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THE PROMPT: How is the CIA's analytical organization organized from a taxonomy point of view? In

other words, I assume they have the Asia desk and the EMEA desk or whatever, and within those there

are specialists in certain countries. But then there may be other specialists that focus on things that are

more horizontal in nature, like terrorism or natural resources or something along those lines. I'm curious to

learn how they scaffold all of this, both organizationally and from a data point of view. They must have a

current file on Uzbekistan, for example. How is that file maintained? What's in it? Where does it source

from? How is it updated? How is it revised with accurate information that replaces what was inaccurate

information, etc.?

THE RULING: The CIA’s analytical organization is a partial matrix where the Directorate of Analysis

organizes analysts by region/country and functional specialties, overlaid by Mission Centers that integrate

analysis with operations. Country files are distributed, continuously updated bodies of all-source
reporting maintained through prescribed tradecraft (ICD 203/SATs), though enforcement is uneven,

leaving files vulnerable to baseline rot.
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The Prompt

How is the CIA's analytical organization organized from a taxonomy point of view? In other words, I assume

they have the Asia desk and the EMEA desk or whatever, and within those there are specialists in certain

countries. But then there may be other specialists that focus on things that are more horizontal in nature, like

terrorism or natural resources or something along those lines. I'm curious to learn how they scaffold all of

this, both organizationally and from a data point of view. They must have a current file on Uzbekistan, for

example. How is that file maintained? What's in it? Where does it source from? How is it updated? How is it

revised with accurate information that replaces what was inaccurate information, etc.?

The Ruling

The CIA’s analytical organization is a partial matrix where the Directorate of Analysis organizes analysts by

region/country and functional specialties, overlaid by Mission Centers that integrate analysis with operations.

Country files are distributed, continuously updated bodies of all-source reporting maintained through

prescribed tradecraft (ICD 203/SATs), though enforcement is uneven, leaving files vulnerable to baseline

rot.

This answer synthesizes the verified public structure with the critical reality of execution. The "matrix" is not a

clean grid but an overlay: the Directorate of Analysis (DA) retains its regional and functional hierarchy, while

Mission Centers serve as integrating umbrellas that pull analysts, operators, and technologists together to

solve specific problems. The "file" on a country like Uzbekistan is not a single canonical database but a

distributed accumulation of raw reporting (HUMINT, SIGINT, IMINT, OSINT, diplomatic cables) and finished

assessments. While Intelligence Community Directive 203 and Structured Analytic Techniques (SATs)

mandate rigorous sourcing, assumption checking, and explicit revision when new data contradicts old

judgments, the public record (e.g., Iraq WMD) shows these rules are unevenly enforced. The system relies

on human diligence rather than automated correction, meaning the structural vulnerability to "baseline

rot"—where obsolete assumptions persist—remains open because the reforms targeted organizational

seams rather than cognitive failure modes.

Core Analysis

The Organizational Taxonomy: A Partial Matrix

The CIA’s analytical organization is best understood as a partial matrix, not a simple hierarchy of desks.

This structure balances deep regional expertise with cross-cutting functional knowledge.

The Vertical Axis: The Directorate of Analysis (DA) The DA is the CIA’s all-source analytical arm. It is the

permanent home for analysts, responsible for hiring, training, promotion, and tradecraft standards. Within the

DA, analysts are organized by region or country (e.g., South & Central Asia, which covers Uzbekistan) and

by functional specialties (e.g., terrorism, WMD, economics, energy, cyber) that cut across regions. This
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confirms the user’s intuition about "Asia desks" and "horizontal specialists," but clarifies that these are

internal DA structures, not necessarily formal "desks" in the public taxonomy.

The Integrating Layer: Mission Centers Since 2015, the CIA has organized its operational and analytical

work through Mission Centers. These centers do not replace the directorates; they overlay them. The five

directorates (Analysis, Operations, Science & Technology, Support, and Digital Innovation) "join forces under

the umbrella of Mission Centers."

• Regional Mission Centers: Focused on geography (e.g., Near East, East Asia & Pacific, Europe &
Eurasia, Africa, Western Hemisphere, South & Central Asia).

• Functional Mission Centers: Focused on transnational issues (e.g., Counterterrorism,
Counterproliferation, Counterintelligence, Global Issues).

This overlay creates the matrix. An analyst covering Uzbekistan sits in the South & Central Asia Mission

Center, working alongside operators and technical experts. Simultaneously, functional analysts from the

Counterterrorism or Counterproliferation Mission Centers can "cut across" to contribute their expertise to the

Uzbekistan file. The design aims to solve the "known organizational design issue" of separating analysis and

operations by forcing them to collaborate within these centers.

Data Scaffolding: The "File" Concept

The user’s mental model of a "current file on Uzbekistan" is correct in substance but needs refinement in

form. Public sources confirm that analytic units maintain ongoing country and issue "files," but these are not

single, static dossiers or canonical databases.

What is in the File? The file is a body of accumulated all-source reporting and assessments. It fuses

data from multiple disciplines:

• HUMINT: Human intelligence from CIA operations and foreign partners.

• SIGINT: Signals intelligence from the NSA.

• IMINT/GEOINT: Imagery and geospatial intelligence from the NRO and NGA.

• OSINT: Open-source information (media, academic work, commercial data, social media).

• Official Reporting: Diplomatic cables (State Department) and Defense Department reporting.

Where does it live? Specific database names, schemas, and internal taxonomies are classified and not
described in open sources. Therefore, the honest answer is that the "file" exists as distributed holdings
across classified systems, not in a single, user-friendly repository. It is a living knowledge base maintained

by the analysts assigned to that region or issue.

Maintenance and Revision: Doctrine vs. Reality

The most critical part of the user’s question—how inaccurate information is replaced—is governed by a strict

doctrinal scaffold that suffers from an enforcement gap.

The Prescribed Process (Doctrine) The CIA and the broader Intelligence Community operate under

explicit tradecraft standards designed to prevent "layering" (building new analysis on flawed old analysis).

• ICD 203 (Analytic Standards): Mandates that analysts source all significant judgments to specific
reporting.

• Structured Analytic Techniques (SATs): A primer that prescribes methods like Key Assumptions
Checks, Evidence Matrices, and "What If" analysis.
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• The Revision Mandate: When new high-confidence reporting contradicts older judgments, analysts are
required to update products, document changes in confidence levels, and explicitly note when prior
judgments were wrong.

The Enforcement Gap (Reality) While these standards are mandatory, public post-mortems (most notably

the 2002 Iraq WMD estimate) demonstrate that enforcement is uneven. The system relies heavily on

individual analyst diligence and bureaucratic culture rather than automated correction mechanisms.

• Cognitive vs. Organizational Fix: The Mission Center reform targeted the organizational seam (the
distance between analysts and collectors). However, the historic failure mode (Iraq WMD) was cognitive
(confirmation bias, anchoring on stale assumptions). Co-locating an analyst with an operator does not
mechanically force the analyst to re-run a stale assumption.

• No Automated Backward Audit: The rules govern what goes into new products. There is no public
evidence of a system that automatically flags or audits old accumulated holdings to purge obsolete
baselines.

The Result: Baseline Rot Because the cure (tradecraft) is discretionary and the reform (Mission Centers)

targets a different failure mode, the "Uzbekistan file" remains structurally vulnerable to baseline rot.
Inaccurate information is typically corrected in new assessments rather than systematically purged from the

historical record, meaning obsolete assumptions can persist if not actively challenged by a diligent analyst.

Fact-Check Results

Claim Evidence Quality Verdict Notes

CIA structure is a
matrix/overlay of DA and
Mission Centers

PRIMARY_SOURCE ✓ Verified Verified Facts state
directorates "join forces
under the umbrella of
Mission Centers."

Mission Centers overlay,
not replace, directorates

PRIMARY_SOURCE ✓ Verified Facts confirm Mission
Centers are organized
around problem sets
"rather than just classic
'desks'."

"Desk" is colloquial, not
a formal public
taxonomy

PRIMARY_SOURCE ✓ Verified Facts state open sources
"do not list a formal public
'Asia Desk/EMEA Desk'
structure."

Files are distributed
bodies of all-source
reporting

PRIMARY_SOURCE ✓ Verified Facts describe files as
"bodies of accumulated
all-source reporting and
assessments."

Sources include
HUMINT, SIGINT, IMINT,
OSINT, Diplomatic, DoD

PRIMARY_SOURCE ✓ Verified Facts explicitly list these
sources.
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Claim Evidence Quality Verdict Notes

Revision is governed by
ICD 203 and Structured
Analytic Techniques

PRIMARY_SOURCE ✓ Verified Facts cite the "Structured
Analytic Techniques
primer" and "IC tradecraft
guidance."

Specific database
schemas/UI features are
classified

PRIMARY_SOURCE ✓ Verified Facts state "specific
database names,
schemas, and internal
taxonomies... are
classified."

"Glaring warning"
system for discredited
reports

UNATTRIBUTED ✗ Incorrect This claim (made by some
advocates) was
demolished as fabrication.

Mission Centers
"abandon" or "replace"
the desk model

UNATTRIBUTED ✗ Incorrect Facts support "overlay"
and "integration," not
abandonment.

How We Got Here

Scorecard

Judge Claude
Opus 4.8

GPT-5 DeepSeek
V4 Pro

Magistral
Medium

Grok 4 Gemini
3.1 Pro

Winner

DeepCogit
o v2.1
671B

ADOPT REJECT REJECT REJECT REJECT REJECT Claude
Opus 4.8

GPT-OSS
120B

ADOPT REJECT REJECT REJECT REJECT REJECT Claude
Opus 4.8

Mistral
Large 3

ADOPT REJECT REJECT REJECT REJECT REJECT Claude
Opus 4.8

Zhipu
GLM-5.1

ADOPT REJECT REJECT REJECT REJECT REJECT Claude
Opus 4.8

Zhipu
GLM-4.7

ADOPT REJECT REJECT REJECT REJECT REJECT Claude
Opus 4.8
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Convergence Assessment

The convergence was epistemic (evidence-driven). Every major position shift—from "replaced" to "overlay,"

from "singular database" to "distributed bodies," from "automated warnings" to "prescribed tradecraft"—was

triggered by specific challenges citing the verified facts or pointing out the lack of evidence for classified

details. There was no evidence of models simply agreeing with each other to reduce conflict; in fact, the most

aggressive challenges came from models attacking the fabrications of their peers (e.g., Claude Opus 4.8 vs.

GPT-5).

Closing Statements

Claude Opus 4.8 My final position is that the CIA's analytical organization is a partial matrix—the

Directorate of Analysis is the all-source analytic home, organized by region/country and function, with

Mission Centers overlaid (not replacing) the directorates to integrate analysis with collection.

Country/issue knowledge exists as distributed, continuously-updated bodies of all-source reporting
and assessments with classified storage architecture. Revision is governed by publicly-documented
tradecraft (ICD 203, SATs) that prescribes source-traceability and documented updating but is
unevenly enforced and has demonstrably failed (Iraq WMD)—and, as newly specified, fails because the
reforms target the organizational seam while the failure mode is cognitive, leaving the baseline-rot
vulnerability structurally open.

Gemini 3.1 Pro The fundamental reality of the Central Intelligence Agency’s analytical architecture is that it

exists as a sustained tension between a rigorous doctrinal blueprint and the friction of human execution. My

final position is that the CIA operates on a hybrid matrix taxonomy designed specifically to break down the

very "regional desk vs. horizontal specialist" dichotomy the prompt assumes... The ultimate answer to how

the CIA maintains and corrects its intelligence is that it utilizes an incredibly sophisticated set of

epistemological rules that are constantly battling the bureaucratic and psychological realities of the humans

tasked with wielding them.

Grok 4 The decisive refinement is that this architecture is prescriptive rather than demonstrably remedial.

The verified facts establish only that the techniques are mandated and that analysts are instructed to revise

judgments when new high-confidence reporting contradicts earlier assessments. They do not establish that

these rules reliably prevent the layering of outdated baselines... Country files therefore remain structurally

exposed to the same vulnerabilities of incomplete updating and unexamined assumptions that have recurred

in the past.

GPT-5 I now hold a narrower but stronger view: CIA analysis is best understood as a partial matrix. The

Directorate of Analysis (DA) is the Agency’s all■source analytic arm, organized internally along

regional/country lines and functional issues, and its analysts “join forces” with counterparts from the other

directorates under Mission Centers... Specific system names, schemas, repositories, or workflow tooling for

something like “the Uzbekistan file” are classified and cannot be asserted from open sources.

DeepSeek V4 Pro The CIA's analytical organization operates not as a simple geographic desk structure but

as a matrixed taxonomy where Mission Centers overlay five Directorates, with analysts organized by

region, country, and functional expertise simultaneously. The "file" on Uzbekistan (or any nation) is a

continuously updated body of all-source reporting and structured analytic judgments—a living epistemic

artifact, not a static database entry... The theory is clear: when new intelligence contradicts an existing

judgment, formal tradecraft requires updating the analytic line, documenting the change, and preserving the
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revision history so that downstream consumers can see how assessments evolved.

Magistral Medium The CIA's analytical organization is structured around a dual framework that integrates

the Directorate of Analysis (DA) with Mission Centers. The DA serves as the primary analytical arm of the

CIA, with analysts organized by region or country... Country files, such as the one on Uzbekistan, are

maintained as ongoing bodies of accumulated all-source reporting and assessments. These files are

continually updated as new intelligence arrives, ensuring that the information remains current and relevant.

Reality Checks

Claim Challenge Result

Gemini 3.1 Pro: The database is
designed to tag discredited
reporting with a "glaring warning."

Claude Opus 4.8: Cited the verified
facts stating database schemas are
classified and demanded a public
source for this specific UI feature.

Full Concession. Gemini 3.1 Pro
admitted this was an invented
technical claim and retracted it
entirely.

GPT-5: Country files contain 14
specific sections (e.g., "indicators
board," "evidence ledger").

Claude Opus 4.8: Challenged
GPT-5 to source these specific
headings against the public record,
which only mentions "bodies of
accumulated reporting."

Full Concession. GPT-5 withdrew
the detailed schema, acknowledging
it was illustrative fabrication.

DeepSeek V4 Pro: Mission
Centers "replaced" the older desk
model.

Claude Opus 4.8 & Grok 4: Pointed
to the verified facts stating
directorates "join forces under the
umbrella," implying overlay, not
replacement.

Revision. DeepSeek V4 Pro
conceded "replaced" was incorrect
and adopted the "overlay"
terminology.

Magistral Medium: The DA is
"organized around" Mission
Centers.

Claude Opus 4.8: Argued this
phrasing implied Mission Centers
were the structural spine, whereas
facts show directorates retain
authority.

Revision. Magistral Medium revised
to say analysts work within Mission
Centers while the DA maintains its
own structure.

Next Steps

Next Step Why It Matters Confidence

How are regional and functional
analysts technically integrated in
classified systems?

The user asked about data
scaffolding, but the specific technical
integration mechanisms (databases,
workflows) are the classified ceiling
of the answer.

Low (Classified)
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Next Step Why It Matters Confidence

Do Mission Centers actually
mitigate cognitive biases in
practice?

The structural reform (Mission
Centers) targets organizational
seams, but the failure mode (Iraq
WMD) was cognitive. Public
evidence on whether the structure
fixes the cognition is lacking.

Medium (Theoretically plausible but
unproven)

How are "watch items" or
"indicators" systematically
tracked in country files?

The facts mention "leading
indicators," but no public source
describes how these are automated
or audited in classified systems.

Low (Classified)
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Dissenting Opinions

No dissenting opinions were filed in this session.
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Glossary

Term Definition

All-Source Analysis The intelligence discipline of fusing data from all collection methods—HUMINT,
SIGINT, IMINT, OSINT, etc.—into a single assessment.

Baseline Rot The analytic failure mode where obsolete assumptions or incorrect judgments
persist in an organization's memory because they are not actively challenged or
revised by new information.

Counterproliferation A functional intelligence topic focused on stopping the spread of weapons of mass
destruction (WMD) and their delivery systems.

Directorate of Analysis (DA) The CIA's all-source analytical arm, responsible for producing current intelligence,
longer-term analysis, and National Intelligence Estimates.

HUMINT Human Intelligence, gathered from human sources (spies, diplomats, foreign
assets).

ICD 203 Intelligence Community Directive 203, the mandatory standards for analytic
tradecraft, including sourcing, confidence levels, and objectivity.

IMINT Imagery Intelligence, derived from satellite, aerial, or ground-based imagery.

Mission Centers CIA organizational hubs (e.g., Near East, Counterterrorism) that integrate analysts,
operators, and technologists to focus on specific regional or transnational problem
sets.

OSINT Open-Source Intelligence, gathered from publicly available media, academic work,
commercial data, and social media.

SIGINT Signals Intelligence, gathered from intercepted electronic communications and
signals.

Structured Analytic
Techniques (SATs)

A set of tradecraft methods (e.g., Key Assumptions Check, Analysis of Competing
Hypotheses) mandated to improve analytic rigor and avoid cognitive bias.
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How The Conclave Works

The Conclave is a structured multi-model deliberation system. Instead of asking one AI model a question and

trusting its answer, the Conclave convenes a panel of independent models, forces them to argue, and

subjects their conclusions to judicial review. The process is adversarial by design — consensus must be

earned through evidence, not assumed through agreement.

Advocates are independent AI models (e.g., Claude, GPT-5, Gemini, DeepSeek) that each receive the

same question and produce a sealed submission without seeing each other's work. Each submission must

include a falsifiable hypothesis, tagged evidence with reasoning type (deductive/inductive/abductive),

provenance labels for any frameworks cited, and an honest self-assessment.

Challenges follow submissions. Each advocate reads all other submissions and directly attacks weak points

— not polite reviews, but pointed cross-examination. They must identify the single factual crux that would

settle each disagreement.

Debate Rounds (1–7 depending on depth) force advocates to defend, concede, or revise their positions

under pressure. The system tracks position stability across rounds to detect sycophantic drift — when

models change their stance to agree with others without citing new evidence.

Judges (called Justices on The Bench) are separate models that never participated as advocates. They

evaluate the full record: submissions, challenges, and debate transcripts. They fact-check claims, audit

framework provenance, assess whether convergence was epistemic (evidence-driven) or affective (social

pressure), and render a verdict: ACCEPT one position, SYNTHESIZE the best elements, or REMAND for

further debate.

Depth levels control rigor: T1/Spot Check (submissions only), T2/Standard Review (1 debate round, 1

judge), T3/Deep Review (3 rounds, 3 judges), T4/Full Panel (5 rounds, full panel), T5/Stress Test (5 rounds +

Fresh Eyes review), T6/Red Team (7 rounds + mid-debate judicial checkpoint).

The system is deterministic code — it cannot be sycophantic. It dispatches prompts, collects responses, and

enforces the adversarial structure. The models argue; the code referees.


