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A ABe) Aghom 2000 390l HHHETN S (law school) AA7E Eitel FF $AH ) WA FEE o)
R TR fos u u} o1 Aol Wl CB()T BA S| w3} 3%, B
A upgEe) ¥ Hok 38, B9 =50 i BA% Aol T £ olE AN SR Bk,

TR0 HetrZtsta, SHA &7, DNA UI0[E{H|0]A.

1. ME

7€) APHAI RS AP A AlA % AAE Aol B3k HEAS F9T 4 vk vlFo] ¢l

01 ole] it JHF o2 1995\ AA4 AR A2 AASEA]EF 94311 HEHEZA A AA 7T
< A2 1213 7l 2007d0) _Fﬂ W eto] FaE o] A=A =izt Ao gt

E]-ﬂi]— Aol st AEsld HE d8S Pt HE AvaYy A %ob‘o]'/\]ﬂ% g 2 AyH =7}

AT (K713} 2009/06/15). A=gellAl 257 theta 7t & A 2,000 9] HAEZga-E A7} o}

2009 3€HE & Z2 WS A5

ole} Zx2 AA| A whet thgFst SRRk AHE MEL 7137 R onE FA T FofolA

T ()T AAel sl shEd oz st 83 t-sS dAlo & a7 e HAANA, B2

£ 20099 18710 nhstn FA T} fi.‘—‘?'« g dEoz AHE (R AT S A9

A H At (38Hd). o] wy= mEthsta A Uishe] e v (pre-law) =213 PEL(politics,

economics and law) AAAA wIEo T E]_EE]Oi 9 71% stct. =S vyt WHetdE e

AE 5Y B aAE-S st (28H4).

EaoA 2= (HR)T A 9 35 WeS 25

off tist FAA FHAAMY AE AEE AASHH (3F) oF&H g

A& AABILAL St} (44). o] Fo] W3l o] Hof, ZATA I FAE TR £ -

9 Ashe 2o FE AT HR QY] ARV HEE st A Aol FAF HES 485

pul

)
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T
fe
o
""HﬂJ

g s d ks AlAs %74]“'2}7‘]'5 | A3y ZAE skl 8% e 719 E sl =
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B dre vedstn d7d 717420099 992010 8Y) 5 3= 9l
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i 2.1. Statistics for Lawyers M| 2ZH(SFL)2| Ated|

1% 71 % A (Descriptive Statistics)

27 52 4 (How to Count)

3% 25 (Elements of Probability)

4% Q—%—‘?‘—i (Some Probability Distributions)

5% 271 vl &of st A2 22 (Statistical Inference for Two Proportions)
67 ol 2] B]-&2] vl (Comparing Multiple Proportions)

H 9 vl (Comparing Means)

o8] 572 2% (Combining Evidence Across Independent Strata)
EEFZ (Sampling Issues)

95t= 9 (Epidemiology)

A& E A (Survival Analysis)

B 22 2 (Nonparametric Methods)

3724 1 (Regression Models)

3] AEA 2 (More Complex Regression Models)
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Aste] el Ao s AT DA BARES B34 AAS 7€ olHE AT
2 Bzt stk w &, FAe] BT S HA EA A AR D] B %E}_/[:

+ 23 =71 Fo}. 2™ A3 18 9 A4 AE(employment or
gender discrimination), 93} 3]3] (liability and damages), 3@ 33l (trademark dilution), B

S cppsiey Ans 9)me o) BAeA DAL WA BAlA 27
2 FZ7A°] A7} B7sS A FAZ S 7 (statistical evidence)E +83= Zlo] HAM| A A 2 FA| 9]
oh (AT BAT 9 T A RE WA 24 (egal disputes)o] EHE 24, AF D B AR
o AAl, 24 ¥y 2 F5H P Y 52 ohFEE d” 9l o] uAE FE U EANAMY FA
A AR =22 oD BE B o ZEBEA ek

A=
Z+4] (forensic identification)

2.1. W2} @I} WA

(FEE)T AT axt 232 v= ZHvlor tigt HEdE e (Columbia Law School) ]
Statistics for Lawyers(Michael O. Finkelstein W <)ol A whgk=t| o] w¥}= Anthropology and Law,
Law and Social Sciences, Law and Economics 53} T&o] Algst Aeloz 7fd= 1 Qo). A
+ Finkelstein¥} Levin (2001)¢] Statistics for Lawyers Al 23H(o]3} SILZ F)2Z 3t} SILY
&AL E 2.1 2ol YRHARA FAA W WSS fFAREARE ZF I E AL AR A Ee
HEE AT AHE AASLY AERA Aol PA Weke] oulE Rojsial gleng FASESEA =
AsaA Jod 5 ok =3 FAIE )7 £500 glo] B Rok 80l o] o FHo] nHH=AE
& 5 A FHol Stk Theh, o] Ho] PR o g 2o Qlu W Fof =90l 2ol ol AT FFol
%—Z—C’Vﬂ A2 FHRsLA ok AF FAEY Feo] 43 wuketA] gty ojd AE &3letr] st
o AL 2 FE FE 458 AEE Q9sto] A5 GA FEE 5 IS stk

SfLefl vlaste], tiebs deoz 3T 5 & v 2318 AL tha 22 S40] ok

m{m |

- P. Good (2001). Applying Statistics in the Courtroom: A New Approach for Attorneys and Expert
Witnesses. AA = AT 2Ato]al ¥ FoF S8 BAME oItk £8 SAH WiE AH3ta
48 AelE dn ot thet Zel g TARA FulE AL opth.
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- H. Zeisel and D. Kaye (1997). Prove It with Figures: Empirical Methods in Law and Litigation.
Al 14 A= Chicago Law School®] W4=o] 11 A| 24 A}+= Arizona FH )&t Ho) st w4o|t}y. &4
403 5o U £ BT 2E YR EE BAQEAE AT Ao2 st the ¥

- D. Lucy (2005). Introduction to Statistics for Forensic Scientists. AWFFolE 25 FATS W
I} (forensic science)e] WHOZ T/]-—.—M_l_ FabRol s PAF Aol 89 TAH 2AE 2

Gtk of e YA Aol S3slo] 93 ZuHR el o] dolE Kol 7} Atk

SfL-g A 5357 SsiAe 712 EAT 59 net FAA WY v 1 F 20 A=
o] FAT ue] vt BeFolrk. oo whet SRR (Y () AT oA = 83 (1999)2] <Ak
AR P> A5 olslE ettt 2y HEAEWEY (HEE)T AT
1AS deisiel A 2] L) M4 glol WAHE SAHES gt A 4724 o
Dol SRolA BAT wAE A o4 vt Yotk olo] wel WIHARHSY Wik FAH A}
T (statistical thinking)2] W93 $A 2 WHlo] BT A A ol % Eolo] AT 57
A B A1 50% (= 25% * 23]), A 40% (= 10% = 43]), ¥x 2 Fo] 10%= 3ot
nj=eo] 2 74 HEAE e (law school)d M= A & wIE M = AL B + 9
=4, dAY shi= g HekAdE g std2 “Fundamentals of Statistical Analysis (18-d)72 7|4
sto] dlole 3, A AAY B4, A5 7e A4S, 7HAASE, A tHEEA 5 Yt
s~z g HIARYEYL “Statlstlcal Inference in Law (384)”, “Statistical Inference and
Empirical Research (38+3)”, “Bayesian Statistics and Econometrics (38+3)” 52 S48t 2 3E 7)
SEEREY

2.2. Al St5

FANA FBA e Y FEo2A AFH AEE/E ALDA, The 4709 A A E
U B AR EANA BEse] oA theglt.

- 0. J. Simpson Ab#: O. J. Simpson (1947- , ®]=9¢1)2 Y73 st @ NFL u]Al&E ~E &
Hojojglom Ax oA 2HG Fole YIiLERE S5 vt e ABE AEC]Tt. 19949
6¥ 129 Zy]ZE Yo} & LA 23 Brentwood A oA 19 A * Nicole Brownd 112 Y212
7 Ronald Goldmaneo] A& v}, O.J. Simpson©] 4l Fo| 7 7|4F o] 2fTES ¥t} Johnnie
Cochran, F. Lee Bailey, Robert Shapiro $©] o] 311 & W%t “Dream Team”2 Simpson©]|
223 DNA 2AE LA A& BB AS X2 Bo} 2X31 Simpson AL 1EZS 0= o]
w3etant. HE @7 Browne] £%9} Simpsond] FollA Fof 22 Agzte] & #A HAE =
t] AZe] DNA AAF 23 Zzto] 22 3= Simpson, Brown, Goldman®] Z o]t} Z#1} 91
B2 o] AzrEo] LA A& Mark Fuhrman @A GZ38F Aol I7F F FAdof 7HAY L2 7
olg}xl F&35t%t}t. Johnnie Cochran WS A= Mark Fuhrman 3 AFS Adolf Hitler2} ] 23} T}.
19954 109 51 9%, 8125 19, 9 25302 TAH WAALL 0.1, Simpsons] s} 33
A& W} (Wikipedia “O.J. Simpson murder case”, 2009/04/01)

- Sally Clark A}#ll: Sally Clark (19642007, %=91)= 1998 1] = o} =2 et fo= A%
5915 100949 HHTAL Wk 20009 FLIHGAT LA T} 20034 AFLA A
227} Qo] B4k oln] 3d WA Held BgolUTh. Aae) e T 2k Sally
Clarke] 3 o}&59l Christopher= A& 1150 A7) AFstAth (19963 129). AR 9-8-20]
DA o] FHSL A o5 Harrys w9tk 23y Harry7d A% 85 A7) S5k
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(1998 19). 1998'd 24, Sally Clark®} T149] ¥ Steve Clark7} 7 ol52 Asl|sh P2
A=At A & ALV F9907 MYA Roy Meadow 32 Sally Clark®] F o}7|7} 323
< &E2 73,000,000+%9] 10| wtA] Sally Clark7} Z373] 4 & whslthe F A9 S9&
gk WAYSS 10:2 BAZ Sally ClarkS §82 Hoky Tus 2AYLS Awughl (19999
11€). 20019 10€¥ 9= 57 83] (Royal Statistical Society)= Roy Meadow?] &-& o] 542 24
£ dojgt Aojzta vjaetgith. 2003 d9] AFAA A Sally Clarks 73 & Felytth (Wikipedia
“Sally Clark”, 2009/04/01).

Sy N

- Minnesota v. Tobacco Company: ©] A+ 19943 v]=k nju|4El £ o] § B P AH(Blue Cross,
Blue Shield) 7} Philip Morris 5] &1l A A4S AL gk Zolt). A4 o]f+ 37} 1)
AR A B, 2) FEI] B AFe g A A kgto, 3) FUY Hﬂ“o
AEetA FFol iR Gde Solth 3del AA Aa%E S0ld 91 & HEIT 1) Fd¢] Z
Z AW S 8ste] Y dtolF SAEs(smoking-attributable expenditures)E FH3HA dlo], 2)

ol st F37t 17.79 Gjol Zelvtn AT oY 2 29 81T Aol Ge= =53
TA Azl A2 9 = A 2AF A2 tiE AR, A AAE B Ade] AT Ao

ﬂF

th 47f o] Aol IPHE F FES AT AN It Al 659 dHE AESaL SA] v
vl4El Foll A Ehuf ﬂu_9+ ANE QF A= 202 F Fo| Fefsto] Aol FEH I
Zeger 5 (2000)9] 22 93 & YAA A A7 & LS 71T Ao, SAEs sfde] b

2 oAR ASH x]'uj} AR SR SAA 4 o] 7eE o] 3o A A< (death
benefit) 3} £ 712 53] (indivisible damages) 2= 2712] H & 7ldo] =2]= At}

- Shonubi Case: Izenman (2000)2] 23} Gastwirth 5 (2000)2] 22 yo]X|g]oloA] u]=oz u}
oks W3l n|=<¢l Shonubio] st AL vjFAA o7 AESL rl. Charles O. Shonubi=
1991 129 2 Wty AFHICE 7& JF. AdY] FAZZNA A2 Jed FA & F
427. 413“9] FZolS F2 103719 252 ’1‘:}53 et Lol tisk A A3 vpol x| Eof-u] o
P Z oY A silsol e velAgoks uhek AR g A UUTE Shonubid
o) R gjo} ofde] FA-2 npek gutoglgo] HBtt Al 27t 2Rkst vheke] FEF AbE
Atk upA ek 3o 42742l om R & 83lo] AX ool A WA 1 w2 Lulsldria X
W ETFL 3419.2(= 427.4 % 8)3.aq o] "t} AW ¥ 7lo]=g}2l(Federal Sentencing Guideline) ]|
25 3,000 o)Al ¢ BOL(Base Offence Level) 34¢f a|53t3ict. o]o whel 19929 109
o] A} 292 Shonubioll 151719 AH &S Austict. 22fu} Shonubie oA 284 3|
29l 3,419.2092 e F5o Bstng Bositta Aastadnt. old disl g4y Aeies 1
9 F4 417t e ARSI A= 2olAlE HF wdF 4274207 F8H o] PF2 A
A 97NEZ Edt). Gastwirth 5 (2000)2 ©|8} 22 #2S BAZ A XA Aoz Bl

A Al o] HEsE S35 (reading comprehensmn), 8 ok 27| (writing summaries)B]— 75 3% (oral
presentation) = (H (%) SAIS) A W F23t o BEY Bk ofet dHAQ 8 FA Fol
o] -3 ko] FAS SR AY “c°ﬂ7ﬂ 171227128719 MfE S55%E dATE £2
A717} At

3. 88

FAREZ A3 & F 33 Fof] Fojste] A SAE FHAANTGEZN WA FA9 4 7]

of5h o) W Bolole] “BAA S&oleh @ Aotk ol T AH FH=A AW S BAL B
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RolA AxsT wo} gda BAA Qs A9E 9RAd B A7) e, oA thee a4
ERER=S

3.1. S0|& AME U] 0|« "}

Amstar AF7} Domino’s Pizza A}S Al 43 Amstar Corp. v. Domino’s Pizza, Inc. A #+(1975-1980) 9]
MNexe =3 2y 23 AR “Tujx Agolghe SEAEE 7ML & Amstar AHE E0x
A5 #3h= Domino’s Pizza AHE A% B E o] FE A4tk “Tuj’gh= o]Fo] &H)A;
SolA £5& 2Hfdthe Aotk 19 3.1& Het

>

o ¥ fu

(BN
30 & >
30 | o

o orE o

Y ok

AN SAEL 3 AFre] ARE TUS AYAE o4 FRERA 2 A
2 2AE YT 24 A3, 1) 4%9) SEAELS ol s AP} e ARE A
@ 99T, 2) 2 21BN T2%0) SHAEBL Eol AR A7k ARE BEL e 2
ek ool Rhbeh= =2 A, 9als Bk 3)#e] £ o] 354 o]ste] L Fo)al
o ulgel 5%} e AR BRE T 2 )R R2olne sl 48w Tl 9
Az Ao HAA evha 8k 14 Adelde 97t sastglon F4 Hae
& Wopso] mulk T3 A} Shan Ao AEAL AaaA) gherkn BREt. B44 A
14 Ao £ul Sl 4EWY S5S zoTond tux g 4EAL Weiact
2L WEsl @ JFety A F 3t} (Finkelsteind} Levin, 2001. pp. 268-269).

Al 23 B(= Domino’s Pizza)7} 7] 43 A(= Domino Sugar)8} §-AFSFe] 202} Al 55
S YrkE BREY) otol DAk o AN AL AQh,

lo

>

mO

) and

T H
> 9

A flo
>

r
&
[T}
e EOIN’
Mo
i orlo o

)

- 154 o4 ¥R AAE BAROR S B & BRE Ad
-8 SR AE Ac) e AXE (L THiFR)S AR o)o] Tt Sl we FEto]
A%} A°E U
- S 4E Bol Be AAE (e THAR)S ARACh oo e S wlet FERo] B}
B°Z vt
- 2RI B F S8} T Aol E 2R3
1) P(BA) : o132 4E A9 947 S 4E Be] A7} v golnt.
2) P(B|A°): o) A AS) WA Fol A AE B 974 vlgolch.
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P(B|A) = P(B|A°)2Ha A} B7} S94A9L =8ty P(B|A) > P(B|A%)gHd B7} A9l €€ B
A St} webA o 7 A5 o] arHrh

Ho: P(B|A) = P(B|A®) ws. H;: P(B|A) > P(B|A°).

AE g9 2AHE Ftel P(A|B)E FASINIEh. 2916 w0l = el ool
P(A|B) P(B)

P(B|A
BIA) = BaB) P(B) + PAIBY) P(BY)
olBg P(B|A)E A&7 YA 2712 P(B)S P(A|B%)E olok 3ity. &, Tulk: JRES
AR 5258 2AR=T XA a1, Tolk FJRE AXFNA] 3t AlEEC] € Ho|PEA 1
23 350 Eulw ARe AXSAUWEAE 2ASIA0lo BTk 2 A1 294 82 2T @
A, ¥ 27} AAISE AL Domino’s Pizza I AE 0] 354 0|51 FL SA YAlo] R Rolgl= Aoz
BHGE AAF RS FoGS Bu et T1Eo] 4E Ad] el o} A= AAskn et

ol ti3te] o BRE AASHA] KTt

b Aa7E AATRE Al o g SA7F AREkA] et 149 Al o4 HES Fhqlo] F
AL B e 2A = a2kl o3 SA7F WA M Woks A7) fAsiME 1) =

AP, 3) 2ARER, 4) REFE, 5) AREA 5 2] A Aol skAF glofok stk a2u
¢l Amstar Al# ZA}EH”— EHlk AR GRS JAAFAL e THFREC] EAP RN A ©
€ AR A 2F7E Wtk

3.2. Shonubi Al

247804 4748 Shonubi AIE BAA B AA AR s WA WAL T BT
2% o)™ Aol A A YA T FFol= I7 do] A AS Hodd V& AHE JESH
n#E 227}t

Shonubi+ A 1517/1€S A1 Al 34 3 A ALH ﬁﬂiol 34192298 T 220 B
HomE HRHTT Fasisich ool tal Bed Aui 2ol 2ol delsl 98 ARdtel A
A& kel &5 X6kt @Al Weinstein Tillers JJ_—,—Q]— Schum W49 AE& 319
3, AR o]frel thate] AL Boyum ¥HAke] A PS wHEO v 531+ Finkelstein 259 =35 Wt
At

Dr. Boyum-2 2719 225 AASFATE 3= DEA(veFdE=, Drug Enforcement Administra-
tion) oA U2 Zlo 2 124 9] L}o]x]g]o} Balloon Swallower (Shonubi®} o] 2523 444 WWk 3}
+ ek 2Rk} Ao tisl] EAh 259 7, dE QAL S5 (gross weight) T =5 (net weight), 3l
2919 £% (purity) 5°] 7I=% Aoty tfE = FA A (The Customs Service) oA L} 212
2 JFK 33 A A=ZH 117949 o]z o} Balloon Swallowere]] thale] I}, AL, A, 22l &
5% So] 7158 Amolrh

Dr. Boyum2 Customs Service A&7} T AlE #Holg}x HAtk ]-_TV_ Shonubi®] 7 73]o] A4 ¥l
@ ik BuE 2337] Adtel ARHCIA /WS ABINAT. F, i 1T FEF B2 Y
Zteo] AL t} dolglof Yol Z A & 739 Jl=E %%—?—%(samphng with replacement)d}=
W42 100,000 YA WEeo] Shomubie] 37 7310] A2 Azl WY FHL F2AUCH
2 A 3 1% 29471 2,092.22#H0|gl o2 g Dr. Boyum-2 ShonubiZ} 2,519.6 13 (= 2,092.2 +
127.4) o1AS SIS 99% ST AT,

=
rlo
—
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Gross.Weight*Purity

Frequency
3
1

I T T T T 1
0 200 400 600 800 1000

Weight
12 3.2. DEA FA| At2o| 8%

93 Z2] Finkelstein ¥4 Dr. Boyum® 24| tsle] thg 2714 o] drj= vr2e Ho).
1) “Trip Effect” 7} 2= A] ¢kt “Trip Effect” 2 Balloon Swallower”7} H2} 4& & 3
Areld] Dr. Boyume] £AJoj&= vlgdgo] Q1A 9t} 2) Customs Serviced] 1177] A2z 1319
Shonubi7} o} EfQlo 2 HE o] Aolmz “TA A Z7(specific evidence)’ S 78+ gFaile
22 Aol %A ghrh.

A} ARG 292 S5 (learning curve)= W&ottty dltjglE ShonubiZl A 7o 2 A
HkQI3E S| 2 9le] Feko] 14791304 2,827 12 o]z 2AH = o AL AASALh ol ule}
Weinstein @AF= ShonubiZ} 8x}eo] 24 1,0002H oA 3,00023 Alolo] F|21S wilet Aoz
7431 294 5L BOL 572 A83t] 947 593 Pl 4o 15109€ A1 stk
Shonubit= A4 35 434 ALHE @ 4ol Boyum A8E 8% dihe TAH 542
278 Aol Ae] BYA e Aoz BRI olo] weh 2F WHleel 427.4790] BOL
207 24€ A 8oie] A A 97U FolE Aolrh.

Gastwirth 5 (2000)2 92 Ao wj$ vHFAolt), 252 HEA A7 B Tdo] AL )4
o] Aol 574 7130l wet £ 8 thaA] renw Shonubio] FA Wl that FEL
BHgatarl B gttt

“Trip Effect” 7} FR4 0.2 el 432 wiAlshs 49, o3t 2ol Shonubis] & Wl 547}
1,000 T Acke AL 1Y 4 9k

== 4
[SIN =]

- 1% 3.2+ AA 117 2189 Net.Weight(= Gross.Wt x Purity) ®3Zo|t}.
Shonubio] 85 A2 8] 3ko] & 11740 A Net.Weight 7} 427.4 o] 5+¢l xpg 9k d7l the o] &
ANA 77 = B FE3}9 Bootstrap Total(9,9993] WHE)& 2+&3tt}y. & Shonubi®] 347 7}
Z Q]S Al EEo] et 19 3.39) REEEETE AT}
- 13 3.39] Bootstrap Totals 20| A] 519 1% 24+ 1,674.81H;Ho|T}.
- we}A Shonubi®] £ ¥H) &S 2,102.21 3 (= 1,674.84+427.4) o] A0 & B 4= 9t} (A F) 522 99%).
33
AN

2] B2 Shonubioll Thake] 7 Z A9 4274730 A W] AR B
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Bootstrap Totals

1500 2000

Frequency
1000

o
=g
o
o J
[ I T T 1
1000 1500 2000 2500 3000
Total Weight
08 3.3. 2 73] B Uikl 2HZ=Z 22

W2 AL BEsle] SAEE 7|2 A3 doAe] Fuista Utk o] FoAMe 27 AlEE Bz
sheh A /‘P?—%l—t« DNA dlo]gjro] 2ol @7l -2 ¥ele] DNA A3 dx3kes 44 =23}

2218k FollA olof tigt FAME ZAE WA= FEEAZA 19999 o) Biometricsol| A 2
A olr3tdE EFolth. EA AlEEE FUlY Zoz A Uit IF 2EIE A7 =45 5
(1999)< L. oFs3irt.

m[o

4.1. DNA GIOIE{HIO|AE 2tZct Yol Ald} 2AE S5 2

2 200l A7 FAEe] 543 DNA

AL A% WA AN 528 £AZ B89 A
shgith. 531 YAk Aol DNA 5A9) WYL A4S AB2E 244 24RF HolAw of
4o 2§ Aol FRA Ak oi7lolA HolEmols AMo 2 XA DNA FA2 7o B

oo B84 WSS AEHLA ).
P} Aol Ae] DNA Z7. ¥H 7oA A== DNA Z7= nFHEA 47142 STR(short
tandem repeat) 5402 TR w5 AWPAE FBIE 138 (locus)?] 7<) STR HRE 433
2 Aok FElvets ol Fohe WS AEeta itk Ao 33 27e] DNA HH7}
S8 AN e W 2] W) FHE WA FA7 D $= AW AANF T D A} Aol

rt. The Al E B

1999 u]= WA ol A 3t o stAlo] 77k Wk ALA (H AR, 2008, p.217). WL gty
=< W7AZ ZFea A7kl ololA sl At Al AR E Ste S A UEHE SAS il @

FE AW vtk 28v AE 1574 22 A AEof e uAg A X W o)A
ole] DNAE %%3}9 3 FBIZ} 13 £9317] A28 DNA tlo]E#| o]~ CODIS(Combined DNA
Index System)o|A Lx]3l= DNA ZZ23}d-g zroplitt. A7} Qe ZEelel dlojujar) 7145 9
t}.

e

of
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WA DU Wolm ABL WL e\ AATel DNA AAE VT olF W AReIA AP
DNA 7% sk 498 a3 BAIAE 4T olf(probable cause) 7t 9t F9ekn @
t} (Balding®} Donnelly, 1995). Wb <ke] Algl= Z717F #E]3tal 9l DNA HlojgH|o]~E FAY
sto] MHTZNA A DNA St ddo] vizshe tarlaed A5 32 4ot nl=
FBIS| 935418 DNA Hlolello]2 CODISE 6Me o oo tat 447 A0S 2u drky &
ok ml= Rl 39 W9 20%7F Wt

Aol A DNA 279 B8-S e JAlE BRI 423 e ATAR Uitk F2AoA
+ NRC (1996) ¢} Evett 3} Weir (1998) 7 thE 24 AFA o] ¥ Aitken¥} Taroi (2004)2} 22 HAsF W
AN AT YA SRR T Aek. FlAE AN (2001)7F FE ko] 2A4E AYT oA
3 FAE (2001)0] FAA Ao DNA HHe| A4 B8 2, ole (2001)0] WA A
DNA ZH tolgu|o]2e] 53} &gof thato] AF-sigitt. olejol] F=F A A7 A7HIA
FA] o]/4-8 (2002) 3 FRHIFL o] H (2006)°] ATt

AR olf7k Y A9, WA BRIH DNA 27 €71 AAALALL S 99 BAAE a7} A
E5 3 18 DNAS AAtste] O¢F AXste E. & 2o ol2X a7t 71253t o A3t
ol F'7F = AFolA, FAF AT 7H H,(plaintiff’s claim) e} 7} Hgy(defendant’s claim)+ Th

2 2},

Hy: a7} 82 @4 C
Hy: a7} ohd Apgro] %3

< 93
t‘ﬂ‘_z

ol

=

CE 3tk

i

2|2} a7} AL R FF 7= AFE 2 =(posterior odds)

P(H,|Ea; C

)
P(Hd|Ea§ C) (4.1)

9] Hrto| dE it Hlol= Ao oFte] 4] (4.1)2 AFA L= (prior odds)®} 7Fs = | (likelihood
ratio)®] &

P(Hy: C) P(Ed|Hy: C) o)
P(Ha; C)  P(Ea|Ha; ©) '
Z 2389t 5749 71X (value of the evidence)+= 4] (4.2)9] 5 &, & 7% H|
V _ P(Eaalﬂ C)
P(Eo|Hy; O)

2 AoHth V| BA} P(E.|Hy; O)& WA 372 DNA $7 C9 9124t a2 DNA HA} B0 257
7F A& Thede WAIETHE =4 og Lotk WM, VO BE P(E.|Hg; O)x a7} 3 AT
of A Fazol skl AAA. A7l DNA F7 C9F 425 DNA Z23tds 2=
AHEES WS 02t @ w) FAA F4 LAE wiAlske B, 71 2doAE SA9 7HHE
1

V=%
2 ¥t} (Aitken} Taroi, 2004, p.416).
tlojeuo]lx e F9-. WA dAZoNA DNA F7 C7F ARG 27] NoJ A7l Cof
YAk DNA Z23tdg 2213 AS9] vlE 07} vi9 22 1o steps giokal sixb. a8y, 2
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7] n9] £7 DNA tlo]guo]xoA] &5 A O A8k FY ‘J MY o Fropd :
a® DNA Z23adnt C9} X3k dolewlo]x W vz 4499 DNA Z20d2 =5 dx|st
7 ¢kttt old DNA $AE EwZ &7 o8 AR 74*}7} ag W A= W
ol A9, Ve BE P(Eg|Ha; C)F A3t QlojAle 2709 Ak 37 k.

NRC (1996)2] 174: Stockmarr (1999)2] A& -2 o]2 02 th7-2 tha3} 2t (NF4 7|&
< ta v2n). Hpo Has theit 2ol =0

Hy: dlolElo]x Wl 854 191 o” 7} ¥H] @4 C& AT,

Hy: dlolelo]x ] o]= 75 M3 f3o] CE 714 odrh
12]3l DNA tleJgfle]aE HAste] gHE S Eg (58 o9 DNA Z2351do] C9 4513
2 UHA n— 1% DNA Z231de O} A4 ddth=

Eg : dlolEu]o] A f 121 o] BEA o] DNA Z&3ldo] C9} U3t

E A3 ol AlH shollA, V] BAb= 10l Ve 21

rlr

P(Eg|Hy;C)=1—(1—6)" (~nb)

olt}. suFald dloEulo] oA €9} AAeh DNA =25 do] sh} o4 wAd S8 1 — (1 -
0)" oAt 07} o} 2 o] 2| L AL no 2AD 5 A7) WEIT. WA S AE

V= o ()

2 Bt} VE nol Aol wet Zadlth webd nol 242 tojeHols AMog AlYR 3)2A}
ot HAANA @ EElst Yol "l 4 nE F H4 19| C9F YA3H= DNA Z=235148 714
52 nol Aol upet F718H7] wiEolth.

ojeta 1 Stockmarre] 19991 Biometrics =% tfdll A&t =Ao] AUt (Evetts Weir,
1998; Evett 5, 2000; Devlin, 2000). B]Z#E2}52] =32 UlA| 2 Balding®} Donnelly (1995)2] o]&
off ZA%} A2 o 2ok (AEF 7le 47 tia t2t)). $A Egps DNA dlo|euo]x
2 AM3 A7 E42 o0 DNA Z25}d0] C9F X8t YA n— 132 DNA Z25192 C9}F
AxeHA] ke Ao Mgttt 28] vt 27 £ e st

Hy : dlolere]x W £ a7} WH @4 C& d2ith
Hy: dloleido]x o olu #3 5 WF A%l C& d71A sttt
old AW Bl A, Vol BRle) Rrt 77}
P(Eg|Hy;C)=1-(1—0)""",  P(Ea|Hs;C0)=0-(1—-6)"""
ojtt. webA SA 7HAE
vl

0
gtk olFA B Ve n3 Tt AAA R, d<=dt DNA v o|ElH
8 A1o) TS 2 0)5] BSOS ATl 21488 517 3
}3k o] (probable cause) 7} Q&= A9} th=] oria B Zo|t}

0)4 rO‘l
r[r =
o
—{o
=2
2
B>
o
st
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10120 Chet XA 217 2d (43 5, 1999)

OOU

3 AAS

391 2k 3 2.65
HeY: =9 1.02
e 0.81

AT 0.03

=) A} s 2F FA 4 —0.92
A A& —2.33

HA A T 1.78
2. A F 3 e 2 A 0.00
77t 2.47

A A 1.30

A, 3.62

e AR 3.78

E37 1.66

AZJA BT 3.24

13A] | 9k 2k 2.77

s ks 2.69

R —2.64

QI WE, T o 2o] FYT 4 ¢lo} Wtk T} Stockmarr (1999)%} olo] theF EEES Aboln
W 449 7HaT AAE 37 tha thach B okl A 2224

P(];TP;C) n P(Hy; C)

P(f{d;C) N-—n’ P(Hg;C) N—n

—_

S wFhe Aol YRR AT o=z AdsiAd T dle AMIA Zrin 2 5 Y o] AL
Stockmarr (1999)% 2] &3} H} QIT}.

A5, golElwol~ A st 1999 E] oF7]H Biometrics =

mboﬂ/qTEq tt2ng 7bs% H(likelihood ratio)oll Al zke]7} ke 21 Fdd Az £ 4 sk
ohgh, QubRo® TS E4 AEL w1z stuz WA A= NRC (1996)2] 7K ole oot
A JagollA FRE = 7Hdol o AE ZAojth

FAA A A 337t FH 2 A A HES Aol 2ste] AT WA WM T v 2
stol FPE AshA Ak of w) YA Ao A o] oh} g3t Al ojste] g FFE 27
ok @tk ol A A A 712 AFRA 4F 710l AR FAARe) 44 Z}E% Aw= 29
ol efste] FATte] W] FuF o= AAT B87} vk o714 2AE dle =A% 5 (1999)9] 4
ZH 9] FYPRA Aot TEL 199437 H 1998\d70A] Al 141l A “%Eﬂﬂuﬁ oHE 786719

A 1% ASE EASSIC o) Sl o DAY AFE AL W ol Al H2
2 gkt olE AASE WASS WHYILA A oIFE FHUSE S 2A2Y HARYS =
2ok & 410 43" 2L Holz

papat
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3 AAS
F9 2 A= 0.75
= 5.16
Z}u —9.54
A3y i 5.99
HY3) 5 4.71
)8 2F 4 6.50
FIAE 9.30
4= 11.29
A A= 0.30
A4 28 4.88
FHA Y 0.03
38 A} B —0.22
3HAY 7.16
2] Hoj B2 —6.03
T M A& —10.16
HA A TEo R 16.18
ERF 7} 0.00
27 —13.69
FAR=IAo 4} 21.95
EFSPERZT 24.88
PN —5.00

o] B(2.65) QA I tho] TN AlE(—2.33)0]Ut. 2H =YL False Positive7} 13%, False
NegativeZ} 20% Tt (&, AAl AY-RolS -2 3674 72t 13% < 4990 thatol= A3 o] o =5
AL A AFE W 3647 7Rt 20%< 74 o] FAAf R ASHU. AR G5T + Ae
Aol Ak RYPolA] Aigler Yo 23E FHoles I A7 HE 2Ao2RE TS 1
oo SYPUCRAN = FAESA] gt Art.

AFAEE Y AbeollA Aol thet AP ARY S AFste] & 4.28 Atk HEE A9
167 AHec kel 9458 ARE 2 duAs, 334 g8, A% 5 At 7o
H(16.18), 7+(11.29), FJA A& (—10. 2 AT vebdlled A7 s

o
o
=
R
1z
=

|
N ©
ot
Iy
N’
olft
o

. 1= .
So 7k AuNA R BBl R 227 Aot 2y 49 (23A%, Resquare)S

65% AT}

FARAE A7A7E ¥ ZE3}F Ao Fojghd, 228 399 AP AR FotE BYPL A
Aoz §A% vBE4H 379 FHE &3t £94 37 (quantile regression) 24 HZe] ik
98 v 5 A Zolth. A 9 A d7EE asHFel

=]
A W AEA BEA B A0, GelA E
2ojEr Q%S A3 Ansha YA Eriee] EA% H 27
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A stal 22tk FF 9 FopllM FAS] &% S8L IS 5 e Aotk E3 =] A
2 Aleloll thato] BAH SuolAe) RHA ARsL i wrEol Ao WA BAe) HAo] FANEN
Bl 71817k 42 Aolth. FujelA Wk BA AAH AFE 1 47b obAskA] vE g FHolu
o] ok I A& AR A Z Jurimetrics: The Journal of Law, Science and Technology (American
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27h) 5ol ek,

D23
AT, J18E (1996). <AFTHH TPl #F A2 >, F=JARYATY IFHIA.
Sd%, 44, 01, DAIM (1999). <3FHEH 9 FIAE ] A A7>, F=FFAAAATE AT HIA.

A

014+2(2002). <FAA FH Ho9} 10 Aol &g AT>, FAFAATLD ATFA.

0|52 (2001). DNA =23 to]Ejdo] FAZ A > (DNA z23 d73] 1), 1173, oot A2,

ORISR, SHXIZ (2001). A 24 - SatoAsl A9 AN, <HFA% GA> (DNA 223 A28 ),
9%, oteltyzl, A&

AW (2001). DNASE F4. <82 24> (DNA z23 A3 9), 1% ofelty, Ae.

o1 (2008). <DNASQ] AA>, ZAGAL AL.

5133 (1999). <3 #A3He 5’4; AR >, Aoz, AL

SO1, 0155 (2006). <HAAAA SAAAR Bl B BE P>, FARAATA AT7FA.

Aitken, C. and Taroi, F. (2004). Statistics and the Evaluation of Evidence for Forensic Scientists, Second

Edition. Wiley, England.

Balding, D. J. and Donnelly, P. (1995). Inference in forensic identification, Journal of the Royal Statistical
Society, Series A, 158, 21-53.

Devlin, B. (2000). The evidentiary value of a DNA database search, Biometrics, 56, 1276.

Evett, I. W., Foreman, L. A. and Weir, B. S. (2000). Letter to the editor of Biometrics, Biometrics, 56,
1274-1275.

Evett, |. W. and Weir, B. S. (1998). Interpreting DNA Evidence, Sunderland, Massachusetts, Sinaur.

Finkelstein, M. O. and Levin, B. (2001). Statistics for Lawyers (Second Edition), Springer, New York.

Gastwirth, J. L., Freidlin, B. and Miao, W. (2000). The Shonubi case as an example of the legal system’s failure
to appreciate statistical evidence, In Statistical Science in the Courtroom (Edited by J. Gastwirth),
Springer-Verlag, New York, 405-413.

Good, P. (2001). Applying Statistics in the Courtroom: A New Approach for Attorneys and Expert Wit-
nesses, Chapman and Hall/CRC, Boca Raton.

Izenman, A. J. (2000). Introduction to Two Views on the Shonubi Case, In Statistical Science in the
Courtroom (Edited by J. Gastwirth), Springer-Verlag, New York, 393-403.

Lucy, D. (2005). Introduction to Statistics for Forensic Scientists, Wiley, Chester.

NRC, National Research Council (1996). The Ewvaluation of Forensic DNA Ewvidence, National Academic
Press, Washington DC.

Stockmarr, A. (1999). Likelihood ratios for evaluating DNA evidence when the suspect is found through a
database search, Biometrics, 55, 671-677.

Zeger, S. L., Wyant, T., Miller, L. S. and Samet, J. (2000). Statistical testimony on damages in Minnesota v.
Tobacco Company, In Statistical Science in the Courtroom (Edited by J. Gastwirth), Springer-Verlag,
New York.

Zeisel, H. and Kaye, D. (1997). Prove It with Figures: Empirical Methods in Law and Litigation, Springer,
New York.



738 olU3|

Law and Statistics:
Education, Applications and Research

Myung-Hoe Huh!

!Department of Statistics, Korea University

(Received February 2010; accepted March 2010)

Abstract
As an effort to reform legal system of Korea, the law school system is introduced in March 2009. Thus the
law culture of Korea is expected to change drastically for diversification, specialization and globalization.
With such social trend as background, the author writes on the pre-law and law school courses “Law and
Statistics” which were offered at Korea University. Also, he reviews two legal cases and summarizes two

research results: DNA database controversies and a sentence standardization model.
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