















































policy maker, with the assistance of Policy Application Team members when necessary,
"shadowed" work he was doing on a current policy problem using the prototype in order to
get a feel for the adequacy of the system. He was judging it against a set of criteria to do
with the accuracy of the policy formulation model it embodied, the quality of its support for

-the policy formulation tasks, and its usability as a piece of software. The results are

reported elsewhere (an internal, DSS report) but they were, generally, very positive on all

three sets of criteria.

Nevertheless, despite this favourable evaluation, it must be borne in mind that the evaluator
was chosen for his friendly attitude to the project and its aims and his computer literacy.
The evaluation is simply the opinions of this one manvwhosc exposure to the system was
rather limited. However, coupled with the very positive responses that we have had to
demonstrations of the system to many other policy workers, we are probably justified in
thinking that the system would be well liked as a support tool.

We also sought some views on the cultural acceptability of such computcﬁsed support for

DSS policy makers. This too has been encouraging. -

The evaluation we have done and the demonstrations we have given have been enough to
convince the DSS of the potential of the Policy system. We have now embarked upon a
longer (nine months) evaluation study which will again involve placing systems in policy
makers' offices and using them to shadow real policy formulation work. This study, which
will largely be complete by September 1989, will look in particular at the communication of
arguments among the policy group and the sharing of argument development among the

group. If the evaluation is successful, it is expected that the DSS will commission further

development of the system.

CONCLUDING REMARKS

In the DSS policy function we have encountered a rather unusual instance of group
working. The particularly odd thing about it is that the “group” is widely dispersed in space
and time. Yet it is a problem which calls for the bringing together of a great many people
with a wide range of expertise and with widely differing perspectives. The particular
methods that the DSS have employed to use such groups is itself interesting and effective.
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Our proposed computer support for this function has, as far as possible, preserved the
advantages of the current practice. The main technical difficulties we have had to overcome
were in the development of a suitable model of the policy process and in finding a
computer-manipulable and yet usable, standard language for the core of the policy worker's
task—the creation and manipulation of arguments. We currently have a prototype system
encompassing all of the types of support discussed above which was demonstrated at the
end of the project in April, 1989, which had been evaluated by the DSS in the three months
prior to that and which is presently undergoing a further nine month evaluation in the DSS.
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