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The elicitation process
Pre-Elicitation

1. Define case structure.

2. Identify variables of interest.

3. Identify calibration variables.  

4. Identify and select experts.

5. Write the elicitation protocol.

6. Pilot test the protocol.

7. Train the experts.

Elicitation

8. Conduct elicitation session(s).

Post-Elicitation

9. Combine expert assessments.

10. Conduct discrepancy and 
robustness analysis.

11. Provide feedback to experts.    

12. Analyze the processed data.

13. Document the results.



Pre-Elicitation:
1. Define case structure.
What values are uncertain?

 Is there historical or measurement data?

What hypothetical measurements could be used?
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Case study: Introduction

Breastfeeding definitely has high health benefits!
In some places…

Breastfeeding more common in high income families!
In some places…

However, based on the current evidence, WHO 
recommends exclusive breastfeeding for 6 months, 
with partial breastfeeding until 24 months. 



Case study: Introduction
There’s a lot of data…from a few places (mostly US and UK).

Current studies struggle with confounding and self-selection bias.



Case study: Introduction
There’s a lot of data…from a few places (mostly US and UK).

Current studies struggle with confounding and self-selection bias.

So we have some data, but it’s 
not exactly the data we want.

Sounds like a case for expert judgment!



Case study
1. Define the structure.
 The study is focused on the impact (if any) of breastfeeding on 
cognitive development in three countries: USA, India, and China.

We will use an IQ-type test as a proxy measurement for cognition.

We are narrowly focused on this. We don’t want to capture:
 Benefits of breastfeeding instead of using low-quality formula.

 Benefits from the mother-child interaction of the act of breastfeeding.



Pre-Elicitation:
2. Identify variables of interest.
You can’t use SEJ for everything, so how do you choose?
 Is it uncertain?

 Is there data?

 Does uncertainty on this parameter impact the final endpoint?

Carefully specify these variables: you don’t want questions that different 
experts interpret differently.

There’s no rule of thumb for the best number of variables of interest.



Case study
2. Identify variables of interest.
Questions 12 through 23 concern a hypothetical ideal perfectly randomized 
experiment with a very large number of subjects from each of three countries.  
We select India and China because their populations are important from a global 
health perspective and yet estimates of effects of breastfeeding on cognitive 
performance from long-term longitudinal studies appear to be sparse for these 
countries.  We include the U.S. because the published literature includes 
multiple studies of associations between breastfeeding and cognitive 
performance, using different data.

All infants are randomly assigned to one of four feeding cohorts.  



Feeding
Feeding Patterns by Age

Cohorts
1 2 3 4

Breastfeeding, 
Exclusive

None 3 months 6 months 6 months

Breastfeeding, 
Any

None 3 to 9 months None 6 to 24 months

Infant Formula, 
Exclusive

6 months None None None

Infant Formula, 
Any

6 to 15 months 3 to 15 months 6 to 15 months None

Complementary 
Foods

From 6 months From 6 months From 6 months From 6 months

Case study
2. Identify variables of interest.



All formula is approved by the U.S. Food and Drug Administration and provided 
by the mother while holding the infant in a position where breastfeeding could 
have occurred. 

All children are tested at age ten with the Wechsler Intelligence Scale for 
Children, Revised, (WISC) or its foreign equivalent, properly normed. The overall 
average WISC-R, (IQ) score (within each country and cohorts) is 100, st dev = 15.    

You may consider the following data while developing your responses.  The 
reported values are for the most recent data that are publicly available.  

Case study
2. Identify variables of interest.



Pre-Elicitation:
3. Identify calibration variables.

predictions retrodictions

Domain +++ ++

Adjacent 
field

++ +

Avoid almanac-type 
questions or questions 
that are “google-able”.

Rule of thumb: have at 
least 10 seed 
questions.



Case study
3. Identify calibration variables.
In the NLSY79-C the average Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (PPVT) mean 
score, among the children with scores, is 90.660. What is the average among 
first-born children with at least one PPVT score? 

In the 2005-06 Demographic Health Survey for India, what is the 50th percentile 
for duration of breastfeeding (in months), among children who were breastfed 
and who were not still breastfeeding at the time of the survey?

In NLSY79-C the average age in weeks when breastfeeding ended is 9.12.  What 
is the average age in weeks when breastfeeding ended among the 1583 only 
children who were breastfed? 



Pre-Elicitation:
4. Identify and select experts.

 Identify potential experts through a round robin or 
snowflake process.

 Aim for 5-10 experts.
 4 can work

 Returns drop off after 10+ experts



Too few experts



Too many experts



Pre-Elicitation:
4. Identify and select experts.

After identifying experts, tell them:

 Purpose of study

 Format of elicitations

 Payment details

 Use of experts’ names
 Link between name and assessments (or qualitative information) 

preserved but not published
 List of experts and affiliations published



Pre-Elicitation:
5. Write the elicitation protocol.

Include:

 The motivation for the study

 The questions (calibration questions can be labelled or not)

May want to include a briefing book



Pre-Elicitation:
6. Pilot test the protocol.
With a substantive expert (who wasn’t involved in writing the 
protocol), check:

 Are the questions clear?

 Does the structure make sense?

 Is additional information needed to make sure we’re capturing what 
we want to capture?

 Is the timing appropriate?



Pre-Elicitation:
7. Train the experts.
DEPENDS ON TIME, BUDGET, LOCATION OF THE EXPERTS, AND 
COMPLEXITY OF THE ELICITATION.

 30 minute, 1:1 training session

Webinar

 Half day group meeting

Multi-day workshop

 Discuss case structure

 Explain method and scoring

 Discuss over-confidence



Elicitation:
8. Conduct elicitation session(s).

Capture qualitative reasoning alongside the quantitative judgments.



Post-Elicitation:
9. Combine expert assessments.



Post-Elicitation:
10. Conduct discrepancy and robustness analysis.



Post-Elicitation:
10. Conduct discrepancy and robustness analysis.



Post-Elicitation:
10. Conduct discrepancy and robustness analysis.



Post-Elicitation:
11. Provide feedback to experts.
Have the experts review:

What you captured of their reasoning

 The combined decision maker assessments

 Their scores (not needed, but experts often ask)



Post-Elicitation:
12. Analyze the processed data.



Post-Elicitation:
13. Document the results.
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Frequently Heard 
Comments & Questions
FROM EXPERTS AND PROBLEM OWNERS



I don’t know 
that!?!?



I need more 
information to 

assess this.



Does this answer 
look ok?



I can’t do this.



I can’t do this.*

*Not frequently heard. 



So you test them 
like school 
children?!



So you test them 
to see who’s 

really an expert?



Why am I paying 
for this expert 

and then giving 
her zero weight?



Why am I paying 
for so many 

experts and only 
giving weight to 

one?!?!



That assessment 
is crazy! Who 

said that?



That assessment 
is crazy! Who 

said that?*

*Not frequently heard. 



Ok…but I just 
want to use 

equal weights 
after all.



Ok…but I just 
want to use 

equal weights 
after all.*

*Not frequently heard. 



Questions?


