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ABSTRACT
Descriptions of models for policy aualysis in future

studies-arepreibented. Separate secticnS of-the paper focus On .the
need fc, appropriate technologies of4social science in'futurei
studieLc &description of *compact poliby aspessment" (CPA), and a
comparison of,two CPA methods, Compass and Ditlphi. Coxpaot policy
assessient'refers to any low-cost, short-term approach to project
evaluation and decision making. It employs gtructured workshops to
define key policy choicias and issies, intensive 'short-term research
on major points of dncertainty, spiciol attention tc lessons of
historical experience in.appraising new proposals, and use of
concise, graphic reporting formats to gain early feedback. Botn
versions of CPA, Delphi and Compass, are designed to address complex
problems with a fairly simple procedural formala, offer results based
on judgeent_rather than objective data, encouragd divergent
exploration of new perspectives, emphasize the talus c fruitful
tension between opposing views, and seek to econonlze

Differences include.compactness (Compass is a half-day
procedure; Delphi is sore elaborate), definition of issues (Compose
is open-ended; Delphi employs standard'suriey research techniques),
and-methods of handling,differences of opinion. An illustration of
'the use of Compass in assessing educational alternatives projected to
the year 2000. and a discussion on the ase of CPI to achieve a more
sophisticated role for all citizens,' including children, conclude the
document. OU1

%

* Reproductions supplied by !DRS are the best that can be made *

* from tlie originaldocument. ,p,
*

************************************************************************



fr)

So I DEPARTMENTOP RIALTN,
110oCAVNIN s ollsPARIS
NATHINAL INSTITUTE OP

EDUCATION

THIS DOCUMENT HAS SEEN REPRO-
DuCED EXACTLY AS RECEIVEO. PROM
THE PERSON OILONCIANIEATSON 05I010-
*TING IT MINTS op VIEW ClieOPINIONS
STATED DO NOT NECESSARILY EEPTIE.
saw OPICVAI. NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF

EDUCATION POSITION Oa POLICY

V

i2EFONSSION To REPRODUCE 1HIS
MATERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED BY

TO THE EDUCADONAL RESOURCES
INFORMATtON CENTER (ERIC)."

FORECASTING EDUCATIONAL FUTURES.

RESOLVING UNCERTAINTIES AND DISAGREEMENTS THROUGH

COMPA4POLICY ASSESSMENW

Barclay M. Hudson*

t4

Paper Prepared for the World Future SocietpiUniversity of Houston

Conference on Educ tional Futures
Houston, Texas, 20-22 October 1978

0441

*Barclay Hudson and Associates, 460 17th Street, Santa Monica, California 90402

2

Pe



IntroducEion. Appropriate Technolagies of Social Science.
f

The further we look into-the future, the lesfe rely on traditional ,

Ymethods of social science. Desciiptiye science tells us what is; futuri

".1

, studies tell us what fight. be. Particularly in ?linkin about the ffeld

of educ'ation, gie future opens up major areas of lzrtainty and disagree-

ment--about what might happen, whAt should Nalpen, and what ip takes to

shape a prefexreCcourse of history.'
.

Social science to serve,future studies needs to be aifferent fromr

ordinarystocialscience in several respects. (1) It requires more semi-
.

r-

tivity to normativ concerns--not knowledge for its own sake, but studies

foCussed on processes thatmake a difference in shaping significant social .

change. (2) Another difference is attention needed to concepts of frge

will, social mobilizfitiqn, the dramaturgy'of historical Vrocesses--the

intangible element of human commitment that makes things happene but which

cannot ha capturedby traditional social science modas of structurally'

Ipredetermined flows and process-4

(3) Thirdidaptation of social science to future studies requires

standard:of truth thfit go beyond traditional ,canons of objectivity and

. consensus. Thos4 st dards, borrowed from natural sciences', make sense

for depicting a v.rld of static', exogenously determined processes. They
1

do not make sense for depfcting significant meaning of future events, or

differences-in meaning between one observer and the nexec or structural

changes in the system being observed, or the qualitative change in social

processes from one historical moment to the next.

k

(4) Futur studies also call for greater reliance on heuristic

methods of social science, and less reliance on algorithms. On the scale

3



ok historical processes, it makes little'sense to talk about optimization

4 procedres or, for that matter, any kind of Standardized procedures to

maximize or minimize outcomescon the basis of-objective functions,rresources
. v.

and constraints. Historioa l'evolution simply does not work thai way.

Okantzati.ons do, but social ivolution is not 4e same thing as organize-

.

Aional decision making. Society is not simply au organization writ large:

its objectives.ite pluralist, its cantrol systems are diverse and, decen-
.

traIized: its constraint functions are negotiable,-and its resource capaci- .

ties are continually being revised.and expanded.* Most important; whereas

organizatiod can chove ifs oWn specialized a of pioblem-solving

f,whre algoxithms have apprppriate uses), society an the other hand must

deal with whateVer comes gen& and must put as much energy into problem-
44

dbfinition as problem-solution --a job for heurist!cs."
S. A

In the mid-Twentieth Century we are learning to recognize 'resources that

fall well Outside traditional categories. One has te count not only ndt-

ural and economic resources, but human resources, cultural and scientific

resources, communication and organizational capacitles as bell. To Ulm-

' trate this.point, economiets began to acknowledge during the fifties that .

only a part of the economic growth of the United States Lan beaccounted,

for 14:the classical economic resources of land, labor and capital. A

large share of growt4, possibly a majority, has resulted fram a."résidual

"4actor," which ha's sometimes been described as "a measure of our ignorance,"

but probably includes such things as improvIments th education, organiza-

tional efficiency, better health, advances of knowledge, job-related 0

increases in workforceproductivity, economiespf scale, changes in cow-.

position of the national product, reduction of time-lag in applying new

'knowledge to practiCal use, improved productivity in fields like infor-

:nation management and data processing, changes in competitive pressures

to improve performance, Changes in levels of public honesty, regulations,

legal procedures, pollution controls, flexibility in allocation of indi-

vidual workers among jobs and tasks,. Obviously, soee of these factprs may

have worsened rather than improved over time. Neve4theless they illus-

trate how broadly one can conceive of the conceptof resources, and how

difficult it is to model social processes in terms of deterministic pro-

ceases that can be optimized using standard procedures. (See, for example:

Fabricant, 1959; Solow, 1959; Den/aim, 1974.)



(5) As ps!rt of a greater em0Wasis on heuri*stic mett.pas, social science

needs eto enlarge its repertoire of nethods that build owsystimatic judg-

'Went, and not just on siatic conceptual models, quantitative analysis mid

dbjective data. Judgment includes use of hard factsv of course, buteit

proCesses information differently frommostsocial science procedurip it
.

involves more course-grain analysis, more use of images to give shape and

1

texture to relationships, more placing of issues in a larger whOlistic
L-,

otitext to allow siaultaneouslliversity of problem perspectives.; perhapa.

moreuse of:riOt-braip thinking to complemeut the more linear thougiit

)
processes of the left brain.

!

(6) Finalky, social science tor future studies neede to be pore
to. .

.., . .

4 explicit About the areas of uncertainty ahd disagreement that surround

forecasts. Convention4 social science deals with questions of uncertainty

by falling back on reductionist models, and the assumption of ceteris

,--
paribus7,"other things being equal"--to keep discussion within.therange,

,of existing understaading. In future studies, howeverothe really inter-

1(

esting things happen p ecisely in taking the step beyond surprise-free

1

s

scenarios into the realm where concerted social action br peculiar oombilia-'

et

tions of circumstances begin to take hold. The ceteris are byno means

paribus in future stuOtes. As Soon asythings are depicted more wholis-.

tically, points of uncertainty'and disagreepent become analytical cross-

).

'roads from which future options take their poirit of departure. Issues in
4

contentiod tike center stage in an unfolding drama of possibilities, .not

merely half-finished bits of scenery relegated apologetically to the wings.

This paper attempts to define more appropriate technologies of.social

science that will satisfy the special requirements of future studies just4

listed. I will kot attempt to discuss soma of the important conceptual

ta 4
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issues of adapting social science to this task-,-issues having to do with

the sociology of knowledgp* the philosphy of Science, and epistemology of

normative historical analysis* In this paper I.will stick tei practical
. 0

techniques 'and procedures. Thepethods are dot particularly new in_ther

selves, but their application to future studies is still embyonic.

The methods I au referring to are drawn from the field of Compact

Policy Assessment (CPA). In the following pages, i will briefly describe

.
CPA and then compare two distinct CPA methods. One is Delphi, w4ich has

familiar applications to future. studies.' 'The other is Compass, a proce- if

dure developed specifically for purposes of compact policy assessment,.

whose applications to futigre studies seems pronising but still unpureen.

A s*sequent. seetion of the paper is addrtsaed to ways that Compass can

be used to create stronger links between fucure studies and more conven-

tional practices of planning and policy assessment. By making sudh.a

bridge, Compass can help inject longer-term vision into day-to-day

planning efforts, while also making future studies more sensitive to the

short-term practical'concerns of planners and policy analysis.

The final section of the paper illustrates the use of Compass by an

, application to assessment of education alternatives projected to the year

2000.

CoFpact POlicy Assessment

Compact policy assessment referrto any low cost, short term approach

to project evaluation and decision making. It uses some of the itandard

These issues are addressed elsewhere in two papers, "Varieties of f

Science: Not By Rationalism Alone" and "Dialectical Science: Epistete-

ology for Evolving Systems." (Barclay Hudson, l9711.)

6
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techniquds of policy riosesirch; but it relies More heavily on informed

judgmint than elaborate quantitative meth9.ds, and more on complilation of

available knowledge than development of new data sources.
6

Its major strength is providing a concise o'verview 9f social impacts

;

'beyond economic categories o benefits and costs. It generally adopts a
,

task forte approach twproblem solving:. structured workshop's to define

key policy choices and issues; intensive.short.term researdh on major

points.of uncertainty; special attention toiessons of historical expert-

ence in appraising new proposals; and use of concise, graphic reporting

fl6rmais to present previews of tentative conclusiods and gain early
0

critical feedback.

Some versions of CPA enphasize diverse participation in policy.debate,

including program beneficiaries, sponsor and prAider agencies, subject

matter experts, special interest orianizations, ahd other groups affected

by decisions. This usually calls for procedures designed to keep dip-

cussion concise, relevant to practical actibns and sepsy.ive to qualita-

tive and subjective.concerns raised.

The research capacity of CPA generally consists of methods to exploit

knowledge already on tap. In this sense, CPA operates on the premise that

a great deal of.information- needed for pplicy making is almady available,

either.ir. the form of exvit judgment, local experience with past programs,

?or data filed away for other purpodes.

CPA often needs tb be supplemented by conventional longer term research

A

on particular issues. Nevertheless, because CPA lays out th'e overall shape

4 1,

of a problem in terms of key questions, tentative answers and remaining

unknowns, it prepares the ground for more focussed and effective in-depth

analysis to follow. 'It provides an agenda for research on a strictly
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0 need-to-.know basis, abd can help assure higher payoff to subsequent longer.

temefforts. It can also run in parallel with large seals policy a'alisis,

serving as a forum for periodic review and providing frish independent
1

interpretation of findinga readhed by the main ongoing eifort.

Who Uses pP,A3 Thia dependa_pn the version'used, but the general
44 to

approach is .not bound to any cotp discinlie'a, add the skiits can usually

be transferred througit actual demenstrated use,ift ;Raving practital
:11

problems. Typical users wOuld include'university-based programs in policy

.=

analysis and evaluation researdh; local governmOnts invoried in drafting

.of general plan elenents or specific codnunity development strategies;

Tf

large brganiz'ations concerned with effective opetation of tasklmanagement .

siimems; community groups drafting social prdgrams to be funded by outside

sources; or sponsims and service delivery agencies undertaking fn-house

evaluation of their own programs.

Applications of CPA.may bT narrowly focussed --for example, in '

evaluation of .specific urban services such as educatip, chdusing and

employment generation projecis. ApRlicatione can al o be broad --for

example, in formulation of'tvoals and strategy mixes r regional growth
.

management, yr in structuring public hearings uueomplex policy issues

4 41

such as Proposition lj.;type.ballot measures.

'CPA generally applies to situations which do not,call for exted.sive

original research or,fine-giain precision in'findings, but_which reqqire,

.
.

a,concise and wholistic context'for effective exercise of policy judgment.
S

S

Policy judgments call for a capa4ty to baiance-considerations that are

qualitatively 'very differentthe weighing, of objective economics against

subjective ptaitical and aesthetic concerns; the benefits for one group

agkinstethe ,cbsts for another; local history against leksons of aggregate



-7-

o

experience elsewhere; popular opinion and con sense against expert

knowledge and refined technical data. Precise calculations are attempted

in CPA only wherd they prove to be hinge-points for specific policy

choiceg.
*

_CPA procedures are drawn from a pool of methods, some well known and

,eptablished, others still experimental or borrowed from fields outside of

0 coleventional policy analysip.. A full menu of CPA methods Valid include

planning balance sheet tedhniques (examples being the goals-achievement

matrix and the logical framework); ends-means analysis (sensitivity

analysis, assumptiens critique, Delpht).;" scenario-writing (comparative

case studies, field visits to prototype-expertments, Visunl I Ching and

other imege -generating techniques); prOblem-solving and design methods

(synectics, pattern language, cross-impact matrices); and vnrious check

list procedures (standard tedhniques of investigative journelism, field

visits by experienced obdervers, surveys of community leadership).

In addition, theoretical guided to CPA can be found in various

plarling literature aimed at alternatives to the rational comprehensive

tradition. This includes Work in the fieldd of advocacy planning, incre-

mental planning, transactive planning, and the combined apptoach known as

mixed scSuung.

In practical applications, CPA needs to be soaewhat eclectic, drawing

A

from one set of techniques or another as the situation demands. One:

Ic-

version of CPA,called Compass) has been developed specifically to incor-

porate-the main ingredients of other approaches to compact policy assess-

ment, with variations to allow for differing contexts of application.

The time frame and costs of CPA nat rally vary according to the

particular technique, the degree cif outs e participation, the emphasis
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placed on exploring new policy aptidhs, and the depth of analysis pursued'

in short-term, decision-focused research. The.budget for a CPA exercis0,

can be reduced to the degree that the effort is cerried out by in-bouse

staff, or that cooperative time is denoted by ptiblic agencies or special

.
interest groups, community representatives or other sources of expertise.

The case for CPA rests not so much an cost savings, howeveri but

results.. The man donsideration is whether the user gives priority to

concise and wholistic revie44 issues; a strong. analytical focus on prac-

'tical choices among clearly defined polici options; and an early ireilew

-of conclusions, as basis for systematic feedback on findings.

;./

essment : CasB

Compass Is a fast and. inexpensive way of kalting together a concise

overview of pros and cons on a policy proposal, or a summary of outcomes

from completed projects.

It is di fferent from conventional policy analysis in a number of

(1,1

respects.

e It is short term--taking A day to two weeks - -but can also be used

for periodic review of results from longer term policy 'studies.

It starts with a concrete proposal'or program, but only as a

point of departure for considering possible design modifications or new

lines of problem-solving..

It gives special attention to ,social ispicts beyond economic

benefits and costs--intangible outcomes and indirect effects that have to

be t4ighed judgmentally by decision makers. It does not provide a strict

decision rule, but attempts to lay out the overall shape of a problem and
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the consequences of specific actions.

Commend operates in'two.stages. The first consists of a one- or two-

4 hour workshop, with subsequeat.review and analysis 'of findinge worked into

la concise tnterim report for critic41 feedback--the entire process.spaiping

4

about 24 hours. The second stage is optional, -consisting of follow-up

'investigation into the tentative conclusions and key issues raised ia the'

r first reponF. This mAY range from a day to two weeks, and can include

4

preparation of a longer term research agenda using more conventional

nethods .of decisiod'analysis and evaluation research.

Step One provides an inventory of poll4 issues together'with aug-
.

gested priorities.for resolving them, based on several considerations:.

how directly the issues bear on specific polici choices; how specifically

they represent points of genuine cotttention rather than simple confusion;

how codclusively they can.be resolved on the basis of existing knowledge--

or whether they Can be resolved-by scientific analysis at 41; how sensi--

tively they reflect the expressed concerns of important groups who are

affected by decisions and whose suppprt f9r alternative policies hinges

on the results of proposed investigation.

PaVicipation in the initial workshop for scanning issues may comprise

a çtrly mall team of subject experts and observers acting as informal

prox s or other patties affected by the policies being addresiled. The

N
issue-scanning procedure 'can be adapt,d,'however to a broader forum of

inter-agency discussions or open pUblic hearings. It can also serve other

forms of participatory planning, such as community-based advocacy planning

or worker democracy in the management of organizations.

The workshop procedure begins with a canvass of judgments on possible

outcomes from an existing program or proposal. 4Program impacts are listed



qp,

in a graphic display, hoting especially the emerging points of disagreement'

and uncertainty. The procedure is structured, but in ways very different

from RObert's Rules of Order, or Delphi methods, or ordinary.public hear-

.

ings. The 'pace is fast,er, the record is more graphic, the decision options

are better depied. Positions are stated off: the record. Supporting argul-

vents and evidence are kept at minimum, because the objective at this stage

is to raise issmes, not resolve them.
*

The process of issue-scanning may take an" hour, or possibly several.

It can go/through severariterations, focuesing on a series of policy alter-

nativeit.or involving successively more specialized groups of participants

for deeper analysis of issues raised in earlier rouhds. In preparing the

report for this stage, the record from the graphic discilay is presented

intact, but the list is also re-worked into a research ageada. Issues of

fact, value, and cause-effect are separatej out--an important step insofar

as these different concerns generally need to be resolved by distinct

methods of follow-up analysis. Soule issues have a direct bearing on policy

deeisions; Othets emerge as less important in the overall context of other

considerations raised. . Some issues can be resolved by intensive, shcirc7term

The rationale for Compass has d rived from its evolving use in practice,

with some features borrowed from other methods.of compact policy aseesi-
.

ment. The graphic display, for aiample, serves several purposes: it keeps

the overall shape of issues in view0which helrs prevenevolamization of

opinion around isolated points. It also provides participants."random

accese to any earlier point, so,that the scanning of igeues is not locked

into any fixed logical-sequence': The display enceurages'secOnd thoughts

about earlier assumptions, or subtle variations of response, often leading

to important insights.. Especially important, the graphic record keeps

discussion concise: it helpfLerevent wasted repetition of statements; it

reasSupes people that they have been heard; it reminds them that whatever

they have to say, it must ultimately be reduced to single key phrase or

illustrative example. Speakers get a go/int on the board only when they

get to their punehline.
a
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investigation; others point to tke need for morcelaborata*.studies each as.

benefit-cost analysis, long term evaluation research or in-de th feasibil-

ity Studies. -

Stage TWo of Comiasd CQIIsiStS of a followup phase, taking any 9f

several directions. -Cee iSlinvestigation into critical issues guided by

results from the earlier phase and feedback on the first report. 'This

effort is. focused on selected issues amenable to short tete intensive

//reiearch, emphasizing compilation of knowledge already available.

Additional work might be.needed in drafting of a longer range research
4. .

agenda for issues requiring more conventional policy atalysis. This could

serve in the preparation of requests for funding'or in draftipg responses

41.0"1. .

to RFFs.

Results of the iesue-scanning process can also be written up to sqrve

traditional planninc functions, such as gokls formulation, social impact

analysis, comparative revie4 of poli.6, options, social,and technical system-

analysia, or, participatory involvement of the public in review of contem-

plated policy actions. .The Compass approach can also be applied to airange

of specialized problems, for example forecasts whose premises involve points

of contention which are subject to modification by policies .4esigned to

reshape antiiipated oUtcomes.
1
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tompass CeMpared to6Del#hi
.-

The Delphi mei-flint-has been around for twenty years, and is now a

familiar staple in the literature of forecApting and policy analysis,

both in the United States and abroad. Delpfii makes a goodbbaseltne for

compaKing the Compass approachvbeing a good example of compact'policy

assessment 'and sharing with Compaas many features that illustrate the

genre,. Dif rences betweei the two approaches also help throw into -
'a

relief the.mpre unique pr erties of Compass.

The lioints of similarity will be listed below, then points of dif-

.

ference, and finally-points on which Delphi has potential overlap with

Compass, but in-practice does so only in rare applications. In viewing

these comparisons,,it should be Wit in mind that both Compass and Delphi

k have considerable flexibility. There are at least'three versions of

ej--the Delphi Exercise (the more conventional paper and paper

approach) the Delphi Conference (or "real-time" Delphi, based on computer

interaction among participants),Anithe PolicY Delphi, which is the ver-

sion-closest to Compass and the approach cited in the comparison Whichi

follows. The similarities between Delphi and Compass are As follows:

Both are designed to address complewroblems, aiming at a systematic

layout of important\kolicy issues.

Each provides its own fairly simple procedural formula for canvassing

informed opinion about social processes, policy impacts, ant% the feasi-
,

bility and desirability of new policy actions. Application of the

formula can involve myriad variations, requiring sensitivity Lo group

/V
-processes, as well as the users' object ives and the organizational

setting of the discussion. In this sense both constitute An art as

much as a sciegrce-. Both are sen as'4 communication process rather

(
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'thaws decision algorithm.

p They offer,capigity to develop reanits baited on Judgment rather than-

objective date, in circumstances where judgment plays impqrtapt roles

(a) as a surrogate for unobtainable data; (b) as a context for libera-

ting intuition and imagination .in the'discUssion; (c) in dealini with

issuea that cannot be resolved by recourse-to objective wilmanac-Lipe"

facts'but only by a process of."refereed advocacy," or systematic

confrontation between rival vieSm; szli(d) in dealing with attitudes,
416

feelings, belief-states, subjective interpret4itions and other supple-

ments.to scientific intelligence.

Both Delphi and Compass procede by discrete stages of analysis Phi&

can be iterated or skipped, compressed or.expandea as the .analysis

procedes. Delphi's. structure is inherently more constrained by a pre-

specified format of question-and-response, but both methods encourage

a sequence of alternation between two types bf thinkingdivergent

intuiti:_exploration of new pervectives on the one hand; and closure
N.

.

on policy findings on the other. Both yield results 'that way be suf-

ficienein directly suggesting policy recommendations; but in most

c'ases, the product constitutes merely one phase (one information com-

ponent) of a larger process of policy analYsis.

Both emphasize the value of fkuitful tension between opposing views.

Neither looks for truth solely in consensus. Differences of opinion

are treated as signposts for eNoloring alternative futures,/taintig

fresh perspectime'on social processes and pointing out new require-

.0

ments for poliey'design.

a Both sea to economize on informition processiqg by AinimizimOis-

cussion ta areas of general consensus. Only where divergent opinions



a

a are at stake do they give freer rein to explicit -marshalling of i/

arguments and evidence to support advoracv positions on each'side of

the issm..-

Delphi:and Ccapass shire the same pitfalls associated with any form of

i compact policy assessment. Problems of biap can arise in selection of

participants, in the personality of the person monitoring the procedure,

in peremptorf deflAtiOn of minority opinions, or in felling into a
4

particular'language logic or Conceptual paradigm for defining policy
a

issues. Other problems stem from either over-rigidity or over-
.

a

flexibility in applying each method. It is easy to.overspecify any

method, denying the need to adapt it to.particular prdblem-dolving .

1
situations. 'It is also easy to overlook the demanding nature of each

method, mis-using it by ignoring the finesse that comes from experi-

ence or thorough, grounding in its'basiF theoretical'principles.: these,

pitfalls are by no means unique to Delphi and Compass or other forms

of compact policy assessments'ebt they come to light sooner in CPA,

whose methods are more explicitly d4higned around the'dynamics of

group processes and the confrontation of divergent viewpoints. They

address a."negotiated reality" rather than the thin slices of social

truth fo be known by purely "objective data:

Compos is Jistinct from Delphi An a.number of respects:home substantihl,

some merelpreflecting differencea in emphasis. Starting with the mAt

importanti
.

Compactness. Compass is basically a half-day procedure resulting in

an immediaee, concise report yith optional.stages of follow-up%

Delphi is considerably more elaborate: it invdkves pre -formOation

of major issues and preparation of a questionnaire requiring a month



or more of advanged work (Turoff, 1975, p. 93) .. Larg& amounti -of

written material are producedi.largely unsynthesized, mUctof it

redundant lind sometimes painfUl to wade thrCiugh in aear.ch of

A

occasional nuggets of wisdom. Particular issues are re-procaseed

J.

through three or morelterations of questionnaires, calling for major

flows of paper and the scheduling of succeasive meetings'by partici-
.

I I FO.

pante. (The "Conference" version of Delphi attempts to minimize the

.,* . I.
...

, problems of information management by real-time iteittiond using an

'

interactive computer program, sonatinAsill conjunction with a networly

of remofe terminals.) Compassrin contrast), uses.a graphic display

board, wHich keeps track of issues4 synthesizes results, and focuses

on the pros and cons of particular policy,options. There is less -

elphasis on quantitative measurement of the rangwof.responsess nor

are the issues pre-formulated. delphi assumes that the "right"

questions can be stated in advance without biasing the selection'of
,

lie

new issues raised by participants. Compass, on the other krd, leaves

defiAtion of issues entiTely up to participants the lves.

Definition of issues. In selecting issues to be address-id, Delphi

focuses on dimensions of a situation that can be depicted by some'
I.

scalar response. For example, respondents are asked tic, predict prede-
.

fined outcomes by ratbg them high/meaium/low in terms of feasi-
-e

bilfty, desirability, or relevande to policy design. Questions and

responses are transmitted on paper or by means of computer inter-

actions. Questions are carefully worded so that everyone attributes

the same meaning to the same question. The Methodology is close to

standard survey'research. In contrast, the policy issues raised in
NA"

Compass are open,-ended. A single question is"use4 to catalyze
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responses"Are you -or Policy X or against_ it-:-and why?" The quei-

Um may vary: "Was Project X a success or näti" Or, 1What Would

It.Take to'make Program Xwork as well here as it did somiwhere elise?"

f
. Or. "Would the- local comadnitif support Exper iment XRow could benefits

be channelled to groups preaently opposed or unconvinced?" Or, "From .

the stindpoint of social justice, is this an adequate distribution of

benefits --What.are the needed.adjustments?" Responses are not. expec-

ted Ana standard langtiage; nor always based on scientific evidence.

Per'sonal experience, hiatoritaranecdotes, emotional appeal, stake-

'licilder interests in.supporting one side or anotheralong.,with expert.

judgment on ,issues of feasibility and likelihoodv-all these count in

\
making policy judgments, itnd Compass makes a place for them in scan-

\
nini of-issues. Compass allows for not only different axpresstens of

expertise, but different modes of knowing reality 'Otee Polanyi,'1964;

Clcurchman, 1971) .

r-

Handling,differences. of opinion. A key feature of Delphi is preserv-

ing the anonymity of respondents, in order to avoid the bias imposed

by dominating Personalitied, and authority figures Who may unduly

4
influence the group. Participants communicate entirely on paper or

between compler terminals in order to reduce the "band wfgon" effect

that,sometimes exerts itself in group dynapics. -Compass, on the

other hand, uses other means to preserve ih4vendent thinking.

(a) Participants are diverse in Compass--morethan in

relies mainly an selected experts liable to judge each other as.peers.

Compass participants may include representives of community interests,

provider agencies, sponsors, beneficiaries, stakeholders; and others:

RepresentaFion may coosist Of actual delegates from the various

19
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constitutencies, or.simply in-house spokespersons tiking on the roles

of other groups whose positions are to toe tam into &count. (Role-

playing .can

of assigliment

governmeht,

upuallt ka informal ratar than a highly structured set .k

84 The objective is att.= exerCise in representative

but a way to insure that people cin speak "off the recbrd"
7

in proporsing views beyond the range expected of them in their normaiv--

roles, and beyond the purview of their established expertise.

4

(b) In Compass, the moderator's-role is designed to elicit opposing

views, including statements that may not represent any particular

group of stakeholders or conventionalvisdoms., Creating a dialectic

between contending Ilewpoints can cometimes be very simple--a matter

of sayieng, "Heretwe have these assertions already.= record. Now,

what contrary possibilities-might be considered? What would it take

to suggest.a case for oppopite facts, assumptions, values? What

different social processes and conditions would lead to different

conclusions?" Usually, thii style of questioning is enough by itself.

Sometimesehowever, th4 moderator has to be more aware of the theory

and philosophy of dialectical or divergent thinking, relating both

to the literature on group processes (Argris and Schou, 1975;

Cooper, 1975), and the epistemology of policy analyiis (Mason, 1969;-

Allison, 1972; Campbell, 1974; Mitroff and Turoff, 1975; HudsT,

1
1977; Friedmann, 1978).

(c) In Delphi; issues are voted upon, resulting !a5i a distribution

curve whiCh tends to become more clusiered and stlablp wial succeed-

ing iteratidns. In Compass; there is less emphasis onsImantitative

meaiuremelipof where opinions fall on a continuum. .There is no

counting of votes. Inktead, each pOsition-statement counts as "one."



In a folIowep to the Compass session itself, some position-444412

ments emerge as more important than others--(1) whe i. they represent

points of contentioi, indicating\need for fucher debate sad research,

(ii) when reRolutioh of disagreement sakes,a clear difference in

accepting or rejecting the policy actions under review, and (Ili)

when it seems feasible to'resolve the area.of doubt on the basis

4 of a short-ters6 intensive research effort after the Cospass proce-

dure itself is concldded.
.

(d) Compasivrelies upon a single graphic display summarizing position

statements (pros and cons, or judgments of success and failures).. A

blackboard do'es well,Jor a large sheet of butcher-naper. Statements

a representing minority viewse-get recorded alongside majority

opinions. This further supports the princiRle of- "one viewpoint,

one vote." Points of contintios are highlighted.

(e)_Zhe pace of Compasp moves very qUickly from one statement tc;:the

next. Discussion is not geared to resolving particular issues, but

to generaiing an overview of the common and diverse understandings of

the problem as a totality. The pace of discussion,'the random access

that participants have to new and old poillts, the graphic display

which keeps each point in perspective--All tend to keep pArticipants

fKom becoming polarized around single isolated issues --ihe,banje of

traditional workshops, comeittee debatek, conferences, and public

hearings. Tbs graphic &splay gives participants a greater sense

of identity with.a shared product. Points of uncertainty are treated

as constructive contributions to the assessment of practical options,

not-as bones of contention to be fought over in ihe usual style of

"I win--you lose" intellectilal debate. Raising of doubts mnd

20
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uncertainties about earlier-nits does not become an ad hosinum

attack op someone else's thinkingnot a statement of whit watrwrong

with that earlier statementbut rether a way of opening up a rich6r

spectrum of possible interpretations.

(f) AU. of the above devices help to encourage open expression of

minority views. There remsiii, of course, roam for bias, and no guar-

antee against omissions of perception in defining key issues. There is
I

a bandwagon effect, too, but Ica differeni sense thou the phenomenon°

feared by Delphi. itaaange.r of-being trapped by "dominanewisdomaw is

relativelisinor, because the product of a Compass exerciee_is,a Jointly,

constructed decision landscam, not a comiarieop of peer voting behavior

abong "experts" whose answers directly reflect upon their professional

competence; There is a bandwaion effect in Compass, but ikis nOt

measured throJgh voting patterns. Face-to-face interaction results in

a form of creative tension that is missing from'paper communications

and man-comOuter Interface. There is a greater inteniicy of real

time interaction allowing people to react dialectically; pore sanction

.ta.ikise tentative possiiilities, to voice intuitions, to express per-

sonal insights in concrete images and anecdotes; gore leeway to diverge

from ngendas (overt or hidden) to consider forms of truth on the level

.tof human feelings, attitudes 'and belief states, apart from objective

evidence. Croup dynamics have the potential for creativ.e.diversity,

synergistic insights, and injection of relevant emotional content in

dealing with issues--just as they have potential for biasing or restric-
.

ing thought. Delphi's answer is to supress group dynamics as mmch as

possible; Compass aims at channeling its energy into appr riate and

productive deVate.
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Conspase insists .bn beginning wiih 26.gfigurriLegattlfaa context

speCific endngh for panic s to have a solid content in exprew-

ing judgeentd, In contra4, Dell& inipiriee usually refer to general

propositions or cOcoeptual qualities abstracted frost i larger social

context. Ahere-eare't4 reasond why Delphi rdies more on abstractione.

One is)that Delphi participants represent selected expirts in the field
!.

--a ilass of professionals used to dealing with the articular concepts

being addressed, and comfortable in dealing with reductioniat models of
7

,
.r.N

reality. (In, contna4, "spate pa icipants are usually less specially
/

selected.) Se4n1ly,,Dekihi seeksLuawers based on voting about a
till -

series of 'outcomes reduce4 to* sealer dimensions: It looks sap things

/

that will eappen along a 'continuum of events or probabilities. In

dompass, on the Aber han#,-it is imps:latent to begin with a tafigible,
.

wholistic reality. There his to be a. real elephant for the proverbial

.

blind-men to gettheir Isa44s on 4n the couree of a Cempass execcise,
. 4 ,

0 '
the shape of the

,

thing heing scrutinized might change, in response to

. ., . .

%insistent probing for.new intvirb4tioni. But neither the original
,-.

. 4

proposition nor the final reinits need to be expressed in terms of
.. ' ..

abstracted scales and ratings. §isii pedple simply do not- experience

reality as arseries of S6ales, but/instead' in wholistic images, based

on experiences)that take place in a specific historical contexts and,

z

a

in places with proper names.. (See for example, Sheele, 1975; Soja, 1975) .-

The" distinct_staglap
'
of Delphi and Compiss may explain many of their'.

differences lisibd above. Delphi began in the fifties as an Air Foice-

sponsOred project at the Rand CorporatiOn, focussed on the prdgem of' .

optimal targeting of A-bombs. Until the mid-sixties, Delphi-contihue4

to evolve exclusively in the context of military acien.ce. It ip.hard

%22



to say whether a methodology has a "genetically determined" worldviewp

Or "species memory" to paraphrase Juna. Thomas Man has,argwed thai

paradigms represent an interlocking, mutually supporting structure

comprised of methods, charaateriskic problems, philosophidal attitudes

and societies of believers. (The'Structure of Scientific Rewolutione

1970.) Ida Boos, in a critical study of the history of syatems

analysis, concluded that policy analysis methods developed in the

defense industry have not adapted' well 6 civiliap applicattons, in

part because they tend to reyert to a.military way of seeing problems

and solutions, and a military style of carrying oiit the analysis

itself. Moos, 1972.) If this holds true for Delphi, itsimilitary

origins may explain a number of its present features: the increasing

acceptance of computers as interface between adversary positionS'rthe
Ple

minimization of emotional content in question and response; the use

of anonymous answers in place of interpersonal diatogue; the willing-

ness to undertake the large organizational effort of advance work and

handling of information flows between separate phases of results; the

relianie on 'experts, as opposed to a more democratic cross-sectiOn of

public opinion; the insistence on getting answersnot nece..arily con-
,

sw.

sensus, but at least answersto the exclusion of ispues that represent

unanswerable social dilimmas.
/

In contrast, Compass is.a distillation of methods derived from

eibcial impact analysis and evaluation of social projects and policies.

Typical uses of Compass are in areas such as evaluation of local

"i

impact of (Hudson, Wachs and Schofer, 1974),

and review of non-formal 'education stiategies designed to promote

social mobilization for national and regional development. Compass

2 3
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was initiated in part as a response to the limitations of the rational

comprehensive tradition ofurban plinning, and draws od alternative

traditions incluging advocacy,planning, incremental planning, and
4

transactive planning (see Hudson, 19774, 197711 1978). It also reflects

a concerted attempt to inventory a range of other methods'that fell

within the general'category.of "compact policy assessment," of which

Compass is just one example.

Compass vs. Delghi: Two Treatments of a Future Educational Scenario

Let us take.a scenario fot the year 2000: we are on the verge of an-
.

Educational New Deal. Of course it has taken some sort of major crisis to

make it happen--peAps an economic depression, perhaps a major realignment

of world sRheres of iimfluence over scarce natural resources, maybe a war;

or possibly a major new p91itica1 leader to articulate some oid ideas (from

the 1970s) whose time has finally come. 0

The New Deal in education reflects a critical turn of social, economic

and political events - -as is true of all eddtational revolutions. In this

case, 200 was the year that'an unofficial caucus of highly placed peopie

%

in the judiciary, the legislatue, the executive branch, 'the media and

private business drafted a National Manifesto for a Basic Needs Economy.

This defined not just priorities but absolute targets for providing adequate

food, housing, health, employment, and sports facilities for everyone in the

United.States, within one generation. With one out of three. Americans'

already employed by government (double the ratio from 1976) the problem was

not seen as one of finding resources or coordinating efforts, but one of

educating the,present and subsequent generations to the task.

1

IMP
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tomOass and Delphi are both appropriate techniques for developing such

a scenario in greater detail, and for defining'the necessary elements of ill

iew Educational Deal to serve the projected Basic Needs Economy,. In some

Tespects, however, their respective products would bl quite different.

_Delphi would start w'ith several weeks of advance work in selccting a

group of experts to design a questionnaire for other wens to give their

opinions on a particular .set of pre-defined issues. The questionnaire

might coiier suc# things as.t.he probable levels of initial unemployment, t e

scope of new job categories needing-to be created, and tpe skill defixits

needing to be overcome. Estimates of change in productivity of education

vight be considered, to establish orders of Magnitude for budget allocationi;.

Effects of selected new didactic technologies would be considerecein esti-

mating the educational flows of resource inputs end learning outputs. The

kind of questions asked would be those whose answere ceuld be reduced to a

series of rating scales, tc; register the %rates of experts on a contin um:

"Is suchvand-such a component of the New Educational Deal likely? it

desirable? Is it important, relative to other compments?" The ewers

are rendered in the form of-a distribution curve summarizing the range of

expectations. Specific.reasons are not recorded as to 'whv an outcome is

important or desirable or likely. Reasons may emerge in discussion between

icerations of voting, in explaining divergent votes in earlier rounds. Out

the final product is expressed in numerical counts of votes on the selected'

isgues chosen in the initial questionnairedesign.

.
Compass starts with a more open-etided definition of the issues: "What

is the range of positive and negatOve effects stemming from [an initial

skech ofj the New Educational* Deal itself?" The NED is not defined just

by numbers, but in terms of processes,and organizational forms, human
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meanings and attributed historical signiiicance.-dertved from aR understand-

?

Lag oi past educational upheavals in the United States: the Lind Grant

,College model; the-conversion to a war-time economy in thelate l9501 and

ireconifersion after 045; the experience of:other ountries in overhauling

ifeducation to meet their own versions of a 3asic N

*

eeds ecdnomy. The NED

"skOitryould serve only as a catalyst, to be absorbed, torn apart, and .

replaced, hopefully leaviii behind a different and :Inch imprpved version.

But it would start pebple off with a set of concrete images - -someChing

they data& relate to and dhew upon, get enthusiastic about or angry shoat,

filling in details or offering alternatives in a synergistic reaction to

confrontation of a three-dimensional situation.

More than Delphi, Compass would focus explicitly on points of under-

tbinfy a i disagreement, and on hiddeniessumptions About the NED and tlie:

circumstances that led up to it., ti throwing out reasons to support the

NED, new insights might be generated about the role of education in foste

ing,or undermining provision for basic needs historically (including its

-.I role back 'in 1978). Some participants might see positive outcomes from the

sketch of NED in terms of generating employment opportunities for the'poor

as "peer-teachers;" or in demonstrating the feasibility of a Basic Needs

economy to other countries; or in exploring resource-conserving technologfes

independent of traditional earket economics; or in developing new cultural

aspirations:that distinguish between an "advanced" society and high consump-

tion levels: or that transfer to work some'of the demands for human satis-

faction that age now focussed on leisure or consumption'activities.

Negative reactions to the NED sketch would raise other issues. Fears

that NED would reinforce state contrbl might point in the direcition of pro-

visions for vesting localommunities with authority.boih Over-the Basic

16
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,

Needs sector of the economy and the planning of mini-NED alternatives.

Critics might also point out that the whole scheme could be interpreted,as

a ploy to pacify Third World aspirations toward resource-depleting life-
.

A

styles of their own. .(Some educators in poor countries have puzzled over
4

the attraction of mall is beautiful" and "de-sehooling soctety,"'having

attained`that kind of status long before the idea was popular in America.)

Other Compass participants could observe that theLNED would likely
\

cquire

the label Of "un-American" --an accusation that eventually killed the most

interesting:and successful New Deal experiments in cooperative farming.

These are real.considerations--not necessarily the kind of things that

would ordinarily come to mind among educational experts or economAts or

futurologists in evaluating an educational scenario for the year 2000--but

the kind of thing that does get attention in the mere freewheeling proce

dures and diversified.audience. of a Compass exercise. Political, ideologi-

cal, esthetic, cultural and psychological interpretations, of reality cons-

titute important bases of social action. "They make up part of the real

fabric of historical procesies. They do not come easily to the surface in

professional discussicn of generalized scenarios or abstracted:relationships

of cause-and-effect. They do find expression, however, in settings where

a cross-section of people are asked to react to specific proposals.

The-quality of personal interactions between participants in a Compass

exercise'is very different from the way informed judgments are pooled in a'

Delphi. The quality of perceptions about what is at.stake in evaluating

alternative futures is affected accordingly. Neither Compass nor Delphi is

inherently superior, but they tap into different sources of undersianding

about reality. Both have an important role, then, in the,study of educa-

tional futures, particularly in the way they deal with critical points of

2 7



uncertainty and disagreement.

sw.
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Conpact Policy Assessment. Toward Permeative Planning

.
Compass and Delphi are two examples of a small.but growing set of-methods

for conpact policy assessment. As already described, CPA serves as a loot

cost short term approach to policy evaluation., relying on informed judgment

and compilati66 of available knowledge, with theeobjectr.of providtpi a con-

cise overview of social impacts beyond economic categories of benefits and

costs.

The rationale for Compact policy assessment reflects three basic consid-

erations--three increalingly visible'requirements of policy analySis and

forecasting for the late twentietb century. One is the need for long-range

(ten to fifty-year) planning horizons. This has always been obvious in the

field of eflucational planning, iiven the extended lead tines needed betneen

forecasts c4 social and economic skill requirements and adjustment of

supplies throligh the long educational pipeline. Forecastø extended to the'

distant future, however, require special attention to the unddrlying assump-

tions. Considerable pooling of informedludgment is needed to reckon with

decision-ralevant varia ion; in outcomes. Compact policy analysis applies

well for those purposes--not as a outistitute for rigorous quantitative

'modelling, but as a supplementary procedure to assist in the intetpretation

r-

of findings.

Secondly, forecasting 'and planning more problematic due to

the complexity of socio-technical systems and the rapidity of change.

Toffler, panted out the implications of future shock on social organization:

the coming Ad-hocracy, "the arrival of a new organizational system that will

-,,Areasingly challenge 'and ultimately supplant bureaucracy." (Toffler,
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a

1970, p. 125.) Toffler perhaps exaggerates this trend (short-term futurology

generally errs on the side of optimimm)t'ion But he is not alone in defining

the need for a new style of organization to deal, with turbulent eavironments:

ct
greater re cd on a task-force style of management, less delegation of

planning func ons to permanens specialized institutions, and more reliance

on temporary, ad hoc, highly participatory teams, created in the interstices

' of-traditional inst#utions. (See Lawrence and Lorsch, 1967; Argris and.

Schon, 1975; Godschalk, 1974.) In this setting, too, compact policy assess "

ment is an appropriate'technology.

Third, planning theory and practice are increasingly defining the limi-
.

tations of modelling large scale, highly aggreganle futures(Lee, 1973;

Friedmann, 1971). Increasing attention is being paid to loial experience

in problem-solving and site-specific contingencies affecting decisions.

This is reflected in the recent literature of advocacy planning (Heakin,

1977), transactive planning (Friedmann, 1973) and bottom-up planning (Hudson

and Davis, 1976). Flanning is acquiring the potential to become a mote
\

permeative social process. Techniques, attitudeep.and organizational bases

for policy analysis and debate are beginning to diffuse out beyand the con-
')

fines of government agencies and industrial think-tanks into public life at

all levels.

In an advanced technocratic society, "maximum feasible participation"--

in fact, meaningful democracy of any kind--calls for a more sophisticated

role for citizens than passive voting. It requires systematic means of

policy debate coupled with a wholistic way of perceiving complex issues

through procedures accessible to ordinary people. Compact policy assessment

offers the kind of "portable" toolkit of methods needed to serve in this

role.

29
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A couple of examples suggest how close we may be to developing en effem-,

tive capacity foi permeative planning, as reflected in iecent thinking about

educational curricula. Starting at the kindergarten level, educators seem

to be on the verge of crelting children with the capacity to understand and

assimilate basic planning skills. One example is a program based in Los

. Angeles ealled City Building (Nelson, 1977). Now in.its eighth year, City

BuildingEducen Programs is a non-profit corporation *that contracts with

0

five Los Angeles County unified school districts. Mills the 4entlonof

Doreen Nelson, a grade-school teacher ands university lecturer, whose initial

objective was to teach basic skills in environmental education. CPEB now

takes on a far jaroader role. 'Bids literally build model cities, developing

skills of measurement and math, selmne, reading, communications and manual

arts. The core of CitiBuilding is ibe-teaching of "future-thinking,"

emphasizing processla as well as products, attitudes as well as,facts, con-

crete activity as well as boOk -learning. It stresses tyo key techniquis:

iftention (creativeqhinking and fantasizing) and problem-ablving.(aegamut

of techniqups and attitudes:InCluding risk-taking and learning froi errorr

studying resources and constraints; decision-making and team-work).

Another indication.of growing respect for the "child as planner" comes

fron the Aational Education Association conference held in 1972 to solicit
-Ne

views of 50 distinguished educators and "world citizens" on the future of

- American education in 1976-2001 (Shtle 1976). A summary of their findings

concluded that emerging curriculawould need to stress knowledge of realities

(including development of "anticipatory skills"); awareness of alternative

solutions to problems; understanding of consequences following from these

options; ability to make vise choices; and capacity to perceive the require-

ments of implementing chosen courses of action.. It happens that thqse tasks
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crprise a classic description of the "rational comprehenii'Vre" traditiod of

urhen planning. The rationalist tradition has limitations, to be sure (see

Hudson, 1978) and curricula for the child as planneeneed do be supplemented

by exposurb to other styles and forms of planning as well. Che City Building

program is outstanding in this respect.) But even by itself die rationalist

tradition is at least a gootyalace to start.

Concluding Thoughts

Education and future studies are closely linked on a number of levels.

In purely functiOnal terms, educational planning---both the allocation of

resources and design of substantive change-requires a clear vision of the

kind of world uhead for,the'next generation. In pedagogical terms, the

contribution of future 'studies to classroom and lifelong learning is also'

7

becoming increringly apparent: alongside the three R's, more and ml5e

attention is being given to the okills of antitipation, problewvolving,

understanding of.historical processes, and pracitical experience in working

toward alternatives futures.

There is another link between education and future studies, uhich

a

is comparatively neglected in each field. That is the discovery of

ourselves: what motivates us an4 maps As effective as individuals;

who we can trust in working toward shared objectives; what beliefs we

rely on--not just our espoused theories, but otw theories-in-use (see

Argyris and Schou, 1975); what makes each of its unique in our *personal

needs and our ability to give and take from others; what image/I
-

create for our own futures; what Makes us open or closed to alt4rtive

possibilities.
1

These are htghly personal questions, that need to be worked out

alone, or within small groups, or within the dynamics of specific times
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and places. .Teachers are not trained to facilitate this orocess of

personal searching. Public education an a whole ioes ni:t. know how to

deal with that isandate'very well. Individual kids say work it out,

through theiF f11y,y peer groups, or in the streets,.but it usually

involves proiesses o struggle and discord that tend to) be suppressed in
rt.

a classroom setting. "Finding onaself" 'or finding ma's place in a

group or society involves a series of confrontations with dilammas

that have no Objectively cdrrect resolution, but only a gradual clarifica-

tion of one'si"sense of place" (McCaskey. 1977).

The search is pert pf education, but also close to the heart of .

future studieS, As Maurice Maeterlinck once pointed out (1907, p. 8)

"The future ip a, w6rld limiteLbiourselves; in it we discover only

what concerns us..." iefolLmen that methods of future studies need to

start with more than objective facts projected iito the future or expert

judgments about the shape of probable events. Just as important is the

capacity of individuals and groupa to articulate themselves and their

potential through clear images of what they can commit themselves to

. collectively strive for. Uncertainties and disagreements need*to bb

r.solved not only through scientific facts, but through psycho-social

Mobilization toward the expression .andrrealization of common interests.

Compass is one approach to articulation of these states ff feeling.

There is room for more of this in other approaches to future studies

as well.
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