
Appendix 

Item sheet used for the documentations, an English translation is available on request 

 



Full results of the Examination 

Direct Wound examination on mannequin 

 Orientation Form Colour Size Wound borders Wound corners Mechanism of injury 

Identical 69 (29) 50 (21) 19 (8) 11 (5) 43 (18) 67 (28) 52 (22) 

Similar 2 (1) 21 (9) 52 (22) 81 (34) 50 (21) 17 (7) 43 (18) 

Different 29 (12) 29 (12) 29 (12) 7 (3) 7 (3) 17 (7) 5 (2) 

Subjective level of certainty 8 3 

Technical display methods 

 Orientation Form Colour Size Wound borders Wound corners Mechanism of injury 

2D forensic photography 72 (21) 81 (17) 13 (1) 0 (0) 83 (15) 68 (19) 27 (6) 

Botscan© (Photobox) 52 (15) 62 (13) 0 (0) 40 (2) 72 (13) 64 (13) 36 (8) 

3D photogrammetry 76 (22) 76 (16) 0 (0) - 61 (11) 79 (22) 27 (6) 

VR 69 (20) 81 (17) 13 (1) 20 (1) 39 (7) 71 (20) 23 (5) 

Subjective level of certainty 2D forensic photography 
Botscan© 

(Photobox) 3D photogrammetry VR 

Forensic physician (1,2,3,4) 1,1,1,1 2,2,2,2 4,3,4,4 3,4,3,3 

Table 7: Summary of our results. The concordance of the three categories of identical, similar and different 
in the direct wound documentation and the technical display methods are given in percentages, while the 
absolute number is shown in parenthesis. We used for the comparison of the technical display methods only 
the items that were documented identically in the direct wound documentation. The degrees of certainty are 
shown as a scale value ranging from 1 to 10 for the two direct wound documentations, with 10 being defined 
as equally certain to a real body documentation. For the technical display methods, the four forensic 
physicians ranked the used methods on a scale ranging from 1 to 4, with 1 being defined as the most certain 
method. 

 

  



3 R code for the statistical analysis 

library(openxlsx) 

library(metafor) 

 

data <- read.xlsx(x=" AW.xlsx","Vergleich nach stat bsp") 

data 

str(data) 

 

res.1 <- rma(measure="PLO", xi = Zaehler, ni=Nenner, data=data, subset = 

visualization == "Klassisch 2D", slab=Parameter) 

summary(res.1) 

 

tiff(filename = "plot_2d.tiff") 

forest(res.1, atransf = transf.ilogit) 

text(0,9,"Klassisch 2D") 

dev.off() 

res.2 <- rma(measure="PLO", xi = Zaehler, ni=Nenner, data=data, subset = 

visualization == "2D Photobox", slab=Parameter) 

 

tiff(filename = "plot_2d_PB.tiff") 

forest(res.2, atransf = transf.ilogit) 

text(0,9,"2D Photobox") 

dev.off() 

res.3 <- rma(measure="PLO", xi = Zaehler, ni=Nenner, data=data, subset = 

visualization == "3D Bildschirm", slab=Parameter) 

 

tiff(filename = "plot_3d.tiff") 

forest(res.3, atransf = transf.ilogit) 

text(0,8,"3D Bildschirm") 

dev.off() 

res.4 <- rma(measure="PLO", xi = Zaehler, ni=Nenner, data=data, subset = 

visualization == "VR", slab=Parameter) 

 

tiff(filename = "plot_vr.tiff") 

forest(res.4, atransf = transf.ilogit) 

text(-0,9,"VR") 

 

dev.off() 

 

  



Original Forest-plot of the statistical analysis 

  

  

Figure 3: Statistical comparison of the four methods with the direct wound documentation. The black 
bars stand for the standard deviation of the documented item, and the size of the black squares 
indicates the weight of the item for the overall comparison. If the final regression model (RE model) 
crosses the dotted line at 0.5 in the proportion scale (proportion (logit scale)), then there is no 
significant difference between the outcome of the technical display method and the direct wound 
documentation. In the article we used the term “mechanism of injury” for the category type of violence. 

 

 

 




