
Thinking in Time: Decision Making System

SUMMARY OF MINI‑METHODS

I. K‑U‑P/L‑D

To help define the immediate situation ("now") and the decision‑maker's concerns (problems) in it, from which to draw objectives.

· For use with or without analogues from the past ("then")

Step 1. Separate what is Known "now" from what is Unclear and both from what is Presumed (by the person with the problem or his agent).

Step 2. Do the same for all relevant "theres" that come to mind or others urge (fill in each "then" from present knowledge).

Step 3. Compare then with now for likenesses and differences (skip if no analogues).

Step 4. Articulate specifically what now is of concern and, if possible, commensurate objectives.

N.B.: If concerns and objectives don't come clear, add placement (VII below) and try articulating again; if still unclear, review the history of the issue (II‑IV below) and try once more.

II. The Goldberg rule

"Don't ask 'What's the problem,' ask 'What's the story?' That way you'll find out what the problem really is."

 III. Time‑line (for the issue)

The dates from "now" back to the story's start 

IV. Journalists' questions:

"When" (time‑line) "What" "Where" "Who" "How" "Why"

Used together to help trace and articulate the history of the issue (the issue is defined by the decision‑maker's concerns), for more light on objectives, thence options.

Step 1: With respect to the issue, invoke the Goldberg rule.

Step 2: Plot on the time‑line relevant trends, asking journalists' questions as helpful.

Step 3: Plot on the time line any changes in specifics that appear to have especially high political significance.

Step 4: Articulate objectives and options to match concerns as refined by issue history.

V. Bets and Odds:

What odds will you give that the presumption proves correct? . and/or How much of your own money would you wager on it?

· Used to test presumptions uncovered in I above or later.

Step 1: Ask either question (or both) of each adviser, in presence of others.

Step 2: Require each to specify what makes his answer different from the others.

Step 3: Encourage argument, promote articulation of differences.

Step 4: Review presumption accordingly. 

VI. "Alexander's question"

What fresh facts, if at hand, by when, would cause you to change your presumption? (Your direction? Your decision?)

Another way to test a presumption. Also a way to set up warning signals in advance and schedule contingent reviews ("If we should find these facts, then . . .)

Step 1: Ask the question.

Step 2: Put agreed answers in a tickler system.

Step 3: Commit to a review of presumptions—or decisions—
if tickler shows facts found. 

Step 4: (contingent) Review accordingly and amend, as indicated, definitions of situation, concerns, objectives, and options.
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· To help "place" relative strangers, either people or organizations, by inferring personal outlook or institutional proclivity from the history external signs suggest may be in someone else's head or built into incentives in somebody else's bailiwick

Step 1: Articulate initial stereotype about the other person or organization.

Step 2: Lay out the relevant time‑line.

Step 3: Plot relevant events (and/or special events) and details appropriately defined, with approximate dates.

Step 4: Draw inferences about the person's likely outlook or the organization's likely approach in order to sophisticate initial stereotype subject to reality checks as (if) direct evidence comes in.


