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Judges may, however, be unwilling or incapable ¢
rderings. The requirement of providing orderings is
ior which for some purposes can be treated as advantageous,
ince thereby judges are forced to provide in fact more infor-
ation. Still, in many cases this requirement cannot be kept;
hus, precedence coefficients may appear with values greater
han 0 and smaller than 1, indicating a vagueness of preceden-
e. When this broadened space of data is accepted as solution
pace then the problems previously mentioned arise. Namely, it
s obvious that within this space solutions can be found that:
re much nearer to all of the opinions than any of the orderings
S. ‘

The method described here is not aimed at direct resolution
f this dilemma. Its purpose is more modest, namely to, provide
he basis for a software that would accept, process and aggre-
ate the data in a variety of ways, so as to highlight the con-
ents of this dilemma and a number of other aspects of a deci-
ion-preparation session.

. BASIC NOTATIONS

,This section contains the basic notions used in the paper:
-~ the number of items considered, n=card I, i,j,le I,
- the number of judges assessing the precedence of items,

m=card K, k €K,
<

i " degree of precedence of item "i"-before item "j" as defi-
ned by judge "k" when considering "i" and "j" apart from

other items, with ,dtje [0,1] where

d;

K {1, when i strictly precedes j,
ij =

0, when j strictly precedes i,

(when dtj €(0,1) then coefficients shail be referred to
as "fuzzy", while for dﬁj ¢ {0,1} - as "crisp"),

{(i)-serial number of item i in the ordering defined by prece-
dences dtj, whenever determination of such ordering is
feasible and desired, the ordering itself being denoted ok,

cof

. subsets of I, numbered o, defined by judge k, for which

precedences ére-given in different ways, f denoting type
of data, and
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points out whether the procedure should go at once to the final
eT level specified or whether it should pass through interme-
diate levels with a predetermined step, indicating first the’
transitivity level, eo, of the raw data. The second épproach,
although slower,. . does not only proQide additional information,
but also may give more plausible results. The working, in gene-
ral, 'is as follows: for every triplet of indices €I, for which
it is feasible, e-transitivity is checked using Remarks 4 and 5.
wWhen e-transitivity is violated, this precedence index which is
the closest to 0 or to 1 (see Remark 4) is altered so as to se-
cure c¢~transitivity. It is obviously sufficient to alter just
one value, but when such alteration exceeds a certain threshold,
specified in terms of g, most often I-e, then the second-in~
-rank coefficient is also altered.

Another choice problem results from coexistence of explici-
tly and implicitly given dk

ij
de as of now, however, since there exist two contradictory ar-

. No asspmptions as to that are ma-

guments:
« most of the intuitively obvious functions F preserve
transitivity, so that,if violation of this condition oc-

curs, it is due to the explicit dk , but

ij
- the session is oriented at the judge-generated data, and

n at computer-generated ones.

Transitivization is always preceded. by completion of {le} or
by calculation of the implicit dkJ s.”

The question of indicati¢n of the way of increasing agree-
ment is dealt with quite easily through determination of the

"closest" and "farthest" opinions among the Dk S.

9. CONCLUSIONS

The paper presents a complete frame rk r the gEOup deci-
sion / decision aiding session software. From the outline pre-
sented one may easily conclude that management of such a session,

thot ° —-—"“-“‘ng some preparation for the session manager, is
not : feasible, both ha ra: and software—wise, but
" may \luable results, which could not be obtalned with

the methods to date. -














