





may find papers discussing the elicitation zmd amalysis of e
pert knowledge e.g. in Larichev (1981), Steeb,& (1984), ranko-
va,& (1984), Bui, T.X.(1987), Klein (1989), et al.

Organizing the expertises

A prineipal distinection exists between knowledge elieitatien
from omly one expert, manager, et al, (DMr: decision maker)
and a group of DMrs. While the former acts voluntarily viz con-
templation, research, analyses, or interviews, the latter act
as indissociable men 'in a joint discoursefconversation medium.
How to form the expert group(s), how to recruite/select the =sin-
gle experts, how many experts are needed, etc. are typical gques-
tions that arise when starting an expertise. e answers heavily
depend on the particular DM ‘:oblem to be resolved, the funds
assigned, the local (country) legislation basis, and, last hut
not least, the specific group technique to be adopted.

Expert analysis

Contrary to decision amalysis theexpert analysis doesn't re-

quire explicit data or evaluation of utili -, value-, and
robability. The lack of sufficient information about the comp-

licated DM prohlem does not allow building and use of atrict

(m: iematical) methods. One must rely in such cases upon subjec-

tive ; lgments, knowledge and experience of the expert(s). Af-

ter a clear definition of the goazl(s) by top DMr(s), a group

outranking technigune for prefermée aggregation, see Bui, T.

X. (1987), exploits the following triple:

* Selrecting the group of experts designated below as Ens,
B=(1,t); t=22. It involves exﬁerienced men-professionalists
in the econcerned DM problenm.

* Generating the set of alternmatives A= {ai } o I=(1,m};
a2, aljs are prespeecified (or fixed) eoherent and mutnally
exclusive, at all, options-variants *“.at munst satisfy help .
achieving the goal. 2, 48-can be cardinal values or ordinal en-
tit

Kjs
the












1. The top DMr entrust the group E with the DM problem. .
nentral mediator Mr may be attached to the group to help it
2. The top DMr gives the statute of E (see Sect. 2).

3. Each Eb should .irive to help structuring the DM prodb.
i,e. specifying A and X, the measurement scales for Kjs, if
essaru, etc. Ebs may interact or not each other.

4, Each Eb should compose the pom (aij )’o; the dpoms are .
stituted automatically via UNIDAS 2. .

5. The metaresultant sequence mR. (analogous to R) is the
al outcome of the collective DM process.

6. Fhs can enter into negotiatiations with other En(s), «
each Eb {or group of them) is apt to act independently. 4 ™
ed-interdependent® DM. behaviour (PBui, T.X., 1987) presuppo:
reuniting of (some) Ebs in one or more homogeneous subgroup
when sper ‘ying K and/or A. With a "sequential-interdepende
DM tebaviour gome Ebs or all will specify their own seis ~
or A, independently from the other Eb(s).

For the time being UNIDAS 2 can operate with a common om
agreement of all Ebs upon the set A (A~coherence). Differen
ways of performing gronp communications can be used wii n -
DSS for to reach a concerned DM information structurization

5. Application Aspects

The potential and :tual applications of __.IDAS 2 are ve:
broad (see e.g. Stanoulov, Pavlov, 1984). This (G)DSS helps
users in management and control, économics, technology, eco:
gy, etc., finance and budgeting, systems analysis and syster
engineering, sccial activities = art and aesthetics, tha
an easy and fast manmer. M ; of the applications up to now
long to technolegy, value analysis, assigning resources, et
time pressing group DM. Special measures can be envisaged i:
~der to aveid or res’ "¢t possible cheating and ma = T .tiom

o
SNTS . >

6., Illugtraticn of Group DM

Sorle years agc the solution of a typical monetary resour’
allocation problem in an acadenic RXD c¢rganization w expe:
mentally done by a test version of TIIDAS: How to share reat

ably and uwaprejudicely, at ' 4t guickly enc s, f7 :d funds
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indicating the availahility and the position(s) of such repeat-
ed a”(s).

In our DM problem & mooled-interdependent behavieur of Ebs
was observed as far as it concermed the set K (set a evidently
is previously fixed). Bowever when making tkheir Jjudgments for
a’_js on K non-concurrently the group membersEbs proceeded sequ-
ential-interdependently in that they wsed 211 or parts of the
set K at their ewn will. So, only one Bk have used all 11 crit-
eria, another one = 10 criteria, three Ebs - 9 ones, other three
Ebs — 8, and one Eb - five criteria. For all Kjs wys are equal.

The time spent for specifying the nine Kjs from the group E
was about 2 h; about 4 h were necessary for obtaining all conc-
erned data in Table I. The avthor played the role of the Mr be-
fore beginning the expertisesession of Ebs. His tutorial tooks
about 30 min. '

Let us depict the pom, dpom and R for ~ 5 in the folliowing ex-
ample: {al = 7, |&| = 8 = {K1,k2,K4,E6-R103, |El= 9 (The GRaDD

version of the decision rule was used).

bea o w3 ¥4 K5 YA ¥7 K8 K9 K10 K11 The asterisk "*" denotes
IR - . 5 B E B .E subsets of equal/equivalent
E * * * c D G ¢ aijS: *(ivj)=(1y1)=BG?

* * D C ¥ ¢ E *(1,2 *(1,4) 7

o E * 0F ¢ #(2,1)=C3, *(2,2)=BCEL,

F F P DD %(2,4)=EF, *#(3,1)=DF,

: G B D H®HF #(3,4)=DG, *{4,7)=6E
; H B & B

(a5 ) sarap=(4* = Dlgapap
‘FH Xz X3 ¥4 K5 X5 E7 K8 K9 K10 K1t The arrows point out the

I» x * B E B B B entries the cut passes acc-
| * >% C D¢ °F C. ross a row.
D C T C H
BE  >C»E>G
\ (A% _
(a; 1) gorapn=(4* = B)ggpanp

The auxiliary matrix for dijs iz as follows(see Sect.3.2):
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