Insight Synthesis

e The Research Pipeline

e The Signal in the Noise

e The Multi-Source Brief




The Research Pipeline

44 One-liner: Build a complete research synthesis pipeline — from question to
evidence-graded conclusions — using structured Al queries and your own critical
judgment.

? Jump in (Tinkerers start here)

Pick a question you genuinely need answered for your work. Not a trivia question — something
where the answer shapes a real decision.

Phase 1 — Define the research question. Send:

44 | need to research this question: [your question]
Help me refine it into a research-ready question by:

1. Breaking it into 3-4 sub-questions that, if answered, would fully address
the main question

2. For each sub-question, identifying what type of evidence would count
as a strong answer (data, expert consensus, case studies, logical
argument, etc.)

3. Flagging any assumptions embedded in the main question that | should
test

Phase 2 — Structured evidence gathering. For each sub-question, run a separate Al query:

44 Research sub-question: [sub-question]
For this query, | want structured evidence:

e Strong evidence: Claims supported by widely documented data,
peer-reviewed research, or established expert consensus




e Moderate evidence: Claims supported by credible case studies,
industry reports, or respected analysis

¢ Weak evidence: Claims based on anecdotes, single examples, logical
inference without data, or common assertions that may not hold up

Classify every claim you make. If you're not sure about the evidence quality, say
so. I'd rather have honest uncertainty than false confidence.

Phase 3 — Contradiction analysis. After running all sub-queries, send this to a fresh session:

44 Here are the findings from my research on [main question]:

Sub-question 1 findings: [paste summary] Sub-question 2 findings: [paste
summary] Sub-question 3 findings: [paste summary]

Analyze the contradictions:

Where do the findings from different sub-questions conflict?

Which conflicts can be resolved by looking at the evidence quality?
Which conflicts are genuine unresolved tensions?

What additional evidence would resolve the remaining tensions?
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Phase 4 — Your synthesis. Write a 500-word research brief yourself (not Al-generated) that
answers your original question. Structure it as:

1. Bottom line: Your answer in 1-2 sentences

2. Key evidence: The 3 strongest pieces of evidence supporting your answer, with evidence
grades

3. Key uncertainty: What you're least confident about and why

4. What would change your mind: 1-2 pieces of evidence that, if found, would reverse
your conclusion

? Plan first (Planners start here)

Here's what you're about to do:

1. Formulate a research question — Choose something decision-relevant. Use Al to
decompose it into sub-questions with defined evidence standards.

2. Gather evidence by sub-question — Run separate queries for each sub-question,
requiring the Al to grade its own evidence quality (strong/moderate/weak).



3. Analyze contradictions — Feed all findings into a fresh session and ask for conflict
analysis. Identify which conflicts are real vs. caused by weak evidence.

4. Write your own synthesis — Produce a 500-word brief that answers the question, cites
evidence with quality grades, and states what would change your mind.

5. Assess the pipeline — Evaluate whether this process produced a meaningfully better
answer than a single Al query would have.

"Done" looks like: A research brief that clearly distinguishes strong from weak evidence,
acknowledges uncertainty, and provides a decision-ready answer with stated confidence.

? Why this matters (Strategists start
here)

This exercise combines the skills from [S-Basic-01 (extracting signal from noise) and IS-

Intermediate-01 (triangulating across perspectives) into a complete research methodology. The

evidence grading system prevents the common failure mode of treating all Al output as equally
reliable. The contradiction analysis surfaces genuinely open questions rather than papering over
them. This pipeline is directly applicable to due diligence, competitive intelligence, policy analysis,
and any context where the cost of being wrong is high and the question is too complex for a single

query.

Reflection

e Did the evidence grading change which findings you trusted? Were you surprised by what
was classified as "weak"?

e How did the contradiction analysis change your initial view?

e Was the 500-word synthesis harder or easier than expected? What was the hardest part —
compression, confidence, or acknowledging uncertainty?

e [[] Teach this pipeline to a colleague and have them run it on a different question.
Compare how you each handle the "what would change your mind" step — that reveals
different attitudes toward uncertainty. (Social Learners)

?? Level up

You've reached the advanced level for Insight Synthesis. From here, consider:


https://books.informationgeek.org/exercises/insight-synthesis/is-basic-01
https://books.informationgeek.org/exercises/insight-synthesis/is-intermediate-01
https://books.informationgeek.org/exercises/insight-synthesis/is-intermediate-01

e Using this pipeline for a real decision and tracking whether your evidence-graded
conclusion held up

e Combining this with AC-Advanced-01 to delegate different research phases to different

agent roles
e Teaching this method to a colleague and seeing how they adapt it

Back to Insight Synthesis



https://books.informationgeek.org/exercises/agent-collaboration/ac-advanced-01
https://books.informationgeek.org/pillars/insight-synthesis

The Signal in the Noise

44 One-liner: Turn a messy Al brainstorm into a structured, actionable insight —
learning to extract what matters and discard what doesn't.

? Jump in (Tinkerers start here)

Pick a topic you're genuinely curious about or working on. It could be a business challenge, a
learning goal, or a decision you need to make.

Step 1 — Generate the mess. Send this prompt to any Al:
44 Brainstorm 15-20 ideas about [your topic]. Don't filter or organize — just

generate as many ideas as possible, even contradictory or half-formed ones.
Number each idea.

Step 2 — Extract the signal. Now send this follow-up:

44 Look at the brainstorm you just generated. Identify:

1. The top 3 ideas that are most actionable within the next week

2. The 1 idea that's most surprising or non-obvious

3. The 2 ideas that contradict each other — and what the tension
between them reveals

4. The pattern — what theme or assumption connects most of these
ideas?

For each, explain your reasoning in one sentence.

Step 3 — Challenge the synthesis. Send this:



Now tell me what's missing from this brainstorm. What obvious angle or
perspective did you fail to include? Add 3 ideas that fill that gap.

Read the final output. You started with noise; you now have structured insight. The skill here isn't
prompting — it's knowing what questions to ask after the Al generates raw material.

? Plan first (Planners start here)

Here's what you're about to do:

1. Choose a topic — Something you care about. The exercise works best with real
problems, not hypotheticals.

2. Generate raw material — Ask Al for a large, unfiltered brainstorm (15-20 ideas). The
messier the better — that's the point.

3. Apply a synthesis framework — Use the structured follow-up prompt to force the Al to
categorize, rank, and find patterns in its own output.

4. ldentify gaps — Ask the Al what it missed, then evaluate whether the gap-filling ideas
actually change your understanding.

5. Capture your insight — Write a single sentence summarizing what you learned that you
didn't know before.

"Done" looks like: You have 3 actionable ideas, 1 non-obvious insight, a clear tension to think
about, and a unifying pattern — extracted from a wall of brainstorm text.

? Why this matters (Strategists start
here)

Al is excellent at generating volume but mediocre at distinguishing signal from noise — that's still a
human skill. This exercise builds your ability to use Al as a thinking amplifier rather than an
answer machine. The synthesis framework (rank, surprise, contradict, pattern) is reusable: apply it
to research outputs, meeting notes, customer feedback analysis, or any situation where you need
to extract meaning from quantity. At the intermediate level, you'll synthesize across multiple Al
outputs; this exercise builds the foundation.

Reflection



e Did the Al's ranking match your instinct? Where did you disagree, and what does that tell
you about the Al's priorities vs. yours?

e Was the "gap" the Al identified actually a meaningful blind spot, or was it filler?

e Would you use this brainstorm-then-synthesize pattern again? For what kinds of problems
does it work best?

e [T1Run the same brainstorm prompt with a colleague present. Compare which ideas you
each gravitate toward — the difference reveals your respective assumptions. (Social
Learners)

?? Level up

Ready for more? Try IS-Intermediate-01 — where you'll synthesize across multiple Al sessions to
build a more complete picture.

Back to Insight Synthesis



https://books.informationgeek.org/exercises/insight-synthesis/is-intermediate-01
https://books.informationgeek.org/pillars/insight-synthesis

The Multi-Source Brief

44 One-liner: Synthesize outputs from three separate Al queries into a single
coherent analysis — building the skill of triangulating Al perspectives.

? Jump in (Tinkerers start here)

Pick a question or topic you need to actually understand — a market trend, a technology choice, a
strategic decision, a complex issue in your field.

Run three separate queries in three different Al sessions (or clear context between each). Each
query approaches the same topic from a different angle:

Query 1 — The Optimist:
44 Analyze [your topic] from the most optimistic perspective. What's the

strongest case that this will succeed/matter/grow? Cite specific evidence, trends,
and examples. Be persuasive, not balanced.

Query 2 — The Skeptic:

44 Analyze [your topic] from a skeptical perspective. What's the strongest case
that this is overhyped, risky, or likely to fail? Cite specific evidence,
counterexamples, and historical parallels where similar things didn't pan out. Be
rigorous, not cynical.

Query 3 — The Analyst:

44 Analyze [your topic] by identifying the 3-5 key variables that will determine the
outcome. Don't argue for or against — map the decision space. For each
variable, describe what would need to be true for a positive outcome vs. a
negative one. Include what we don't yet know.




Now synthesize. Open a fresh document (not an Al chat). Write a 250-word brief that answers:

1. What do all three perspectives agree on? (This is likely true.)

2. Where do the Optimist and Skeptic directly contradict each other? (This is where
the real uncertainty lives.)

3. Which of the Analyst's key variables would resolve the contradiction? (This is
what you need to investigate.)

4. Your take — Given all three inputs, what's your position and what would change your
mind?

The brief should be something you'd share with a colleague or decision-maker. No Al jargon, no
meta-commentary about the process.

? Plan first (Planners start here)

Here's what you're about to do:

1. Choose a topic — Pick something with genuine uncertainty. If the answer is obvious, the
exercise won't stretch you. Good candidates: emerging trends, strategic choices,
technology bets, or contested ideas in your field.

2. Run three separate Al sessions — Optimist, Skeptic, and Analyst. Use fresh contexts
(new chats or cleared conversations) so each query isn't influenced by the others.

3. Read all three outputs — Don't start synthesizing until you've read all three. Notice
your own bias — which perspective did you instinctively agree with?

4. Write the synthesis yourself — This is the critical step. Don't ask Al to synthesize for
you. The skill you're building is your ability to integrate contradictory information.

5. Distill to 250 words — Force compression. A good brief is one where every sentence
earns its place.

"Done" looks like: A 250-word brief you'd be comfortable sharing with a colleague, built from

three distinct Al perspectives, with a clear statement of what you believe and what would change
your mind.

? Why this matters (Strategists start
here)

In IS-Basic-01, you extracted insights from a single Al output. Here, you're building a fundamentally
harder skill: triangulating across multiple Al perspectives to form your own judgment. This
is exactly what senior decision-makers do with human advisors — they don't take any single


https://books.informationgeek.org/exercises/insight-synthesis/is-basic-01

perspective at face value. The discipline of writing the synthesis yourself (rather than asking Al to
do it) ensures you're developing the judgment, not outsourcing it. This skill directly applies to
research, due diligence, competitive analysis, and any situation where multiple data sources tell
different stories.

Reflection

Which perspective (Optimist, Skeptic, Analyst) was most useful? Which felt like filler?
Did writing the synthesis yourself change your view compared to where you started? At
what point in the writing did it shift?

Would you share this brief with a decision-maker? If not, what's missing?

(1] Share your 250-word brief with someone who knows the topic. Ask them what they'd
challenge — their pushback will tell you where your synthesis was weakest. (Social
Learners)

?? Level up

Ready for more? Try IS-Advanced-01 — where you'll build a full research synthesis pipeline with

structured evidence evaluation.

Back to Insight Synthesis



https://books.informationgeek.org/exercises/insight-synthesis/is-advanced-01
https://books.informationgeek.org/pillars/insight-synthesis

