks of being substan-

tially misled by the expert’s opinion are low enough to justify decision makers accepting

the expert’s opinion as their own. Under the normative approach of Bayesian reasoning,

summarizing validation data in this manner loses substantial information, such as how many

tests were conducted, under what conditions, and what results were obtained.

Instead of emphasizing either of the above takeaways, forensic scholars discussing logical

or Bayesian inference often argue that experts should provide their opinions as likelihood

ratios. This restriction does not follow from the normative approach discussed in Morris

(1977) for the decision maker, since that approach is agnostic to the form of the opinion

provided by the expert. That is, there is nothing normative or logical about requiring an

expert to provide their opinion in the form of a LR. Of course, the expert is free to choose

what they think is the best way to communicate the value of evidence to the decision maker.

In this paper, we aim to increase awareness and understanding among the forensic and

legal communities of the logical approach for stakeholders assigning weight to forensic ex-

pert opinions, including the logical role of validation data. We illustrate the process using

examples readily recognizable and relevant to the forensic science community. In particu-

lar, we provide illustrations of recipients interpreting expert opinions when expressed as a
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categorical conclusion, a likelihood ratio, or a range of likelihood ratios.1

We believe this topic is relevant for a wide range of stakeholders, including experts

and lawyers, who regularly interact with testimony and reports from forensic experts. An

expert’s ultimate act in a particular case is to communicate their findings and opinions to

others. Envisioning the subsequent step in which recipients assess what weight to give an

expert’s testimony or report leads to important questions regarding what and how an expert

should communicate. Is the information presented accurate, and would recipients find it

both understandable and helpful? After hearing from the expert, do recipients understand

it is their responsibility, and theirs alone, to assess the weight of the expert’s opinion or

conclusion, or do they feel the expert’s perspective is intended to be communal (i.e., the

recipients should adopt the expert’s opinion)? What information can recipients use to assess

what weight to give to an expert’s opinion or conclusion in the case at hand?

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 is devoted to a brief discus-

sion of logical and scientific reasoning and the ‘personal’ nature of probabilities. Section 3

contains several examples of a hypothetical fact finder using logical and scientific reasoning

to assign a weight to an expert’s opinion. Examples include an expert providing a categorical

conclusion, a LR, and a LR range, or even a situation where two experts each provide their

own LR. Section 4 is devoted to a summary discussion and concluding remarks.
1Though not directly illustrated, the processes described in this paper also apply to more “objective”

results reported by an expert, such as a similarity score output by a computer algorithm.
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2 Logical and Scientific Reasoning

2.1 Logical Reasoning

As with many previous writings (e.g., Buckleton, Bright, and Taylor, 2018; de Finetti, 2017;

Evett, 2015; Kadane, 2020; Lindley, 2013), we consider logical reasoning to be synonymous

with abiding by the laws of probability. In particular, we require conformance with Bayes rule

when handling uncertainty in the context of interpreting expert opinions as in Morris (1977).

That is, any reasoning found to violate Bayes rule is considered illogical. We now provide a

brief overview of how Bayes rule provides a logical approach to update one’s uncertainty in

response to new information.

Bayesian reasoning refers to the practice of evaluating and updating uncertainties in a

manner that conforms with Bayes’ rule, which describes the constraints the laws of prob-

ability place on how an individual’s beliefs should be affected by new information. More

specifically, it shows how three probabilistic quantities, namely prior odds, likelihood ratios

(or Bayes’ factors), and posterior odds, must be related to one another in order to comply

with the laws of probability. In its simplest application, Bayes’ rule would apply to a per-

son updating their belief regarding which of two propositions, say H1 and H2, is true, in

light of some newly encountered information. For instance, H1 may reflect a perspective

corresponding to the prosecution, and H2 may reflect a perspective corresponding to the

defense.2

Suppose an individual characterizes how sure they feel about the truth of H1 using
2In order for an individual using Bayes’ rule to arrive at valid updated or “posterior” probabilities of the

propositions given the presented evidence, the individual must consider an exhaustive set of propositions.
That is, any proposition for which a decision maker has a non-zero prior probability must be included in the
set of propositions considered by that decision maker. When there are more than two mutually exclusive
propositions, Bayes’ rule can still be used to obtain posterior probabilities as a function of prior probabilities
and likelihoods associated with each proposition. For ease of discussion, and without loss of generality, we
restrict our presentations to the simplest scenario of two mutually exclusive and exhaustive propositions.
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probability p1 and about the truth of H2 using probability p2. The ratio of these two

probabilities, O12 = p1

p2
, is often called the odds of H1 versus H2. Upon encountering new

information, say E, the individual’s uncertainties regarding the truth of H1 and H2 may

change. Thus, there is a distinction between the individual’s probabilities as assessed before,

or prior to, learning E and the individual’s probabilities as assessed after, or posterior to,

learning E. The individual’s original probabilities, p1 and p2, evaluated before encountering

the new information, are referred to as prior probabilities (relative to E) and their ratio as

prior odds of H1 versus H2. Probabilities reflecting the individual’s uncertainty regarding

the truth of H1 and H2 after learning the new information, say p∗
1 and p∗

2, respectively, are

referred to as posterior probabilities (relative to E), and the ratio O∗
12 = p∗

1
p∗

2
is referred to as

posterior odds of H1 versus H2. The impact of the new information E on the individual’s

uncertainty is reflected by the ratio O∗
12

O12
. For instance, if the prior and posterior odds of H1

versus H2 are very similar, their ratio will be close to 1, indicating that the new information

has had very little impact on the individual’s uncertainties.

Bayes’ rule relates the ratio of posterior and prior odds of H1 versus H2 to what is known

as a likelihood ratio. A LR for E is computed as the ratio between how likely one feels E

would be to occur if H1 were true, say l1, and how likely one feels E would be to occur if

H2 were true, say l2. Bayes’ rule requires the ratio of an individual’s posterior odds to their

prior odds, O∗
12

O12
, to be equal to the individual’s likelihood ratio, LR12 = l1

l2
. This can be

equivalently restated as a requirement that an individual’s posterior odds are equal to the

product of the individual’s corresponding prior odds and the individual’s likelihood ratio.

Any triplet of prior odds, likelihood ratio, and posterior odds that fail to conform to Bayes

rule violates the basic laws of probability theory and may be labeled as illogical, irrational,

or incoherent.

Thus, at least in theory, Bayes’ rule provides a pathway for how a logical person could

update their uncertainty, after encountering new information in three steps: (1) Assess how
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sure you feel about the truth of each considered proposition; (2) Assess how likely the newly

encountered information would be to have occurred, assuming the truth of each considered

proposition in turn; (3) Compute posterior probabilities in accordance with Bayes’ rule. This

general process is the same, regardless of what form the new information takes. We say “at

least in theory” because assessing probabilities is rarely as straightforward as it might seem.

The viewpoints expressed in this paper are natural consequences of accepting that un-

certainty is personal. Although rules of probability may seem rigorous and exact, they are

only “if-then” statements as in, “if your prior odds are 0.1 and your likelihood ratio is 100,

then your posterior odds must be 10.” The laws of probability do not tell you what priors to

start with or what likelihoods to use, so they do not dictate the appropriate probabilistic in-

terpretation of any given situation. Consequently, probabilistic assessments can be expected

to vary from one logical person to another. For the convenience of readers who may feel

uncomfortable or unfamiliar with the perspective that probabilities are personal, and con-

sequently judgments of strengths of evidence are personal, we provide additional discussion

and an illustrative example in Appendix-A.

The personal nature of probability has been explicitly emphasized by scholars in prob-

ability and statistics (e.g., de Finetti, 2017; Kadane, 2020; Lindley, 2013) and in forensics

(e.g., Berger and Slooten, 2016; Biedermann, 2013; Champod and Evett, 2009; Gittelson et

al., 2018; Taroni et al., 2016). This makes it important to specify whose probabilities are be-

ing discussed in applications involving multiple people processing information and assigning

probabilities. Lindley’s use of the word “your” when addressing a hypothetical juror in the

following excerpt emphasizes this point. “We saw in §6.6 how evidence E before the court

would change your probability to p(G|EK) using Bayes’ rule. The calculation required by

the rule needs your likelihood ratio p(E|GK)/p(E|GcK), involving your probabilities of the

evidence, both under the supposition of guilt and of innocence...”3(page 260, Section 10.14
3Lindley uses G and Gc to stand for guilty and not-guilty, respectively. These two mutually exclusive

and exhaustive propositions are represented as H1 and H2 in our notation. Lindley uses K to represent the

9



titled “Legal Applications”, Lindley (2013))

Throughout this paper, we will specify who has assigned the value for each probability.

While somewhat tedious, we do this to consistently acknowledge that there are multiple

individuals with a responsibility to consider forensic evidence and that probabilities are

personal. In particular, this leads to separate instances of Bayes rule for the recipient and

the expert.

Consider Bayes rule for the recipient, which is given by

Posterior OddsRationalRecipient = Prior OddsRationalRecipient × LRRationalRecipient. (1)

All components in this expression belong to the recipient. An expert’s opinion (and other

information they may provide) serves as the input to the recipient’s LR. Unless a recipient

is deferential, the probabilities in Bayes rule for the recipient are distinct from those in Bayes

rule for the expert, which would be given by

Posterior OddsExpert = Prior OddsExpert × LRExpert. (2)

Notwithstanding the recognition by the community that probabilities are personal, when

Bayes’ rule is brought up in forensic contexts, it is often presented in general terms that

do not specify to whom the probabilities belong. Although we are not aware of anyone

explicitly arguing that decision makers should not use their own personal LRs to arrive at

their posterior odds, weight of forensic evidence discussions often fail to convey clearly that

each party has their own Bayes’ equation and emphasize that an expert’s role is provide a

LR. We believe such discussions indirectly encourage decision makers to use a LR provided

by an expert in place of their own. This corresponds to what we refer to as the “Deferential

juror’s background information.
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Bayes” equation,

Posterior OddsDeferentialRecipient = Prior OddsDeferentialRecipient × LRExpert. (3)

Although it attempts to leave assessments of prior odds (and costs of errant decisions) to

the recipient, this scenario represents a departure from Bayesian reasoning (Lund and Iyer,

2017). Appendix-B provides excerpts from the forensic science literature that either explicitly

endorse or appear to indirectly support the use of the deferential-Bayes equation.

It is worth mentioning that logic does not prevent a recipient from waiting to form any

probabilistic assessments until after encountering all relevant information (See Good (1991)

and Lindley (2013)). That is, going straight to the posterior without employing Bayes Rule is

not illogical. In the illustrative examples in Section 3, we choose to specify prior distributions

and likelihoods so that the influence of the expert’s opinion on the recipient’s uncertainty is

explicitly articulated. This also helps clarify the effect validation data has on the weight our

example recipient gives to the expert’s opinion.

It is also worth mentioning that Bayesian reasoning does not restrict what type of infor-

mation could influence the weight a recipient gives to an expert’s opinion. We hope readers

agree it would be undesirable for things like an expert’s accent, clothing, or body language

to affect the outcome of a case. For this reason, it is also important to appeal to principles

of scientific reasoning rather than Bayesian reasoning alone.

2.2 Scientific Reasoning

Scientific reasoning can be difficult to define, so we use the following quotes as motivation.

“It doesn’t matter how beautiful your theory is, it doesn’t matter how smart you are. If

it disagrees with experiment, it’s wrong. In that simple statement is the key to science.” –
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Richard Feynman, Nobel Laureate, lecture on the scientific method. (See Feynman (1964).)

“In God we trust, all others bring data.” – Edward Deming (See Ratcliffe (2018).)

The quotes above emphasize that scientific reasoning requires using data and experimen-

tation to shape perspectives and evaluate theories. This is not limited to experts analyzing

evidence in a lab. Across the judicial system, a critical recurring question is how much weight

to give an expert’s opinion.

The following quotes remind one that the confidence with which an expert communicates

an opinion, their general level of scientific prestige, or their years of study in a particular

field are not indicators of how much weight one should give to those opinions.

“The confidence people have in their belief is not a measure of the quality of evidence

but of the coherence of the story the mind has managed to construct.” – Daniel Kahneman,

Nobel Laureate. (See Kahneman (2011).)

“Science is the organized skepticism in the reliability of expert opinion” - Richard Feyn-

man, Nobel Laureate. (See Feynman (2015).)

This is not to dismiss the value of expertise, but rather to focus where the value of

expertise lies. In particular, stakeholders rely on forensic experts to be aware of and able

to apply the most effective analytic methods and to be familiar with available data that

can demonstrate how effectively their chosen methods work in various situations. While

Bayesian reasoning does not preclude an expert’s confidence from influencing a recipient,

scientific reasoning compels a recipient to always begin with a level of skepticism and to

consider the expert’s performance data from similar scenarios when assessing how much

weight to give an expert’s opinion. In essence, scientific reasoning says not to put much

faith in experts without data. We illustrate the influence of validation data of strength of

evidence assessments in the following two examples.
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Example 1: Consider two experts giving the same statement but with substantially differing

performances in previous validation tests. Suppose one expert has conducted many ground

truth known case-like evaluations with no errors, and the other expert has relatively few

ground truth known case-like evaluations with several errors. We hope advocates of science

would agree that the first expert has demonstrated greater reliability, and, therefore, opinions

from the first expert deserve greater weight than opinions from the second. Thus, information

regarding the demonstrated performance can be of great value to the recipients in making

judgments regarding reliability of opinions of different experts and how much weight to give

an expert’s opinion in a given case.

Example 2: Suppose a cartridge case was recovered at a crime scene. Subsequently, a gun

was recovered from a person of interest. Upon comparing cartridge cases from test firings

from this firearm with the case from the crime scene, the forensic expert reaches an opinion

of “inconclusive”.

On its own, an “inconclusive” opinion may seem like the expert has suggested that the

evidence does not have relevant information that would sway someone’s uncertainty regarding

the source of the recovered cartridge case. However, the black box study Baldwin et al., 2014

examined the rate at which examiners reached various conclusions when comparing cartridge

cases fired by the same firearm and when comparing cartridge cases fired by different firearms

of the same model. Their results showed 11 “inconclusive” conclusions out of 1090 mated

comparison conclusions ( 1%) and 735 “inconclusive” conclusions out of 2180 nonmated

comparison conclusions ( 33.7%).4 Comparing these rates of “inconclusive” conclusions leads

to a conclusion rate ratio of (11/1090)/(735/2180) ≈ 1
33. (Guyll et al. (2023) describe such

ratios of relative frequencies as an estimated probative value of the opinion. One could
4For simplicity, this analysis considers the data as summarized on pages 15 and 16 in Baldwin et al.,

2014. Evaluating data at this level does not consider the three subcategories of “inconclusive” conclusions
available in the AFTE conclusion scale. It also ignores the effect of laboratory policies that dictate when
an examiner is allowed to reach an elimination conclusion and whether an examiner is allowed to use the
inconclusive subcategories. These considerations are mentioned on pages 6 and 7 of Baldwin et al., 2014.
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regard this as an empirical analog of a LR.) This observation may lead the recipient to

disregard an expert’s assessment of the evidence as “inconclusive” and view it as supporting

an exculpatory conclusion. Thus, focusing on performance data can help a recipient to look

past the words an expert has used, when necessary, and instead more fully understand the

true meaning of the information provided by the expert from the performance data itself.

In Section 3, our hypothetical recipient illustrates scientific reasoning by acknowledging

a substantial, initial uncertainty regarding what opinions or interpretations a forensic expert

would tend to produce under different scenarios of interest. This uncertainty limits the

weight a recipient assigns to an expert’s opinion, regardless of how strong of an opinion

the expert expresses. The recipient’s uncertainty reduces in response to learning about the

results of validation testing, which in turn leads the recipient to give some expert opinions

stronger weight.

2.3 Science and Logic in Evidence Interpretation

Science and logic both play a critical role in ensuring forensic evidence leads to just out-

comes. The book “Junk Science and the American Criminal Justice System” (Fabricant,

2022) describes several cases in which undue weight was given to faulty interpretations of

forensic evidence, resulting in miscarriages of justice. “Junk science” occurs when an expert’s

expressed strength of evidence differs substantially from what can be empirically supported

and yet recipients accept it at face value. Ideally, recipients would apply logical and scientific

reasoning, adjusting the weight they give an expert’s opinion based on how well the expert’s

method has been demonstrated to perform and how thoroughly it has been tested. Ensuring

recipients understand both the need and the general methods to apply such reasoning would

provide an additional layer of protection from junk science infiltrating the judicial system.

As noted by the U.K. Law Commission (2011), however, there is a risk that recipients simply
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defer to an expert’s opinion, treating it not as one person’s opinion but as unquestioned fact.

There are two main approaches currently being used by forensic experts to convey their

opinions. In most pattern disciplines (e.g., friction ridge, firearms and toolmarks, footwear

and tiretread), experts summarize their findings and communicate their opinions according

to a categorical conclusion scale (e.g., Identification, Inconclusive, or Exclusion). In other

fields, particularly DNA, it is more common for experts to report their opinion using a

continuous scale, in the form of a LR value, which can range between 0 and infinity.

Many forensic scholars argue that experts should use LRs to convey their opinions (Aitken

and Nordgaard, 2018; Aitken and Stoney, 1991; Association of Forensic Science Providers,

2009; Buckleton, Bright, and Taylor, 2018; Champod and Evett, 2009; Robertson, Vignaux,

and Berger, 2016). LR proponents correctly note that a forensic expert would not be aware

of other evidence to which the recipient may have been exposed, so experts should not assess

probabilities other than likelihoods for the evidence they evaluate (Aitken and Nordgaard,

2018; Aitken and Stoney, 1991; Association of Forensic Science Providers, 2009; Buckleton,

Bright, and Taylor, 2018; Champod and Evett, 2009; Robertson, Vignaux, and Berger,

2016). Some also note that evaluating societal costs of errant decisions is not part of a

forensic scientist’s specialized expertise. Thus, assessing prior odds and costs of erroneous

decisions should be left to decision makers. Since costs and prior probabilities are essential

components of arriving at a decision under Bayesian reasoning, they conclude experts should

not provide categorical conclusions. This argument is more compelling when one envisions

a deferential recipient using Equation 3 than when considering rational recipients using

Equation 1. To clarify, deferential recipients believe whatever the expert says. Rational

recipients, on the other hand, only believe that the expert said it (Equation 2) and assess

for themselves what weight to give the expert’s statement (Equation 1).

This point raises the question of what criteria could help decide what opinion scale to

use. Perhaps the most natural criterion is that the expert should use whatever method
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has been shown to work best for cases like the one at hand. In theoretical settings where

the probabilities are given, LRs are known to lead to optimal strategies for distinguishing

between two propositions. (In statistics, this is known as the Neyman-Pearson Lemma

(Neyman and Pearson, 1933).) This may inspire experts to use LRs to develop strongly

performing methods. In real-world applications, however, it is important to remember that

LRs are subjective and depend on modeling choices, including the prior probabilities assigned

to different propositions when more than two proposition are possible.. (These points are

discussed in Appendix A, and also in Lund and Iyer, 2017, and Berger and Slooten, 2016.)

This means that, while experts can provide LRs that discriminate well, they can never

provide a recipient’s LR.

The distinction between an expert’s LR and a recipient’s LR is not the only potential

point of confusion. Many laypersons tend to confuse LRs as posterior odds (Thompson,

Kaasa, and Peterson, 2013; Thompson and Newman, 2015). This observation reminds us of

the need to consider the recipient’s understanding when evaluating potential approaches to

expert communication. To that effect, we propose that evidence communication approaches

should strive to be accurate, while also being understandable and useful to the recipients. By

accurate, we mean that the message as articulated by the expert can be verified by authorita-

tive sources, where experts are authorities regarding their own opinions and empirical testing

results are the authority regarding performance of a given method. By understandable, we

mean that the message others receive is consistent with the expert’s intended meaning and

does not lead to misinterpretations that could impact the outcome of a trial. By useful,

we mean that the expert anticipates a meaningful shift in the recipients’ uncertainties as a

result of the information provided (i.e., the recipient’s LR will not be close to 1).

The following section contains examples of a hypothetical recipient using logical and

scientific reasoning to interpret expert opinions.
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3 Recipients Applying Bayesian Reasoning - General

Process and Examples

In this section, we illustrate how Alice, a logical and scientific recipient, assigns weight to

various forms of opinions expressed by Bert the expert. Though gifted in Bayesian reasoning,

Alice is otherwise intended to represent a typical layperson without specialized knowledge

regarding the methods used by forensic experts. She is scientific in the sense that she looks

for relevant data when assessing uncertainties. As a logical person, Alice does not defer to

expert opinions or interpret Bert’s opinion itself as fact. Rather, for Alice, the fact is simply

that Bert stated this opinion.

The examples in this section are intended as illustrations of how one could apply Morris’

general approach (Morris, 1971; Morris, 1974; Morris, 1977) to interpret forensic expert

opinions in a logical and scientific manner. The specific choices for prior distributions and

likelihoods used in these examples are placeholders rather than recommendations. Choices

of priors and likelihoods are the responsibility of each individual stakeholder. Examples

include Alice interpreting Bert’s opinion expressed as a categorical conclusion, a LR, and a

LR range, respectively. Alice also considers differing LRs for the same evidence from Bert

and another expert. Throughout the examples, we assume Alice understands the expert

opinions as the experts intend.

Each example is based on the following general setup. At the scene of a burglary, a latent

fingerprint was detected on the doorknob exiting the home. Exemplar prints were collected

from a person of interest, and Bert the expert was called in to analyze the evidence and

provide his opinion. Alice is interested in deciding between the following two propositions:

H1 : The latent print recovered from the doorknob came from a finger belonging to the

person of interest.
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H2 : The latent print recovered from the doorknob did not come from a finger belonging

to the person of interest.

Prior to receiving Bert’s opinion, Alice assesses her prior odds regarding the truth of H1.

Upon hearing Bert’s opinion, she will apply Bayes’ rule to update her uncertainty regarding

the truth of H1. This will require Alice to evaluate how likely Bert would be to express the

given opinion under H1 and under H2, respectively.

In terms of propositions, these examples reflect the simplest case, each involving exactly

two propositions of interest. This means Alice can update her prior odds using her likelihood

ratio for her newly received information, namely the opinion Bert stated. Alice’s LR can be

written as

LRA = PrA[EA|H1, IA]
PrA[EA|H2, IA] . (4)

In this expression, EA represents Alice’s understanding of Bert’s opinion, PrA[EA|H1, IA]

represents how likely Alice feels Bert would be to express that opinion if H1 were true, and

PrA[EA|H2, IA] represents how likely Alice feels Bert would be to express that opinion if H2

were true.

The steps Alice follows do not depend on what type of opinion Bert provides. Bert could

present his findings as a categorical conclusion, a numeric likelihood ratio, a perceived level

of similarity, the output of a computer algorithm, etc. In any case, Alice will respond by

assessing her likelihood of having received this new information under each proposition of

interest to her.

Evaluating likelihoods for each proposition raises another component of uncertainty (in

addition to which of H1 and H2 is true). Namely, what distributions will Alice use to assess

these likelihoods? This choice directly affects the weight Bert’s opinion can have on Alice’s
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uncertainty regarding which of H1 or H2 is true. For Bert’s opinion to substantially impact

Alice, she must believe the likelihood of Bert expressing this opinion differs greatly depending

on which of H1 and H2 is true.

As a layperson, Alice is unfamiliar with the technical and specialized methods Bert uses

as a forensic expert and does not have a strong feel for what type of opinions Bert would

express in different scenarios. Alice reflects her initial skepticism or lack of knowledge about

Bert’s capabilities by specifying “vague” or “non-informative” priors. Such priors allow for a

wide range of potential distributions for what opinions Bert would provide under each of the

propositions of interest. Because she does not have a good idea of what opinions to expect

under either proposition, Alice’s likelihoods for any particular opinion do not differ much

between H1 and H2 (i.e., PrA[EA|H1, IA] ≈ PrA[EA|H2, IA]). This means Alice will not find

Bert very persuasive, regardless of what opinion he provides.

Bert explaining how he arrived at his opinion has little effect on Alice’s uncertainties

because Alice is not sure how the technical details show which distributions best reflect the

opinions Bert would provide in different scenarios. Fortunately, Alice is able to understand

descriptions of what opinions Bert has produced in ground-truth-known instances represent-

ing Alice’s propositions of interest.

Suppose Bert includes validation data V when presenting his opinion for the case at

hand. Alice’s new information is now her understanding of the opinion Bert stated and the

validation data (i.e., she will consider both V and EA). She will compute her likelihood

ratio, LRA according to Equation 5

LRA = PrA[EA, V |H1, IA]
PrA[EA, V |H2, IA] . (5)

Alice believes the validation data is independent of which proposition is true in the case at
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hand. In this situation, Equation 5 can be rewritten as

LRA = PrA[EA|H1, V, IA]
PrA[EA|H2, V, IA] , (6)

which reflects treating validation data as accepted and essentially previously known by Alice.

Alice could use either Equation 5 or 6 to compute her LR. These equations highlight the

critical role of validation data and reflect Alice’s use of scientific reasoning. She does not,

by default, assume that Bert is able to discern which of H1 and H2 is true well enough to

arrive at any particular opinion far more often in one scenario than the other. Given enough

data to demonstrate this ability, however, Alice’s revised likelihoods may differ substan-

tially across the propositions she considers (i.e., PrA[EA|H1, V, IA] >> PrA[EA|H2, V, IA]

or PrA[EA|H1, V, IA] << PrA[EA|H2, V, IA]), leading her to give Bert’s opinion substantial

weight.

To limit flow disruptions, some technical details such as precise prior specifications and

computational details are provided in Appendix C. Additionally, to limit the complexity of

the illustrations, we assume that, in Alice’s judgement, any presented validation data comes

from scenarios representative of the current case.5

3.1 Example with Expert’s Conclusion Using a 3-Point Scale

We first consider a scenario in which Bert provides his opinion as a categorical conclusion

by picking one of “identification”, “inconclusive”, or “exclusion”. As previously emphasized,

Alice does not need Bert to provide a likelihood ratio in order to apply Bayes’ Rule. She

simply needs to assess the likelihood of Bert’s offered opinion under H1 and under H2,

respectively. Assuming she has no previous exposure to validation data regarding Bert’s
5Assessments of the extent to which a given validation test is representative of a particular case scenario

is personal. Experts could assist stakeholders by explaining what factors are predictive of the distribution
of examination outcomes (e.g., expert opinions).
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past responses in scenarios relevant to H1 or H2, Alice has substantial uncertainty regarding

how frequently Bert offers various conclusions under these scenarios.

For notational simplicity, let pID, pInc, and pExc denote the expected proportion of com-

parisons under H1 that Bert would conclude “identification”, “inconclusive”, and “exclusion”,

respectively. Similarly, let qID, qInc, and qExc provide the corresponding expected proportions

under H2. After thinking a while, Alice settles on the following assumptions (in addition to

the necessary constraints that pID + pInc + pExc = 1 and qID + qInc + qExc = 1):

• Identifications among mated comparisons are more common than either exclusions

among mated comparisons or identifications among nonmated comparisons (i.e., pID

> pExc and pID > qID).

• Exclusions among nonmated comparisons are more common than either identifications

among nonmated comparisons or exclusions among mated comparisons (i.e., qExc >

qID and qExc > pExc).

• The ratio between the rate of inconclusives among mated and nonmated comparisons,

respectively, is smaller than the ratio for identification conclusions and larger than the

ratio for exclusion conclusions
(

i.e., pID

qID

>
pInc

qInc

>
pExc

qExc

)
.

These constraints correspond to Alice’s belief that Bert has some ability to discriminate

between H1 and H2 and that his opinions of ’Exclusion’, ’Inconclusive’, and ’ID’ provide

increasing levels of support for H1. Aside from these constraints, Alice is otherwise indifferent

in that she feels any combination of pID, pInc, pExc, qID, qInc, and qExc that satisfies the above

constraints seems equally fitting. This specifies Alice’s prior for the distribution reflecting

what opinions Bert would tend to give under H1 and H2 scenarios, respectively.

Suppose that Bert reports an identification conclusion for the case at hand. Even with

substantial uncertainty regarding how likely Bert would be to report an ID under either
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H1 or H2, Alice can still evaluate her likelihood ratio, LRA, for Bert’s opinion using what

are called marginal likelihoods. In this instance, the marginal likelihoods are the average

values of pID and qID under the prior distribution Alice specified. As shown in Appendix-C,

Alice computes the marginal likelihoods of hearing “ID” as 8/15 under H1 and 2/15 under

H2, leading to a likelihood ratio of 4 (= 8/15
2/15). To give Bert’s opinion greater weight, Alice

requires information that reduces her uncertainty regarding how often Bert would report “ID”

under scenarios representing H1 and H2, respectively. That is, Alice needs performance data

regarding Bert’s past opinions in ground truth known scenarios she can relate to the current

case.

Suppose Bert provides the following table of validation testing results in addition to his

conclusion 6

Comparison Type Identification Inconclusive Exclusion

Mated 3663 (61.4%) 1856 (31.1%) 450 (7.5%)

Non-mated 6 (0.147%) 455 (11.1%) 3622 (88.7%)

As shown in Appendix-C, Alice’s revised LR after encountering the validation test results

is 358, which is a substantial increase over her initial LR of 4 based on Bert’s opinion alone

before encountering the validation test results.

The effect of the validation data on Alice’s LR depends on how many observations are

included in the validation testing. Figure 1 shows Alice’s LR for each conclusion level as a

function of study size, using the same proportion of mated (59.4%) and non-mated (40.6%)

comparisons and keeping the conclusion rates within each comparison type the same as in

the original study results.
6This table summarizes results among the “value for identification”-rated comparisons in the Noblis black

box study for latent print examiners (Ulery et al., 2011).
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Figure 1: Effect of validation sample size on Alice’s LR for Bert’s conclusion. Dashed
horizontal lines indicate the ratio of observed conclusion rates in the provided validation
data.

As one would expect, Alice’s LR for each conclusion type converges to the ratio of the

observed conclusion rates as the study size increases (e.g., for identification, the observed

ratio was 61.4% / 0.147% ≈ 418). These asymptotic curves illustrate both the continuously

increasing benefit and eventual diminishing return of additional validation testing. In this

example, Alice’s LRs for inconclusive and exclusion opinions change very little after a study

with about 500 samples, while her LR for an identification opinion continues to increase

even after a study with 5000 samples. Ultimately, choosing how much validation data to

collect is a cost-benefit decision. There is no sample size where a method suddenly shifts

from unvalidated to validated. In general, it will take more data to support more extreme

LRs (i.e., log(LR)s further from 0).
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3.2 Example with Expert’s Value of LR

Instead of using a categorical conclusion, this time Bert summarizes his findings using a

likelihood ratio, LRB, for the same pair of propositions Alice considers. We use the notation

LRB to indicate that it is the strength of evidence according to Bert, where

LRB = PrB[EB|H1, IB]
PrB[EB|H2, IB] .

The notation PrB indicates Bert’s probability assessments.

Alice’s process closely follows the first example. The only substantial change will be that

Alice uses different distributions to represent her uncertainty in what opinions Bert would

provide under H1 and H2, respectively. This change is necessary because LR opinions are

continuous (taking any value from zero to infinity) whereas categorical opinions are discrete.

Suppose Bert explains the propositions and evidence he considered and informs Alice

that his weight of evidence, log10LRB, is r (i.e., LRB = 10r). Upon hearing Bert’s LR, Alice

is interested in assessing her updated belief regarding the truth of H1, which can be written

as PrA[H1|log10LRB = r, IA]. This requires Alice to assess the likelihoods that Bert would

say log10LRB = r under H1 and H2, respectively.

Alice has never seen any data regarding what values Bert (or any other expert for that

matter) has produced in the past when using Bert’s chosen method for evaluating a LR.

Thus, Alice is unsure what distributions reflect the weights of evidence Bert would provide

when analyzing two impressions from the same finger (corresponding to H1) or when an-

alyzing two impressions from different sources (corresponding to H2). Alice describes her

uncertainty regarding the distribution of log10LRB under each proposition using blends of

many normal distributions with different means and variances. This can be considered as

Alice’s prior for the potential log10LRB distributions under H1 and H2. (Exact details of
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Alice’s prior are provided in Appendix-C.)

The marginal distribution Alice needs in order to rationally assess how likely she feels

Bert would be to say log10LRB = r under H1 is the weighted average of all the normal

distributions in Alice’s prior for H1, where the weights for each normal distribution come

from her prior distribution. A marginal distribution for log10LRB under H2 can be evaluated

in the same way.

The marginal distributions for log10LRB under each proposition according to Alice’s

priors are shown in the top panel of Figure 2. Alice can evaluate her LR for the observation

that Bert said log10LRB = r by dividing the density at log10LRB = r in the marginal

distribution for H1 by the density at log10LRB = r in the marginal distribution for H2. The

resulting ratios are plotted in the bottom panel of Figure 2.

Figure 2: Top: Alice’s initial marginal distributions for log10(LRB) under H1 (dashed curves)
and under H2 (solid curves). Bottom: Alice’s LR (LRA) as a function of the weight of
evidence Bert reports (log10LRB).

Notice that for the priors Alice has chosen, even extreme values of LRB will have little
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influence on her uncertainty regarding the truth of H1.7 For instance, if Bert states that his

LR is a billion (i.e., log10LRB = 9), Alice’s LR would only be about 2. For Bert’s opinion

to have greater impact, Alice must also receive information that reduces her uncertainty

regarding what values of LRB Bert would provide under H1 and under H2.

Suppose Bert, in addition to providing LRB for the case at hand, also provides results

from validation testing where he was asked to evaluate LRs in reference scenarios where a

third party knew whether or not the two fingerprint impressions being evaluated were from

the same source. Suppose among the provided results there are n1 tests that Alice views

as having come from the same distribution as LRB would have if H1 were true. Taking

these validation test results into consideration reduces Alice’s uncertainty regarding what

log10LRB values Bert tends to report under H1.

This effect is shown in the top panel of Figure 3 (dashed curves) for various numbers

of validation tests, with each considered sample having a mean of 8 and a variance of 25.

As one would expect, the larger the collection of validation samples provided to Alice, the

more strongly her marginal distribution for log10LRB under H1 is pulled toward the observed

attributes of the validation data (i.e., a mean of 8 and variance of 25).
7The exhibited behavior where LRA shrinks towards 1 for extreme values of LRB is a consequence of

the blend Alice chose to represent her uncertainties for the distribution of LRB under H1 and H2. Though
somewhat counter-intuitive, this effect is irrelevant to the point of this example, which was chosen for its
computational simplicity.
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Figure 3: Top: Alice’s marginal distributions for log10(LRB) under H1 (dashed curves) and
under H2 (solid curves) for varying numbers of validation tests. Bottom: Value of Alice’s
LR (LRA) as a function of log10(LRB) after Bert discloses results from varying numbers of
validation tests.

The solid curves in the top panel of Figure 3 reflect a parallel exercise that considers the

effect of Bert providing Alice with LRs from validation tests conducted in scenarios that

she views as having come from the same distribution as LRB would have if H2 were true.

For these computations, the validation samples for H2 were considered as having a mean of

−12.5 and a variance of 25.

The bottom panel of Figure 3 depicts the value of Alice’s LR (LRA) as a function of Bert’s

stated evidential weight (log10LRB) following disclosure of various numbers of validation

LRs. As expected, providing additional validation test results increases the potential effect

that LRB can have on Alice’s uncertainty regarding the truth of H1.
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3.3 Example with Expert’s LR Range

In this scenario, Bert provides his opinion using an uncertainty interval for a LR rather

than a single value. For instance, rather than providing a likelihood ratio of a billion, Bert

provides a range for a likelihood ratio of 100 million to 10 billion. Consideration of this

scenario is motivated by the following excerpt from the article “The LR Does Not Exist”

(Berger and Slooten, 2016): “... we think there is no rational way to use such an interval,

if presented with one. We invite those that propose to report an LR with an interval to

demonstrate how one should update one’s prior odds into posterior odds, based on that

interval, for the purpose of decision making.”

Alice handles this scenario by applying Bayes’ rule as in the previous examples. LR

intervals only become problematic if one envisions a deferential recipient who would try

directly inserting Bert’s range into Bayes’ rule in place of their own LR. This would produce

a range of posterior odds rather than a single value, which could result in situations where

the interval endpoints would lead a recipient to opposite decisions. The problem in this

scenario is not that Bert has provided an interval, but that a recipient is attempting to use

the “deferential-Bayes” equation, which is a faulty application of Bayesian reasoning.

At a high level, little has changed from the previous example where Bert provided LRB

as a single value. Alice would not feel a constraint that her interpretation of the evidence

must fall within Bert’s range. Instead, she would consider Bert’s provided range as new

information to be processed using Bayes’ rule in accordance with her own personal uncer-

tainties. In particular, Alice would consider the likelihood of Bert having provided the given

range under each proposition of interest. Similar to the first examples, Alice has little idea

regarding what distribution would represent the ranges Bert would report under the differ-

ent propositions of interest without having access to relevant performance data. Substantial

uncertainty of this type would limit the potential influence that Bert’s provided range has
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on the Alice’s uncertainty regarding which of the considered propositions is true. Bert could

increase the potential utility of his provided interval to Alice by also providing performance

data to illustrate what ranges have been obtained in past instances for scenarios represent-

ing similar propositions of interest to those in the case at hand. Appendix-C goes through

the computational exercise of illustrating the effect of such performance data and largely

proceeds in the same manner as the previous examples except that Alice now needs to for-

mulate prior distributions over the space of bivariate distributions for each proposition of

interest. This increases the computational complexity compared to dealing with a scalar or

categorical opinion as in the previous examples.

This example is intended to illustrate that, in theory, recipients can apply Bayesian

reasoning to update their uncertainties in response to any type of new information, including

intervals. It should not be interpreted as a recommendation that experts communicate

using intervals, which would depend on the expert’s intention for how a recipient will use

their opinion. If the goal is for experts to help recipients establish their own weight for

an expert’s opinion by providing performance data, there are clear benefits to using the

simplest forms of interpretations (e.g., a single number or category). This is consistent with

the perspective that a primary role for experts is to transform complex physical evidence

into information that is as simple as possible for the recipients so that they have an easier

time deciding what that information means to them. The added difficulty in processing

more complex information (such as uncertainty intervals or distributions in place of point

estimates) should be weighed against the expected influence the additional information would

have on recipients’ uncertainties.

On the other hand, if an expert is not intending to provide performance information that

would empower recipients to make their own assessments of what the expert’s opinion means,

then it seems advisable to acknowledge that the expressed opinion is one from a range of

opinions and to describe the extent to which that range of opinions has been explored (e.g.,
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by fitting multiple models or asking multiple experts).

3.4 Example with Two Experts Providing LRs

In previous examples Alice responded to information presented by a single expert, Bert, such

as in a report issued before a trial occurs. When a case proceeds to trial, an expert’s opinion

is often accompanied by competing perspectives. For instance, suppose Bert is nominated

by the prosecution. The defense could nominate their own expert, Carla, to discuss the same

evidence Bert considered, or even offer opinions related to the same two propositions H1 and

H2. Suppose Carla offers her opinion also in the form of her personal LR, which we write

as LRC .

When Bert and Carla provide LRB and LRC , respectively, for the same evidence and the

same considered propositions, it is impossible for Alice to accept both values as her own unless

LRB and LRC are equal. The important implication is that the deferential-Bayes equation

(Equation 3), which some papers continue to promote (e.g., Biedermann, Bozza, and Taroni

(2018), Aitken and Nordgaard (2018) and Aitken, Nordgaard, et al. (2018)), cannot accom-

modate the common scenario of experts providing differing opinions. Additionally, instances

where Alice receives new information or considerations revealed by cross-examination also

fall outside what can be represented through an application of Equation (3).

In the appropriate application of Bayes’ rule, all components of uncertainty belong en-

tirely to the recipient (Equation 1), who could consider the entirety of the newly available

information and form their own likelihood under each of the propositions of interest to them.

In the instance where Bert provides LRB and Carla provides LRC and Alice is interested in

propositions H1 and H2, Alice would need to assess her probabilities PrA[H1|LRB, LRC , IA]
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and PrA[H2|LRB, LRC , IA]. This can be done by assessing her own LR as

LRA = PrA[LRB, LRC |H1, IA]
PrA[LRB, LRC |H2, IA] . (7)

and using Bayes Rule to update her prior odds. There is no mathematical reason for LRA to

equal either LRB or LRC . We provide computational details for Alice’s assessment in this

scenario in Appendix-C.

4 Discussion

Some authors have said that Bayes’ equation shows an examiner’s role is to provide a likeli-

hood ratio (e.g., Aitken and Nordgaard, 2018; Aitken and Taroni, 2008; Robertson, Vignaux,

and Berger, 2016). We have previously argued against this perspective (Lund and Iyer, 2017).

In the current paper, we distinguish deferential recipients from logical and scientific recipi-

ents and reiterate that, as shown in Morris’ framework (Morris, 1971; Morris, 1974; Morris,

1977), Bayesian reasoning does not support deferential recipients.

While we approached this subject from the perspective of Bayesian reasoning, the ques-

tion of whether experts should educate recipients or recipients should defer to experts has

been discussed from a legal perspective for decades. See, for instance, Allen and Miller

(1993) and Epstein (1993). Normative applications of Bayesian reasoning clearly favor ex-

perts educating recipients. One distinction that comes from the Bayesian perspective is that

recipients need not necessarily be educated on the scientific foundations of a discipline. Ulti-

mately, recipients must decide what weight to give an opinion or result. While understanding

technical details for how an expert’s method works could be helpful, it is more direct, and

scientifically sound, to consider the demonstrated performance of the methods used by the

expert.
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For instance, a recipient may not understand the science behind laser-ablation-inductively-

coupled plasma-mass spectrometry (LA-ICP-MS) well enough to have a good sense of how

often experts using the methodology might mistake glass shards from one manufacturer as

having come from a different manufacturer. However, even a recipient who does not know

what LA-ICP-MS stands for could understand a statement that experts using LA-ICP-MS

made no such mistakes in 100 blind tests in which they received glass shards from one

manufacturer and were asked to compare them to glass from another manufacturer.

Through several examples, we have shown the important role of validation data in the

normative process for assessing what weight to give an expert’s opinion. The computations

provided in the appendix are intended for theoretical rigor and clarity, but we acknowledge

recipients are unlikely to perform such explicit calculations. This does not take away from the

general argument. In a system founded on logic and science, recipients generally should not

be expected to give an expert’s opinion much weight without compelling demonstrations of

expert performance. How much weight they give would depend on how strong the validation

data is. In that sense, validation data is just as important to logical and scientific discourse

as the expert opinion itself. This reinforces interest in the question of how best to present

validation data to recipients.

In theory, providing complete details of every validation test and result would allow

recipients to extract all the information relevant to their assessments. Practically, it is not

so simple. Data quickly becomes overwhelming and some form of summary may be necessary.

Summarizing data, however, is also a subjective exercise, and perhaps should not be left to

any one person, even an expert.

One approach would be for experts to aggregate all available performance data for their

chosen methods into one or more spreadsheets and to make these available to interested

parties (e.g., as an attachment or URL) as part of the report in which they provide their

opinion. In adversarial situations, representatives of interested parties could highlight perti-
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nent aspects of the data the expert has provided to help recipients assess what weight they

will give the examiner’s opinion. Making the data publicly available would also facilitate

independent reviews of method performance and potentially lead to improved methods.

Note that by performance data, we are not meaning summaries in the form of error rates.

Error rates are summaries of performance data, but their suitability as performance mea-

sures for experts using opinion scales with more than two levels has been rightly questioned

(Weller and Morris, 2020). Additionally, computing error rates requires averaging across

various use cases, which may or may not be appropriate in eyes of the recipient. Rather,

by performance data, we mean a table of results where each row corresponds to one appli-

cation of a method during testing and columns are used to specify the circumstances under

which that application occurred and what results (or opinions) were obtained. Some black

box studies have already included such tables of results (e.g., Eldridge et al., 2021; Hicklin

et al., 2022). Where possible, it is also helpful to provide what was compared (such as im-

pression images) so that stakeholders can consider factors related to quantity and quality of

information not represented in the contents of the spreadsheet.

The term “validated” is often used when discussing method performance. This term

conveys whether a person or organization has reviewed, and feels comfortable with, the

performance of a given method. This paper has emphasized the importance of recipients

considering demonstrated method performance for themselves rather than adopting someone

else’s perspective as their own. Performance assessments and thresholds are subjective, and

knowledge regarding method performance is not binary. As shown in first two examples

of Section 3, each bit of testing provides a little more insight into the performance of the

studied method, but at no point is the knowledge complete. There is always an ongoing cost-

benefit trade-off for additional testing. Demonstrating higher levels of performance requires

more testing. There is no threshold of data beyond which logical recipients should accept

an expert’s opinion as their own. Logical and scientific recipients must assess their personal
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uncertainties after considering how much testing has been done. These basic principles are

lost when focusing on whether or not a method has been validated rather than focusing on

what information is available regarding the method’s performance.

To be clear, we are not decrying methods that rely on expert opinions or judgement. Ex-

perts play a critical role in identifying, collecting, and analyzing evidence. Without the skills

of forensic experts, other members of the judicial system would have to attempt to deal with

complex and chaotic crime scenes and highly technical applications of chemistry, physics,

and biology that require years of training and experience to perform correctly. Recipients,

logical or otherwise, trust and depend on trained experts to transform raw information in

the form of physical or digital evidence into a much simpler scale others can understand

and to do so in the most effective way among any methods discovered to date. This paper

considers how evidence communication can best support an examiner’s opinion or result

(e.g., algorithm output) in a logical and scientifically sound manner. To that end, we are

advocating for factual reporting and testimony about method performance, regardless of the

extent to which that method depends on expert opinions and judgments. Ultimately, we

hope these perspectives help shape continuing conversations regarding how experts should

communicate with other members of the judicial system.
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Appendix-A

Probability is Personal

Probability theory is extremely useful for an individual who has to make decisions in

the presence of uncertainty. Unfortunately, one person’s probability does not transfer to

another person because how uncertain one person feels regarding the truth of a proposition

is not necessarily how uncertain someone else would, or should, feel about it. The feeling

of uncertainty is highly subject specific. Different individuals can, and generally do, have

different degrees of belief about the same event or proposition, even if they have the same

background data or information available. This is because data, by themselves, do not produce

probabilities.

It has been recognized by many of the founders of modern probability theory that proba-

bilities are personal (e.g., de Finetti, 2017; Kadane, 2020; Lindley, 2013). According to them,

a probability is a quantitative expression of the degree of belief in the truth of a statement

(proposition, hypothesis, event) that an individual has based on their current knowledge

and other beliefs. Kadane says, in the very first chapter of his book titled “Principles of

Uncertainty” the following:

“Before we begin, I emphasize that the answers you give to the questions I ask

you about your uncertainty are yours alone, and need not be the same as what

someone else would say, even someone with the same information as you have,

and facing the same decisions.”

The only requirement for a logical and mathematical treatment of such personal probabilities

is that the collection of probabilities assigned by an individual to a set of related propositions

obey the basic laws of probability. This property is often referred to as coherence.

The basic laws of probability themselves can be derived by adopting the “avoid sure loss”
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principle (Kadane, 2020), that is, one will not make a bet that is known, with certainty,

would result in a loss to the person making the bet. Using this argument (sometimes also

referred to as a “Dutch book argument”) the fundamental laws of probability can be derived.

As Kadane says (words in italics added by us),

Avoiding being a sure loser requires that your prices (probabilities) adhere to the

following equations:

(1.1) Pr{A} ≥ 0 for all events A

(1.2) Pr{S} = 1, where S is the sure event

(1.3) If A and B are disjoint events, then Pr{A ∪ B} = Pr{A} + Pr{B}.

If your prices [(i.e., probabilities)] satisfy these equations, then they are coherent.

Kadane goes on to say,

Coherence is a minimal set of requirements on probabilistic opinions. The most

extraordinary nonsense can be expressed coherently, such as that the moon is

made of green cheese, or that the world will end tomorrow (or ended yesterday).

All that coherence does is to ensure a certain kind of consistency among opin-

ions. Thus an author using probabilities to express uncertainty must accept the

burden of explaining to potential readers the considerations and reasons leading

to the particular choices made. The extent to which the author’s conclusions are

heeded is likely to depend on the persuasiveness of these arguments, and on the

robustness of the conclusions to departures from the assumptions made.

In particular, being coherent does not imply being true.

A compelling illustration of the fact that probabilities, and hence likelihood ratios, are

personal is offered in the book (Kadane and Schum, 2011). There the authors use the case
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of “... a shoemaker named Nicola Sacco and a fish peddler named Bartolomeo Vanzetti who

were charged with first-degree murder in the slaying of a payroll guard during an episode

of armed robbery that took place in South Braintree, Massachusetts, on April 15, 1920,

to illustrate the multiplicity of issues that arise when considering a complex collection of

evidential material and attempt to derive probabilistic conclusions using a chain of plausible

arguments. ... ” In particular they illustrate (see Chapter 6 of their book) to what extent

likelihood ratio assessments made by the authors, and another individual very familiar with

the details of the Sacco and Vanzetti case, differ from one another.

In reality, different people may assign different values to probabilities for a variety of

reasons they consider to be valid. This is not an issue when each individual is making

probability assessments for use in their own decision making, but it is an absolutely critical

issue if attempting to tell someone else what their uncertainty should be. Most types of

evidence are complex structures with many attributes, each of which could be considered to

varying degrees or ignored altogether by different individuals. A concrete example is provided

by the different approaches that are still being practised in DNA mixture interpretation: the

binary model, the semi-continuous model, and the continuous model, to name a few, where

some models use only a part of the information used by other models. That is, even E (i.e.,

evidence) by itself is rather ambiguous.

Further, terms placed to the right of the vertical bar, such as I in Pr[E|I], represent

information considered as indisputable fact by the individual forming the probability; how-

ever, individuals may disagree as to what constitutes fact. Just because one person, even an

expert, treats something as a proven fact, does not mean all decision makers must. A deci-

sion maker might agree with some portions of what an expert treats as factual and question,

or outright reject, other portions. It makes good sense to consider probabilistic models that

accommodate these real world situations. Articles, such as Aitken and Nordgaard (2018),

that ignore these very real considerations by embracing the practice of having decision maker
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A use LRB in place of their own LR (i.e., LRA).

For the benefit of readers who have not been previously exposed to the fact that proba-

bilities are personal, we provide an illustrative example below.

Example. Suppose a coin was tossed by a mechanical device eight times and the results

were HHHHHTTT , in this order. Let us now consider the question “What is the proba-

bility that the result of the ninth toss would be heads (H)?” We illustrate that answers to

this deceptively simple question are personal by considering the responses of three different

hypothetical individuals, say A, B, and C.

Figure 4: Mechanical coin tossing device used by J. B. Keller. [Keller, 1986] The probability
of heads, American Mathematical Monthly, 93:191-197.
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Individual A believes from the outset that the coin tossing mechanism will be fair and

the tosses will be independent and assesses the probability of the ninth toss being heads to

be 1/2, regardless of what was observed among the first eight tosses. This corresponds to

using a degenerate prior of 1/2 for the probability of heads on any given coin toss.

Individual B feels uncertain about the behavior of the coin-flipping apparatus and rep-

resents his uncertainty using a uniform distribution for p = Pr(Heads). He further assumes

that, if p were known, then the outcomes of individual tosses follow an independent and

identically distributed Bernoulli model with probability p of obtaining ‘heads’ in each toss.

In particular, the number of heads observed in n flips would follow a binomial distribution

with parameters n and p. After observing that 5 out of 8 flips resulted in heads, B’s un-

certainty regarding p follows a beta distribution with parameters α = 6 and β = 4. The

expected value of this distribution is 0.6, and B assigns a probability of 0.6 to the event that

the ninth toss will be heads.

Individual C views the tossing device and wonders if it might be prone to “drifting” such

that the forces applied for tossing the coin keep changing gradually from one toss to the next.

To account for this possibility, C does not assume the tosses will all be independent, but

instead chooses to represent the probability of heads on a given toss as being dependent on the

outcome of the previous toss. More specifically, C conceptualizes the flipping system using

two separate probabilities, Pr(Next flip heads|previous flip was heads) = p and Pr(Next

flip heads|previous flip was tails) = q. Furthermore, C represents her uncertainty about p

and q using (mutually independent) uniform distributions. Among the last seven flips of

the observed sequence HHHHHTTT there are clearly four heads and one tails among the

five flips that immediately follow an observed heads, and two flips that immediately follow

an observed tails, both of which are tails. There is some ambiguity regarding what to do

with the first flip, which was heads, because C does not know the outcome of the flip that

occurred before it, which we denote Y0. C reflects this uncertainty by assuming Y0 was as
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likely to have been heads as it was tails. After applying Bayes’ rule, the updated uncertainty

regarding p is the average of two beta distributions, one with parameters α = 6 and β = 2

(reflecting the instance where Y0 was heads and the first heads in the observed sequence is

included in the total) and the other with parameters α = 5 and β = 2 (reflecting the instance

where Y0 was tails and the first heads in the observed sequence is not included in the total).

Similarly, the updated uncertainty regarding q is the average of two beta distributions, one

with parameters α = 1 and β = 3 (reflecting the instance where Y0 was heads and the first

heads in the observed sequence is not included in the total) and the other with parameters

α = 2 and β = 3 (reflecting the instance where Y0 was tails and the first heads in the

observed sequence is included in the total). Because the last observed flip in the observed

sequence of flips was tails, C’s probability that the ninth toss will be heads is given by the

expected value of q, which is 0.325.

Each of the three individuals above has applied Bayes’ rule correctly, and therefore each

of the three individuals can claim to be logical and coherent. Yet the perceived probability of

heads in a ninth flip differs substantially across the three individuals and none of them can be

labeled as incorrect. Even though all individuals have the same knowledge of the empirical

data (the results of the first eight flips), they arrive at different personal probabilities because

their initial beliefs were different. None of their respective mental stories regarding how the

mechanical device might behave is inherently more truthful than any other. Correspondingly,

none of their chosen priors are more appropriate than any other.

This example is intended to illustrate the basic fact that, even in simple scenarios, dif-

ferent individuals can follow Bayesian reasoning and arrive at different probabilities for the

same propositions given the same data. The more complex a statistical model becomes, the

more opportunities there are for modeling choices to substantially affect the outcomes of

model.

The fact that probabilities are personal has a profound implication when it comes to
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judging the value of evidence or expert opinion, namely, such judgments are also personal.

In a criminal trial, fact finders may have certain initial beliefs regarding claims made by

the parties involved. Their beliefs can change based on any new information (factual or

opinionative) presented. The extent to which they modify their beliefs as a result of the

new information is a personal judgment and will often vary from one individual to another.

There is no normative guidance for how much influence a given piece of information should

have, except for a notion that the reasoning used by the person making the judgment should

be logical and self-consistent. Thus, there is no single correct weight or strength associated

with any given piece of information. This sentiment is also expressed in Berger and Slooten

(2016).

In general, the subjectivity of probabilistic interpretation has many sources (e.g., con-

fidence in the motives and skills of the persons collecting and processing the evidence in

this case, the representativeness of reference evaluations used to inform distributional as-

sumptions for the given case, the actual assumed distributions, etc). This subjectivity of

probabilistic interpretation should influence our choice in evidence communication strategies.

If we know that interpretations vary across individuals and models, why would we choose

to emphasize the interpretation of one expert or one model, especially without thoroughly

attempting to understand the level of variability among experts or models in a given case?

In the example above, we suggest that the informational value is entirely contained in the

data HHHHHTTT and any background information that might be available regarding the

coin tossing device. Hearing the personal interpretation from one person (e.g., who thinks

the probability that the next flip results in heads is 0.5 (or 0.6, or 0.325)) does not add any

scientifically defensible value. In fact, focusing on a single probabilistic interpretation can be

misleading since it does not convey to the recipient that there are many other plausible and

equally justifiable assessments. The recipient is left with inadequate information to judge

the reliability of the given opinion and, in many cases, may not even be aware of this fact.
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Appendix-B

Here we list some examples from the forensics literature where authors explicitly promote

use of the “deferential-Bayes” equation.

• “Bayes Rule tells us that we then take those prior odds and multiply them by the

likelihood ratio of the blood/DNA evidence in order to arrive at the posterior odds

in favour of the defendant’s paternity. The Court then has to consider whether those

odds meet the required standard of proof. Thus the expert should say ‘however likely

you think it is that the defendant is the father on the basis of the other evidence, my

evidence multiplies the odds X times’.” (Robertson and Vignaux, 1992)

• “The main focus of attention will be confined to the perspective of how one can assess

the value of scientific findings in order to inform about how findings should affect the

views of others on selected issues in a case.” ( Biedermann, Taroni, and Aitken, 2014,

p. 182)

• “For example, for a likelihood ratio of a thousand, the scientist may think of reporting

along the following lines: ‘My findings are on the order of one thousand times more

probable if the person of interest is the author of the questioned text than if an un-

known person wrote the questioned text. Hence, whatever odds the recipient of expert

information assesses that the person of interest is the author, based on other evidence,

my findings multiply those odds by one thousand. For example, if the prior odds are

even, then the posterior odds are one thousand, but will be less for smaller prior odds.”

(Biedermann, Bozza, and Taroni, 2018)

• In criminal adjudication, the values of the prior odds and the posterior odds are matters

for the judge and jury, in accordance with the normal division of labour in forensic

fact-finding. The value of the likelihood ratio, however, is a matter for the forensic
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scientist or other expert witness, as it is an assessment of the objective probative value

of their evidence. Assessments of prior and posterior odds require subjective opinions

which are the responsibility of the fact-finders. The scientist does not need to know

values for either the prior or the posterior odds. The likelihood ratio, or a range of

such ratios, can be calculated on the basis of the assumed truth of the propositions

put forward by the prosecution and defence. (Aitken and Taroni, 2008)

• Part of the task of expert witnesses should be to explain how the court is helped by

the evidence given. Why should the witness not suggest by precisely how much it

should help the court? The witness could say something like: ‘Whatever the odds of

the hypothesis versus the alternative based upon the other evidence (which I have not

heard), my evidence makes them R times higher’, where R is the value of the likelihood

ratio. This not only gives the correct value for the evidence but tells the jury what

to do with it, whereas it is not self-evident what is to be done with a likelihood ratio.

(Robertson, Vignaux, and Berger, 2016, p. 67)

These viewpoints espouse precisely the application of equation (5) in evidence commu-

nication, in which an expert is expected to provide the value of a likelihood ratio (or Bayes’

factor) that someone else “should” use when applying Bayes’ rule rather than emphasizing

the need for each recipient to individually assess the value of the opinion provided by the

forensic expert.

We have also noted instances where authors describe Bayes’ rule and an expert providing

a likelihood ratio without mentioning a recipient assigning their own weight to an expert’s

likelihood ratio. We view such presentations as indirectly and perhaps inadvertently sup-

porting the “deferential-Bayes” equation by omission. We list some examples below, with

added italics to highlight the most relevant phrases:

• “Bayes Theorem shows us that, while the investigator or court is concerned with ques-
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tions of the type: ‘what is the probability that the suspect was at the crime scene?’,

the scientist, through the likelihood ratio, should address questions of the type ‘what

is the probability of the evidence given that the suspect was not at the crime scene?’ ”

(Evett, 1987)

• “The formula can be expressed in words as follows: Posterior odds = Likelihood ratio ×

Prior odds. The court is concerned with questions of the kind ‘what is the probability

that the defendant committed the crime given the evidence?’ but Bayes theorem

demonstrates that, for the scientist to assist the court in updating its probabilities s/he

must address questions of the kind ‘what is the probability of the evidence given that

the defendant committed the crime?’ ” (Evett, 1998)

• “Bayes’ Theorem provides a model that clearly distinguishes the role of the scientist

and that of the fact finders. The role of the scientist is to advise the fact finders

on the strength of the evidence by assigning the LR. Any consideration of the prior

or posterior odds (or the probability) of the propositions is left to the fact finders.”

(Buckleton, Robertson, et al., 2020)

• “The role of the forensic scientist is to assign the probabilities of the evidence given the

propositions that are considered.” (Buckleton, Robertson, et al., 2020)

Appendix-C

Bayesian Reasoning Applied to an Expert’s Categorical Conclusion

This section provides additional details for the example originally described in Section 3.1.

Alice’s initial uncertainty regarding how frequently Bert offers various conclusions under H1

and H2, respectively, is uniform over the sample space that satisfies her constraints. We

learn about properties of this distribution using rejection sampling. In particular, we draw
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samples for (pID, pInc, pExc) and for (qID, qInc, qExc) from a pair of Dirichlet distributions,

each with concentration parameters (1, 1, 1). If the resulting six-element vector (pID, pInc,

pExc, qID, qInc, qExc) satisfies Alice’s constraints, we keep it. If not, we discard it. We repeat

this process until we have a million draws from her distribution. Figure 5, Figure 6, Figure 7

display the joint prior densities for (pID,qID), (pInc,qInc), and (pExc,qExc), respectively.

To compute Alice’s LR for Bert concluding “ID”, we take the average of pID among the

million accepted draws and divide by the average of qID. Analogous steps provide Alice’s

LR for inconclusive and exclusion conclusions.

To compute Alice’s LR after receiving validation data, we use the fact that a Dirichlet dis-

tribution is the conjugate prior (DeGroot, 2004) for the probability vector in a multinomial

distribution. This means we can sample from Alice’s posterior distribution using rejection

sampling with a Dirichlet distribution as with Alice’s prior. The updated Dirichlet distribu-

tion for (pID, pInc, pExc) has concentration parameters (nID1 + 1, nInc1 + 1, nExc1 + 1), where

nID1 , nInc1 , and nExc1 are the number of ID, inconclusive, and exclusion conclusions occurring

among scenarios representative of H1 in the validation tests. Similarly, the updated Dirichlet

distribution for (qID, qInc, qExc) has concentration parameters (nID2 +1, nInc2 +1, nExc2 +1),

where nID2 , nInc2 , and nExc2 are the number of ID, inconclusive, and exclusion conclusions

occurring among scenarios representative of H2 in the validation tests. Figure 8, Figure 10,

Figure 12 display Alice’s joint posterior densities for (pID,qID), (pInc,qInc), (pExc,qExc), re-

spectively, after she examines the validation data. Figure 9, Figure 11, Figure 13 display

zoomed-in versions of Figure 8, Figure 10, Figure 12, respectively.

Applying Bayesian Reasoning to an Expert’s LR

This section provides additional details for the example originally described in Section 3.2.

After comparing the impressions, Bert summarizes his findings to Alice by specifying the
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Figure 5: Joint prior density for (pID,qID).
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Figure 6: Joint prior density for (pInc,qInc).
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Figure 7: Joint prior density for (pExc,qExc).
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Figure 8: Joint posterior density for (pID,qID) after taking into account validation data.
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Figure 9: Zoomed in view of the joint posterior density for (pID,qID) after taking into account
validation data.
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Figure 10: Joint posterior density for (pInc,qInc) after taking into account validation data.
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Figure 11: Zoomed in view of the joint posterior density for (pInc,qInc) after taking into
account validation data.
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Figure 12: Joint posterior density for (pExc,qExc) after taking into account validation data.
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Figure 13: Zoomed in view of the joint posterior density for (pExc,qExc) after taking into
account validation data.
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propositions he considered and stating his weight of evidence is r (i.e., LRB = 10r). Alice now

seeks to assign an LR for this new information, which requires her to assess the likelihoods

that Bert would say log10(LRB) = r under H1 and H2, respectively.

Alice considers her uncertainty regarding what distributions would reflect the weights of

evidence Bert would articulate when comparing two impressions from the same finger (cor-

responding to H1) or when analyzing two impressions from different fingers (corresponding

to H2). She assumes that log10(LRB) would be normally distributed for H1 and H2, re-

spectively, but is uncertain about the mean and variance for each of these two distributions.

Alice conveys her uncertainty in the parameters (µ1, σ2
1) and (µ2, σ2

2) using normal-gamma

distributions, which are the conjugate priors for normal distributions with unknown means

and variances (page 268, Bernardo and Smith, 2009), meaning it is computationally simple

to update these priors based on new information from examiner performance. That is, Alice

assumes

log10(LRB)|H1, µ1, σ2
1, µ2, σ2

2 ∼ Normal(µ1, σ2
1)

and log10(LRB)|H2, µ1, σ2
1, µ2, σ2

2 ∼ Normal(µ2, σ2
2).

To simplify notation, precision (i.e., reciprocal of variance) is used in place of variance. That

is, we use τ1 = 1/σ2
1 and τ2 = 1/σ2

2.

Alice’s prior for (µ1, τ1), which is given according to

(µ1, τ1) ∼ Normal-Gamma(µ10, nµ1, τ10, nτ1),

is specified in terms a prior mean of µ10 = 5 with nµ1 = 1 observation’s worth of information

about the mean and a prior precision of τ10 = 1
100 with nτ1 = 1 observation’s worth of
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information about the precision. Similarly, her prior for (µ2, τ2), which is given according to

(µ2, τ2) ∼ Normal-Gamma(µ20, nµ2, τ20, nτ2),

is specified as having a prior mean of µ20 = −5 with nµ2 = 1 observation’s worth of informa-

tion about the mean and a prior precision of τ20 = 1
100 with nτ2 = 1 observation’s worth of

information about the precision. Finally, Alice assumes the pair (µ1, τ1) to be independent

of the pair (µ2, τ2).

Suppose Bert, in addition to stating his weight of evidence for the case at hand, also

provides results from validation testing where he was asked to evaluate LRs in reference

scenarios where a third party knew whether or not the impressions being evaluated were

from the same source. Suppose among the provided results, there were n1 tests that Alice

views as having come from the same distribution as LRB would have if H1 were true, and

that the logarithms of these LRs have a sample mean of ȳ1 and a sample variance of s2
1.

Learning about these validation test results reduces Alice’s uncertainty regarding the dis-

tribution of log10(LRB) values under H1. In particular, as shown in https://en.wikipedia.org

/wiki/Normal-gamma_distribution, an application of Bayes’ rule reveals that her updated

uncertainty would follow a normal-gamma distribution with parameters:

µ∗
1 = nµ1µ1 + n1ȳ1

nµ1 + n1
, (8)

n∗
µ1 = nµ1 + n1 (9)

n∗
τ1 = nτ1 + n1, and (10)

n∗
τ1

τ ∗
1

= nτ1

τ1
+ n1s

2
1 + nµ1n1(ȳ1 − µ1)2

nµ1 + n1
(11)
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Applying Bayesian Reasoning to an Expert’s LR Range

Here we give the computational details for the example discussed in Section 3.3 in which

Bert provided a range for a likelihood ratio of 100 million to 10 billion. To illustrate one way

of applying Bayesian reasoning in this scenario, we can directly build on the example from

Section 3.2 by converting the end points of the provided interval to a log10 scale and taking

the interval midpoint m and interval width w. For example, the interval of 100 million to 10

billion would be converted to a log10 scale as 8 to 10. The midpoint m would be 9 and the

interval width w would be 2. Suppose Alice forms a prior distribution for the distribution

of (m, w) in the following manner. Alice treats m exactly as log10(LRB) is treated in the

example in which Bert provided a single LR value. Further, Alice assumes w is independent

of m, both under H1 and under H2. Under this setup, Alice’s LR for an interval provided

by Bert, IntervalB, can be decomposed as follows:

LRA(IntervalB) = LRA(m, w)

= LRA(m)LRA(w)

LRA(m) behaves identically as in the example from Section 3.2, so we turn our attention

to LRA(w). Suppose Alice assumes that w follows a gamma distribution for H1 and H2,

respectively, but is uncertain about the value of the parameters for shape (α) and rate (β)

for each of these two distributions. That is, Alice assumes

w|H1, m, α1, β1, α2, β2 ∼ gamma(α1, β1)

and w|H2, m, α1, β1, α2, β2 ∼ gamma(α2, β2).

Suppose Alice chooses to convey her uncertainty in the parameters (α1, β1) and (α2, β2)

using conjugate priors for gamma distributions with unknown shape and rate parameters.

The density of the conjugate distribution in this case is proportional to pα−1e−βq

Γ(α)rβ−αs
(Miller,
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1980; see also Wikipedia (2023))

Suppose Alice’s prior for (α1, β1) is specified with hyperparameters p = 9, q = 6, r =

2 and s = 2. The specification of r = 2 and p = 9 can be interpreted as having two

observation’s worth of information about α and that the product of those observations is 9.

The specification of s = 2 and q = 6 can be interpreted as having two observation’s worth

of information about β and that the sum of those observations is 6.

While one might expect a recipient to have at least a slight inclination that H1 scenarios

will tend to produce higher interval mid-points than H2, we do not see an obvious reason to

pick either H1 or H2 as expected to lead to greater interval widths than the other. Suppose

that Alice therefore uses the same values of p = 9, q = 6, r = 2 and s = 2 to characterize her

uncertainty in (α2, β2) as she did for (α1, β1).

The black curve in the top panel of Figure 14 shows the marginal distribution for w under

the assumed priors. As seen in the black line in the bottom panel, LRA(w) = 1 for all values

of w because the marginal distribution for w is the same for both H1 and H2 in this setup.

Thus, the value of w from a case interpretation would not influence the recipient’s posterior

probability for H1 unless performance data is also provided. Of course, if values of w provided

from scenarios for H1 had a similar sample size, product, and sum as values provided from

scenarios for H2, then LRA(w) would also stay close to one. In order for LRA(w) to move

away from one, Alice would need to receive information showing differences between what

values of w have occurred under scenarios representing H1 and under scenarios representing

H2. For instance, suppose Alice is presented with n observations of w from H1 scenarios that

have a product of 4.5n and a sum of 5n. Suppose Alice also receives n observations of w from

H2 scenarios that have a product of 2n and a sum of 2.5n. Figure 14 shows the posterior

marginal distribution for w under H1 and H2, respectively, as well as the corresponding

LRA(w) profile for different values of n.
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Figure 14: Top: Distributions for w, the width of the interval provided for log10(LRB),
under H1 (dashed curves) and under H2 (solid curves) for varying numbers of validation
tests. Bottom: Value of LRA(w) as a function of w after disclosure of results from varying
numbers of validation tests.
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There is no mystery about how a Bayesian recipient should rationally update their prior

odds into posterior odds based on an interval provided by an expert. Regardless of the

form of information an expert provides, a Bayesian recipient processes that information by

following the same general steps of evaluating a likelihood for that new information under

each proposition of interest to them and applying Bayes’ rule. However, there is a practical

question of whether an interval is more helpful to the recipient than a single scalar value. As

discussed in Section 3, the answer would depend on how strongly available data demonstrates

a high level of discrimination for the current result among propositions of likely interest,

compared to the demonstrated discrimination for the scalar.

Applying Bayesian Reasoning with Two Experts

Here we consider the situation introduced in Section 3.4 where Alice received opinions from

two experts, Bert and Carla. They both evaluated the same piece of evidence with respect

to the same two propositions, say H1 and H2, and provide their respective LRs, say LRB

and LRC , to Alice. We illustrate how Alice can apply Bayesian reasoning in response to this

new information. For simplicity, we suppose Alice is interested in the same two propositions

as were considered by the experts, namely H1 and H2. As with the previous examples,

Alice will assess how likely it would be to encounter the new information under each of the

propositions of interest to her. This can be accomplished by specifying a distribution for the

pair of expert LRs under H1 and H2.

Suppose Alice assumes that, for both H1 and H2, the pair (log10(LRB), log10(LRC))

follows a bivariate normal distribution, which has parameters µ (a two-element vector repre-

senting the average log10(LR) from each of the two experts) and Σ (a two-by-two covariance

matrix that reflects the variability of each expert’s log10(LR)s across cases and the corre-

lation of the log10(LR)s between the two experts). Alice expects the experts’ behaviors to
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differ between scenarios representing H1 and H2 but is uncertain about the mean vector and

covariance matrix that would reasonably reflect the experts’ behaviors under either scenar-

ios. For computational simplicity, we reflect Alice’s uncertainty using conjugate priors for

this scenario. In particular, for H1 suppose Alice uses a Wishart(Λ0, n0 = 2) distribution

with prior precision matrix Λ0 =
(

0.2 −0.15
−0.15 0.2

)
to specify uncertainty regarding the covariance

matrix of the experts’ log10(LR)s under H1 scenarios. Here n0 = 2 stands for two degrees of

freedom or two observations’ worth of information regarding this covariance matrix. Alice

further specifies a prior mean vector of µ1,0 =
(

4
2

)
with k0 = 2 observations’ worth of prior

information regarding this mean vector.

This gives

Λ ∼ Wishart(Λ0 =
(

0.1 −0.08
−0.08 0.1

)
, n0 = 2)

and

µ|Λ, k0 ∼ Normal
(
µ1,0 =

(
5
5

)
, Σ =

(
2Λ
)−1)

.

The marginal distribution of
(
log10(LRBp), log10(LRBd

)
)T

is a bivariate Student-t distri-

bution with the following parameters: n0 degrees of freedom; mean vector/non-centrality

parameters µ1,0; and scale matrix (k0(n0−1)
k0+1 Λ0)−1.

Suppose Alice uses the same parameters to reflect uncertainty in the distribution of

(log10(LRB), log10(LRC))T under H2 as were used under H1, with the exception that µ2,0 =(
−2
−4

)
is used in place of µ1,0.

Suppose Bert and Carla provide LRB = 100 and LRB = 30, respectively, for the case

at hand. The priors specified above produce LRA of 4.35. That is, in the absence of any

performance data, Alice is less persuaded by the experts’ opinions of the evidence than either

of the experts were of the evidence itself.

To illustrate the effect of performance data on Alice, suppose Alice also receives perfor-
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mance data showing what LRs the experts have provided in response to m1 scenarios reflect-

ing H1. Assume both experts have declared their respective LRs in each of these scenarios.

Denote these data from the H1 scenarios as x1,1, x1,2, . . . , x1,m1 , where x1,i =
(

log10(LRB ,1,i)
log10(LRC ,1,i)

)
is the pair of log10(LR) values provided by the experts in the ith sample under H1. Suppose

the sample average for these data is x̄1 =
(

3.5
2.5

)
and the sample scatter matrix is given by

S1 = m1
(

5 4
4 5

)
. Given this new information about the experts’ behavior, Alice updates her

prior for the distribution of
(

log10(LRB)
log10(LRC)

)
under H1 according to:

n1 = n0 + m1

k1 = k0 + m1

µ1 = k0µ1,0 + m1x̄1

k0 + m1

Λ1 =
(
Λ−1

0 + S1 + k0m1

k0 + m1
(x̄1 − µ1,0)(x̄1 − µ1,0)T

)−1

Similarly, for H2 suppose that m2 samples have a sample average of x̄2 =
(

−2.5
−3.5

)
and a

sample scatter matrix given by S2 = m2
(

5 4
4 5

)
. Given this new information about the experts’

behavior in scenarios reflecting H2, the recipient updates their prior for the distribution of(
log10(LRB)
log10(LRC)

)
under H2 according to:

n2 = n0 + m2

k2 = k0 + m2

µ2 = k0µ2,0 + m2x̄2

k0 + m2

Λ2 =
(
Λ−1

0 + S + k0m2

k0 + m2
(x̄2 − µ2,0)(x̄2 − µ2,0)T

)−1

Figure 15 illustrates the effect of the validation data on LRA as a function of equal

numbers of samples collected under H1 and under H2 (i.e., m1=m2). As one might expect,

learning about validation data that shows strong differences between the LR values that
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Figure 15: Curve showing LRA for a pair of expert LRs after Alice is provided with results
of various numbers of tests performed under H1-true scenarios and H2-true scenarios.

the experts tend to provide under scenarios reflecting H1 and H2, respectively, strengthens

the recipient’s confidence in the experts and increases the weight the recipient gives to the

experts’ opinions.
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