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Authors’ preface to the third edition

In 1996, when we drafted our authors’ preface to the second edition of this book, we would
have been very surprised by any suggestion that we might find ourselves again invited to come
together to produce a third edition in the early years of the twenty-first century.

We are, of course, delighted that interest in the strategic choice approach and its applications
has continued to grow, spreading to new parts of the world and new generations as fresh areas
of application continue to emerge. So we welcome the opportunity to add some new content,
and to review the way in which we had presented our concepts and methods in earlier editions.
Both of us have now passed normal retiring age, and have started to limit our commitments
accordingly. So the question arose: were we ourselves necessarily the ones who should be
writing about these new developments? Or should we now invite others to join us in presenting
the learning points arising from their recent experiences, and speculating about what further
developments the next few decades will bring?

CONTRIBUTIONS FROM OTHERS

Finally we agreed to invite several of our more recent associates, and also some whom we have
known for many years, to make short contributions to a new chapter, entitled Learning from
Others. Fifteen contributions in all are brought together in our new Chapter 13. They present
the views of twenty-one authors and co-authors, about half of them from our own country and
half from other parts of the world. Among the key points that come through are the following:

« It is both possible and worthwhile to be inventive in combining the methods presented in
this book with complementary methods of interactive working from other toolboxes — and to
reflect deeply on the outcomes so that lessons from these experiences can be widely shared;

« The guidelines to the management of extensive projects offered in Chapter 11 offer new
and practical solutions to the development of agreed positions in important fields of national
and indeed trans-national policy. This has been demonstrated not least in the important and
complex domain of environmental policy, which different stakeholders tend to approach from
opposing and sometimes deeply entrenched positions;

« In parallel, the potential has now been widely demonstrated for introducing the principles
and methods of the Strategic Choice Approach quickly and informally into more informal and
localised arenas of decision-making such as community development, urban regeneration
and rural capacity-building, where manifold external policy influences can impinge in intricate
and unpredictable ways;

« It is a matter for celebration rather than concern that several people who have found the
Strategic Choice Approach helpful in their own worlds of decision-making have introduced
interpretations and transformations of their own, to increase its acceptability in the various
decision-making cultures in which they work.
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Authors’ preface to the third edition

OTHER CHANGES

To pave the way for the new multi-authored Chapter 13, we have made some adaptations
to the coverage of the two newer Chapters 10 and 11 that we added in our second edition.
Chapter 10 reflects the experiences of John Friend in developing software to support strategic
choice since the first edition appeared, while Chapter 11 reflects Allen Hickling's experiences in
adapting the approach to the management of extensive projects. Also, we have inserted a linking
chapter — Chapter 12 — in which we take stock of the variety of changes in presentation and
terminology that have been introduced by other people — and sometimes by ourselves. Each
chapter from 11 onwards begins with a synopsis in bold typeface, to highlight its contribution
to this edition.

After the introduction of the twenty-one new voices in Chapter 13, we return in our closing
Chapter 14 to look afresh at the developmental challenge that was posed in the final chapter of
our second edition — recognising that the world around us continues to change in ways to which
we and our successors must learn to fashion responses in practical yet creative ways.

In general, the additions in this new edition have been more concerned with developments
in practice than in theory. Co-incidentally, however, the international journal Planning Theory
is publishing a special issue (Volume 3, No. 3, November 2004; Mandelbaum, ed.) just as our
new edition appears, in which four sets of invited contributors from Europe and North America
present appreciations of the contributions of our work to the development of planning theory.
All these papers emphasise our uniquely close link with planning practice, and the issue ends
with an invited response from John Friend.

A COMPANION WEBSITE

Advances in technology, since our second edition appeared, now offer a new solution to the
familiar challenge of keeping the content of any book such as this one up to date. The companion
website that our publishers have made available for Planning under Pressure has been designed
not only for use by students, but also as a forum in which a broader dialogue with users, research-
ers and consultants can be allowed to develop in a flexible, spontaneous and sustainable way.
We shall have to see how this new channel develops; all we can do now is to do our best to give
it a flying start. The web reference is http://books.elsevier.com/companions/0750663731.

A NEW FOREWORD

We could think of nobody more appropriate to invite to write a short foreword for this third
edition than Arnold de Jong, our long-standing Dutch associate who has worked alongside us on
many assignments in Europe and who, through his extensive facilitation practice, has demon-
strated repeatedly how the skills and methods presented in this book can generate additional
confidence and wider support for important development decisions at local, regional, national
and international levels. Our hope is that his example will be followed by many talented and
inventive younger people as our new twenty-first century unfolds.

John Friend
Allen Hickling
April 2004
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Foreword to the third edition

Throughout my 45-year working life, which spanned successive careers as an agricultural engin-
eer, a corporate information manager, a senior local politician and a decision process consult-
ant, | have had an ever-increasing concern for interactive participation processes. In spite of
widespread criticism that they are not effective, it has always been my belief — backed by my
experience — that, skilfully managed and facilitated, the opposite is true.

Over my last two decades as a consultant, facilitator and trainer, Strategic Choice has played
a central and indeed a guiding role. So | can confirm from long experience that not only does
it offer a fresh and relevant approach to complex management and planning tasks in theory; it
also delivers in practice. It does so at many levels from that of enhancing democratic action in
local communities to that of consensual policy development in the European Union. It has no
parallel in building agreement between seemingly opposed stakeholder groups across national
and disciplinary frontiers, and across those between the government, business and voluntary
sectors. In the mid-1970s, | was becoming drawn into the intricacies of local politics from my
position as Alderman of the municipality of Arnhem in The Netherlands, with the portfolio of
Town Planning and Urban Renewal. Issues of participation and democratic process in planning
were then coming strongly to the fore, and we were looking for new ideas to help us turn them
into reality. In 1976, | led a visiting team from Arnhem on a visit to the offices of the Institute for
Operational Research in Coventry, having heard of their innovatory approach and the influence
it was starting to have on public planning in the UK.

This first meeting with John Friend and his colleagues of the 'lOR School’ was to mark a
turning point in my professional career. Then, from 1980, through the 1980s and 1990s, | had the
privilege of working closely with Allen Hickling. We became immersed, jointly and separately, in
a succession of demanding projects to tackle daunting issues of environmental, economic and
social policy, in each case working interactively with as many of the stakeholders as possible.
Evidence of what has now been achieved will be found scattered throughout the pages of this
book. In particular it will be found in the new Chapter 13 which brings together contributions from
people in many countries who have recently been extending the frontiers of Strategic Choice in
new and promising directions. From my twenty-first century retirement home in Athens, | look
back on more than two decades in which the philosophy and methods of the Strategic Choice
approach have provided the central thread of my consulting career, helping to turn the ideals of
democratic planning into reality.

Planning under Pressure is not a theoretical study. From my 20 years working as a facilitator
using the concepts of strategic choice, | can witness to the practical value of this book. The fact
that it now appears in a third edition, with many new contributions, holds much promise for the
decades ahead.

Arnold de Jong
Decision Process Consultant and Facilitator
April 2004






Authors’ preface to the second edition

NEW DIRECTIONS

Our original intention had been to keep our preface to this new edition short. For the first edition
included an invited foreword and a lengthy preface, both of which we wished to retain; and, in
the reader’s interest, we wished to avoid a surfeit of introductory material. Yet, once we came
to draft the additional chapters for this edition, we recognised that there were many things we
wished to say which fitted better here in a new preface than in the body of the book.

Over the decade since our first edition went to press, both of us have been developing the
ideas presented in Planning under Pressure in new directions, while continuing to work as
independent consultants with different clienteles. So, inevitably, there have been divergences
in the directions in which the two of us have been moving. Yet, whenever we meet to compare
experiences, we discover intriguing opportunities for synthesis and it is these that have guided
us in drafting the additional chapters for this edition.

In brief, we have agreed that we need make only minor changes in the first nine chapters.
However, it was clear to us that the final Chapter 10 of our first edition, concerned with horizons
for future development as we saw them in the mid-1980s, had now become quite out of date.
What we have therefore done is to replace that chapter by three new chapters which, taken
together, reflect our experiences over the last decade, and the consequent shifts in our view of
opportunities for future development.

The new Chapter 10— The electronic resource —discusses what we have learnt from our recent
experiences in developing computer software for strategic choice, and in introducing this as an
additional resource both for decision-makers and for teachers and students of management and
planning.

Then the new Chapter 11 — Extensions in process management — reviews a complementary
set of experiences in adapting the participatory style of planning discussed in Chapter 9 to ever
more demanding challenges; challenges in which the groups involved have tended to become
larger and more diverse, in terms of both their cultural backgrounds and the interests which
they represent. Here, the concern has been to develop practical ways of helping people to work
creatively with each other, as much as with the complexities of the issues that they face.

In the new Chapter 12 — The developmental challenge — we stand back and review the wider
implications of these two directions of development — one leading towards smaller-scale explor-
ations using more tightly structured problem-centred methods, the other towards larger-scale
interactions using more loosely structured people-focused methods. How widely, we ask, should
the boundaries of the strategic choice approach, as presented in this book, now be drawn? And
how does our approach relate to other recent developments in decision support and participatory
planning throughout the world?
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OUR CONTRASTING EXPERIENCES

Chapter 10 is based largely on the experiences of John Friend over the last decade, while
Chapter 11 is based largely on those of Allen Hickling. It does not seem appropriate for us to
dwell on issues of historical development in those two chapters themselves, so it is important
that we should say at least a little here in this preface about the principal influences at work.

For John Friend, the development of computer software for strategic choice has been a major
programmatic concern since this was identified as a priority in the final chapter of our first
edition. Meanwhile, he has continued to be involved — more intermittently than Allen Hickling —
in various facilitation and consultancy projects in which the computer has played little or no role.
The decision to start developing software for strategic choice was triggered in 1987 when John
Friend found that he shared this interest with his former Tavistock colleague John Stringer, then
living not far away, and they worked together on this in the early stages. The development work
has subsequently been sustained through close collaboration between John Friend and his son
Dave, working for him in a software development role.

Originally, the software — which has been named Strategic Adviser, or STRAD for short —
was seen as primarily a means of making the philosophy of the strategic choice approach more
accessible to individuals and to small informal meetings, where the organisational arrangements
involved in setting up a workshop with expert facilitation cannot readily be justified. However, the
software development project has also turned out to have wider implications for the development
of the strategic choice approach.

On the one hand, it has led to some significant extensions and refinements of the specific
problem structuring methods introduced in this book; on the other hand, it has helped to spread
awareness of the strategic choice approach within other domains of policy in which we ourselves
had had little direct facilitation experience at the time when our first edition appeared — not least,
within the domains of industry and commerce, as opposed to the world of public policy.

While Allen Hickling’s work as a facilitator has also taken him into a diverse range of contexts,
the main thrust of his work has been the development and co-ordination of major programmes of
work in important fields of environmental policy, in local, national and —increasingly —international
settings. These programmes had their roots in his earlier work in facilitating policy-making in
the Netherlands in such areas as management of toxic wastes, estuarial pollution and transport
and storage of hazardous petrochemical feedstocks — work which is reflected in several of the
illustrations from practice that appear in Chapters 5, 6, 7 and 8.

Since the publication of our first edition, this programmatic interest has led him first into
process management roles in the shaping of the first National Environmental Policy Plan for
the Netherlands, then into an ambitious programme of projects in which representatives of
government, industry and community interests from different nations of the European Union
have come together to harmonise their policies for various types of environmentally sensitive
waste. These experiences have in turn led to work with a similar orientation in the Baltic states
and other eastern European countries.

Meanwhile, in Britain, a developing relationship with the Environment Council — a national
organisation concerned with promotion of environmental awareness and co-operation — has
drawn Hickling into facilitation and mediation roles in the management of more acute issues of
environmental conflict resolution, in which the stakeholders often set out from deeply opposed
positions. In the process, he has worked alongside other consultants with expertise in such
fields as negotiation, mediation and consensus-building.
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EXPANDING NETWORKS

Over the last decade, the range of people who have become exposed to the principles and
methods of the strategic choice approach has been expanding in several directions. This has
come about not only through direct collaboration with one or other of us in project work but also
through publications — and significantly through the publication of the first edition of this book.
We find it particularly encouraging when we come across consultants, planners, managers and
academics with whom we, as authors, have had little or no personal contact, yet who have
developed enough interest in the methods, and enough confidence in their ability to use them,
to start applying them to situations in their own contexts without any reference to ourselves.
The result is that, in our extended Guide to further reading,’ we are able to point to a number
of published applications of strategic choice methods by other people working in such varied
fields as third world development, local community action and information systems strategy in
commercial enterprises.

Although some of their accounts are tantalisingly brief, others are more extensive. Taken
together, they indicate not only that strategic choice methods have now been successfully used
in a growing range of contexts —but also, significantly, that many users have sought to explore the
scope for combining them with other approaches to participatory planning or problem structuring
that have already demonstrated their value in their respective fields.

In discussing this trend towards synthesis with the work of others, our new concluding chapter
speculates about the potential for recognising a new generic field of developmental decision sci-
ence, differing in its orientation from the broad field of systems science with its various schools —
but potentially of comparable significance for coping with complexity in human affairs. This
leads to a review of future prospects and opportunities in terms of eight interlocking themes —
research, methodology, facilitation, communication, technology, sponsorship, application and
education. Among the opportunities we review here is that of developing computer software
for use in what is sometimes called a ‘groupware environment’ — with use of the fast-expanding
capabilities of the Internet to overcome constraints of space and time. Although much of the
initial momentum here has so far been technology-driven, the scope is now becoming clear for
introducing a more process-oriented approach.

Our concluding review leads us — as in the concluding section of our first edition — to the
educational challenge, now seen as part of a broader developmental challenge. How can learning
of the type presented in our book be made as accessible as possible to new generations of
decision-makers, so that they can build on it in their own ways? Here, both of us can draw on
recent training experiences of our own —in the case of Hickling, in running facilitation courses for
the Environment Council and other clients, and in the case of Friend in contributing to courses
in the management of sustainable development, in his capacity as honorary professor with the
Centre for Development Planning Studies at the University of Sheffield.

We both recognise the scale of the longer-term challenge for facilitation skills are not easy to
develop in students whose life experience is so far limited; yet academic staff will only be able to
help develop such skills to the extent that they can draw upon a reservoir of first-hand facilitation
experience in their own cultural context. We are aware of scattered successes in meeting this
kind of challenge in many parts of the world. One of our wider aspirations is to help in building a
broader cross-cultural momentum in this direction — not only through this book but also through
an intensifying web of collaborative projects covering research, development and exchange of
experiences on a global scale.

1 Now transferred to the companion Planning under Pressure website.
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The authors’ preface to our first edition — reprinted here — contains a long list of acknowledge-
ments to people from whom we had drawn inspiration at that time. We could now extend that
list considerably. However, we shall refrain from doing so here, because many of the newer
names will be found in our revised Guide to further reading or in our expanded section on Points
of contact.?

If the last 10 years provide any guide, we can look forward to a continuing expansion and
diversification of these global networks, through electronic and other channels, into the start of
the new millennium and well beyond.

John Friend
Allen Hickling
1996

2 Both now on the companion Planning under Pressure website.
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HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE

Twelve years have passed between the conception and completion of this book. For a book con-
cerned with Planning under Pressure, that may seem a surprisingly long time. But the 12 years
of gestation have seen much in the way of development both in the practice and the theory
of the general approach to planning about which we write. Over this period, we have found
ourselves collaborating with users in many kinds of organisations, public and private, throughout
the world. So several thousands of managers, planners and policy-makers have now become
exposed to the strategic choice approach; and there are hundreds of these who have played
a part alongside us in its development. There have been many interim publications too; some
of them reporting on particular research and application projects, others emanating from train-
ing programmes designed to introduce the essentials of the approach to prospective users in
particular countries.

The origins of the approach —and of this book —are to be found in the work of IOR —the Institute
for Operational Research. IOR was formed in 1963, as a unit of the Tavistock Institute of Human
Relations in London, as the result of a joint initiative on the part of the Councils of the Tavistock
Institute and the national Operational Research Society. Its dual aims were to extend the realm
of application of operational research towards broader policy issues, and to build stronger links
between OR and the social sciences. These are aims that have remained to the fore through
many subsequent organisational changes, with the impetus now being maintained through an
extensive network of individuals and groups in several parts of the world.

The first book on the strategic choice approach was published in 1969 (Friend and Jessop,
1969/77), followed tragically soon by the death of its co-author Neil Jessop, the first director
of IOR. The first experimental applications of the approach to practical planning problems were
conducted in 1970, in collaboration with six teams of British local government officers; and
the first training courses for managers were launched in 1971 at a Coventry hotel. Many other
colleagues from the IOR Coventry and London offices had become involved in these early exper-
iences. Then, in 1973 we were also joined in Coventry by Ray Bunker — the contributor of our
foreword — who was revisiting the county of his birth on sabbatical leave from the University of
Sydney in Australia. As a professional planner, he readily agreed to make it his task to visit as
many as possible of the planners and other professionals who had taken part in our experiment
in application 3 years earlier, in order to discover what influence, if any, the experience had had
on the organisations and individuals taking part.

At that stage, it appeared that the impact on individuals had been generally more substantial
than that on organisations. But the extent of that impact was both variable and elusive; and if
dissemination was to proceed further, an obvious next aim was for us to produce a readable,
accessible ‘how to do it guide to the approach. So, the understanding at the end of 1973 was
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that the three of us would work on this task together. Soon, however, the time came for Bunker
to return to Australia — sailing by the long sea route, with prospects of plenty of writing time on
the voyage. Then time scales became extended and, gradually, the idea of Bunker remaining
a co-author became a less practical one — to be replaced by the idea of his providing some
introductory remarks from his varied experiences as planning practitioner, consultant, teacher
and researcher. Meanwhile, another prospective co-author had emerged: Alan Sutton, an IOR
colleague who became closely involved with the two of us in developing training programmes
in Canada, and subsequently in a major government-financed project in Britain to apply strategic
choice methods to the exploration of policy alternatives in County Council Structure Plans. But
then Sutton too receded as a prospective co-author when, in 1977, he moved to a new base in
Western Canada; so, the responsibilities of authorship reverted to the two of us.

SHIFTING PRESSURES

Work on this book continued during the later 1970s — but in a sporadic way as we were both
working under high pressure on IOR consulting and research projects for clients in Britain and
overseas. For one of us, Hickling, the thrust continued to be on practical applications of the
strategic choice approach; but for the other, Friend, it shifted towards research on the organisa-
tional and inter-organisational dimensions of complex planning processes, bringing a contrasting
perspective to our training activities and our continuing work on the manuscript of this book.

The late 1970s were, for both of us, a difficult time in terms of continuity of our project work.
In 1980, Hickling set up as an independent consultant; Friend continued to work part-time at
the Institute while also taking up an Honorary Senior Visiting Fellowship at the Management
Centre of the University of Bradford. Around this time we were both becoming immersed in
quite different ventures as well. Hickling, having recently relinquished the management of the
village stores and post office adjoining his home, launched a company called Endless Games,
through which to enter the burgeoning market of fantasy role-playing games. Meanwhile, Friend,
from a new home location in West Yorkshire, found himself working in partnership with his wife
to set up a countryside interpretive centre, as an initiative in environmental education run on
small business lines.

For both of us, the involvement in work on planning processes continued; and with it our efforts
to bring the book to completion. The members of Pergamon’s advisory committee for the Urban
and Regional Planning Series — of which Friend was a long-standing member — offered a judicious
blend of encouragement and exhortation, supported by the editorial staff. We met together
whenever we could, usually at least once a month, to progress the writing work. These meetings
took place in all kinds of locations — not only in offices but in hotels and restaurants, at motorway
service stations, in airport lounges and railway buffets. We met often at our respective homes;
indeed, we have photographs of our working one sunny day in an English country garden, with
flip charts hung among the greenery climbing up the walls of the cottage behind. Meanwhile,
our children grew up and started to go their separate ways; and our wives continued to tolerate
our joint writing endeavours with surprising good humour, while developing their own careers
in their respective fields of creative art.

The breakthrough finally came in the latter half of 1985. By this time, we had both disposed
of most of our other entrepreneurial interests and Friend was again working full time from the
Tavistock Centre in London. Hickling was now fully stretched in some challenging applications
of the strategic choice approach for Dutch governmental agencies, while Friend was becoming
drawn into running strategic choice workshops in new fields ranging from community health
planning to information technology strategy within the firm. A high point came during the new
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year break in January 1986, when a conjunction of circumstances allowed a brief reunion, at
Hickling's home, of key people who had been associated with the earlier stages of preparation
of the book including both Ray Bunker and Alan Sutton, who was now resident again in Europe.
This was not only a convivial occasion, it also saw a significant step forward in the consolidation
of our ideas about technology, organisation, process and product, as presented in Chapter 4.
There were still to be six agonising months of meetings, long telephone calls and redraftings
before we were finally able to commit our finished text to the publishers. It was far from easy,
but the sense of relief was overwhelming.

COMPLEMENTARITIES

Our different experiences and work patterns over the 12 years, along with different and com-
plementary personal skills, have led us to recognise differences and complementarities in our
respective contributions to the writing process. For much of the time, the main load of drafting
and co-ordination has fallen on one of us, Friend, as and when pauses in the pressures to main-
tain a continuing flow of project work have allowed. Yet the endeavour has been a joint one,
which neither of us could have brought to fruition without the other. For Hickling's immersion
over this period in practical applications of the strategic choice approach provided an all-important
base of experience against which to judge the realism of the advice we wished to offer and the
most practical way of presenting it; and the interdependence of our contributions became more
and more apparent during the final nine-month period of intensive collaboration in the writing
process.

We found during this period that some significant differences had developed between us on
matters of emphasis and terminology; and we had to work long and hard at these before reach-
ing agreement on simple, practical ways in which they could be overcome. We recognised too
that there were differences in our styles of presentation — written, verbal, graphical — but we
agreed that these stylistic differences could be a source of strength rather than weakness, if
only we could achieve a creative synthesis between them. Some clues to the complementarities
between our perspectives can be found in our respective biographical notes. Among the many
facets of his early work experience, Hickling admits to operating as a semi-professional magi-
cian; Friend, meanwhile, admits to having graduated in the abstract discipline of mathematics
before embarking on his early career in industrial operational research. So, a background of
magic comes together with a background in logic; a contrast which, at first sight, seems to sum
up neatly enough the main differences in our backgrounds and their influence on our respect-
ive styles. But the potential for creative collaboration would not have existed had we not been
capable of meeting each other at least half way. For, in the late 1960s, when Friend was strug-
gling to adapt his ingrained belief in rationality, quantification and logical rigour to the untidy
social and political realities of decision-making on Coventry City Council, Hickling was taking his
postgraduate degrees at the University of Pennsylvania, to become both Master of Architecture
and Master of City Planning. It was here that he became exposed to the influence of Ackoff and
others in the field of operational research; and it was through the convergence of this experi-
ence with Friend's searing experiences of decision-making in Coventry — together with a shared
inclination towards use of graphics in expressing ideas and their relationships — that the basis
for a productive collaboration was forged.

The logic/magic tensions surfaced repeatedly when Friend’'s writing tended to become
laboured, in the attempt to pin down more formally aspects of the strategic choice approach
which had hitherto developed in quite an intuitive way. Sometimes, this led to proposed changes
in terminology or technique which did not fit well with Hickling’'s evolving base of experience
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in the field; so we found we had to make many fine adjustments: a little more magic here, a
little more logic there. In retrospect, the opportunity which the writing task has provided for us
to consolidate, review and modify the concepts and methods of the strategic choice approach
has been an important one for both of us. The hope now must be that the fruits of this labour
will be of as much value to our readers, whether they be practitioners, students, teachers or
researchers. The demand for an authoritative, practical guide to the strategic choice approach
has been expressed to us often enough since 1973 and, indeed, earlier.

Our hope now is that this volume will succeed in meeting the demand and thereby help in
sustaining the momentum of application, teaching and development of ideas. If the past is any
guide, the practice of strategic choice is likely to continue to evolve in different ways in different
places in response to different demands and pressures. So, we hope that this book can provide
a significant milestone in maintaining the wide-ranging collaborative endeavour on which the
advance of the strategic choice approach has been built over the last 12 years.
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When Neil Jessop’s and John Friend’'s seminal work Local Government and Strategic Choice
appeared in 1969, | was teaching in the Department of Town and Country Planning at the Uni-
versity of Sydney. | was so impressed that | reviewed it for the then Journal of the Australian
Institute of Planners, and it has had a marked influence on my work since.

| had the profit and pleasure of spending a sabbatical year with John Friend, Allen Hickling
and their colleagues in 1973. This book appears many years afterwards, and it is enlightening to
turn back to my impressions of the strategic choice approach at that time. These impressions
followed not only from extensive discussions with the authors of this present book, but also
from a programme of visits to most of the planners, managers and others who had then begun
to use the approach. We generally agreed that the process of strategic choice would benefit
from being presented as more cyclic rather than linear and sequential, should be extended to
address policy questions of major significance, and could be applied and used in fields of activity
other than urban and regional development. This present book shows how much developmental
work has taken place in these directions since the early 1970s.

It would be a pity if the comprehensiveness and thoroughness of this book led to the neg-
lect of opportunities to use the strategic choice approach in partial or informal ways. This is
particularly important in working situations where it is difficult to use the approach deliberately
and deliberatively, because policies and problems have to be shaped and addressed through a
diffuse process of negotiation with many different people and groups. One major example of
this style of working was the joint Commonwealth-States study of soil conservation in Australia
which | co-ordinated as a Commonwealth public servant in the mid-1970s.

This study had become static and rigidly programmatic. It was dominated by the current tech-
nology of soil conservation and by construction of capital works to arrest land degradation with
little consideration of any national interests or priorities. The study had been in progress for 2 or
3 years and, in the circumstances of that time, it was not feasible for me to introduce strategic
choice explicitly to all the various groups of inter-governmental officers who were involved in
different ways. But the study was able to conclude with a principal recommendation, agreed
to by all parties, about the need for mutual commitments to raise the level of soil conserva-
tion effort. This, of course, was supported by a series of statements about what that meant in
terms of substance and priorities. These conclusions were then supported by a series of subsid-
iary recommendations which defined the principles of resource allocation needed to support an
enhanced soil conservation effort; the organisational requirements of this expanded programme;
and the dynamics of its continued development and modification. Inter-governmental relations
were a particularly important part of this operation, and the recommendations were structured
to express these.

In effect, the study was changed from one dominated by the heavily structured characteristics
of traditional planning, towards an emphasis on the qualities of the strategic choice approach as
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expressed in this book. This soil conservation study accordingly represents an example of the
approach being introduced informally but effectively to address the crucial aspects of process
and organisation in policy-making and programme/project development and operation.

In an educational context, the strategic choice approach can be used in quite comprehen-
sive and explicit ways. At the most ambitious level, | believe that it can be used as the major
structuring element in the design of courses in town and country planning. More pragmatically,
| have used it both as a means of illuminating different philosophies of planning, and as a vehicle
for problem-solving in planning exercises. Either it can be taught carefully and comprehensively
along the lines shown in this book; or students can be thrown into the deep end in dealing with
a planning situation, after only a brief introduction to strategic choice. In a recent exercise of
this latter kind, at the South Australian Institute of Technology, | defined the broad attributes
of a planning situation, divided students into three groups and asked them to develop different
solutions. Each group acted as a professional planning group advising the local council and
taking the problem through a series of progressive decisions over three or four months. To
encourage their imagination and to save time on the laborious collection of data and information,
| asked them to write up the exercise as three different short stories, inventing information along
the way which was supportive of, and consistent with, the progressive series of decisions of
different kinds. The three answers showed the leading importance, respectively, of cash flow to
the development agency; of an opportunity to accommodate a major metropolitan showground
facing relocation; and of the resolution of land use conflicts with adjoining activities. Along the
way the students learned a lot about the roles and relationships of decision-makers and decision-
takers.

The way strategic choice is used in teaching depends on the educational environment. In the
example cited above, the students were in the third year of an undergraduate course: But ideally
the students should be introduced to the concepts of strategic choice in the first year, and the
approach built up throughout the course.

Finally, | believe the stage of development of strategic choice in this book is not the final
one. One of its greatest contributions has been to break down the rigidities attending planning,
problem-solving and policy-making. | feel that too many people see implementation of plans and
policies as simply the routine carrying out of decisions. Yet, | am convinced that aspects and
instruments of implementation often need to be shaped, adapted, or accepted as given, right
from the beginning of addressing a problem. Otherwise, we will continue to have too many
ineffective policies and too many pigeonholed plans.

Raymond Bunker



A quick access guide

How should you start reading Planning under Pressure? Your choice will depend on the nature
of your interests; the time at your disposal; and the extent of any prior familiarity you may have
with the strategic choice approach.

The purpose of this quick access guide is to help you in making your decisions about selective
reading. It does so first by outlining the principles on which the book is designed, then by making
some suggestions to help you establish your priorities.

THE FIGURES

One of the first things you will notice on flicking through the pages of this book is the number
and positioning of the illustrations. There are 102 full-page figures, all boldly numbered. Some
figures are professionally drawn, while others are drawn freehand — deliberately so, in order to
stress the spontaneous way in which the methods are usually used in practice. Other figures
again take the form of photographs, illustrating the approach in use in a workshop setting.

Above and below most of the figures will be found various key words and symbols. These are
designed to help the reader in making rapid cross-references within the text. Their meaning will
be explained in the next section.

THE STRUCTURE OF THE BOOK

Three of the fourteen chapters — Chapters 1, 4 and 9 — present the main characteristics of the
strategic choice approach at a general level:

Chapter 1 describes its Foundations, which are based on first-hand experience of the chal-
lenges facing decision-makers in group situations; Chapter 4 draws out the general Orientations
and shifts of attitude which are central to this approach; Chapter 9 discusses the Practicalities
of applying the approach in practice, based on cumulative experience over more than 30 years.

Both Chapters 4 and 9 are organised with reference to a general view of four complementary
aspects through which any approach to planning can be described and compared to others.
These four aspects, expressed through the mnemonic A-TOPP, are as follows:

Approach: Technology
Organisation
Process
Product

In most of the figures of these two chapters, you will see that the aspect of the approach
which is currently in the foreground is highlighted in the lower left-hand corner.
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The intervening chapters are grouped into two sets:

1. Chapters 2 and 3, which together introduce the basic concepts and methods of the strategic
choice approach;

2. Chapters b5, 6, 7 and 8, which expand on these basic concepts and methods, emphasising the
practical skills involved in applying them to the complexities of decision-making in practice.

The structure of these six chapters reflects a general view of four complementary modes of
decision-making. This view is presented in diagrammatic form in Figure 8. The four basic modes
are:

Shaping Designing Comparing Choosing

In these six chapters, a small motif of four circles, based on the framework of Figure 8, appears
in the corner of each figure to identify the mode which is currently in the foreground. Throughout
these chapters the concepts, methods and skills are introduced gradually through the develop-
ment of a case example — the South Side story — in which they are applied to a semi-fictitious
yet realistic situation of Planning under Pressure in the public domain.

In this third edition, the main sequence of Chapters 1-9 is followed by five further chapters
presenting significant developments since the first edition was published.

Chapter 10 describes briefly — with illustrations — progress in developing computer software
as an additional form of support in applying the approach in practice, making it more accessible
to individuals and small informal management groups. Chapter 11 describes some important
extensions in process management, which have helped in adapting the approach to large and
challenging projects.

Whereas Chapters 10 and 11 revise chapters that were first presented in our second edition
of 1997, the final three chapters are new to this edition. In Chapter 12 we describe some of the
many ways in which other people have interpreted and sometimes transformed the toolbox for
strategic choice to fit different contexts of decision-making. Then Chapter 13 brings together
twenty-one invited contributors in reporting their experiences and the lessons that they draw
from them. Finally, Chapter 14 reviews the altered horizons of future development as they appear
at the time this edition goes to press.

READING PRIORITIES

The guidelines that follow are organised according to the results you may reasonably expect to
obtain from different reading strategies. They are presented broadly in terms of increasing levels
of comprehensiveness.

For a first quick appreciation of the approach, we recommend a fast reading of Chapter 1, then
a skim through the figures of the next two chapters — glancing at the definitions of key concepts
that appear below the figures in Chapters 2 and 3. This can be followed by reading through the
review of the main orientations of the approach, as summarised at the end of Chapter 4.

For a grasp of the main principles, concepts and methods, we recommend a fuller reading
of the first four chapters. To reinforce your understanding, you then have the option of trying
out the short exercises which appear at the end of Chapters 2 and 3. If you are interested in
a clearer understanding of the challenges of applying the approach in practice, you can then
skim through Chapter 9; and, if you are interested in using the computer as a tool, you can then
browse through Chapter 10.
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For a more thorough appreciation of how you can apply the approach, we recommend first
a familiarisation with the concepts introduced in Chapters 2 and 3, then a browse through
Chapters b, 6, 7 and 8, using Chapter 4 as your point of departure. Having developed a feel
from these chapters of the kinds of skill which are involved in applying the approach in practice,
we suggest you now read Chapter 9 — especially the section on selectivity and adaptiveness.
Then you can either proceed to Chapter 10 or to Chapters 11 and 12, for a fuller appreciation of
different contexts of application; alternatively you can return to work through Chapters 5-8 in
more depth.

For a fuller feel of the realities of using the strategic choice approach in practice, we recom-
mend selective reading of the fifteen contributions from other people that are brought together
in Chapter 13, together with some of the snapshots of people at work that appear towards the
end of Chapters 5, 6, 7, 8 and 12; then a study of the four management checklists relating to
technology, organisation, process and practice which are presented in Figures 83, 85, 86 and 88
of Chapter 9, and the further developments in process management described in Chapter 11.

LEARNING BY DOING

As with any other approach to planning, one cannot expect to prepare oneself for all the chal-
lenges one may encounter in practice through reading books alone.

Our hope is that you will feel encouraged by what you read to try putting the principles,
concepts and methods of the strategic choice approach into practice in your own decision-making
and planning, whether you already carry significant responsibilities for decisions that impinge on
other people, or whether you a student on the threshold of your career.

THE WEBSITE

Rather than end up with a Guide to Further Reading as in our earlier editions, it seems more
appropriate in this electronic era to transfer most of this information to the companion website to
this book, where it can be continuously revised and extended as further experiences continue to
accumulate, and as the lessons from those experiences continue to be shared. The companion
website will be found at http://books.elsevier.com/companions/0750663731.
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1 Foundations

A PHILOSOPHY OF PLANNING

There are many ways in which it is possible
to approach the challenge of planning in an
uncertain world.

The approach to be introduced in this chapter
is one in which planning is viewed as a con-
tinuous process: a process of choosing stra-
tegically through time. This view of planning
as a process of strategic choice is, however,
not presented as a set of beliefs which the
reader is expected to embrace uncritically at
this stage. That would be too much to expect —
especially of an introductory chapter, which is
intended merely to open the door for the more
specific concepts, methods and guidelines to
be offered in those that follow. People involved
in any kind of planning activity of course build
up their own sets of beliefs about the prac-
tice of planning in the course of their work-
ing lives: beliefs which they will not wish to
set aside lightly. Yet experience in applying
the approach offered here has shown that its
fundamentals can usually be accepted without
much difficulty by those planners or managers
whose working philosophy draws more on
their own practice than on taught beliefs. This
is because, in essence, the approach sets out
to do no more than to articulate, as clearly
as possible, the kinds of dilemma that experi-
enced decision-makers repeatedly face in the
course of their work, and the often intuitive
judgements they make in choosing how to
respond.

In practice, such judgements may some-
times be accompanied by a sense of discom-
fort or even guilt. For the decision-makers may
feel they are departing from certain principles
of rational behaviour which they have been

taught to respect. Indeed, the view of planning
as strategic choice is found to offer more of a
challenge to such idealised principles of ration-
ality than it does to the intuitive judgements
and compromises that seem characteristic of
planning practice. If this point can be accep-
ted, the reader should be able to relax in fol-
lowing the ideas put forward in this chapter
and view them as offering perspectives that
can help make sense of current practice —
without necessarily demanding any revolution-
ary change in familiar ways of working.

THE CRAFT OF CHOOSING
STRATEGICALLY

It is important to emphasise that the view of
strategic choice presented here is essentially
about choosing in a strategic way rather than
at a strategic level. For the idea of choos-
ing at a strategic level implies a prior view
of some hierarchy of levels of importance in
decision-making; while the concept of stra-
tegic choice that will be developed here is
more about the connectedness of one decision
with another than about the level of import-
ance to be attached to one decision relative to
others.

It is not too surprising that these two senses
of the word strategic have tended to fuse
together in common usage. For it is often the
more weighty and broader decisions which
are most obviously seen to be linked to other
decisions, if only because of the range of their
implications and the long time horizons over
which their effects are expected to be felt.
This, inturn, can lead to a view that any process
of strategic decision-making should aspire to
be comprehensive in its vision and long range
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Foundations

in its time horizon, if it is to be worthy of its
name.

But such a view of strategic choice can
become a restrictive one in practice; for it is all
too rarely that such idealistic aspirations can be
achieved. The approach to strategic choice to
be built up in this chapter is not only about mak-
ing decisions at a supposedly strategic level.
It goes beyond this in addressing the making
of any decisions in the light of their links to
other decisions, whether they be at a broader
policy level or a more specific action level,
whether they be more immediate or longer
term in their time horizons; and no matter who
may be responsible for them. This concept of
strategic choice indicates no more than a read-
iness to look for patterns of connectedness
between decisions in a manner that is select-
ive and judgemental — it is not intended to con-
vey the more idealistic notion that everything
should be seen as inextricably connected to
everything else.

So this view of planning as a process of stra-
tegic choice implies that planning can be seen
as amuch more universal activity than is some-
times recognised by those who see it as a spe-
cialist function associated with the preparation
of particular sorts of plans. At the same time,
it allows planning to be seen as a craft, full of
subtlety and challenge; a craft through which
people can develop their capacity to think and
act creatively in coping with the complexities
and uncertainties that beset them in practice.

ORGANISATIONAL CONTEXTS
OF STRATEGIC CHOICE

This relatively modest interpretation of the
word strategic means that the view of planning
as strategic choice is one that can be applied
not only to decision-making in formal organisa-
tional settings, but to the choices and uncer-
tainties which people face in their personal,
family and community lives. For example, any
of us might find ourselves involved in a pro-
cess of strategic choice in addressing the prob-
lem of where and when to go on a holiday
next year, or how to sell an unwanted vehicle,

or how to deal with a difficult request from
a relative or friend. Of course, the craft of
choosing strategically becomes more complic-
ated where it involves elements of collective
choice — of negotiation with others who view
problems and possibilities in different ways.
Indeed, most of the more demanding prob-
lems to which the strategic choice approach
has been applied have involved challenges
of collective decision-making, either in organ-
isational or inter-organisational settings; and
this can have the effect of blurring many of
the familiar distinctions of task and discip-
line around which organisational structures are
usually designed. For the skill of choosing stra-
tegically through time is one that can become
just as essential to the manager or executive
as to those in more formal planning roles. This
point is illustrated schematically in Figure 1,
through which is presented a view of planning
under the practical pressures of organisational
life. It is a view in which an organisation’s
arrangements for making plans and those for
making day-to-day decisions, tend to merge
together into a less clearly bounded process
through which progress is sustained. This is
a process of choosing strategically in coping
with difficult problems, amidst all the complex
realities — or perceptions of reality — which
contribute to organisational life.

The larger and more complex the organisa-
tion, the more itis to be expected that decision-
making responsibilities will have become
differentiated according to a multitude of oper-
ational, managerial or entrepreneurial roles.
The more likely it is too that specialised plan-
making functions will have been developed in
an effort to maintain a co-ordinated, longer-
term view isolated from everyday manage-
ment pressures. However, no plan-making
activity will remain valued within an organ-
isation unless it can provide support for the
more difficult and important of the decisions
people face; and it is a common experience
that carefully prepared plans can quickly lose
their relevance under the pressures of day-
to-day events. The combined pressures of
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urgency, competition for resources and turbu-
lence in the world outside can soon lead to
disenchantment and confusion in the arrange-
ments for making plans; while the pressures
of complexity, conflict and overload can lead
to vacillation and inconsistency in the mak-
ing of day-to-day decisions. To counter the
resulting personal and organisational stresses,
those responsible for organisational guidance
sometimes look towards some over-arching
framework of policies or aims. But, in prac-
tice, such policy guidelines can often be dif-
ficult to agree — especially when working in
inter-organisational settings — and their contri-
butions towards sorting out the predicaments
of day-to-day management can be disappoint-
ingly small.

The making of generalised policies is there-
fore given its place in Figure 1; but it is not
given pride of place. Instead, the emphasis is
on the more subtle process of making pro-
gress through time by choosing strategically;
and on the creative management of multiple
uncertainties as a crucial means towards this
end. And progress through time can itself take
many forms. Immediate progress can take the
form of intervening, or negotiating with others,
as well as taking decisions on matters where
direct action is possible. Meanwhile, progress
in building a base for later decisions can also
take different forms — not only investigations
but also clarification of values and cultivation
of working relationships with other decision-
makers.

So the term ‘planning” will be used in this
book to refer generally to this more loosely
defined process of choosing strategically, in
which the activities of making plans, decisions
and policies can come together in quite subtle
and dynamic ways. But with a wide variety of
ways of making progress to be considered, the
process can soon begin to appear as one not
so much of planning but of scheming —to intro-
duce a term which has a similar literal mean-
ing but which carries very different undertones
in its everyday usage. Whereas the notion of
planning may invoke a sense of idealism and

detachment, the notion of scheming tends to
suggest working for sectional advantage in an
often devious way. So there is a case to be
made that people involved in planning must
learn to become effective schemers; and fur-
thermore that it is possible to exercise schem-
ing skills in a responsible way. Those who
are troubled about social responsibility in plan-
ning — including both the authors of this book
— may wonder whether there must always
be a divide between responsible planners and
irresponsible schemers; and, if so, whether it
must always be the latter who will win. The
concept of responsible scheming need not be
considered a contradiction in terms. Indeed,
it is towards the search for a theory and a
practice of responsible scheming that the stra-
tegic choice view of planning can be said to be
addressed.

It is, however, one thing for an individual to
embrace a philosophy of planning as strategic
choice; and quite another thing for a group
of people working together to share such a
philosophy as an unequivocal foundation for
their work. Experience has shown that there
are some settings where a sense of shared
philosophy can indeed emerge — either where
a set of close colleagues have learnt to work
together as a coherent team, or where they dis-
cover that a common professional background
allows them to proceed on shared assump-
tions as to how decisions should be made.
Yet those whose work involves cutting across
organisational boundaries must expect often
to find themselves working alongside people
with whom they do not share a philosophical
base. So it is important to think of the philo-
sophy presented in this chapter as a helpful
frame of reference in making use of the more
specific concepts and methods to be intro-
duced in this book, rather than as a necessary
foundation from which to build.

Indeed, it is a common enough experience,
when working with strategic choice concepts,
that people of quite diverse backgrounds can
make solid progress towards decisions based
on shared understandings, with little or no
explicit agreement at a more philosophical
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level. Often it is only through the experience
of working together on specific and immediate
problems that they find they are beginning to
break through some of the philosophical barri-
ers which may have inhibited collaboration in
the past.

DILEMMAS OF PRACTICE

The view of strategic choice presented in
this book gained its original impetus from the
experience of a particular research project,
which offered unusually extensive opportunit-
ies to observe the kinds of organisational pro-
cesses indicated in Figure 1.

The setting of this research was the muni-
cipal council of a major English city — Coventry —
which, between 1963 and 1967, agreed to act
as host to a wide-ranging project on the pro-
cesses of policy-making and planning in local
government, viewed as a microcosm of gov-
ernment as a whole. This seminal research
was supported by a grant from the Nuffield
Foundation, and has been more fully repor-
ted elsewhere (Friend and Jessop, 1969/77).
Over the 4-year period, the research team was
able to follow a wide range of difficult issues
including the review of the city’s first devel-
opment plan; the redesign of its urban road
network; the reorganisation of its school sys-
tem; the renewal of its housing stock; the
finance of public transport; and the schedul-
ing of capital works. The researchers were
able to hold many discussions with the vari-
ous politicians, administrators, planners and
professional experts involved, and to observe
the processes of collective decision-making in
which they came together — not only in the
departmental offices and the formal meetings
of Council and its committees, but also in the
smoke-filled rooms of the opposing political
groups.

Through these experiences, some impres-
sions of the persistent dilemmas of decision-
making in such complex circumstances
gradually came to the fore. Among the clearest
impressions were:

« that people held different and continually
shifting views about the shape of the issues
they faced and, not least, about how closely
or widely the boundaries of their concern
should be drawn;

« that there were persistent pressures for
them to arrive at commitments to action in
an incremental or piecemeal way, however
committed they might be in theory to the
idea of taking a broader, more comprehens-
ive view of the issues before them;

« that there was a continuing dilemma of
balancing urgency against uncertainty in
decision-making through time; and

« that there were persistent difficulties in dis-
tinguishing the technical from the polit-
ical aspects of the decision process, even
though the entire organisational structure
was built around the maintenance of distinc-
tions of this kind.

These impressions of the practical difficulties
of choosing strategically in organisations facing
complex problems have been strengthened
and extended by many other experiences since
the conclusion of the Coventry project — not
only in the world of local government but in
other public sector organisations, in industry
and commerce, in voluntary organisations, and
in the increasingly wide range of problem
situations where these different domains of
decision-making tend to converge. On the
strength of this broader experience, a view is
presented in Figure 2 of the five broad dimen-
sions in which difficult choices of balance tend
to arise in the management of a continuing
process of strategic choice. There is a choice
between:

1. a more focused and a more synoptic treat-
ment of problem scope;

2. amore simplifying and a more elaborating
treatment of complexity;,

3. a more reactive and a more interactive
treatment of conflict,

4. a more reducing and a more accommod-
ating treatment of uncertainty;

5. and a more exploratory and a more decis-
ive treatment of progress through time.
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The practical task of choosing a position in
each of these five dimensions is not one of
making a firm and lasting commitment to one
extreme or the other. It is more a task of main-
taining an appropriate balance in continually
changing circumstances, shifting from time to
time in one direction or another, according to
the — often intuitive — judgements of those
involved. In the chapters that follow, the pic-
ture presented in Figure 2 will be used as a
point of reference in building more structured
frameworks of ideas through which to expand
further on the view of planning as a process of
strategic choice. These frameworks will give
deeper significance to the various contrasts
which, at this stage, can only be indicated in
outline terms.

In later chapters, fuller interpretations will
be offered of other related aspects of the
dilemmas of practice observed in Coventry
and elsewhere, which are not brought out
so clearly in the comparatively broad set of
balances presented in Figure 2. In particular,
later chapters will have more to say about
the issues of urgency and incrementality, and
about the relationship of the political arena
to the technical domain. This is a dichotomy
which, in Coventry City Council, could be seen
as the fundamental organising principle on
which the formal structures of accountability
were designed; but it is a relationship with far
wider implications for decision-making, even in
contexts where such distinctions may become
more blurred.

RESPONDING TO DIFFICULTY
IN MAKING DECISIONS

The view of planning as a process of strategic
choice is, above all, a dynamic one. However,
in building up a view of the way this process
works, it is useful to begin with a more static
picture. This picture, which is quite simple yet
also quite general in its application, has as
its focus any situation in which one or more
decision-makers are experiencing difficulty in
choosing how they should act in response to
some particular decision problem with which

they are currently concerned. A snapshot view
of such a decision situation is presented in
Figure 3. The decision problem itself is
depicted as a cloud to indicate that its
shape will often be in some degree obscure.
However, what makes it problematic to the
decision-makers is that they are experiencing
some pressure to arrive at a decision, yet it is
not clear to them what course of action they
should choose.

Where a group of people find themselves
collectively in such a situation, then it is often
found that different members of the group
will advocate different ways of responding;
so some degree of conflict of opinion may
emerge. Three types of response which are
repeatedly offered in practice are indicated by
the three different ‘bubbles’ shown emerging
from the central cloud in Figure 3.

Very often, people will see the way out of
their present difficulties in terms of explor-
ations of a more or less technical nature.
The suggestions offered typically include vari-
ous forms of costing or forecasting exercises,
surveys, technical analyses, research stud-
ies; or, in some circumstances, proposals for
investment in more ambitious forms of math-
ematical or economic modelling. Whatever the
form of investigation, however, the purpose is
to reduce the difficulties of making decisions
by investing in a process of exploration into par-
ticular aspects of the decision-makers’ working
environment about which it is felt that too little
is currently known. Other people, meanwhile,
may see the way out of the difficulty in terms
of other, less technical, kinds of exploration
designed to establish more clearly what policy
values should guide their choice of action. Typ-
ically, they may call for investment in activit-
ies designed to clarify goals, objectives, aims
or policy guidelines, whether through formal
or informal channels. In some situations, this
may mean simply consulting decision-takers
who bear more direct responsibility for organ-
isational policy; in others it could mean deliber-
ately seeking fuller involvement in the process
by a range of affected interest groups or their
representatives.
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A third response is to seek the way out of
the difficulty by moves to extend the current
agenda of decision-making concern. People
advocating this response will often argue that
the decision problem currently in view is one
that cannot realistically be addressed in isola-
tion, because it is connected to one or more
other decision problems which lie ahead. So
the demand here is likely to be for some form
of co-ordination, negotiation or planning exer-
cise that will allow the current decision prob-
lem to be explored alongside others within a
broader, more synoptic problem focus. Each
of the three kinds of demands — most typic-
ally expressed as demands for more inform-
ation, for clearer objectives and for more
co-ordination — can be regarded as a different
kind of attempt to manage the current state
of uncertainty over what should be done about
the current decision situation. Indeed, it is pos-
sible to go on to identify three general cat-
egories of uncertainty along the lines indicated
below, which are distinguished by the different
forms of response that can be made. These
three types of uncertainty play an important
part in the philosophy of planning as a pro-
cess of strategic choice; they can be formally
described as follows:

1. Uncertainties about the working Environ-
ment: UE for short;

2. Uncertainties about guiding Values: UV for
short;

3. Uncertainties about Related decisions: UR
for short.

Itisimportant to stress that the idea of uncer-
tainty in strategic choice is normally viewed
in relative rather than absolute terms. It is
treated as an attribute of particular situations
and people rather than something with an
objective reality of its own. In practice it is
often far from easy for people to agree which
of the three kinds of uncertainty are most cru-
cial in a particular decision situation; and, there-
fore, how much attention should be given to
each possible form of response. For instance,
members of a city planning team, considering

whether to recommend approval of an applic-
ation to build a new hotel, might see possibil-
ities either for calling for deeper investigation
of its traffic implications; or for seeking clearer
guidance on the Council’s policies in relation to
this particular kind of development; or for ini-
tiating a wider review of tourism possibilities
within the city as a whole. They might of course
want to move in all three directions more or
less at the same time; however, this is not
always possible where there are pressures to
make a speedy decision. Nor will it necessarily
be desirable to invest resources in all possible
ways of responding to uncertainty — especially
if some of them are expected to be less effect-
ive than others, in terms of reducing the feel-
ings of uncertainty among the decision-makers
involved.

MANAGING UNCERTAINTY:
A DYNAMIC VIEW

So, in practice, it may be far from easy to
judge how uncertainty is to be managed at any
moment, even in situations where the sources
of that uncertainty have been clearly identified.

To consider further the possible ways
of managing uncertainty through time, it
becomes necessary to move to a more
dynamic view. Such a view is presented in
Figure 4, which builds on the ‘snapshot’ pic-
ture of Figure 3 by introducing the reality
that any form of investigative, policy clarify-
ing or co-ordinating initiative must take some
time to carry through. Indeed, explorations in
some of these directions may, in practice, take
longer to carry out than others. However, the
intended consequence of pursuing any chosen
exploratory path is to make the decision situ-
ation less difficult to deal with once the out-
come of the exploration is known — in other
words, to lessen the feelings of uncertainty
being experienced by the decision-makers, and
thus to increase the level of confidence with
which they can act. In practice, however, it
will not often be realistic to expect that the
feelings of uncertainty surrounding a difficult
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decision problem can be made to vanish alto-
gether; however much effort may be invested
in exploratory activities. In terms of the symbol-
ism used here, the process can be pictured as
one whereby the original cloud becomes smal-
ler in its dimensions and, by implication, less
obscure.

Sometimes, of course, feelings of uncer-
tainty may be reduced through time without
any conscious action on the part of the
decision-makers. Expected events may or may
not unfold; trends may become more apparent;
the intentions of other parties may be revealed;
policy positions may become more clear
cut. In general, however, uncertainty can only
be reduced at a cost — whether this be merely
the cost of delay when there may be urgent
issues to be settled, or whether it also includes
more direct costs in terms of money, skills or
other scarce resources. So the management of
uncertainty through time is rarely simple in the
types of judgement it entails. It is the raising
of these judgements to a more conscious level
that is one of the most distinctive characteris-
tics of the strategic choice approach.

INTERCONNECTED AGENDAS
OF DECISION-MAKING

Of the three exploratory routes indicated in
Figure 4, it is the co-ordinative (UR) route
which is of most far reaching significance in
developing the idea of planning as strategic
choice. The demand to move in this direction
arises when there is a sense that the present
agenda of decision-making is too restricted —
that the decision problem currently in view is
significantly influenced by uncertainties to do
with intended actions in other fields of choice.
Such a concern for a wider view will often
lead to an extension in the time frame as
well, because the pressures for decision may
be less immediate in some of these related
areas. The concern for co-ordination may also
shift the process in the direction of some form
of liaison or joint working with other sections
or departments, and sometimes, also, with

other decision-makers quite outside the organ-
isational framework within which the current
problem is being addressed.

The concern for co-ordination in dealing with
related fields of choice does not, however,
inevitably mean transcending organisational
boundaries in this way. Ata more modest level,
it may simply be a matter of the same decision-
maker recognising that an issue to be dealt
with today should be considered in relation to
some otherissue to be dealt with next week. In
the case of the hotel development mentioned
earlier, for instance, it could be that a proposal
to develop an indoor leisure centre is known to
be pending on a neighbouring site, suggesting
that either proposal could affect the other.

In general, the pursuit of the co-ordinative
(UR) route implies forging a relationship
between one decision process or planning pro-
cess and others, in the manner indicated in
Figure 5. The dynamic view here is taken a step
further than in Figure 4, by showing the fuller
implications of a shift from a more limited to
a broader decision focus. The investment in
‘more co-ordination’ can be seen as shifting
the focus, temporarily at least, from the original
decision problem to a broader and more com-
plex problem within which it is contained.

INCREMENTAL PROGRESS
IN PLANNING

One of the most important points about this
shift to a broader problem focus is that it does
not automatically mean that those involved
should be aiming for early decision in respect
of all the related choices now brought into
view. It is perfectly possible that the shift to a
broader focus will help to reduce uncertainty
in the original decision problem and so enable
firm commitment to be agreed, without lead-
ing to simultaneous commitments in any or all
of the other related areas. Indeed, the issue of
balance between exploratory and decisive pro-
gress has already been highlighted (Figure 2) as
one of the main areas of judgement in strategic
choice; and it is a balance of critical importance
in managing uncertainty through time.
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The broader the focus of the problem within
the larger cloud in Figure 5, the more it is
likely to be thought of not simply as a decision
problem but as a planning problem because
it contains elements of both immediate and
longer-term decision. But the distinction is not
so much an absolute one as one of degree.
This point is made in Figure 5 by showing
the three kinds of uncertainty surfacing again
at the broader level of the more complex
planning problem. Indeed, if uncertainties of
type UR again appear important at this level,
this may trigger off concerns to move to an
even broader level of concern, and to begin to
explore the shape of an even larger and more
obscure cloud. But this process of continually
enlarging the scope of the problem will always
have its limits in practice; and, if useful pointers
to action are to emerge, then the focus of con-
cern must be kept within manageable bounds.

It is not hard to see how planning pro-
cedures conceived with ambitions towards
comprehensiveness can develop their own
internal momentum. Such tendencies can be
found in corporate planning procedures for
the guidance of large and diffuse commer-
cial enterprises, and also in exercises in the
production of land-use plans or economic plan-
ning frameworks, through which public agen-
cies endeavour to set a context for the actions
of other parties. The danger is always that such
activities will become separated from other
management processes and so cease to exer-
cise any real influence on the more immediate
decisions they were designed to inform. This
risk of disengagement between arrangements
for planning and for management has already
been suggested in the keynote diagram
(Figure 1); it is a risk that can be confronted
directly from the perspective of planning as a
process of strategic choice.

HUMAN SETTINGS FOR
DECISION-MAKING

The shift from a ‘snapshot’ view of decision-
making (Figure 3) to a more dynamic, multi-
level picture (Figures 4 and 5) implies that the

imagery of the cloud should itself be conceived
in more realistic, multi-dimensional terms. To
extend the metaphor, clouds in reality are not
flat: they have length, depth and breadth; their
edges may be blurred; they progress across
the sky, changing shape as time passes; they
dissolve, they merge, they break up; and, in so
doing, they assume new and often unpredict-
able forms.

With such a picture in mind, it is possible
to look more closely at some different kinds
of human context for decision, as a step
towards a closer examination of the processes
of thought and communication which go on
‘within the cloud’, Figure 6 begins by looking
at an organisational context of the most simple
and restricted kind — in a pre-computer office
environment: An individual sits on a chair (sym-
bolising a defined organisational role), with suc-
cessive matters for decision arriving in an ‘in’
tray on a table (symbolising an agenda). The
matters are dealt with in sequence, agreed
rules are applied, and decisions are then trans-
ferred to the ‘out’ tray one at a time.

If the rules are unambiguous in their bearing
on the issue currently being dealt with, then
the cloud representing the thought process of
the decision-maker is a small one and quickly
evaporates to be replaced by the next. Indeed,
the symbolism of the cloud can be replaced by
the more mechanistic image of the black box —
and the decision-maker at the table is at risk of
being superseded by an electronic counterpart.
Of course, the cloud may sometimes become
larger, when a more complex case arrives. The
decision-maker now experiences uncertainty
and, as in the case of the public official dealing
with the application to build a new hotel, this
uncertainty may be in part due to awareness
of links to other related cases — as symbolised
perhaps by some matters marked for further
attention in a ‘pending’ tray.

Figure 6 then demonstrates another context
of sequential decision-making, by contrasting
the situation of a single decision-maker sitting
at his or her small table with that of a collective
decision-making body — a committee or man-
agement board — grouped around a larger table.

13
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Such a group will often have a pre-circulated
agenda, presenting an ordered list of issues
to discuss and where possible resolve, corres-
ponding to the ‘in’ tray of the single decision-
maker. Among the occupants of the roles
symbolised by the chairs around the larger
table, there will usually be someone in a ‘chair-
ing’ role, responsible for ensuring that the busi-
ness is dealt with in an orderly and expeditious
way. In place of the ‘out’ tray, there will usually
be a running record of decisions kept by a com-
mittee secretary or clerk; while the occupants
of at least some of the other chairs around the
table will sometimes be recognised as having
different representative or expert roles to play.

The decision-making process is now not
purely one of cogitation within an individual’s
head; it embraces processes of commu-
nication, verbal and nonverbal, among the
members of the group. For the observer of
the process, the elongated cloud above the
large table in Figure 6 takes on additional sub-
stance, in that it becomes possible to follow
the dynamics of information sharing, negoti-
ation and — if decisions are to be reached —
compromise between conflicting views. For
instance, if the issue of permission to build a
new hotel has been brought up on the plan-
ning committee’s agenda, there may be a
variety of financial, aesthetic, engineering and
commercial considerations to be exposed and
shared. Further, there may be various con-
flicts of interest to be managed; for instance,
there could be conflicts between the commit-
tee's responsibilities to the local community
and the relationships of some members with
the developer, who could perhaps be a well-
known and influential local figure.

However, many decision processes in prac-
tice fail to conform to either of these tidy,
sequential models. If the issues are complex
and their boundaries unclear, then organisa-
tional responsibilities too are likely to be dif-
fuse and probably confused. Commmunications
may take place not just around tables but
on the telephone, in corridors, in small back-
rooms. The inputs and outputs can no longer
be seen as falling into any clear sequence, and

the image of the single cloud may have to
be replaced by one of several separate clouds
which continually come together, drift apart,
coalesce or disappear. For instance, the hotel
developer, in making his or her own invest-
ment decisions, may have a series of meetings
with planners and other public officials, as well
as finance houses, landowners and other com-
mercial interests. The developer as well as the
committee members will have uncertainties to
manage in some or all of the three categories
of UE, UV and UR; and the extent to which the
different planning processes can be linked may
begin to raise a host of difficult administrative,
political, ethical and legal issues.

MODES OF DECISION-MAKING

In developing further the view of planning as a
process of strategic choice, it is helpful to see
the process within any ‘cloud’ as continually
shifting between different and complement-
ary ‘'modes’ of decision-making activity. In the
simple situation of sequential decision-making,
where the nature of the problem inputs and the
expected decision outputs is well defined, this
movement can be seen in terms of only two
complementary modes: the one concerned
with designing possible courses of action, and
the other with comparing them in the light
of some view of what their consequences
might be. This relatively simple view is indic-
ated in Figure 7. The process may not in prac-
tice be strictly linear because a comparison of
the consequences of any pair of alternatives
— for instance a straight ‘yes’ or ‘no’ to the
application to build a hotel — may reveal that
either response could have undesirable con-
sequences and so trigger off a search for some
other compromise solution. So it becomes
necessary to allow for the possibility of a feed-
back loop returning from the comparing to the
designing mode. So, in Figure 7 the single
‘cloud’ is shown as tending to change shape
into two smaller clouds which may still not
be clearly separable in practice, insofar as the
interplay between designing and comparing
may become rapid and difficult to trace.
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This picture has much in common with other,
more orthodox models of decision-making pro-
cesses, which tend to present stages or activ-
ities in logical sequence, having a beginning
and an end, while allowing for elements of
feedback or recycling in between. However,
the more diffuse, continuous kind of process
which is characteristic of the making of com-
plex decisions in practice involves coping with
multiple problem inputs and multiple decision
outputs, with no clear sequential relationships
between the two. To represent this kind of
process, it is necessary to move to a rather
more elaborate picture of the process within
the cloud, introducing two additional modes as
shown in Figure 8.

The two further modes of decision-making
activity which make their appearance in
Figure 8 are both of a more subtle and polit-
ical kind. One of these is concerned with the
shaping of problems; a mode within which
judgements about the possible connections
between one field of choice and another can
have a crucial role to play. The other, referred
to as the choosingmode, is concerned with the
formation of proposed commitments to action
progressively through time. Here it has to be
kept in mind that the more complex the shape
of the problem, the wider the choices that have
to be faced. There will be choices, not only
about what courses of action are preferred,
but also about what degree of commitment
is appropriate at this stage; which decisions
should be deferred until later; and what explor-
ations could be set in train in response to dif-
ferent types of uncertainty. So instead of two
partially overlapping foci within the cloud, there
now appear four, with a variety of possible dir-
ections of movement between one mode and
another. The most orthodox progression might
appear to be from shaping problems, through
designing possibilities, to comparing their con-
sequences and then on to a final choosing of
actions. However, such a progression is likely
to be neither straightforward nor realistic, inso-
far as the process is to be seen as a continuous
and incremental one, with no clear beginning
and no single end. For the choice of actions

to deal with some parts of the problem situ-
ation will leave other choices open for the
future, creating opportunities for future reshap-
ing of problems as unexpected events occur
and new connections begin to appear.

CHALLENGES TO MANAGEMENT
AND PLANNING NORMS

Already, the ideas presented here can be
seen to pose some direct challenges to long-
established management and planning norms:
norms which have indeed been under sus-
tained challenge from other sources, yet
remain extremely persistent in the design of
formal management and planning procedures
— often for reasons of organisational stability
and accountability which cannot be lightly cri-
ticised. Among the more deeply established
norms in any management system are those
of linearity, objectivity, certainty and compre-
hensiveness. These can be summarised as
follows:

« Aim forlinearity—"Tackle one thing ata time’;

o Aim for objectivity — 'Avoid personal or sec-
tional bias’;

o Aim for certainty — 'Establish the full facts of
the situation’;

« Aim for comprehensiveness — 'Don’t do
things by halves'.

Such norms may be adequate for the function-
ary sitting at a desk, working to highly con-
strained terms of reference. However, even
here the system of rules can rarely be exhaust-
ive in representing the situations that could
arise; so feelings of uncertainty about how to
act will sometimes surface and with them will
arise difficulties in conforming to the norms of
linearity and objectivity in their pristine forms.
When a shift is made from decision-making
to plan-making, the same four norms tend to
show a remarkable persistence, even though
the language may change. Yet the experi-
ence of working on difficult and complex plan-
ning problems is that the norms of linearity,
objectivity, certainty and comprehensiveness
keep on breaking down. So, in this book, they
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will be replaced by less simple prescriptions of
the following form:

e Don't aim for linearity — learn to work with
cyclicity;

« Don't aim for objectivity — learn to work with
subjectivity;

e Don’t aim for certainty — learn to work with
uncertainty;

« Don’t aim for comprehensiveness — learn to
work with selectivity.

These alternative prescriptions may appear to
be less straightforward to interpret in practice
than the more familiar norms. But experience
demonstrates that they offer a much more
effective guide for people in attempting to
choose strategically in practice. What is more,
once they are stated and developed more fully,
they can help people cope constructively with
any sense of residual guilt they may feel in
failing to apply simple management and plan-
ning norms when they encounter problems of
a more complex kind.

IMPLICATIONS FOR A
TECHNOLOGY OF STRATEGIC
CHOICE

There are many forms of management and
planning technique which have been devised
to help people deal with difficult decision prob-
lems. Indeed, systematic methods of design-
ing courses of action, and comparing their
likely consequences, have reached a consid-
erable level of sophistication in some profes-
sional fields. For instance, systematic methods
have been developed for assessing invest-
ment proposals in the light of predictions of
not only their economic but also their social
and environmental implications, while there
are various computer-aided methods which
can help generate a range of alternatives
within some of the better understood fields
of technological design. Meanwhile, mathem-
atical programming techniques can allow ana-
lysts to conduct a systematic search for better
solutions within a complex, multi-dimensional
field, provided certain stringent assumptions

about the structure of the problem can
be met.

As yet, however, there has been much less
investment in the development of techniques
to support the two modes of decision-making
which appear in the upper part of Figure 8 —
even though these two modes take on special
significance in confronting decision problems
of a less clearly structured kind, where it
becomes necessary to cope with multiple
inputs and outputs in a highly flexible, cyclic
and, necessarily, subjective way.

Just as a distinction can be drawn between
the two lower, more technical, modes in
Figure 8 and the upper, more political modes,
so can another kind of distinction be drawn
between the two modes to the left of the dia-
gram and the two modes to the right. Whereas
the former two modes are primarily addressed
towards the task of opening up the field of
choice facing the decision-makers, the latter
two modes can be seen as addressed towards
the complementary task of narrowing that field
down again in order to work towards agree-
ment on action.

This distinction will be used as a basis for the
organisation of the next two chapters. These
will introduce and illustrate a series of basic
concepts and technigues which have been
developed, tested and modified progressively
through repeated application to a range of
applied planning problems. Together, these
concepts and techniques can be seen as con-
stituting an appropriate technology for stra-
tegic choice: appropriate in the sense that it
is not intended as an advanced technology for
use primarily by the expert. Rather the tech-
nology is designed to support the interactive
work of groups of people who have different
perspectives to contribute to a problem; who
face quite daunting challenges in communicat-
ing with each other; yet who may appreciate
the importance of working quickly and inform-
ally under the pressures of day-to-day events.
So, the concepts to be introduced in the next
two chapters will only occasionally be worth
applying with a high level of analytical soph-
istication by specialists in a backroom setting.
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Indeed, the more complex and unclear become
the issues and their relationships, the more
problematic become the more political modes
of shaping problems and choosing actions, and
the more vital it becomes that any technology
of strategic choice be capable of use in a flex-
ible and relatively non-technical way.

IMPLICATIONS FOR CHAPTER
STRUCTURE

The emphasis in the chapters that follow will
therefore be on quite simple and transpar-
ent concepts and techniques — most of them
involving graphical forms of representation.
These are intended to aid the processes of
communication between people whose per-
spectives, attitudes and experiences may dif-
fer, as much as to help individuals in structuring
their own personal thought processes. \Work-
ing on these principles, Figure 9 presents a pre-
view of the way in which the content of the
nine chapters that follow will relate to the four
modes of strategic choice which were distin-
guished in Figure 8. This picture can be used
in conjunction with the ‘Quick access guide’
at the beginning, by the reader who wishes to

refer at any moment to the principles of struc-
ture on which this book has been designed.

Chapter 2, which is concerned with con-
cepts and techniques for working into com-
plex problems, will begin with the shaping
mode, and will introduce some simple con-
cepts which can help in structuring areas
of choice and the interconnections between
them. It will then move down to the design-
ing mode, to introduce some further ideas
to help in organising views about the options
available and the patterns of compatibility or
incompatibility between them. Chapter 3 is
concerned with the complementary process of
working towards decisions; it will begin with
some concepts intended to help in comparing
the foreseeable consequences of alternative
courses of action, taking uncertainty expli-
citly into account. It then moves on to intro-
duce further concepts addressed to the explicit
management of uncertainty and the choice of
incremental actions through time, drawing on
the UE/UV/UR framework which has already
been introduced. Together, the two chapters
provide a foundation for the discussion, in
later chapters, of the many different ways in
which the basic concepts and methods can be
brought into play in practice.
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2 Working into problems

INTRODUCTION

The aim of this chapter is to introduce a set
of basic concepts and methods which, taken
together, offer a means of helping people to
structure complex decision problems in terms
of interrelated elements of choice. These con-
cepts and techniques are addressed in particu-
lar to the work of the shaping and designing
modes as set out on the left-hand side of the
general process diagram (Figure 8). This means
that they are concerned both with the shaping
of problems and with the designing or formula-
tion of possible courses of action in response
to those problems. A further set of concepts
and techniques for comparing those possible
courses of action and for choosing between
them will then be described in Chapter 3, to
complete this introduction to a basic ‘technol-
ogy' for strategic choice.

The basic concepts to be introduced in this
chapter will include those of the decision
area; the option within a decision area; and
the decision scheme, consisting of a set of
mutually consistent options drawn from a set
of interconnected decision areas. These and
other concepts will be introduced in turn, illus-
trated by example and more formally defined.
Taken together, they offer a quite general and
flexible basis for the formulation of complex
decision problems; and, more specifically, for
the use of an analytical method known as
Analysis of Interconnected Decision Areas —
AIDA for short. The essentials of the AIDA
method will be explained in this chapter, but
some of the more important variations on it will
be deferred for discussion in later chapters.

The approach to structuring of complex prob-
lems to be introduced here is quite simple

in its essence. Yet, because it involves try-
ing to express complex realities in simple and
comprehensible terms, it can demand subtle
and shrewd judgements of those participating
in the process; judgements of a kind which
are often made intuitively by individuals, yet
are rarely exposed to argument in the nor-
mal course of debate. The nature of these
judgements will become more apparent as this
chapter unfolds.

For the purpose of introducing the basic
ideas as simply and clearly as possible, this
chapter will begin to develop a case example
to be known as the South Side Story. It is
a story of a group of decision-makers faced
with a set of linked investment and locational
decisions which impinge on a residential com-
munity of around 7000 people, living on the
fringe of a larger urban area long dominated
by heavy industry, but now in a state of eco-
nomic and environmental decline.” The story
is one which will be developed gradually in
this and later chapters, as further concepts
are introduced, and the skills and judgements
involved in applying them in practice are dis-
cussed. For purposes of exposition, the various
concepts and techniques will at this stage be
introduced sequentially and in an orderly way.
However, it has to be kept in mind throughout
that in practice the process of strategic choice
is normally much more flexible and adapt-
ive. The process can shift rapidly from one
mode to another, with a continued readiness
to ‘recycle’ through earlier stages of analysis

1 The South Side Problem as presented here is closely —
though by no means exactly — modelled on one of the
first successful experiences in applying strategic choice
methods to urban development problems.
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as new insights emerge and the level of under-
standing grows.

THE CONCEPT OF THE DECISION
AREA

The concept of a decision area provides the
most fundamental element in the approach
to problem structuring to be described in this
chapter.

In essence, this concept offers no more than
a means of describing and labelling any prob-
lem situation where people see an opportun-
ity to choose between different courses of
action. To begin with a simple example, you,
the reader, may even now be thinking about
a choice as to whether to read the remainder
of this chapter or to skip ahead to the next.
Or a person lying in bed may be conscious —
even if only dimly — of a choice about what
to do when a bedside alarm sounds: whether
to get up, to ignore it, or to silence it by
whatever means may be available. On a less
personal note, a bank manager may encounter
a decision area when judging what level of
interest to charge a particular client for a loan;
while the local authority planners mentioned in
the last chapter found themselves faced with
a decision area as to whether or not to approve
the proposal for a new hotel. Meanwhile, the
developer in question might face a range of
decision problems, to do with timing, choice
between alternative locations, scale, design,
financial backing and other important commer-
cial matters. These could either be expressed
as a single, rather complex decision area or —
as would be more usual when using strategic
choice methods — as a set of different decision
areas, the mutual relationships of which would
have to be explored.

Implicit in each of these situations is
an opportunity for decision-makers, whether
alone or in association with others, to act in
at least two alternative ways.? Also implicit in
each situation is some sense of pressure or

2 Purists sometimes point out that the word ‘alternative’
applies logically to an ‘either/or’ situation, so it is not

concern to arrive at a commitment to some
preferred course of action amongst those
believed to be available even though it is only
to be expected that some decision areas will
carry a greater sense of urgency to act than oth-
ers. It is this sense of pressure to act that cre-
ates a decision problem for those concerned
— it being useful to distinguish the idea of a
decision problem from that of other types of
problem or puzzle which may be picked up and
worked on casually as a diversion by anyone
looking for interesting ways of passing their
time.

To illustrate the concept of the decision
area through the example of the South Side
story, it is now necessary to set the scene a
little more fully, by describing how the pres-
sures to act have arisen in this case. At this
stage, the context will be taken as one in
which South Side comes within the adminis-
trative boundaries of a large urban municip-
ality — the city of Dockport, serving around
a quarter of a million people in all. South
Side itself is an old-established neighbourhood
with a strong sense of community among the
residents — though they have been steadily
declining in number as older housing has been
cleared and local employment opportunities
have dwindled.

This population base is likely to be reduced
further over the next few years by the impend-
ing closure of the local steelworks, which has
been a source of many jobs — but also of
severe local air pollution that has lessened
the attraction of South Side as a residential
area. Although many of the older houses which
remain in South Side are scheduled to be
demolished in the next 2 or 3 years, others
could have a prolonged life if designated for
improvement, with financial aid from govern-
mental grant aid programmes.

Suddenly, however, a new note of urgency
has arisen for the municipality in considering

strictly correct to talk of a set of more than two different
courses of action as ‘alternatives’. However, this need
not be treated as a serious source of difficulty here, asin
the chapters that follow the comparison of alternatives
will usually be treated as essentially a pair-wise process.
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what to do about South Side —and, in particular,
in addressing the problem of how far to invest
in its continued viability as a residential com-
munity. For a proposal has just been published
by a transportation agency to route a new
arterial highway carrying industrial and other
traffic directly through the neighbourhood. As
might be expected, this heightens the sense
of anxiety about the future among the local
residents and traders. In response, the muni-
cipality calls for an early report on the problem
from a specially formed internal working party
of planners, engineers, accountants, and legal
and valuation experts. From their initial discus-
sions, it will be supposed that a list of seven
potentially important decision areas emerge,
as indicated in Figure 10.

In this list, it will be noticed that each decision
area has not only been described with some
care, but also given a brief label for purposes of
future reference. The question marks — though
they can be treated as optional in practice —are
here added as a reminder that each decision
area is supposed to represent an opportunity
for choice rather than any particular outcome of
the decision process. This is a point that is also
stressed in the more formal definition accom-
panying Figure 10.

As the example shows, any list of decision
areas can be quite diverse in the types of
opportunity for choice which it contains. The
first decision area in the list concerns choice
of alignment for a road; the second concerns
choice of location for a proposed local facility;
two others concern choice of land use for par-
ticular sites; while the last in the list concerns
a choice of timing.

Therecanalsobe variations betweendecision
areas in the level of generality at which they
are expressed. Whereas the fifth decision area
concerns choice of policy stance in relation to
investment in South Side as a whole, the
third concerns a much more specific choice of
action in relation to one particular street. It is
one of the inherent strengths of the decision
area concept that it allows different types and
levels of choice to be considered together
within a common analytical framework.

LINKS BETWEEN DECISION AREAS

As soon as a set of opportunities for choice has
been formulated as a list of decision areas —
even if only in a tentative way — it will usually
begin to become apparent that some of them
at least can be viewed as interconnected, in
the sense that there is a case for considering
them jointly rather than attempting to come to
decisions taking each of them one at a time.

For example, an appreciation of the local
geography of South Side might make it appar-
ent that it could be unwise to consider the
choice of use for the central site without any
reference to the choice of location for the
future local shopping centre. This implies a
belief that the choices made if the two decision
areas were considered together could differ
from those that might emerge if each were
looked at in isolation, on separate ‘agendas’
of decision-making. This might be the case
if the choice of particular uses for the cent-
ral site made some conceivable locations for
the shopping centre physically impossible, or
vice versa; it could also be the case if cer-
tain choices in either decision area seemed
likely to make some choices in the other less
attractive in terms of costs, implications for
local residents or other consequences with
which the working party could be concerned.
More obviously, there could be an interconnec-
tion between the two decision areas if one of
the possible locations for the shopping centre
were the central site itself.

However, not every pair of decision areas
in a list is likely to be directly linked in any of
these ways. For instance, there may be no dir-
ect reason for supposing that the choice as to
whether or not to improve West Street cannot
be arrived at independently from the choice of
location for the shopping centre, or the choice
of use for the central site.

Using labelled circles to represent the
decision areas and connecting lines to repre-
sent the presence or absence of direct links
between them, a picture of mutual relation-
ships can be built up graphically as shown
in Figure 11. Here the connecting line, or
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decision link, represents no more than a work-
ing assumption that, at least at the present
stage of understanding of the problem, it
makes sense to look into the mutual rela-
tionships between the two decision areas
CENT'L SITE? and SHOP LOCN? Meanwhile,
the absence of a link between WEST ST? and
either of the other decision areas represents
a working assumption that this choice can be
dealt with independently from the other two.

The idea of a decision link forms a second
‘core’ concept in the strategic choice vocabu-
lary, and is more formally defined in a state-
ment appearing below Figure 11. The term
decision link is usually abbreviated simply to
link for working purposes, because it is usu-
ally clear from the context that the word is
being used in this special sense. It is import-
ant to note at this stage that the concept of a
decision link implies no particular view about
the sequence in which the linked decisions
should be taken, or about possible causal rela-
tionships. People who may be versed in other
approaches to the mapping of relationships
among decisions or systems are sometimes
tempted to add arrowheads to decision links,
to suggest directions of influence or prece-
dence between one choice and another. How-
ever, it has not been found helpful to introduce
such conventions into the approach being dis-
cussed here, which is purely concerned with
the logic of mutual connectedness between
one decision area and another.

Another caution concerns the tendency to
interpret the concepts of decision area and
decision link too narrowly in terms of famil-
iar forms of relationships. In dealing with land
use or locational problems in particular, there
is a tendency for planners to focus on spatially
defined decision areas and to look for links in
terms of geographical adjacency or similar rela-
tionships. But decision areas and relationships
between them can be used to reflect all kinds
of non-spatial considerations as well, as the fur-
ther unfolding of the South Side story will make
clear. For this reason, no physical map of South
Side is introduced at this stage: but any reader
who may find it helpful to form some view of

the geographical layout of South Side may like
to glance briefly at the sketch map at the end
of this chapter (Figure 18).

THE DECISION GRAPH AS A
REPRESENTATION OF PROBLEM
STRUCTURE

In any situation where a complex problem can
be expressed in terms of a set of several
decision areas, some but by no means all of
which may be directly connected by decision
links, it is possible to use the graphical con-
nections introduced in Figure 11 to build up a
wider view of the structure of that problem in
the form of what is called a decision graph.®

A decision graph is, in effect, no more than
a two-dimensional ‘map’ showing a set of
decision areas and a set of links which con-
nect some pairs but not others. Figure 12 gives
an example of a decision graph for the set of
seven decision areas so far identified within
the South Side decision problem. This indic-
ates that there are eight decision links in all, out
of the total of 21 which would be theoretically
possible if each of the seven had been directly
linked to each of the other six.

This particular decision graph reflects an
agreed view, among people who can be sup-
posed to have specific knowledge of the real-
ities of the South Side situation, that some
decision areas are more directly interconnec-
ted than others. For instance, it shows sev-
eral links connecting the four decision areas
concerned with ROAD LINE?, SHOP LOCN?,
CENT'L SITE? and DIST LIFE? — even though
ROAD LINE? and DIST LIFE? are only linked
indirectly through the other two. The WEST
ST? and GRIFF SCHL? decision areas, in con-
trast, are comparative outliers, each being
directly connected to only one of the other
decision areas. Indeed, had it not been for the
sudden introduction of a choice to be made
about the road line, as a result of a highway

3 In some earlier writings this was referred to as a
strategy graph.
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planning exercise over a wider area, the WEST
ST? decision area would have been com-
pletely disconnected from the SHOP LOC'N?
and CENT'L SITE? decision areas, as was
earlier suggested (Figure 11). This is a relatively
simple example of a common occurrence not
only in urban planning but in other fields, where
the introduction of new decision areas can
introduce additional complexity into a hitherto
much simpler pattern of decision links.

Where a decision graph includes a larger
number of decision areas than the example of
Figure 12, it may be quite important to explore
ways of rearranging it to bring out its under-
lying structure more clearly. It is important to
note that there is no set rule to guide the pos-
itioning of each decision area on the graph: the
map is a topological one, the meaning of which
would not be changed if the relative positions
of the decision areas were altered. The essen-
tial information conveyed by Figure 12 would
be exactly the same if the WEST ST? decision
area was shifted from the left to the right of
the picture. However, it might then show some
awkward crossovers between decision links,
unless other decision areas were to be repos-
itioned at the same time. The value of any
decision graph lies essentially in the picture it
presents about the structure of relationships
between elements of a complex problem; a
picture which can be modified through time
and challenged wherever there is disagree-
ment between participants in the process. In
this way the participants can proceed, through
as many iterations as need be, towards deeper
examination of possibilities for action and their
consequences, either within the graph as a
whole or within selected decision areas or
clusters within its structure.

THE CHOICE OF A PROBLEM
FOCUS

The possibility of focusing on a selected cluster
of decision areas within a larger decision graph
offers an important field of judgement in a pro-
cess of strategic choice. Indeed, it can mark a
critical point of transition from the work of the

shaping mode to that of the designing mode —
especially where the decision graph is so large
and complex in its structure that it is difficult to
think of designing possible ways forward while
keeping the full set of interconnected decision
areas in view.

Any focus for the examination of possible
ways forward which has been deliberately
selected to include some but not all the
decision areas in a decision graph can be
referred to as a problem focus. It is import-
ant to note here that the scope of this prob-
lem focus can be changed, repeatedly if so
desired, as work on the problem proceeds.
There are many different considerations that
can be taken into account in choosing a prob-
lem focus, and these will be discussed more
fully in Chapter 5. At this stage it is the general
concept of the problem focus that is important,
as a means of managing the transition from the
shaping to the designing mode.

In Figure 13, one possible problem focus
has been selected for the South Side prob-
lem, by exercising a degree of selectivity within
the decision graph of Figure 12. The compara-
tively isolated WEST ST?, GAS SITE? and
GRIFF SCHL? decision areas have here been
excluded, and a boundary indicating the limits
of the resulting problem focus has been drawn
around the other four. In the case of a decision
graph of comparatively simple structure such
as this, the step of choosing to concentrate
on these four may seem a somewhat obvi-
ous one to take, working on the basis of the
structural information alone (Figure 12). But it
is not hard to see that the judgement could
become more difficult if there were many more
decision areas and connections to consider,
and if it was thought important to take into
account other reasons for focusing — such as
the relative urgency and importance of differ-
ent decision areas.

Even in this simple example there are several
other choices of focus that could have been
made. It could have been decided to focus
only on the triangular cluster of ROAD LINE?,
CENT'L SITE? and SHOP LOC'N? decision
areas, on the grounds that each has at least
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three decision links joining it to other decision
areas, whereas DIST LIFE? has only two. It
could also have been decided deliberately to
keep all seven decision areas within the prob-
lem focus, or even to restrict it to only one
decision area in the first instance — SHOP
LOC'N? being one possible candidate because
of its pivotal position on the graph. The nar-
rower the focus, the less work there will be
to do in the designing mode, especially if the
alternatives within the decision area or areas
concerned can be considered clear cut. So the
more rapid can be the progress forward into
the comparing mode. However, this is not to
suggest that the case for choosing a broader
focus will not re-emerge later, once the uncer-
tainties involved in working within the narrow
focus have taken clearer shape.

OPTIONS WITHIN DECISION AREAS

Despite all the information about the structure
of a decision problem that may be contained
within a decision graph, or even within a par-
ticular problem focus within a decision graph,
this form of problem representation does noth-
ing in itself to indicate what range of possible
actions is likely to be open to the decision-
makers. To make progress in this direction, it
is necessary to move into the more technical
domain of the designing mode, which takes its
place in the bottom left-hand corner of the gen-
eral process diagram (Figure 8). This is where
the analytical method of Analysis of Intercon-
nected Decision Areas (AIDA) begins to have
an important part to play.*

The term decision option — usually referred
to in practice simply as an option — will be
introduced at this point to describe any one
course of action within a decision area, out of
whatever range of possibilities may be seen as

4 The AIDA method was first developed in the course of a
seminal IOR/Tavistock Institute project on communica-
tions in the building industry, conducted in parallel with
the Coventry local government study. See in particular
Luckman (1967).

available. In the South Side case it will be sup-
posed, for the sake of example, that the mem-
bers of the local working party are able to agree
that the range of choice in each of the seven
decision areas can be represented by a set of
two or more possible options, as indicated in
Figure 14.

In practice, of course, it may sometimes be
necessary to list more options than indicated
in this example if a fully representative picture
of the range of possibilities within a decision
area is to be presented. Indeed, there may
be a good deal of debate about these options
among participants who may have different
appreciations of the problems before them.
During such a debate, different perceptions
could well emerge not only about the number
of options in each decision area, but also about
the terms in which they should be expressed.
For instance, it could be asked why the set of
options for public investment in the continued
life of South Side as a residential district should
be limited to the range of 10-year, 20-year and
40-year horizons. Why not 5 years, or 15, or
1007 And why express the range of possib-
ilities in terms of time horizons at all? Could not
the alternative policies perhaps be expressed
in some broader, more flexible but still mean-
ingful way, such as a choice of short-, medium-
and long-term strategies?

It is also important to check that the options
within a decision area are mutually exclusive.
For instance, if industrial use of the central
site did not necessarily rule out the possibility
of housing or open space on part of the site,
then mixed use options might have to be intro-
duced; or perhaps the decision area itself could
be reformulated in some way, to enable the
options available to be expressed in a differ-
ent form. Questions about whether the options
within a decision area can be considered both
representative and mutually exclusive can be
well worth discussing if they help to focus crit-
ical attention on what is meant by the decision
area in question and to suggest possibilities for
reformulation of the problem in more realistic
ways.
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Once the set of options within a decision
area is agreed to be adequate as a base for fur-
ther analysis, it can be a useful practical step to
give them short labels, as in Figure 14. So long
as these labels do not suppress too much of
the information contained in their full descrip-
tions, they can save a great deal of time and
space when it comes to examining combina-
tions of options from different decision areas.

COMPATIBILITY OF OPTIONS IN
INTERCONNECTED DECISION
AREAS

Once options have been identified, the ques-
tion arises of what possibilities for choice are
to be found, not merely within each decision
area taken separately, but within linked pairs or
sets of decision areas within the selected prob-
lem focus. It therefore becomes necessary to
introduce assumptions about how far options
from different decision areas can be combined.
For instance, the ROAD LINE? decision area
in South Side contains two options while the
SHOP LOCN? decision area contains three;
if each option in the first decision area could
be freely combined with each option in the
second, this would give a total of 2x3 =6
possible combinations from which to choose.
In practice, however, the range of possibilit-
ies may be more restricted, because of various
kinds of constraint which may be encountered
in trying to combine particular options in one
decision area with particular options in other
decision areas. For example, a knowledge of
local geography in South Side might make it
sensible to assume that the choice of the
southern road line would rule out the choice of
both the Main Street and the King Square shop-
ping locations, because either would mean
that the majority of residents would be cut
off from their neighbourhood shopping centre.
Such a combination could be seen as violat-
ing what might be recognised as an important
design principle — if not altogether destroying
the centre’s economic viability. A similar check
on other combinations of options from these
two decision areas, followed by a check of

options in the CENT'L SITE? decision area
against those in each of the previous decision
areas, might generate further assumptions on
incompatibilities as shown in Figure 15.

Such a table is sometimes known as a com-
patibility matrix. When other decision areas are
added, it can be extended further in a stepwise
fashion to form a triangular array, until each
pair of the decision areas within the present
problem focus is covered. Each relationship of
incompatibility between a pair of options from
different decision areas, as indicated by a cross
in any particular cell of the table, is known as an
option bar. In the South Side example, there
are altogether three option bars connecting
the ROAD LINE? and SHOP LOCN? decision
areas, which rule out three of the six conceiv-
able combinations of options; then there are
a further three option bars ruling out certain
further combinations once the CENT'L SITE?
decision area is added.

As in the identification of options within a
decision area, it is quite normal for different
participants to hold different views as to which
combinations of options are feasible and which
are not. Again, such differences can be used
as a point of departure in working towards
a clearer shared view of the structure of the
specific decision problem which the decision-
makers face.

BUILDING UP AN OPTION GRAPH

Where there are many decision areas and
options to consider, and so the number of
possible combinations is large, it can become
a correspondingly laborious matter to check
each option in each decision area for compat-
ibility with each option in every other decision
area in a systematic way. This itself is one
good argument for choosing a limited problem
focus of no more than four or five decision
areas within a complex decision graph. How-
ever, in building up a series of two-way tables
such as those in Figure 15, it is usually found
that crosses representing option bars appear
in only a minority of the cells. This can greatly
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simplify the analysis of which combinations are
possible and which are not.

The same kind of information can be built
up by graphical methods, through an extension
of the kinds of conventions used to develop
the decision graph. This involves constructing
what is known as an option graph, in which
decision areas are represented by circles, as
in the decision graph, but the set of options
available within each decision area is spe-
cified within each circle as in the example
of Figure 16. This allows the structure of
relationships between specific options to be
represented by drawing in connecting lines
between those pairs of options from different
decision areas where option bars have been
identified.

It can avoid clutter in the option graph to
use abbreviated labels for the options within
each decision area and also to write the name
of the decision area itself outside, rather than
inside, the circle. The pattern of option bars can
then be built up gradually, scanning the whole
graph for possible incompatibilities rather than
working logically through the combinations
one at a time — and concentrating on pairs of
decision areas which are directly connected
through decision links. This kind of approach
can provide a more open means of building up
a picture of incompatibilities than the matrix
approach — especially where there are several
participants with different kinds of insight to
offer.

Although the picture of Figure 16 may look
quite complex and hard to interpret at a glance,
it is worth noting that it includes only 10 option
bars in all, as compared to the much larger
number of combinations of pairs of options
from different decision areas — in this example,
35 — which remain feasible. This observa-
tion helps to explain the convention of using
connecting lines in an option graph to rep-
resent incompatible combinations rather than
compatible ones. When first encountered,
this convention can be found surprising and
counter-intuitive. Nevertheless, a little exper-
ience soon shows that it is normally far
more economical to use links between options

to represent the few incompatible pairs of
options than the many compatible pairs. Not
only does this make the picture of criss-
crossing lines less impenetrable to the eye;
more importantly, it allows new option bars
to be introduced gradually as new reasons
for incompatibility suggest themselves, and
makes it much easier to keep track of the logic
within the option graph.

It is only to be expected that the pattern of
option bars in an option graph will bear some
resemblance to the pattern of decision links
within the corresponding part of the decision
graph — if only because one obvious way in
which a pair of decision areas can be inter-
connected is through some restriction on the
extent to which options within them can be
combined. However, the correspondence will
not necessarily be precise: for instance, a pair
of decision areas may be seen as linked on
the decision graph not because there are any
combinations of options which are incompat-
ible, but because there are some combinations
which appear to bring particular advantages or
disadvantages in terms of costs or other con-
sequences. So decision links do not necessar-
ily imply option bars. Nor is it inconceivable that
option bars will be identified to connect pairs
of options from decision areas which were not
thought to have been linked when the decision
graph was first drawn; it is always possible that
deeper reflection will bring insights into the
problem structure which were not apparent at
first sight.

GENERATING FEASIBLE DECISION
SCHEMES

At this point the core concept of a decision
scheme will be introduced to describe any
combination of options, one drawn from each
of the decision areas within a problem focus,
which is feasible in the sense that it does not
violate any of the option bars included in the
current formulation of the decision problem.
Even where the number of option bars in an
option graph is quite limited, it can be far from
easy to see what range of possible decision
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schemes is available simply by looking at the
option graph itself. Instead, it is necessary to
embark on a logical procedure for testing the
feasibility of different combinations of options
from the decision areas, considered not just
two at a time but in sets of three or more taken
together.

This means first arranging the decision areas
within the current problem focus according to
some chosen sequence, and then proceeding
logically through that sequence in the man-
ner illustrated in Figure 17. Here the various
feasible combinations of options from the four
selected decision areas for South Side are built
up by proceeding through a systematic branch-
ing process. The combinations are presented
in the form of a tree-like display somewhat sim-
ilar in format to the ‘decision tree’ used in clas-
sical decision analysis. However, the aim here
is not to provide a framework for analysing con-
tingencies and probabilities, but simply to dis-
play all available decision schemes for further
examination. To emphasise this difference, the
alternative phrase option tree will be adopted
here.

In Figure 17, for example, the path through
the tree which combines the NORTH road
line with the GAS shop location is eliminated
at an early branching point, because of an
option bar linking these two options directly.
At a later stage, the NORTH-KING-IND route
is terminated because there is an option bar
between the KING and IND options, while
further on again, the NORTH-MAIN-IND-20YR
route is ruled out because of an incompat-
ibility between a 20-year district life and the
Main Street shop location. So, in progressing
along each branch of the tree, it is necessary
to check the compatibility of each new option
not only with the option in the immediately
preceding decision area, but also with all the
others further back. In this example, indeed,
the entire branch which begins NORTH-MAIN-
OPEN is eliminated, not because of incom-
patibilities involving any pair of these three
options, but because of two different types
of option bar which are encountered once the
final DIST LIFE? decision area is added.

In this example, the systematic development
of the tree shows that there are, in all, nine
feasible decision schemes, each of which has
been given an alphabetic label for reference
purposes. Sometimes there will be only a few
feasible decision schemes, or even none at all;
on other occasions, there may be so many that
they become difficult to compare at all without
some further filtering process.

The process of working systematically
through the branches of a tree can provide
important opportunities for learning. It can, of
course, become time-consuming if the number
of decision areas and options is much larger
than in this example. In such circumstances,
computer methods can sometimes be helpful,
both as a check on the logic of the process and
ameans of testing rapidly the effect of different
assumptions on options and option bars. There
are various alternative ways of setting out the
kind of information contained in Figure 17. In
this example, the closed branches are included
and terminated by a cross to help demonstrate
the logic of the process; they could however,
have been omitted, so allowing the range of
available choices to be presented in a more
compressed form. If desired, the set of feasible
schemes could have been presented as a
straight list rather than in the form of a tree; the
advantage of the branching formatis essentially
in the structural information it conveys. Also,
the arrangement of the set of decision schemes
could be changed, either by working through
the decision areas in a different sequence or
by introducing comparative considerations to
bring to the fore those schemes which might
be considered more desirable. But this latter
possibility means moving on to the perspective
of the comparing mode, and will be left for
further consideration in Chapter 3.

ANALYSING INTERCONNECTED
DECISION AREAS: CONCLUDING
REVIEW

This chapter has introduced a set of basic

concepts which provide a foundation for the
general method of problem structuring that has
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become known as Analysis of Interconnected
Decision Areas, or AIDA for short. The most
fundamental concepts of the AIDA method —
those of the decision area, the option and the
option bar — together form the basic elements
required as input to build an option graph as
a representation of the structure of choices
within a problem or part of a problem; and,
from this, to find out what range of possible
‘solutions’ or decision schemes is available.
Among the other ideas introduced in the earlier
sections of this chapter were those of the
decision link, the decision graph and the prob-
lem focus — all of these being intended to help
people in debating the overall shape of the
problem before the more specific AIDA meth-
ods are brought into play.

The AIDA method of problem structuring
does, of course, have its limitations in repres-
enting complexity of certain kinds; and these
limitations will be discussed further in later
chapters. In particular, it is not always easy
to adapt the method to decision problems
which are most naturally expressed in terms
of adjustments to the levels of a set of more
or less continuous control variables. However,
decision problems can only be seen in terms
of this kind of ‘control model’ in comparatively
stable operating contexts, where the overall
shape of the problem can be seen as more or
less invariable through time. In such a case, it
may be possible to use more sophisticated and
specialised forms of analysis concerned with
the systemic relationships among the decision
variables particular to that operational set-
ting. Nevertheless, even such ‘well-structured’
problems can often be embedded in wider
problem settings with a more volatile structure,
to which a more open-ended approach to prob-
lem structuring, of the kind described in this
chapter, can usefully be applied. For the stra-
tegic choice approach has no claims to be a
‘systems approach’ in the commonly accepted
sense: rather, itis a process approach in which
the elements are choices which are normally
supposed to be of a transient nature, and the
relationships between elements are not there-
fore expected to assume any systemic form.
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Relating the concepts and methods intro-
duced in this chapter to the five basic dimen-
sions of balance in strategic choice (Figure 2),
the first of them - to do with the treatment
of scope — has begun to be addressed by
the concepts introduced to guide the work
of the shaping mode: the decision area, the
decision link, the decision graph and the prob-
lem focus. The second dimension of balance —
to do with the treatment of complexity — has
begun to be addressed by the general con-
cepts of the decision option, the option bar,
the option graph and the decision scheme,
introduced to guide the work of the designing
mode. But there is more to be discussed about
the treatment of scope and of complexity in
strategic choice in later chapters. Meanwhile,
the treatment of conflict, uncertainty and pro-
gress — while touched upon in some places
in this chapter and Chapter 1 — has scarcely
begun to be discussed in terms of basic con-
cepts and techniques. It is the introduction of
such concepts and techniques that will be the
purpose of Chapter 3.

SOME EXERCISES

At this stage, some readers may be glad of an
opportunity to test their ability to make use of
the concepts introduced in this chapter. To this
end, the chapter concludes with a short set of
exercises, allof thembased on simple variations
inthe formulation of the decision problem faced
in the South Side story as described so far.

1. If every pair of decision areas in Figure 12
which is not shown as directly interconnec-
ted were to be connected up, how many
additional decision links would there be?

2. Suppose in Figure 12 that two additional
decision links were added, one to connect
ROAD LINE? to DIST LIFE? and the other
to connect WEST ST? to SHOP LOC'N?,
could the positions of the various decision
areas be altered to make the structure of
the decision graph clearer, in particular by
avoiding any crossovers between the con-
necting links?



Working into Problems

. How many different ways can you see
of choosing a problem focus within the
decision graph as modified in Question 2, so
as to include three fully interlinked decision
areas?

. Suppose the 40YR option for DIST LIFE?
were to be eliminated as no longer avail-
able for some reason, how many of the
nine feasible decision schemes in Figure 17
would this remove?

. If an extra option bar were to be added
to Figure 16, to rule out the combina-
tion of the 40YR option in the DIST LIFE?
decision area with the OPEN option in the
CENT'L SITE? decision area, how many
of the nine feasible decision schemes in
Figure 17 would have to be ruled out as not
feasible?

. Which of the decision schemes in
Figure 17 — beyond those eliminated by
Question 5 above — would be cut out if
option bars were to be added between
the NORTH option in the ROAD LINE?
decision area and both the 10YR and
20YR options in the DIST LIFE? decision
areas?

7. How many additional decision schemes
would be added to the list of nine in
Figure 17 if the option bar ruling out the
SOUTH option in the ROAD LINE? decision
area in combination with the IND option in
the CENT'L SITE? decision area were to be
removed?

Answers to the above questions will be
found on the Planning under Pressure compan-
ion website.

Finally, we offer two more open-ended ques-
tions which, unlike those above, have no one
answer. First, examine Figure 18, which shows
the spatial relationships between the locations
and alignments assumed in the formulation of
decision areas and options in this chapter.

8. Do the spatial relationships shown in this
map lead you to question the reasoning
behind any of the decision links shown in
Figure 12, or to suggest that any new ones
should be included?

9. Do these same spatial relationships sug-
gest that there could be a case for question-
ing the arguments behind any of the option
bars shown in Figure 16 or for adding any
further option bars?
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3 Working towards decisions

INTRODUCTION

The aim of this chapter will be to comple-
ment Chapter 2 by introducing a further set
of basic concepts and methods, designed to
guide work within the comparing and choosing
modes. Taken together, the various core con-
cepts introduced in the two chapters will form
a skeleton for an appropriate technology of
strategic choice: a skeleton which will be built
upon further in Chapters 5-8, where a range
of variations on these concepts and methods
will be discussed. The transition from the last
chapter to this one involves a shift of focus; a
shift from a concern with designing possible
courses of action to a concern with discriminat-
ing among those possibilities in order to make
progress towards decisions. As in Chapter 2,
the intention will be to introduce a limited set
of core concepts in as simple and basic a form
as possible. However, they are concepts which
address evaluative issues more directly than
the concepts introduced to guide the work of
the shaping and designing nodes; and these
evaluative issues can become quite subtle and
complex.

The first three concepts to be introduced
are those of the comparison area, the relative
assessment and the advantage comparison.
All of these terms have their counterparts in
everyday use; but they are expressed here in
language which is designed to encourage a
more explicit consideration of uncertainty than
is found in some other approaches to evalu-
ation. These concepts apply generally to any
situation where there are different courses of
action to be compared, whether there be only
two alternatives to consider or a much wider
range of possibilities to be scanned. Also, the

concepts are designed to apply whether or
not there are numerical or other acceptable
scales of measurement in view — recognising
that consequences can often be subtle and far-
reaching in their impact, so that an attempt to
reduce assessments to a single unambiguous
scale may not always be an appropriate way of
dealing with the complexities and uncertainties
encountered in practice.

The fourth concept to be introduced — that
of the working shortlist — does however mean
introducing more simplified scales of assess-
ment to narrow down the range of possible
alternatives. This is especially useful when
working with several linked decision areas,
generating a wide range of feasible combin-
ations of options to be compared. So it is at
this point of the chapter that the basic concepts
about comparing come together with those
about designing feasible decision schemes
through AIDA, which were introduced towards
the end of Chapter 2. In the second half of
Chapter 3, four further basic concepts will
be introduced, designed to guide the work of
the choosing mode: these are the concepts
of the uncertainty area, the exploratory option,
the action scheme and the commitment pack-
age. It is in introducing these later concepts
that the emphasis on management of uncer-
tainty through time will come directly to the
fore, in the spirit of the view of planning as a
continuous process of strategic choice which
was presented in Chapter 1.

FORMULATING A SET OF
COMPARISON AREAS

The task of comparing any pair of alternative
courses of action necessarily involves forming
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some view of what the consequences, effects
or implications might be if either course of
action were to be pursued rather than the
other. It is possible to conceive of circum-
stances in which it may be sufficient to
consider implications in relation to only one
dominant area of concern. For example, a per-
son choosing a painting to hang on a bedroom
wall might be content to compare and choose
solely on the basis of personal aesthetic judge-
ment — at least in circumstances where that
person lived alone and the set of alternative
paintings available were all offered at the same
price, with the same physical dimensions. Or a
developer comparing competitive tenders for
a building project might conceivably be con-
tent to compare on the grounds of quoted cost
alone — but only in the somewhat artificial cir-
cumstances that all tenders met the brief in an
identical way and no other comparative infor-
mation was available with which to discrim-
inate between contractors in terms of their
reputations for reliability or quality of work.

These two examples indicate how rarely in
practice it is realistic to restrict attention to a
single dimension of comparison taken on its
own. Indeed, the more far-reaching the impli-
cations of a decision problem, the wider the
set of participants likely to become involved.
So the less practicable it can become to reduce
their concerns to a single basis for compari-
son, whether this be expressed in monetary or
other terms.

The approach to comparison to be developed
here can therefore be described as essentially
a multi-criteria approach — to adopt a phrase
which has now become fashionable in rela-
tion to more specific mathematical methods
of comparison. The concept of a criterion is
of course familiar enough, not only to decision
scientists but also to many practising plan-
ners and managers. However, the word is one
which can convey subtly different meanings
to different people — for instance, it conveys
to many people an expectation of a defined
scale of measurement, even though dictionary
definitions tend to suggest the idea of com-
parison with some pre-set standard or norm.

For this reason, the concept of criterion will
here be replaced by a more general concept of
a comparison area, which will be more care-
fully defined within the context of the strategic
choice approach.

In essence, a comparison area can be seen
as simply a description of some area of concern
to the participants in a decision process, within
which they may wish to consider what the
consequences of alternative courses of action
might be. Figure 19 illustrates this concept
by presenting descriptions of four different
comparison areas which could be seen as
important in addressing the decisions facing
the South Side Working Party, in the planning
situation that was outlined in Chapter 2. As
in the earlier listing of decision areas, each of
these comparison areas is specified in terms
of both a brief label, for quick reference, and
a fuller and more careful description of what
it embraces. By convention, the brief label is
followed by a colon (), so as to distinguish a
comparison area from a decision area, the label
of which is followed by a question mark (?).
The fuller description can serve an important
practical purpose, as a means of checking that
the same comparison area is being interpreted
in a similar way by different participants; and
it can of course always be modified later as
understanding grows.

It is often helpful to include, within the
fuller description of a comparison area, not
only an indication of the types of effects or
consequences that it covers, but also some
indication of their incidence in terms of com-
munity sectors or interest groups, or perhaps
over different time horizons. This can be espe-
cially significant where the participants see
themselves as accountable to more than one
‘constituency’ of affected interests. Indeed,
different participants in a decision process
will sometimes be recognised as represent-
ing different sectors or groups. Questions of
incidence and perceived equity can sometimes
become quite crucial to the politics of compar-
ing and choosing; and they can indeed emerge
as major sources of uncertainty in the UV cat-
egory, the management of which can become
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critical to the guidance of the overall decision
process. In order to keep the number of com-
parison areas manageable, they can if desired
be formulated so as to bring together sev-
eral different elements under a single more
general heading. For instance, in Figure 19,
the familiar heading of CAPITAL: is used to
bring together expenditures on both construc-
tion works and property acquisition. In other
situations, however, there might also be com-
pensating capital receipts to consider, from the
disposal of surplus land or buildings which,
according to accounting convention, might be
considered either within the CAPITAL: or the
INCOME: comparison area.

Sometimes, also, different comparison areas
can be combined. For example, it might be
agreed that for working purposes the CAP-
ITAL: and INCOME: comparison areas in
Figure 19 should be combined into a broader
comparison area simply called FINANCE:.
These examples merely serve to demonstrate
the general point that there may be much
scope for choice in the way a set of compari-
son areas is formulated. Indeed, where there
are several participants, it can be valuable to
encourage open debate over this choice, lead-
ing to elaboration or simplification of the set
of comparison areas as work proceeds and the
level of shared understanding grows.

ASSESSING CONSEQUENCES
WITHIN COMPARISON AREAS

Once a set of comparison areas has been
chosen, it can be put to use as a framework
for comparing alternative courses of action in
the light of people’s assessments of what their
differing consequences might be. The idea of a
relative assessment will be treated as another
core concept in the strategic choice vocabu-
lary; but it will often be abbreviated to the
single word assessment so long as the context
is clear. The idea of a relative assessment is
intended to cover not only any consequences
or implications of a direct and immediately fore-
seeable kind, but also any consequences or

implications which may be more gradual, indir-
ect and hard to pin down in any tangible way.

There are two important qualities to bear
in mind in making a prior assessment of
the consequences of some proposed future
course of action, as opposed to a retro-
spective assessment of the consequences
of some course of action already carried
through. Firstly, any assessment of future con-
sequences will always be to some degree
conjectural, in that it will involve elements of
speculation or guesswork as to what might fol-
low if that course of action were to be set
in train. Secondly, such an assessment will
be essentially comparative in the sense that,
whether explicitly or otherwise, itinvolves con-
trasting the consequences of pursuing that
course of action with those that might follow
from choosing some other course instead. This
point applies even if that other course were to
take a passive stance and aim to preserve the
status quo — which is a common baseline for
many kinds of assessment in practice.

Figure 20 presents some examples of rela-
tive assessments within each of the four
comparison areas for South Side. Two dif-
ferent examples of relative assessments are
presented here, both from within the range
of nine possible decision schemes which was
developed earlier (Figure 17). First, Scheme B
is assessed relative to Scheme A — the dif-
ference between these two alternatives being
only in the choice of option for use of the Cen-
tral Site. Then, Scheme H is assessed also in
relation to the same baseline of Scheme A,
recognising that the comparison in this case is
likely to be rather less straightforward because
Schemes H and A differ in the options selected
in each of the four decision areas.

It will be noticed in this example that the
forms in which the relative assessments are
presented differ from one comparison area to
another. Even though the capital and income
assessments are both expressed in monetary
units, the capital assessments are expressed
as lump sums and the income assessments
as annual flows, in keeping with familiar
accounting conventions. Differences in jobs
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are also expressed in numerical terms, but
this time expressed in non-monetary units of
the net number of local jobs created. How-
ever, the assessments of the consequences
for the South Side residents are expressed
here purely in terms of words — illustrating a
very common situation in practice where there
is no accepted numerical scale to which to
refer.

The example of Figure 20 also illustrates
some of the different ways in which feelings
of uncertainty can be expressed. In one case —
the assessment of capital outlay for Scheme B
relative to Scheme A —a single estimate only is
presented; but the word ‘about’ is inserted to
convey the information that there is felt to be at
least some uncertainty over the extent of the
difference. In other places, a range of figures is
presented; this conveys additional information
about the degree of uncertainty experienced
— which may well differ between one rela-
tive assessment and another. By moving to
a more elaborate format of presentation than
that in Figure 20, it would be possible to go into
these feelings of uncertainty in more depth,
distinguishing between different contributory
factors, spelling out underlying assumptions
and indicating contingencies which could have
a significant effect on the levels of assess-
ment presented. These possibilities will be dis-
cussed further in Chapter 7; for the time being,
it is enough to stress that there is a wide field
of choice in the level of elaboration or simplific-
ation employed in presenting relative assess-
ments in practice.

JUDGING COMPARATIVE
ADVANTAGE BETWEEN
ALTERNATIVES

Because the set of comparison areas is
designed to reflect fields of direct concern
to decision-makers, any statement that one
alternative differs from another within a par-
ticular comparison area will usually convey a
sense of positive or negative value in the cur-
rent decision situation; it will be seen as either
good or bad, nice or nasty. For example, from

the comparison of Scheme B with Scheme A
in Figure 20, it will almost certainly count as an
advantage to B that it should incur about 250
thousand monetary units less than A in capital
outlay, but a disadvantage that it should yield
less income. Again, it is likely to be considered
a disadvantage to Scheme B that it should
create fewer jobs, but an advantage that it
should generate more confidence among the
residents of South Side.

Sometimes, there may be some conflict
of opinion as to whether a relative assess-
ment should be viewed in a positive or a
negative light; and often, there will be some
doubt as to whether advantages in some com-
parison areas should be seen as outweigh-
ing disadvantages in others. Such a state of
doubt appears to surround the comparison of
Schemes A and B for South Side, because
the overall balance of advantage across the
four comparison areas is by no means clear.
However, Scheme H appears to offer no
advantages compared to A in any of the four
comparison areas, if the same sense of posi-
tive and negative values is applied — unless
perhaps further investigation of the uncertainty
about the CAPITAL: assessment could reveal
that H has indeed an advantage over A in this
one comparison area.

Various methods of economic analysis have
been developed which allow assessments
in different comparison areas to be brought
together by being expressed in commensurate
terms. For instance, annual flows of income
can be converted to capital equivalents by
forms of discounted cash flow analysis which
reflect market rates of return. Some econo-
mists have also developed methods for com-
puting monetary values for other quantitative
indicators, such as numbers of jobs created.
But such conversions can have the effect of
suppressing underlying uncertainties of value
judgement which, from a strategic choice
perspective, may be important to expose to
debate.

It is more in keeping with the philosophy
of strategic choice to turn to an openly
judgemental scale of comparison, in which
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uncertainties of value judgement can be
exposed alongside any other uncertainties that
have arisen in assessing the nature or mag-
nitude of the consequences in the various com-
parison areas. Such an approach is illustrated
in Figure 21, which introduces a non-numerical
scale of advantage comparison as a basis for
translating relative assessments within diverse
comparison areas into a common frame-
work. The adjectives ‘negligible’, 'marginal’,
‘significant’, ‘considerable’ and ‘extreme’ are
intended to represent an ascending scale of
advantage to the decision-makers in either
direction. However, the way in which these
words should be interpreted — and indeed the
judgement as to what the relative widths of
the various bands of the scale should be — can
be left open to the discretion of the users in the
particular organisational and political context in
which they are working.

Forexample, Figure 21 interprets the assess-
ment that Scheme B will involve about
250000 monetary units less capital outlay
than Scheme A as representing somewhere
between a significant and a considerable
advantage to B in relation to the decision situ-
ation currently faced in South Side. In another
context, the judgement made might be quite
different: for example a central government
setting a national budget might well regard
such a difference as negligible, while a small
business, or an individual managing a family
budget, would probably consider it extreme.
In each row of Figure 21, the convention is
adopted of representing the range of uncer-
tainty over where the advantage lies by a pair
of arrowheads, with the current ‘best guess’
marked in between —frequently, but not neces-
sarily, positioned at the mid-point of the range.
As the example suggests, this range of uncer-
tainty can vary considerably from one compar-
ison area to another.

[t is important to recognise that the
range is intended to embrace uncertainties
encountered both in assessing alternatives
within each separate comparison area and
also in judging how these assessments should
be transferred to the common advantage
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comparison scale. For instance, in the South
Side case, there may be considerable uncer-
tainty not only over how large the difference
in local jobs created might be, but also over
how much weight should be attached to any
such difference in policy terms. Turning to the
impact on South Side residents, uncertainty
arises partly because there isno clear numerical
yardstick for assessment of different levels of
confidence in the future of the area, and partly
because some decision-makers may place a
higher policy value on residents’ confidence
than others.

The value of a common judgemental scale,
however crude, is that it provides a framework
within which assessments in different compar-
ison areas can be balanced and merged. For
example, taking the four ‘best guess’ points
in Figure 21, it can be argued that a consid-
erable advantage to Scheme B in terms of
capital should outweigh a (merely) significant
advantage to A in terms of income; and that
the advantage of B to local residents should
roughly balance out the advantage to A in
terms of jobs, leaving a slight overall advant-
age to B when all four comparison areas are
viewed together.

However, this overall balance of advantage
can become more difficult to judge when
notice is taken of the uncertainties that sur-
round the various placings on the advantage
comparison scale. In the illustration presented
in Figure 21, the combined effect of these
uncertainties is to make it by no means clear to
which alternative the overall balance of advant-
age for the decision-makers will lie. Some
approaches to the more careful analysis of how
such uncertainties affect the balance of advant-
age will be discussed in Chapter 7. However,
the most important point about the particular
format of advantage comparison illustrated
here is that it allows many different sources
of uncertainty to be brought together in a
common perspective: a perspective which is
designed to reflect the political realities of the
situation within which the alternatives in ques-
tion have to be compared. This kind of advant-
age comparison between specific alternatives
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will therefore form an important point of refer-
ence when it comes to considering methods
of working in the choosing mode.

RESTRICTING THE FOCUS FOR
COMPARISONS AMONG DECISION
SCHEMES

Where there are only a few alternative courses
of action to consider, it may not be difficult
to compare each with every other, using the
same kind of methodical approach to pair-wise
comparison which was illustrated in Figures 20
and 21. This is usually feasible enough when
comparing a set of three or four options within
a single decision area, or when the focus of
comparison is limited to only a few feasible
decision schemes.

However, this pair-wise approach to
comparison can become much more time-
consuming where there are many possible
combinations of options available. For
example, there are 36 possible pair compari-
sons that might be made among the nine
decision schemes for South Side (Figure 17),
because each of the nine can be compared
with each of the eight others — the resulting
number of comparisons being reduced from
72 to 36 when it is remembered that pair-wise
comparison is a two-way process. If the
number of possible schemes was doubled
to 18, the number of possible comparisons
would increase more than four-fold, to 153. In
general, the longer a list of schemes grows,
the more essential it becomes to choose some
more manageable set of schemes within the
list — in everyday terms, a shortlist — before
attempting to compare alternatives more
thoroughly in a pair-wise manner. The term
working shortlist will be added to the basic
strategic choice vocabulary to describe any
shortlist formed for such a purpose. In effect,
it serves the same kind of simplifying purpose
when people are working towards decisions
as does the idea of problem focus when they
are working into complex problems.

One way in which a long list of decision
schemes can be reduced is to focus only on

those which come within acceptable limits in
terms of one or more chosen dimensions of
evaluation which the decision-makers see as
of particularimportance. So it might be decided
to place a constraint on the maximum level of
capital cost — if capital is regarded as a scarce
resource — or the minimum level of income
to be generated by a scheme. Or it might
be agreed, in the South Side case, to exclude
any schemes involving a net loss rather than a
gain of local job opportunities compared to the
status quo.

Introducing such a constraint normally
means resorting to a simplified scale of
assessment, on which each scheme can be
represented by a single point, with all inform-
ation about uncertainty set aside for this pur-
pose. This then allows the set of schemes
to be rearranged, or ranked, in an unambigu-
ous order of preference so far as that particu-
lar scale is concerned, allowing all schemes
above or below the agreed threshold to be
set aside. Often the chosen scale will be a
numerical one, but this is not essential: for
instance, a non-numerical scale with seven
points labelled ‘very high’, 'high’, ‘fairly high’,
‘medium’, ‘fairly low’, ‘low’ and ‘very low’
provides quite an acceptable scale for rank-
ing purposes, because it is quite clear which
assessment comes before which other in the
sequence.

A simplified scale for p