


SA Measurement: Theoretical Issues

Similarity metrics
Different SA measurement methods

Different response modes
Error tracking and correction
Aggregation across SA queries

Different levels of SA queried

Level 1 SA: How many isolated incidents are you aware of?
Response is closed, requiring one piece of simple information
Easily evaluated as correct or incorrect (given ground truth)

Level 2 SA: What is the current tactical situation around the IPs for each
incident?

Response is closed, requiring one piece of simple information
Evaluation requires interpretive judgment

Level 3 SA: What additional assets do you require to conduct a recovery?
Response is open, requiring multiple pieces of information
Evaluation requires interpretive judgment

Mixed SA requirements
Response rate tracking
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Different subsets of
team member pairs

Different versions of
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Response rate tracking

s query a requirement for both individuals?
s query presented to both individuals?

s query responded to by both individuals?




General Discussion

Shared SA is a function of individual SA
Knowledge is hierarchical (e.g. ATC)
Factoring in error reduced the observed
values of shared SA, but made them more
representative

Sometimes difficult to establish ground truth
Predictiveness of factors varies by situation
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