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L1kq§the proverb1a1 1ceberg, what can be seen of Delpﬁi in higher -
euucat1on adm1n1strat1on is about 10 per cent of the mass,that ex1sts

If you consult: any of the better known b1b11ograph1es on‘the Delphi method, .
[ S
such as the Rand Corporat1on 11st1ng3] you find one entry on Delph1 in '

AN 285
. \‘\’)4"‘.‘\ 4'3

Syersta e m@

educat1on out of a total of 41 T1st1ngs. .Adeison's p1:reer1ng art1c1e in
- American Behavioral” Sc1ent1st2 lists nothing beyond we}ner Hersch's book

3
: Inventing Education for the Future which-haq as its source the same datum

. as the Adelson article. This pape;\takes for its focug a description and .
commentary on the extent of Delphi use in-higher edcht1on |

_One of-the'1mmed1ate realizations about De1ph1 is that althouqh devel-
‘oped under Air Force sponsorship at Rand, it has had a-wide use in 1ndustry.
There it has had its principal role in techno]ogica] forecast1nq Another

major segment of human endeavor to undertake systematic use of-the De]ph1 ’

technique has been the medical field. Thq.development of Delphi has not

been 1imited to the United States. Articles and books on the subject have

appeared in Gréat Britaip, the Continent and even in Russia.d .. -

9 The other urgent realization about Delphi is that it is not a singular <
(Q nor unchanging approach to prob]em-so]vingfﬂbout the future. Norman Dalkey,
V) . . ' ’
N one of the principal originators of the method, speaking at the American
=§ Statistical Association national meeting at Fort ‘Collins, Colorado this past
A
‘i;% § August tells a story on himself. He relates that in speaking to a group of
= \' _ ' . f
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, 2 .
eng1neers he was 1nterrupted by one of them who obJected» “that. doesn t
“sound anything like the paéer you wrote six years ago. Da]key made the
3

point that in a rap1d\y chanq1ng;f1e1d mod1f1cat1on in procedures are

ca]]ed for. "4 In this same addrg\s he po1nted out that, useful as Delphi’
1
may be 1n forecast1ng future developments; it is beq1nn1nq to be seen as

usefu] in the generation and assessment of goals, and obJect1ves -

.

For. the few readers of th1s paper who have not become acqua1nted with

the De]ph1 method, Delphi is characterized by.5

©

1. anonymity of resp?nse

multiple iterations

2
_3.- convergence of the distribution of answers . K
4

e a stat1st1caT groUp response (med1an, 1nter-quart11e range) pre-

serving intact a distribution that may still remain wide.

< >

The f1rst apparent reference to Delphi or use of De]ph1 in the context of

l

h1qher educat\on was reported in the Ade]son paper cited ear11er, the Hersch
Ve

B book cited above and in a paper by O]af He]mer pub11shed by Rand in Decem-

ber 1966.5 . )

-
‘

Since then at.1east‘five major uses of the Delphi method have emerged
in higher education. These five fields are: . a
1 Cost-Effectiveness, Cost/Benefit Ana]ysis_
5. "Curriculum and campus planming
3 6oTﬂege, Universlty-wide, and §tate-wide educationa] goals and
’objectives ) ' ,
" Consensus on rat1ng scales, va]ues and other evaluation e]ements re

Generalized educat1ona1 goals and obJect1ves for the future




- :3, ' :.
A1l the-first efforts at using Delphi (Ade]son Hersch,: He]mer) seem to
have been d1rected at the last 1tem genera]wzed educat1ona1 qoa]s and
object1ves for the Ffuture. Today it may be the least 1mnortant use.
The least deve]oped field in terms of De]ph1 ut111zat1on is the ffé]d
of cost-effectiveness and cost/benef1t analysis. The f1rst public ment1on

of such use apparent]y occurred in August 1969 wién the Wr1ter presented a i

o

paper to a-Fiscal Management Senfinar s sored by the U.S. Office of Educa-
}/"

t1on at Manchester,.N H. 7 and suggested that in making a cost/benef1t ot

ana]ysrs of a proposed chanqe in a liberal arts. co]]eqe curriculum, the

_Dé}phi technique could be empJoyed to get.a better assessment of the..

"benefit" side of the proposed-ch ge. In thdt same year, Arno]d Riesman

published a technical memoran um on “Eva]uat1on and Budgeting Mode] for a

System of Soc1a1~Agenc1es"8 that employed a Delphi approach to budget deter-
o

mination. The most comp]ete theoretic discussion of this use of:-Delphi

appears in a Rand pub]1cat1on by E. S. Quade on Cost Effect1veness Some
9

Trends in Analysis. Some sense of the importance of th1s approach may be

communicated by this excerpt from Quade's work 10

"In general, the value, that will be obtained from the
* application of.a project s W11fstyp1ca11y appear as a function ‘
of its degree of adoption, q, in the form of an S-shaped curve,

as in the figure.




: ~ .. “A Delphi procedure can then be ysed'to dbtain a consensus
. - opinion of the panel regarding two points on this curve: the .
- value q- below which adoption of the project would be pointless, K
and the value gt above which the marginal benefits are so small

as to make adoption wasteful.. . (One-would expect many estimates. \ )

of q?~to be zero, indicating total rejection of the project.)" fl w

- i 7 ¢

—

There is much that can be done to utilize Delphi techniques in cost- .
¥ . . i
effectiveness and-cost-benefit analysis. The major deterent js the focus

of/;/éreat many ‘PPBS advocatés on a format for cost capture, with little

.if any attention to the effectiveness -or beﬁqfit $ide of the educational

@ .
. *

equation. .
¥ Curriculum and éqmpus p]qpning has represerted an area‘*for Delphi use .
to a.greater extent than cost analysis. This area is H{fficu1t to pin-
point since thgre is a considerable reticence to revealing the use\bf Delphi
in this.réalm. ﬁoi eiamp%e, although_the eariiest kngnTDe1phi use in cur-
" riculum planning took place more than two and'a half years ago (February
. : [969), those pioneers still are reluctant to be identified. This ﬁarticu#j

lar use of Delphi has been warmly endorsed by Frederick Bolman in speaking

to the Association' of Gover ang Boards of Universities and Colleges in N

-
- . ’ *

v
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- ) . &
October 1970."! The specific reference by Dr. Bolman was directed to an

article of thjs~author.that appeared in College and UniversityﬁBusiness]?

~
.

and descr%bed, in part, the. use of Delphi in curriculum and’ campus planning.
‘;"An exahp]e of the kind of topics dealt with in that Delphi exercise is
found_in the table below: : SR

~

"?agulty Consenslus .
Disagree Rating Rank Item

LN

A 1 Semipars, Sma11:groups‘

, Learning center, variety of methods, carrels

-

Counseling, individual contdct.
Individually planned instruction

'+ Informal environment conducive to learning
f\ : : ‘ . -
Audio-Visuals = 7 .oB

L) -

Field work, supervised experiences.
Computer assisted instructign ’

Team teaching “

Laboratories for various disciplipes

Lectures, large group presentations
1 ’ °
Programmed learning 0 -
Differential staffing, supportive help-for
_ teachers

-

Cultural activities
Frequent testing

Decentralized libraries ¥
7/

] . / .

%
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This"is the actual format from one sgction entif]ed,’"Teaching Methodo?oqy"
and represents a port1on of the th1rd round feedback to part1c1pat1nq

)
. faculty oﬁifhat co]]ege. The consensus rating is. coded A - very stronq

consensus, B -,strong consensus, C - moderate consensus, D - little consensus
The space, "faculty disagreement" was for use by any rec1p1ent n expressing
disagreement The instruct1ons called for "indicating disagreement as to&any
sitem and writing in the space prov1ded below the 11st1ng, the reasons for dis-
agreement (i. e , whether the 1tem shouﬂd be ranked h1gher or 1ower, and‘why)
At the conclus1on of that Delphi exerc1se on curriculum p1ann1na, the change .
proposed by group consensus was successfully adopted by a vote of the fu11
faculty of this ‘pioneering co]]ege '

At the present time, a profess1ona1 co11ege of a major midwestern univer-

<

s1ty .is about to embark on a Delphi exerc1se6ieekjng a consensus about changes

needed in their curriculum. The writer has beén privileged to be invited to:

7

- adv1se and review th1s undertak1ng, but again, there is a prohibition against

I 1l

jdentifying the undertak1ng Perhaps thege schools are observing Dr. Bolman's
* advice to "change more and talk less. about if. "]3

Probab1y thé greater visibility of De]ph1 use for College, U;1vers1ty—
w1deeand State w1de educat1ona1 goals and objectives p]ann1ng is the conse-
quence of at 1east two AERA forums where reports of th1s type of activity )
have been encouraged as we]] as the fact that a1most w1thout except1on these -
De]phi exerc1ses have engaged the attention of those outside the 1mmed1ate
institut1on involved. Thus, the University. of Virginia 1nvo]ved more than 400

respondents in their De]ph1 exercise. These represented 89 re]ated to the

faculty or student body of the School of Educat1on 58 other‘ﬂeadersh1p

[ e




poesitions in the Universit§ of Virgiﬁia 41 off campus educators in Virginia,
48 1nf1uent1a1 Virginia “individuals. who were not necessatily profess1ona1
educators, 73 1nf]uent1a1 p011t1ca1 1nd1v1dua1s, 82 influential newspaper,
business and 1abor individuals plus 30 teacher educators of nat1ona1 reputa-
t1on 14 They asked for five or six word answers to comp]ete the following
sentence, "by c1t1ng no fewer than one nor more than five targets ul5

"In the next decade, the School of Education of the University
of V1rg1n1a should concentrateﬁts energies ahd resources on:

.
€

< 4

increasing o v

solving

developing '

~

Preparing

(

.

This resulted in‘(almost 300) responses involving 750 answers which were con-
densed by the investigating group into 6L generic-statements: The following

excerpt from the second round questionnaire includes one bdgus item, No. 44,

that was intentionaTly” inserted. '

High Low :

(1 . 5 3, 35. Preparing teachers and administrators at the graduate

level without requiring pr1or~exper1ence ~

(1 ) 36. Reconciling emerging conf11ct§/1n the teach1ng'pro-
. . fession between an emphasis upon human va{des and an
emphasis upon know]edge and techno]ogy ‘
(1 . Preparing plans which schools cou]d use for goal
definition.

Explore the possibility of twelve-month school term.

%




*  communication problems.

8

39. Increasing the qualitative status of the teacher
in contempovary society. ) ' .

40. Eliminating competition among institutions of
higher learning in Virginia. .

41. Preparing interdisciplinary courses for high school
adoption. A " : .
42. Providing the kind of education needed to solve the
problems of contemporary society, such as urban and,

2.

43. Developing programs that will increase the capabil=
* jties of graduates of the School of Education to

produce and utilize research.

44, Emphasizing the prcdyction of doctoral graduates
who can improve the programs in Schools of Medicine,

Law, Nursing, and E?gineering. .
45. Déveloping criteria, procedures, and tests for mea-

suring without_bias such factors as pre-school -

skills, teacher effectiveness, educational programs,

and intellectual aptitude.

v

46. Increasing intel]éttua] self-respect of the grad-
uates of the School of Education. .1

1

47. ‘Preparing teachers and administrators to utilize
- efféctively modern technology such as educational
television and computer assisted sinstruction.

A

E
49. ’providing leadership and assistance to school divis-
sions in developing a strong medical department,

.+ 3including school nurses.

48. Increasing professionalism in education.’ I

50. Developing greater respect for traditional American
. loyalties. .

51. Attracting more men into elementary education.
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The basically negative reaction to this phony statement is evident in the

fol10wing excerpt from the third round instrument:

High - Low
¢1.2 38 5 )
Beasohr~ .
(W23 45)
Reason:

(1 2 3135 )
Reason:

(2 345)
Reason: -,

. 4 *

( ¥ 2 3 @ s )
Reason: '

(1 2 B a5 )
Reason:

(1 2 315 )
Reason:

(1 2 385 )
Reason:

(1 2 Bl 4 5
Reason:.

(1 2 3 {4 5
Reason”

(1 2 B als
Reason:

(1 20145

Reason:

-

38.
39.
4.

41.

2.

43.

44,

45..

46.

47.

48.

<:::>Your Response || Consensus

Preparing plans which schools could use for §0a1
definition. . )

Explore the possibility of twelve-month school term:

-

Increasing the\qua1itative é;atué of the teacher in
contemporary society. -

Eliminating competition among institutions of higher
learning in Virginia. .

Preparing interdisciplinary courses for high school
'\adoption. '

Providing the(ﬁ{;d of education needed to solve the
problems of contemporary society, such as ‘urban and

/ communication problems. 2

! Developing programs that will increase the capabil-
jties of graduates of the School of Education to
produce and utilize research. . Tfi

- ‘A‘\‘( v
Emphasizing the production of doctoral graduates
who can improve the programs in Schools of Medicine,
Law, Nursing, and Engineering. )

Developing criteria, procedures, and tests for mea- |
suring without bias such factors as pre-school

skills, teacher effectiveness, educational programs,
and intellectual aptitude.

of the School of Education. .

Preparing tegchérs and administrators to utilize
effectively modern technology such as educational
te}evision and computer assisted instruction.

Increasing professionalism in education. -

Increasing intellectual self-respect of the graduates

TN
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High

L4

(12 3 4 ' . Providing leadership and assistance to school
Reason: © divisions in developing a strong medical depart-
- ment, including school nurses,

P
T 2 3+ [8 . Developing greater .respect for traditional American
Reason: - loyalties. N

&

(1 213 4 _ . Attrdcting more men into elementary education.
Reason:

(.1 2 "3 @ - >, Developing quality courses for adoption and
Reason: . adaptation by elementary and secondary schools such
. as interdisciplinary courses.

(v 2 3 @ . Developing a model undergraduate program.
' Reason: ‘ .

N

(1 2 E{I 4 54. Developing eiberimenta] programs designed to meet
_Reason: ‘ the educational- needs of minority groups.

(1 2 3 @ 55. Solving problems related to the’increasing role'of
Reason: . ngefa1-g9vernment in education. .

>

Another instance of the use of Delphi in statewide planning is reported by
James Jaco?son of Utah State Un;versity who rep;rted the use of a De]phi
exercise involving one state committee of an Eight-State Project on "fesian-
ing Education for- the Future." His discussion!® of the proQ]ems encountered
is as candid a disc1osu}e of some of the realitjes-as ‘I have seen. This 1970
seséi?n of th% American Educati?na1 Research Association was the forum where
Bean Eyphert's and Dr. Ghnf'§ work was first discussed and was the gccasion.
for still znother example of a Delphi exercise applied to edugdtiona1 p]annind.
.’This was the report by Donald Anderson of Ohio Staie University who discussed
_the use of a Delphi exercisg undertaken with university help with an inter-

mediate school district in 0h1"0.]7 An example bf a page from the second

round questionnaire is reproduced follewing:

+




Event . ] .

~

Consolidation will reduce the
number of school districts to
approximately 100.

-

Compulso}y school attendance sj:
‘will be relaxed in most sub-

urban schools, and students -

will attend "the" school only
iwheén classroom or laboratory
Jaqtivities are needed by the

.student. :

o . ~

One conseduence %f increased -

individualization is that
'students ill enter public
school. at ages -ranging from
3 to 7-ard leave at ages
* ranging from 15 to 20
depending on readiness to
pursue their chosen goals.

<

— %

Formal p6licy making and
daily administrative deci-
sions will be directly
influenced by involved

. staff, students, teachers,
parents, and community
representatives in 90 per
cent of urban and suburban
schools.

" Drugs wil® be used to
. stimulate and increase
learning. ‘ s
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.Ihese 111ustrat1ons make clear the d1vers1ty of top1c ‘and azz;bach
1

i

taken in these different Delphi exerc1ses Hopeful]y th1s is fus€tu { In

‘anyjcase,~the’conc1usinn that seems Warranted 1s that a W1defranue o#
. ) ¢

~

pdgsible goals and 65ject1ves eva]uated by qu1te different publics can be

the ObJECt of a Delphi exercise. This ;\y\be of considerable 1mporﬁance

PR e

to the future- course of h1gher educat1on and to ‘education qenerally

» \ Y

* One of the“grojects funded -under granf from the U. S Office of Educa- .
_tion this year is a effort by the Coordinating Board of Advanced ducation

N Z
ﬁg“ : 77 and Accredﬂtat1on in New Hampshire to uhdgrtake a Delphi embracing!repre-
v .3 3

sentat1on from members of the fol]ow1ng bodies: o
. : - | R
A. Cbord1natnng Board \

¢

B ‘.../. B ) ] \ ) - . ,
. B. -FaciTities Commission . /
: ' A . .
) ‘C. State Legislative Finance Committee”
" Pr --State Legislative Education- Commi ttee \‘j>
- c . . . s | B -~
£. State Board of Education 't
\ "F. State Department of chat1ona1—Techn1ca1 Educat1on
G. . Trusteés of-all h1gher educational institutions . >
* H. Key adm1n1strat0rs of all.higher educat1ona1 1nst1tut;$ns

i’I. Student leaders from all hwgher educat1ona1 institutions

A

B " J. Appropriate representat1ves from bus1ness and industry.
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" The purpose of the~undertakin§ is reported to be - .

o nto successfully respénalté the charge given by the U.S. Office
s *  of Education in, its BHE-DAF memo dated December 29, 1970.on
DetermMation of ‘Construction Needs: v . . development .by each

B state gf a long-range plan for t o determination -o7 "construction
. needs- for its institutiohs of higher education . - . in suffidient .
: detail Po.be meaningful to the Commission and the Institutions
<. . . They Should be considered dynamic - subject to periodic . N

1

_-; review and amendment - and should include all elements the Com-
mission considers necessary to develop construction needs . . .

-
»

)

As far as can be learped, this will represent the first time that th
::i . cax ¢ .

Delphi technique has been yﬁdertaken in so direct a fashion to mesh w

-

ith the

state planning activities encouraged by the U.S. Office of Education.

One of-the most obvious uses of the Delphi technique in the educational

scene would seem tone its use’jn finding consensus as to values, ©

tions. An example would be the kind of rating scale frequently encountered

in rating teachers. There are only two examples of this kind of use of

De]phi that the present research has turned up. The earliest recorded use

of Delphi as an evaluBtion aid involves a paper prepared by Arnold Reisman .

- of Cgée-Western Reserve University for delivery at .the Management ijision

of the Americaﬁﬂgbciety of Mechgnical Engineers at the Winter Annual meeting

1968.1g Dr. Reisman's approach is reproduced in part follow-

in ‘New York in
ing. . He considered five factors: jeurnal afticles, books, public.service,
. ' T . .
committee service on-university ¢ommittees and
) 4 - :

on the

. <, .
jeties. These were recorded for faculty meTbers as in the table
- \

. following page:zoJ

-

.
.
4 .
- {

rcevalua- -

service in professional soc- -

i
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<4“ Then_ Re1sman “‘suggested that one way £o reach a consensus on the we1gh* each .

type of entry should have, would be to emp]oy a Delphi technique. One such
point value outcome (Point, System 1) is given below.zt

- , ’ ‘ ) é

POINT SYSTEM  °

v

I. . PUBLICATIONS

) A. JOURNAL ARTICLES ' B. BOOKS A

- ' LA 10% LA 100
: o B 8 T 80
LC 6 LC 60

LD 4 - ) 40 P}
TA 7’ FA . 90
T8 5 ' T8 70
TC 3 TC 50

0 1 D 40 .

- I ¢ p X5 .
F X3 F X4
.S X2

S X1 ©
*point System i

. II. PUBLIC SERVICE

L i 4 « .
R 6 . |
- N 18 - !
I 0 T :
? : !
A X4 5; . j ’
i B X3 _ f
. c X2 : e
D X1 ! /
\J ’;
1. COMMITTEE PARTICIPATION ) ,
. ’ . ;, [N
- . A, UNIVERSITY ¥ COMMITI?ES
D 6 X
S 8 oo
U 10 ° i
G 6 /
C am;~ X2




s . -
* .
| " 16
B PROFESSIONAL SOCIETY ] - i
' R oL .. ! . 10
T ) . 5 . ' ¥
: I S ‘
N X3
R_ N - . - X] ' . . !
His summary of the rhﬁ?nés achieved is:%2 ]
| . POINT RATING* . v
CﬁITERIdN ) ’ Faculty Member ~ N ‘
. 127 3] 4 5 T '
‘Record of - .. T
Publications i .
Journal Articles o| ‘69| 68}198] 200 | - *
Books 710{ 0 -0f o} 400 >
. - ’ . . A ‘
» . Committee Part. ' K
University 122] 80| 26| 52} -318¢
Professional i
- Society 180 ol 70| 30 540 } o , .
. X2**
Pqui: Service 80} 28] 96] 240 0 .
v 1,092 177 | 260 | 520.1,548
1,172 205 356 | 760 1,548

* Not weighted for "age" of acgompliéhment_

** Note fultiplying Effect of ?ub]tev§eryi§é7xz does not change the total . .

. ranking.
’ 7

The other approach to using De]ph{ as a method of obtaining consensus
_about the value of characteristics of teachers in a college is found in the N

work of Samuel W. Cochran and his associatesZ3 at East Texas State University.

3 11 ‘ .
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Dr. Cochran iszé ;o-author with Norman Dalkey énd 6tﬁers of thé Rand staff'\
-of several reports that Rand has published. His approach to us%ng the '

. De]pqﬁ technique in the ratihg prob]em-das }o.take the list of- teacHer
qhar;cteristics ﬁsed-at East Texas Stateohnd ask that each of four pénefs

}y¢ y eva}date them. - The list of teacher characteristics read’as fo]]qys:24 %
/ : . ! : :

)\ TEACHER CHARACTERISTICS SUBMITTED TO RESPONDENTS FOR EVALUATION .

-~

1., -Teacher should have a thorough knowledge of the course material.
) 2 Teacher's ‘use of the textbook should be appropriate for-the course.
\ 3, ,Teacher should relate the subject matter of course to course objectives .-
4 Teacher should select a-textbook that is appropriate: for the :course. -

5, Teacher should possess p]eas{ng'voice qua1ities.' - >

6. Teacher should show. interest in the subject matter. . o (\
7. Teacher should insure that objectives of the course are easily under- ’

_ standable: : . , '
8. ~ Teacher should possess a good attitude toward all stuggnts.
9. Teacher ‘should make himself available to students to discuss,gcademié

or personal problems. . .
'.10. Teacher should organize the content of the course logically. s
11. ‘Teacher's use of reference materials should be appropriate for the
‘ course.
12. Teacher's assignments should be appropriate to course objectives.

13.% Teacher should speak in an intelligible ‘and understandable manner.
14. Teacher should make the course material interesting.

15. Teacher should dress in an appropriate manner.

16. Teacher should exhibit satisfactory mannerisms before the class.

7. Teacher's evaluative techniques should be appropiriate to the course
objectives.- - :
- 18. Teacher shoyld relate the material in the ‘courde to other fields:
19.° Teacher should be fair in grading students. -
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His major findings dre represented by ‘the two tables below.

TABLE A

- o

o

N
k Order of Teacher Characteristics of Rounds 1 and
tance Ratings .

Cogrelations between
value judgments on
,Rounds 1 and 2 °

Groups
\

.98 .98 .99

R LA

In Round 2, each
Round 1 and a stati
other members of hi

importance ratings to eac

of the above correl
one hundred.
\

C Y oa

"

Corre]atiogs between Ran

-

Fagpondent was provided with his responses to

stical summary of the importance ratings of the " -
s group. He was given an opportunity to revise his
h of the 19 characteristics. The probability

ations occurring'by chance is less than'one time in

\ !

-

TABLE B

ks Obtained by Assigning Relativé and Absolute
Values to Teacher Characteristics

*

~—

Correlations

Groups 1 & 2 Groups 3 & 4 )

(Fgcuity) 9 (Students) .

\.\ i " - _
.85 88

® &

s in G

k]

d relative values. (dividjng

NOTE: Respondent
1,000 points
(1-7 scale)

jstics were p
in-successful college te
puted between the rankings
above correlations occurri

hundred.

to each of the 19 teacher

roups .l and 3 asgigne
) and subjects in Groups 2
(o
laced in rank order a cord
aching and rank
based on Rou
ng by chance

and 4 assigned absolute values - _
haracteristics. The character-

ing to their assigned importance
order correlations were com-

nd 2. The probability of the

is less than one time in one

i3
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It was Dr: Cochran's,_conclusion that the Delphi technique performed very

'well at determining consensus on these-kinds of value ratings. There is

a significant place for this kind of use of the Delphi technique.

. Throughout academic life there are issues that call for the explication

]

of values and .the exphession of evaluation by faculty groups. Dbt seems
11ke1y that the Delphi technique should have ‘a wide use.

. It is also poSS1b1e to use Delphi-as a 1earn1ng device, or as a deV1ce
to deve]op EppaC1ty for 'futures' th1nk1ng As with any new field there
have been some deve]opments whose -authors have chosen to q1ve them new,

Xy 26

a]though re]ated names Thus we find "Focus De]ph1,' and "One_Event

De]ph1,“27 and De]ph1 games. 28. Each of. these developments has had for its

" focus a special need perce1ved as requiring an adaptatlon of the or1g1na1

f-\
Delphi approach. it is’ th1s writer's conclusion that the Delphi rubric is

.already sufficiently expanded as a techn1que in form and purpose that in-
dividualization of adaptations by giving them special names add little to
our sum total of problem-solving capability. g

Important to the purpose of this paper must be consideratjon of the
cﬂ1t1c1sm that has been ralsed about the Delphi approach Thgi principatly
involves the work of Weaver, waldron and welt Each of these three have
made chalienges of varyang s1gg1f1cances tq the use of Delphi in higher
education. The Jeast substantial of these wou]d appear to be Dr. Welty's
concerh29 with the potential consequences of the insertion of bogus items
as in the Cyphert-Gant study reported earlier.. It seems obv1ous&fhatmany

research or problem-solving underrtaking can not be made proof against

scoundrels. All that the insertion of item 44 in the Univecsify of

g0
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V1rg1n1a Delphi exercise represenis is a healthy further reminder to all

that by 1ntent1on as well as’ by m1sadventure, spurious elements can get

into any research endeavor The character of the sponsors the pr1nc1pa]

1nvest1gator and the ever present poss1b111ty of rep]1cat1on are the on]y

safeguards that can exist., Dr. Welty seems over]y cbncerned W1th the se-

lection of experts as his second critical view. The use of the expert as

4

part of the Delphi exerc1se response group is at the d1scret1on

. of each principal 1nvest1gator and will, necé;sar1]y, be defined by him.
g

At 1east in matters perta1n1ng to educat1on, let a]on% higher educat1on,

-
L 4
*

it would be hard not to find experts on every hand

James S. Waldron's work and‘that of N:?T1mothy Weaver is related,
since each devoted the%r doctora] dissertations to.a consideration of fore- ‘
cast1ng future events Waldron's dissertation specifically concerned itself
w1th the De]ph1 process while Weaver cons1dered other approaches as well as
the De]ph1 approach The concern expressed by wa1dron30 n terms of the

,problem ‘of low integratively complex persons versus high integratively com-.

plex persons does not seem to this writer to have been linked up to actual

Delphi operat1ons The probab1e charactenistics that can be expeEted to be
ncountered in prospective Delphi participants has not been shown to be LIC
or HIC as a genera] rule. Waldron's view on the problem of differential
time de]ay31 appears more germane to the use ofeDelphi in higher education.
There would seem to be a solution—in-the—provacative work of Dr. Murray

Turoff and hi\ﬁexperimentation with the Delphi Conference, a teletype

terminal computer-1inked "conferenre ca]T“\quab111ty to De]ph1 32 This is

-

x
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particularly true in many higher gﬁucation situations where computer

‘e

terminals are readily available.
W. T. Weaver present;/g more philosophic view of future c&gnition. A
spmpling of his thought is reflected in the fg]]oy%ng excerpt:33
The intention was to‘assd;e,that through qUesfiohnaired.
changes in estimates would reflect rational judgment, and,

therefore, not be subject to social psycho]ogica] factors.
Empirical evidence tends to show the naivete' of such an

assumption. Three independently conducted studies suggest

that within the Dgkphi procedure individuals who 'swing'.in

from wide ranges to rore narrow ranges do so' less on'the

basis of .rational argument, examination of evidence, or :
review of assumptions than because decision-mgkind’strategies . Z~

of certain persons are subject to change as the task is .per-
. ceived to be less ambiguous, and on account of certain per-
sonality .factors such as‘fundamental'needs and integrative
complexity. , . < . . .
"

. However, despite Dr. Weaver's reservations about the use of Delphi, he

concludes his article in the phi Delta Kappan wfth the fo]]owing:34

’

il

-

. . . although Delphi was originally intended as a forecast-
ing tool,its more promising educational application seems %o
be in the following areas: (a) a method for studying the.
process of thinking about the future, (b) a pedagogical tool
or teaching tool which forces people to think about the
future in'a more complex way than they ordinarily would, an
(¢) a planning tool which may aid in probing priorities held

by members and constituencies of an organization.

]

It may be asked, what are the costs of Delphi, in time and ‘money?
' [t is difficult to make a direct comparison on either count, because you
have to inquire, whdt:are the costs, compared to what? Any iﬂfg;sive

method of consensus formation wi%l.presumably cost more than a

undertaking, if only because the apparatus for the assembling of pi;}uQ\\\\mﬁh.‘- )

' ]
22
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has to have some cost that is greater than the more casual committee meeting
or other'hethod for detenmining what may constitute a meeting of minds. The
time dimension may also be greater for Delphi than its more casual alterna-~
tiv . Since'in at least some face-to-face committee situations there will
be 4 dominant person who railroads the decision through, this can not help °
t be more expeditious than an; other method that seeks 1terat1ons of

‘op1n1on two, three and four or more times.. Thus, it seems clear that the
adoption “of Delphi as a method to "reach a consensus on any aspect of educa-
tional prob]em -solying can not depend on its be\ng less costly in dollars
nor in time. Neverthe]esss an. exam1nation of the data presented- 1taeeems

' a tenable conc]us1on that higher education can benefit from emp]oy1ng Delphi
as a method for planning. Given the extent of educat1on 's need for more
and better planning, this is as high arpriority m1ss1on as any‘techhique i'
cou]d wish for The present concern for methods of seek1ng out consensus,l

" the techniques for discovering futures, is a healthy development that bodes

» well for higher educat1on and for problem-so]v1ng in general. Nor is the

Delphi the only product of this quest We may yet find that methods that

" have been named as variously as dan, Judge Prof, Decision D1sp1ay Pénels,

\Qapping, future histories, scenarios and cross-impact matrices3® W111 be

helpful in solving cost/benefit or curriculum planning or college objectives

or teacher rating problems in the coming decade.

!

¥ -t . - - v
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