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Background 
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• Three commonly used markings in intelligence production are (a) 
source reliability, (b) information credibility, and (c) classification.  

 

• credibility speaks directly to information quality: i.e., probability that 
information received is accurate; reliability should be positively 
related, and classification is at best a weak indicator of accuracy.  

 

• Our overarching goal was to examine how intelligence analysts’ 
judgments of information accuracy are influenced by these meta-
informational markings.  



Scales  from AJP 2.1 and other intelligence 
doctrine  
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Pertinent literature 
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• Baker et al. (1968) found that 87% of spot reports in an Army field 
exercise used A1, B2, C3, D4, E5, F6. More striking B2 comprised 72% 
of ratings!  

• Samet (1975) studied 37 Army captains familiar with the scales and 
found using multiple methods that credibility had a stronger effect 
on assessed information accuracy than reliability.  

• Travers et al. (2014) found that non-analysts exhibit a “secrecy 
heuristic” in which they assign more weight to classified than to 
unclassified information, so it is of interest to verify whether analysts 
are similarly biased.  



Hypotheses 
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H1: Judged accuracy will increase with reliability and credibility 

H2: Analysts will not be susceptible to the secrecy heuristic, 
and classification will have little or no effect on accuracy. 

H3: The test-retest reliability of analysts will be proportional to 
the congruence of the reliability and credibility scales.  

H4: Likewise, the inter-analyst reliability of accuracy judgments 
will be proportional to the congruence of the reliability and 
credibility scales.  



Method 
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Sample  

• N = 44 UK and US analysts/operators.  

• 77% male 

• M age = 41.8 y (SD = 12.7) 

• M experience in operational community = 16.2 y (SD = 
13.6) 

 



Method 
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• 96% familiar with official/FOUO and TS distinction 

– 2 participants unfamiliar were omitted from analysis. 

  

• 50.0% familiar with source reliability scale 

 

• 53.0% familiar with information credibility scale 

 

 



Method 
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Design and Stimuli 

• Independent variables 

– Source reliability (all 6 levels) 

– Information credibility (all 6 levels) 

– Security classification (2 Official/FOUO and Top Secret) 

• Full factorial repeated measures design: 6 x 6 x 2 = 72 cases 
plus 10 resampled cases, all presented in randomized order. 

• Resampled cases all at official/FOUO level and varied degree of 
reliability-credibility scale congruence (low, med, high) 

 

 



Method 
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Results testing H1 and H2 
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H1: Judged accuracy will increase with reliability and credibility 

H2: Analysts will not be susceptible to the secrecy heuristic, 
and classification will have little or no effect on accuracy. 



Results  
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Results  
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Cohen’s d = .3 



Results  
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Results testing Hypothesis 3 
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H3: The test-retest reliability of analysts will be proportional to 
the congruence of the reliability and credibility scales.  

 



Results  
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Results testing Hypothesis 4 
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H4: Likewise, the inter-analyst reliability of accuracy judgments 
will be proportional to the congruence of the reliability and 
credibility scales.  



Results  
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Results  
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CongValue = ABS(R-C). CongPolarity: 0= RC Polarity congruent; 1= RC polarity incongruent. 
RminC = R – C.   



Results  
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CongValue = ABS(R-C). CongPolarity: 0= RC Polarity congruent; 1= RC polarity incongruent. 
RminC = R – C.   



Discussion 
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H1: Judged accuracy will increase with reliability and credibility 

• H1 confirmed, and information credibility had only a slightly 
larger effect size than source reliability (cf. Samet, 1975).  

• There was a polarity effect such that moving from a positive 
polarity term to a negative polarity term led to the largest 
decline in assessed probability.  

• The latter finding suggests that a scale without a polarity 
change in the middle might be better. This could be tested 
(next?).  

 



Discussion 
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H2: Analysts will not be susceptible to the secrecy heuristic, 
and classification will have little or no effect on accuracy. 

• H2 disconfirmed; there was a small effect of classification on 
assessed accuracy in line with the secrecy heuristic.  

• The magnitude of the effect was not predictable on the basis 
of years of experience, age, or gender.  



Discussion 
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H3: The test-retest reliability of analysts will be proportional to 
the congruence of the reliability and credibility scales.  

• H3 confirmed; low vs. high RC-value congruence yielded a 
medium size effect on test-retest reliability.  

• The result is impressive given that retest happened within a 
single 30 min session.  

• What does this say about reliability in the field over much 
longer timeframes?  



Discussion 
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H4: The inter-analyst reliability of accuracy judgments will be 
proportional to RC value congruence.  

• H4 confirmed. Inter-analyst variability increased with RC 
value incongruence. 

• Variability also increased with RC polarity incongruence (i.e., 
when one scale had positive polarity and the other had 
negative polarity).  

• Variability also increased with information credibility 
exceeded source reliability (consistent with the view that R 
enables C).  



Extra material: Specific resampled cases used 
for test-retest reliability  
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– Completely reliable, confirmed by other sources 

– Completely reliable, possibly true 

– Completely reliable, improbable 

– Fairly reliable, confirmed by other sources 

– Fairly reliable, possibly true 

– Fairly reliable, improbable 

– Unreliable, confirmed by other sources 

– Unreliable, possibly true 

– Unreliable, improbable 

– Reliability cannot be judged, truth cannot be judged 
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