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criteria into the decision model and of establishing tradeoffs between them. Doubtless a 

number of other discrete alternative multiple criteria decision making approaches (possibly 

less controversial than the AIIP) could have been used for these problems (see, for 

example, Zionts and Lofti [23]). What is important is that the approach be easily used 

and understood by wildlife managers, and the results readily checked against their intuitive 

feelings. To this end, a visual, interactive system in which the users can easily modify any 

judgement and observe the effect of this throughout the model is very helpful. In the 

Pilanesberg exercise there was some concern about the fact that the pairwise comparisons 

matrix given in Table 1, which established the priorities of the three overall objectives of 

the park, was completed at the start of the workshop, before the participants had become 

familiar with the process. This matrix was therefore reassessed at the end of the exercise, 

and the fact that this had only a very minor effect on the final priorities of the five park 

uses gave the participants an extra measure of confidence in them. 

Another important requirement is that there be an effective method of achieving 

consensus on the judgements required from the participants at such a workshop. The 

Delphl technique, used in conjunction with the computer program which captured the 

participants' responses and projected their histogram on a screen, allowed them to assess 

immediately whether or not there was sufficient consensus in their responses. In the latter 

case a debate, followed by a re-evaluation of the particular comparison, usually achieved 

consensus. 

Interestingly, the only "black box" aspect of the AHP, namely the extraction of 

priorities from the pairwise comparisons matrices, did not concern the participants at the 

workshops, although they were very interested in the inconsistency ratio which 

accompanied the priorities. Therefore the particular method of extracting the priorities, 

be it Saaty's principal eigenvector method or any other reasonable method (see, for 

example, Islei and Lockett [13] or Stewart [22)) is of less concern, as long as it produces a 

good measure of the consistency of the pairwise comparisons. In view of the reported 

shortcomings of Saaty's [15] measure based on the principal eigenvalue, it may be 

worthwhile considering employing another measure, such as that proposed by Golden and 

Wang [9]. 

While the actual models and the numbers which emanated from these two case 

studies are of importance in their own right, we (the author and the organisers of both 

workshops) believe that the real benefit from them was to demonstrate how OR modelling, 

and the AHP in particular, can assist wildlife managers with their decision problems. 

Given the importance and, in many cases, long term consequences of these decisions, it is 

hoped that the use of OR in their structuring and evaluation will become the norm, rather 

than the exception, in future. 

http://orion.journals.ac.za/
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