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We thank you for the opportunity to deliver a 1-day workshop on Cognitive Bias in Forensic DNA. We 
hope that the workshop was of interest and benefit to all those who took part, and that we can be of 
further assistance in the future. Below we summarize the workshop with the following sections: 

1. Background 
2. Overview 
3. Evaluation and reflections by the instructor  
4. Summary of post-workshop questionnaires (feedback scores and comments) provided by the 

participants. 
 
 
1. Background  
Forensic science plays a pivotal role in policing and the criminal justice system. Although it is widely 
used and accepted evidence, the work involved in making forensic decisions often requires human 
perception, judgment, and decision-making. Forensic examiners and managers receive training; 
however, this training does not sufficiently address cognitive factors in making forensic decisions. The 
need to address this issue has been highlighted by the National Academy of Science report on Forensic 
Science (2009), as well as many other bodies in the United States, the United Kingdom, and other 
countries.  
 
The Association of Forensic DNA Analysts and Administrators (AFDAA) provides a forum for the 
exchange of ideas and information among forensic DNA scientists. AFDAA wanted to provide forensic 
DNA analysts and administrators with continuous professional development (CPD) and education on 
the latest research and findings in the area of cognition and how it relates to forensic DNA. To achieve 
this goal, it commissioned CCI-HQ to provide a 1-day workshop in this area, specifically on Cognitive 
Bias in Forensic DNA. 
 
2. Overview 
Dr. Itiel Dror delivered the 1-day workshop on the 23rd of March 2017, at the Texas Department of 
Public Safety (DPS) Headquarters in Austin, Texas. The workshop was aimed at exposing participants 
to cognitive bias in forensic decision making and to challenge them to consider this issue in their work.  
 
The workshop consisted of three elements: 

1. The human cognitive system 
2. Its relevance to work in forensic science  
3. Solutions to potential problems. 

 
The first part of the workshop focused more on presentations, demonstrations, activities, and exercises, 
all geared to give the participants scientific knowledge that pertains to cognition and to cause them to 



	  

think about cognitive bias. The second part of the workshop was focused mainly on taking the more 
theoretical information covered in the first part, and applying it to very specific and practical issues in 
forensic decision making. However, to make bridges between theory and practice, connections were 
made throughout the workshop.   
 
At the end of the workshop, each participant filled-in a detailed feedback questionnaire that includes 
ranking scores along six dimensions and an open question (see Section 4 for full details).   
 
3. Evaluation and reflections by the instructor 
The workshop was received very well and appreciated by the participants (see, below, their comments 
and evaluation, which speak for themselves). The objective of the workshop was to provide cognitive 
knowledge and stimulate the participants to think about cognitive bias, and to present the latest and 
most challenging research in the areas of human cognition and forensic science.  
 
The objectives of the workshop were fully achieved, even beyond expectation. Furthermore, the 
workshop successfully engaged the participants to think and reflect about cognitive bias in their 
everyday processes and procedures. The workshop dealt with sensitive issues of bias and error, but 
nevertheless, the atmosphere was very good. 
 
The workshop was challenging to deliver, not only because of the nature of the topic, but also the 
participants varied in their interests and openness to this issue. Furthermore, there were many 
participants who took part in the workshop.  
 
On the one hand, in a 1-day workshop there is not much time for questions and discussions (also 
because of the size of the group) as well as there was a lot of material to cover and hence much 
instruction to be given, but on the other hand it was critical to give participants an opportunity to ask 
questions and engage. This was challenging to balance. 
 
The workshop also covered a great deal of theoretical scientific information, but made sure to bridge 
the theory to practice; making sure that the practical and everyday implications are clear, and are tied 
into scientific concept and understanding.  
 
Together, these made the workshop quite challenging to deliver; nevertheless, despite the constraints, 
the workshop was a great success. It achieved and surpassed all of its objectives and expectations. As 
reflected by the participants’ feedback, ranking scores, and comments (see below for details), the 
workshop successfully got the attention and interest of the participants on the importance and relevance 
of cognitive issues and bias.  
 
 



	  

 
4. Summary of feedback questionnaires provided by the participants 
Participants filled-in post-workshop feedback questionnaires that are summarized.  
 
The participants were instructed to fill-in the questions and were given an option to write their names 
or to fill it in anonymously (27 participants chose to fill the questionnaires anonymously). 
 
There were six questions, each received a score from a minimum of 1, to a maximum of 5 (1= very 
low, 2= low, 3= average, 4= high, and 5= very high).  
 
The six questions and the mean score received from the participants were: 
 

1. How well were the subjects explained:              Mean score: 4.7 
2. How relevant were the subjects to forensics:       Mean score: 4.8 
3. How interesting did you find the workshop:         Mean score: 4.9 
4. How do you rate the instructor's delivery:         Mean score: 4.9 
5. The Instructor's knowledge of the subject matter:  Mean score: 5.0 
6. Overall satisfaction of the workshop:              Mean score: 4.8  

 
The participants’ mean scores were all well above ‘high’ on all the questions --all dimensions were 
scored 4.7 and above! --in fact, the vast majority of answers, across all the participants, across all 
questions, were the maximum possible top score of 5.0. The grand mean (means of means) was 4.9! 
 
In the feedback questionnaire, there was also a question as to the level of the workshop, where the 
participants were asked: "The technical level of the workshop was" and they could rank it as: "Way too 
low", "Too low", "Just right", "Too high", or "Way too high". All the participants ranked the workshop 
as "Just right".  
 
Participants were also asked to provide open-ended comments. Below are all the participants’ 
comments: 
 

• Really enjoyed workshop. It has made me look at things differently and really think about the current 
workflow at my job. Thanks! 

• Thank you very much for taking the time to talk to us today. This information is something I will bring 
back to my lab members. Safe trip. 

• Very helpful. Thank you. 
• Enjoyed the workshop. Thank you! 
• Dr. Dror was very interesting. 
• I greatly enjoyed this workshop. It was one of the better workshops I have attended. 



	  

• This workshop made me really think about information or context we receive, some things I didn't 
realize could bias me probably would. 

• Great workshop! Thought provoking and entertaining. 
• Your presentation was very interesting and the way you present makes it very easy to remain attentive. 
• Considering that so much information was presented in a brief time, the technical level was very 

appropriate.  The recap definitely helped put everything together.  I feel better prepared to deal with 
this issue. 

• Excellent job. 
• Would love less focus on fingerprints and more on DNA - maybe in panel format with Dr. Budowle, 

for example? 
• Too specific to fingerprints.  Seeing different disciplines may be beneficial. 
• Workshop was rushed, perhaps more time going into detail would allow knowledge to cement and cure 

better.  It would be helpful to pass out some type of written material to reference covered material for 
future insight/discussion with other analysts. Thanks! 

• Great demonstrations that revealed my own susceptibilities to bias…especially the gorilla film, the box 
size was instructive. 

• Fantastic!  Great info - wish we had more time with you.  I've already asked Dr. Peter Stout if we can 
have you back.  J 

• Very interesting topic.  Before the talk I knew bias could occur, but didn't realize how information 
given to an individual could influence so much. 

• I really enjoyed the workshop's content.  I found the delivery interesting and enthusiastic.  Thank you 
for sharing so many new ideas with us.  I expect we will always have bias, but are now more equipped 
to recognize ways to avoid factors/variables that intensify its impact. 

• Maybe discuss more of bias origins, how it applies to evolution/society.  Why we have it and always 
will. 

• I would like the afternoon portion to go a little bit further into the connection between cognitive bias 
and forensic DNA analysis; application piece to this group.  Overall, great presentation and very 
different topic.  J 

• First, a phenomenal workshop with great examples.  Specifically for DNA, I feel as if since most labs 
use LSU we may not appreciate the effect of cog bias.  Perhaps hitting the LSU limitations harder 
would be helpful for this group. 

• This topic was not at all what I was expecting.  I think that in the end the information and putting it into 
practice will eventually strengthen our field.  Thanks! 

• I was engaged from start to finish.  Great presentation.  I plan to apply some aspects to my work. 
• Really enjoyed this workshop and learned quite a bit.  I liked that you spoke about forensics, but made 

other relatable analogies and helpful examples.  Very interesting! 
• Thank you for bringing to us scientific basis of Cognitive Bias.  Also, excellent choice of samples to 

explain the bias to us. 



	  

• Dr. Dror was very knowledgeable on other forensic subjects, making it easier to trust that he knew the 
science and wasn't just imposing his opinion on us.  Workshop was fun, interactive and interesting! 

• This was the first time I've heard this subject in this capacity and I really enjoyed it and understand 
more.  I'll be taking this back to my lab.  I only wish we had printouts and/or definitions of the terms 
because it was all new. 

• Thoroughly enjoyed the class! Thank you! 
• Would like to have follow-up workshops as more studies are done.  Excellent workshop!  This needs to 

be incorporated into DNA mixture interpretation workshops. 
• Your workshop was fun and lively.  Thank you for making it entertaining, while at the same time 

teaching us about our biases - more like showing us.  I wish there was more time, as I would be very 
interested in hearing more.  As an intro, the level was just right.  I would imagine that a longer course 
would be more technical. 

• It seemed the fantastic humor throughout the first part of the lecture diminished in the second half of 
the lecture.  However, it's possible that jetlag is to blame rather than actual organization of material. 

• I think time was a factor of why I felt the subjects could be explained more.  I found the workshop very 
interesting and it will definitely influence how I see and interpret things. 

• Very interesting, good use of humor and anecdotes to keep us interested. 
• Good to know this is coming up in courts - can be more aware.  Gave very practical, useful solutions 

for the DNA lab.  Dr. Dror was very engaging!  Presented information well, and kept attendees 
engaged. 

• First workshop that keeps my attention for the whole day.  So good job.  Thanks. 
• I found the topic very relevant to my current occupation.  The instructor was engaging and entertaining 

while being very knowledgeable. 
 
 

 


