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4.1 Traditional Decision Making Methods

Many methods have been developed and made available to deuskams to streamline and facilitate complex

decision making activitie®ecision makers can use Ca&tnefit Analysis to understand the relative value of a set of

options, whereghe YDOXH RI DQ RSWLRQ LV WKH UDW L RThig mgthddiydosk &plicaRI® 1V EHQH
when the decision problem can be treated as an optimization problem of a single variable (the value), but has
limitations when multiple objectives and/or qualitative metrics are inclumiedescribed by Cascetta et al. @J5].

Multi -criteria decision analysis (MCDAmerged as a discipline to facilitate making decisions in scenarios with these
additional complexities, Q W KH 1V % HUQ D #&r@anking anG e yatBtie-EGimination Et Choix

Traduisant la RE&t (ELECTRE) method (Elimination and Choice Expresseglity) [6]. In the following years,

Thomas Saatgreatedthe Analytical Hierarchy Process (AHR) derivepriority vectors from matrices of pairwise
comparisonsOther methods in©@ XGH %HOOPDQ DQG =DGHKY{V IX]]\ VHWV ILUVW GHYHO
qualitative linguistic statements into mathematical expresgiinand + ZD QJ D Q G TedRiiRgQdfgr Order of

Preference by Similarity to Ideal SolutigTOPSIS) developed in 198[B].

4.2 Inapplicability in MESCAL Case Study

After the initial phase of definition of thadternativesthe authorgonsideredseveral decision making approaches to
perform thé assessmenitiowever, heunique complexity of the case stuaadeit challengingo use theseethods

in their traditional formDue to the international nature of the proje@nificantinherentdiscrepanciesxistbetween
value models, which rendered methods such as AHP inapplicAblP. sequentially usesidecomposition
comparative judment and synthesis pfiorities”[9]. An initial attempt at applyingn AHP frameworlshowedhat

while theproblemdecomposition was achievabtagranking of alternativeby comparative judgmentould not be
feasible For example, one of the figures of merit against which alternatives were evasaessethe alignmentof

a given alternative with the institutionaénefits gained by the agencies, such as workforce and facilities utilization.
Theranking d such a figure of meris challengingn the case of an international partnership, where each patner
interested in capturing workselected alternatives woulldusbe scoredhighly by one partner andwly by the other,
whereno convergencgvaspossible andny score combination was meaninglelse flaw did not reside with the
definition of themetric itself, as it is a criticariterion which cannot be ignored in the evaluation process. Ratker, th
natureof the system makesinfeasible to quantifgach stakeROGHU TV YD O X H tPRaEdBivn maRigK WUD G L
methods.
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Figure2. MESCAL Decision Framework






