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✶✶ Prompting analysts to try to refute hypotheses rather than support a 
single hypothesis. This helps analysts overcome the tendency to search for 
or interpret new information in a way that confirms their preconceptions 
and neglect information and interpretations that contradict prior beliefs.

✶✶ Breaking the analytic problem down into its component parts by showing 
the evidence and hypotheses and how they relate to one another. This 
also enables analysts to sort data by type, date, and diagnosticity of the 
evidence.

✶✶ Providing the ability to sort and compare evidence by analytically useful 
categories, such as evidence from open sources versus evidence from 
clandestine sources and from human sources versus technical sources, 
recent evidence versus older evidence, and conclusions based on hard 
evidence (intelligence reports) versus soft evidence (the analyst’s own 
assumptions and logical deductions).

✶✶ Spurring analysts to present conclusions in a way that is better organized 
and more transparent as to how these conclusions were reached than 
would otherwise be possible.

✶✶ Creating a foundation for identifying key assumptions and indicators 
that can be monitored on an ongoing basis to determine the direction in 
which events are heading.

✶✶ Leaving a clear audit trail as to how the analysis was done and how 
individual analysts may have differed in their assumptions or judgments.

✶✶ Capturing the analysts’ overall level of confidence in the quality of the data 
and recording what additional information is needed or what collection 
requirements should be generated.

Step 3 is to obtain evidence to test whether or not a technique actually 
provides the expected benefits. Acquisition of evidence for or against these 
benefits is not limited to the results of empirical experiments. It includes structured 
interviews of analysts, managers, and customers; observations of meetings of 
analysts as they use these techniques; and surveys as well as experiments.

Step 4 is to obtain evidence of whether or not these benefits actually lead 
to higher-quality analysis. Quality of analysis is not limited to accuracy. Other 
measures of quality include clarity of presentation, transparency in how the 
conclusion was reached, and construction of an audit trail for subsequent review, 
all of which are benefits that might be gained, for example, by use of ACH. 
Evidence of higher quality might come from independent evaluation of quality 
standards or interviews of customers receiving the reports. Cost effectiveness, 
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including cost in analyst time as well as money, is another criterion of interest. As 
stated previously in this book, we claim that the use of a structured technique 
often saves analysts time in the long run. That claim should also be subjected to 
empirical analysis of three specific techniques (see Figure 13.3).




