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admit that it is too time-consuming for most practical uses, especially in 
intelligence analysis, where the analyst typically cannot afford the luxury of 
such a formal approach.

Recognizing this shortcoming, Wigmore proposed a narrative form, listing 
rather than charting the evidence, to simplify the process and make it more 
readily usable by a novice.6 But even the narrative approach runs into trouble 
when one is dealing with the large mass of data that is typical of complex 
problems. Efforts have been made in recent years to incorporate a structured 
argumentation process into software to aid intelligence analysts. Making 
Wigmore’s approach, or something like it, widely usable in intelligence analysis 
would be a major contribution. His method brings into the open and makes 
explicit the important steps in an argument and thereby makes it easier to 
evaluate the soundness of any conclusion.

Bayesian Techniques for Combining Evidence

By the early part of the eighteenth century, mathematicians had solved 
what is called the “forward probability” problem: What is the probability of a 
given event happening when all the facts about a situation are known? For 
example, if you know the numbers of black and white balls in a bag, it is easy 
to determine the probability of drawing a black ball from the bag. In the 
middle of the eighteenth century, Thomas Bayes, a British mathematician and 
Presbyterian minister, dealt with the “inverse problem”: Given that an event 
has occurred, what can be determined about the situation that caused the 
event? Continuing our bag of balls example, if you draw three black balls and 
one white ball from a bag, what estimate can you make about the relative 
number of black and white balls in the bag? And how does your estimate 
change if you then draw a white ball? Intelligence analysts find this problem 
of far more interest than the forward probability problem, because they often 

Figure 10-1    Example of Wigmore’s Charting Method
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